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fhﬂy Size Expo;tatfons in Ehonton:‘ A Cohort Approach

L | L
ABSTRACT -

The objective of theb thesis is to.exaloine and to explain inter- ’)x
cohort_djfferentials in fam11y'size expectations and wanted completed
fertility in & sample of Edﬁonton_women. Three explanatory perspectives
are tested fo;,their capacity to aéqount for variability in intercohort
demand‘F\Qghildren.' Tﬁese include the 4strt§tur'a1 or normative
>perspeciive which'gmphasizes backgrouﬁd differences, the economic
'”uti1ities model ‘which views fertility decisions as the consequence of
maximized ufi]ities based en relative economic preferences for.children_
and a ;ociologiCaI utilities model which places sdc1ai considerations
such as role preférences and values in_a utilities context of competing
chofces. ' ‘ |

_‘The”data under analysis‘are from the Growth of Alberta Families
‘Study (GAFS) involving a sample o% 1045 Edmonton womgh of all marigii'
status between the ages of 18 and 54. .Inteéviews were conducted by
specially trained interviewers duriﬂg the period from 19 ﬁovenber 1973 .
to 15 February 1974. The GAFS survey represen;s the first major
fe;til{ty surwey to be undertaken.in w;stern éénada, the third in the
entire gountr}. -Thg sample, a stratified cluster sample based on 1971
Census di:tributjdhs of mother tongue, was drawn in such a way as to
focus specifiﬁai[y’o;'Edmpnton's unique ethnic differ;ntials. The GAFS

Bl
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‘ ’ '

qucsttonna;ré 1nc1udeq'nlny standarQized questiéns on family size

prc?orancs. contraceptivf‘practices. fertility history, attitudes
toward fertility intters. b:ckgrbund‘as well as some innovitive -

~ Questions on aborfion. role preferences and values. ‘

" Examination of intercohort differentials in family size
expectations relies on comparative amalyses of demand for children
among Yequivalent birth cohorts", synthetic .cohorts developed to
minimize "age at marriage bias" (the tendency for age at marriage to

" vary directly with year of birth and inversely with year at marriage).

-

Demand for children is measured by current wanted births plus
additional expected bfrthﬁ. The wanted critérﬁa vary with the measure.
For the structural perspective, the following variables were examined
first separately and then together for their capacity to explain
variation in expected and wanted completed family size: cohort, family
size of origin,'education, rgsidence in youth, religiosity, natis#tif’//
religion and ethnicity. Two less realistic and less personal measures
of family size preference were also examined in this perspective. - For
the economic utilities approach, a total of eight variables were
examined including cohort, relative income position within cohort,
subjective feelings of financial success, ownership of status items
(standardized for income and actual family size), proportion of adult
years worked, education, willingness to support children at post-
secondary level, and implied work years lost through childbearing. For

the sociological utilities perspective, seven variables were considered:

vi



" cohort, mother role orfentation, female role o}ientation. attitude
toyard large families, egalitarfanism, childbearing motivation, and sex
ratio preferences in children. : ‘

Th :prinry method of analysis employed throughout the thesjs
is multiplé‘jlassificafion_analysis done first with each variable

acging separately and then for all non-interactive variables acting

together. The MCA is supported by analysis of variance. A second

am used in the thesis is multiple regression analysis which
is ap ach cohort separately and then with cohort as an
independént variable to each measure of family size. The tﬁird technique
subjected subsets of all variables from the three perspective to

stepwise discriminant function analysis to aséertain which variables

are of most utility in differentiating among family size preference
groups.

The thesis finds that there has been a downward revision in
family size norms and wanted fertility with younger cohorts generally
indicating smaller expected fahily size, smaller desired family size and
smaller family size ideals than older cohorts. Fertility aspirations
are found to be largely a function of cohort membership but also related
to family size of the woman's family of origin.l Considerable support
is found for the explanatory'potentiaI of the economic utilities model.
Relative preference for consumer durables, as measured by ownership of
high status items, and relative income position, once cohort is removed
from the analysis, emerge as crucial explanatory variables. Younger

cohorts are found to reveal role preferences and values which are
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(]
somewhat less traditional than older cohorts but the impact of these

variables on family size preferences {s overwhelmed by ‘ho effects

of cohort membership. Comparisons of- the relatfive effects of all
| var1apTes under consideration in the thesis leads to the conclusion
that role preferenées and values are of less importance in explaining
variability in family size expectations than are cohort membership

and economic considerations.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 The Problem .
The objective of this thesis is to e;gmine and to attempt to
exp1$in intercohort differences‘in family size expectations and in the
values, norms and attitudés surroundi;g these expectations for a
sample-of Edmonton women. The central questions of the thesis are:
Are there intercohort differentials in é}pected family size and wgnted
-completed fertility? [f so, how substantial are these differe@ces )
and why do they occur? Is a downward shift in wanted fertility by
cohort discernib]e? If so, is this shift characterized by a change in
the set of values, norms and attitudes which provide the context for
making fertility decisions? Can intercohort differences in family
size expectations and wanted fertility be explained best in terms of
backgréund characteristics, economic factors or social values? Is
the pattern of influential factors across.cohorts such that subport
exists for thq~gmgpgence of a new fertility regime? .
In spite of the growing concern with population issues and
population policies in Canada, there is actually Tittle known about
the fertility behaviour of cohorts, except what can be inferred from
following cohorts in successive censuses. Even less is known about‘§he
fertility behaviour of Albertans and Western Canadians; Routinely

collected micro-data do not permit analysis of the complex macro- and
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micro-socio-economic changes which influence the behavioun and

. attitudes of individuals and couples toward chiidbearing. It is the
intention of this thesis to sort out and attempt to explain, by
reliaq;e on intensive micro-data, some aspects of intercohort
differentiﬁjs in fertility behaviour in Edmonton and.to examine these
differentials within the context of fertility decisions.

1.2 Introduction to KAP Survgys; Family Size Preference Concepts
and the Cohort Concept

Although the dynamics of human-fertility have perplexed
thoughtful people for centuries, scientific interest in the social
aspects of fertility has had a short and sometimes undistinguished

\history. It was not until the 1920's that serious consideration was
gﬁven to studying the social aspects of fertility behaviour (Westoff,
1956 :400). Given the complexity of social context of fertility and
the involvement of individual motivations, it is not surprising that
attempts at explaining fertility behaviour have been directed largely
toward asking people why they behave as they do. So pervasive has
been the commitment of social scientists to the survey approach that
it has become the institutionalized means of studying the dimensions
of human fertility. The instruments, methods of administration and
even many techniques of analysis have been honed into standardized
form available to researchers throughout'the world (The Population
Council, 1970). Generally known as KAP surveys (Knowledge, Attitudes
and Practices of Family Planning), these standardized research
efforts have produced "the most substantial set of comparative social

data ever collected across such a range of societies" (Mauldin, 1964:

g7). Some fifty-five KAP surveys were undertaken between 1965 and



1970 alone, with at least fifteen more in the planning stages as of
1970 (Population Council, 1970:189).
An integral component of KAP surveys is a series of questions

on family size preferences. Typically, data are collected on ideal,

desired and expected family size. Quite recently, the concept of
intended family size has been added to this 1ist (Ryder and Westoff,
1971:19). These data have been collected for a variety of poses
ranging from population forecasting (Freedman g!, 1959:320.-72;
Whelpton et al., 1966:371-401) to analysis of the psychological
aspects of fertility ( Fawcett, 1973; Kiser and Whelpton, 1953).

Quite apart from specific research interests, it seems clear that in
societies where completed fertility is lower than the biological
maximum (most or all known human societies) attitudes toward numbers
of children are crucial determinants of ferti]ity performance.

The importance of family size preferences and particularly
fertility expectations increases in societies where modern
contraceptive technology exists and is used extensively to plan
families or to curtail childbearing. “As the proportion of planned
families increases, preferences.in fﬁmily size become an important
component of fertility behavior. Accordingly, there is an increasing
emphasis in fertility research on family size desir;s, ideals and
expectations” (Goldberg et al., 1959:369). Evidence from the 1955,
1960 and 1965 National Fertility Surveys in the United States suggests
little change in fertility planning among American couples in general
over time although among subgroups of the population, some increase

in the proportions with completely planned families is discernible

(Ryder and Westoff, 1971:235-241). Some authors have shown that in
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Canada, oral anovulents were not extensively used prior to 1965
(Balakfishnan et al., 1975:123). The rapid diffusion of the pill since
1965 could contribute to an increase in the proportion of blanned
families with a concomitant elevation of the importaﬁce of family size
preferences in understanding fertitity behaviour. 4

\The inclusion in the typical KAP survey of multiple questions
on family size preferences is an attempt to sort out the complexities
of perceived social norms and personal preferences at both the
realistic and the idea]%stic levels. Conceptually these distinctions

may be shown in the following schema:

Idealistic Realistic

If all were the way it Given the world as it
Social should be in the world, presently exists, how
ocia how many children should many children should

the average couple have? the average couple have?

If all were the way you Given your life as it

would like it to be in is and is likely to be in
Personal your life, how many future, how many

children would you like children would you

to have? 1ike to have?

Idealistic-social is seldom included in ferti]ity surveys.
Realistic-social is typically termed ideal family size. Idealistic-
personal is generally equivalent to desired family size. Realistic-
personal is taken to be expected family size.

Intended family size, added to the fertility literature at
the time of the 1965 National Fertility Study (NFS) in the U.S.
represents a further attempt at sharpening conceptual distinctions.
It is an effort "both to separate the less realistic desire from the
more realistic intent, and to measure directly (by comparing

intentions with expectations) the extent to which the respondents
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perceive that the number intended ﬁight not in fact be achieved,
because of inadequate reproductive control or capacity" (Ryder and
'Hestéff, 1971:19). Belief in'the gre&ter conceptual clarity of the.

‘J\ntended family size concept led to omiss!qn of expected family size
from many of the analyses of family size preferences in the 1965
National Fé}tility Study (Ryder and Westoff, 1971:25).

The central focus of this thesis is the realistic-personal
dimension of family size orientations, expected family size. It is
largely assumed, unless the data indicate oiherwise, that respondents'
expressed family size expectations represent their subjective

" realistic reproductive intentions, Despite the aiguments‘of quer and
Westoff in favour of intended famﬁly size, the case could be made
that intentions are less rea]igf}c than expectations. Although
intended family size may poésess greater conceptual clarity, expected
family size coﬁ]d be viewed as a more realistic resignation to what
is likely to happen, as a result of anticipated contraceptive
failures or fertility impairment, to the best of intentions. The
difficulty in this view is that expected family size is based partly
on errors the respondent is likely to make‘in future and partly on her
capacity to anticipate such errors.

The interest in the thesis 1é’cohort patterns of expected
family size. The cohort approach go fertility analysis in démography
grew out of the need to explain the western reversal of the fertility
decline in the late 1940's (Krotki, 1973:16). A solid theoretical |
concept based on the generation life table, the cohort is defined as

a group of individuals experiencing the same demographic event at



approximately the same time. In itsAlife table usage, the cohort
approach permits a synthetic or real cohort to be followed through life.
The explanatory utility of the cohort in fertility research lies in its
inclusion of time as an important variable ip ferti]ity behaviour.

"The fertility decision made by the couple and the relation of this
decision to other decisions made by other couples cannot be divorced
from the explicit historical situation in which thg couple completes
'it§ life cycle" (Turchi, 1975:24).

The ;dvantage of the cohort approach to cross-sectional
fertility data is that it permits the researcher to make‘inferences
about social change from data collected at a single point in time.

The analysis thus becomes a synthetic longitudinal study. The approach
is not without its drawbacks, however. The most crucial criticism is
that intercohort comparisons from a single sample are difficult

because, by definition; the cohorts are at different ages and different
stages of the life cycle at the same time (Ryder and Westoff, 1971:43).
‘This becomes particularly problematic when Fohort birth expectations

are used for forecasting eventual mean fertility, as was discovered by
the original GAF (Growth of American Families) surveys (Ryder and
Westoff, 1971:43). The way in which this problem is handled in the
thesis, where intercohort cbmparisons are made with -no attempt to
forecas¢, is discussed in Chapter 3. The second drawback of the cohort
approach to cross-sectional data analysis stems from the fact that in
cohort analyses of single sample data, age and cohort are typically
identical, prohibiting the separation of age effects from cohort effects.
To some extent, the thesis lives with this problem but methodological

efforts to handle it are described in Chapter 3.
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' The present section has attempted to define the terms ofhtﬁc"‘)
problem to which the thesis addresses ftself. It also has specified
the concepts involved in the basic objectives of the thesis and placed
these conccptsoin the context of the fertility literature. Following
an introduction to recent Canadian fertility patterns and trendﬁ. the
* remainder of this chap;Zr will discuss the rationale and scobe of

-

the thesis con¢luding with an outline of the thesis.

1.3 Introduction to Canadian Fertility

To place the study in context, it seems necessary to describe
briefly some recent salient trends and patterns of Canadian fertility.
Table 1.1 shows the h1stor1cal trends in crude birth rate for Canada,
Alberta and Edmonton since 1921. The three series reveal a similar
declining pattern'ub to 1936, an increase to 1956, with a gradual
decline since that date. Since 1946, Alberta's crude birth rate has
been higher than the national average wifh the Edmonton rate higher
than Alberta's. This is largely explained in terms of the age
structure differences in the three populations.  Edmonton has
proportionately more young married couples than Alberta. Alberta has
more than Canada as a Qhole. Census d;ta on number of children ever
born per‘ﬁiOéb ever-married women are shown in Table 1.2. It is

ev*:hat Alberta is below the Canadian average in this measure in

1961 and very close to the rate for Canada in 1971. Edmonton,

1941

for t ears for which data are provided, falls below the Alberta

Canada, like many western industrial nations, has been

experiencing over the past t¥enty years or so a rather sharp decline
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Table 1.1 Crude birth rates* for Canada, Alberta and
Edmonton, selected years, 1921-1974.

Canada] Alberta] Edmonton2
(1) (2) (3)
1921 29.3 28.1
1926 247 23.8
1931 232 23.6 21.1
1936 20.3 20.4 16.7
1941 22.4 21.7 19.5
1946 27.2 27.6 28.2
1951 27.2 28.8 3.8
1956 28.0- 31.1 34.9
1961 26.1 29.2 30.5
1966 19.4 20.9 22.0
1967 18.2 20.6 1.7
1968 17.6 19.8 21.0
1969 17.6 19.8 20.9
1970 17 .4 20.0 211
1971 16.8 18.8 19.6
1972 15.9 17.7 17.6
1973 15.5 17.4 17.5

1974 15.4 17.4 16.6

*Crude birth rate: Births per 1,000 mid-year population,

Sources: (1) Canada, Statistics Canada, 1976:2 (1921 excludes
the Province of Quebec).

(2) Alberta, City of Edmonton, 1974:7 (residents only).



Table 1.2 Number of children ever born* for Canada,
Alberta and Edmonton: 1941, 1961, 1971

1941
1961
1971

Canhpa]

(1)

3,341
2,987
2,775

Edmonton2

(3)

2,555
2,504

*Number of children ever born per 1,000 ever married women.

Sources: (1) Canada, Statistics Canada, 1973:23-1.

(2)

Edmonton, 1971:

Canada, Statistics

Canada, 1973:26-2 (Core Area).

Edmonton, 1961:

Canada, Dominioﬁ Bureau
of Statistics, 1965:126 (Edmonton area).



~in crude birth rate and period fertility. The year 1957 in Canada
marked the beginning of the recent decline in crude birth rate. P;riod
fertility began its sharp‘ecline in 1959 (George and Romaniuk, 1971:1).
This drop in Canadian fertility has been drastic enough to me}it such
speculation as to the ultimate outcome of the downward plunge

(Henripin and Légaré, 1971:106). Some have termed it a “baby bust"
(Grindstaff, 1975) while others have interpreted it as meaning that
Canada is on the road to zero population growth (Kayani and Krishnan,
1973; Statistics Canada, 1974a). It has also sparked many enquiries
into the causes of the decline which are of basic relevance to the
central questions posed 1n this thesis.

Henripin (1972), in a 1961 Census mondgraph, contributes
substantially to knowledge of fertility trends and patterns in Canada}
He analytically accounts for factors behind salient fertility trends
at various periods. During the period from 1851 to 1941, the drop in
legitimate fertility is the most important factor (Henripin, 1972:61)
explaining the fertility decline. It is noted, however, that at
various times in this period, variations in nuptiality also play a
basic role. Variations in age distribution of women of childbearing
age account for little of the fertility trend over this period. For
1941 to 1961 Henripin (1973:65) cites fluctuations in nuptiality as the
chief cause of fertility variation, particularly between 1941 and 1951.
"Generally speaking, increase in nuptia]i%éﬁaccounts for three-quarters
of the rise in fertility observé"between 1;41 and 1951" (Henripin,
1973:65). During the 1951 to 1961 period, the role of nuptiality in
fertility increase is much less than in the earlier period but it

remains the predominant factor. Variations in legitimate fertility are

/



also important, though far less so than nuptiality. Age distribution
and 1llegitimate fertility effects are negligible during this period.

Reliance solely on period measures of fertility can result in
erroneous conclusions about the nature of fertility trends. Subject to
wide fluctuations and short-term changes, period rates seldom reflect

\
the trends and shifts in fertility. This is {1lustrated in microcosm
by the following scenario:
Suppose for a moment that, due to exceptionally
unfavourable economic circumstances, half the

couples who would normaily have a child during year

X (according to the prevailing time-pattern of family

formation) delay the birth of this child by one year,

without the delay affecting the final intended family

size. In these circumstances, fertility rates measured

for the year X will be reduced by 50 percent, and any

estimate based on statistics collected for that year

world give an image of fertility which i$ lower than

the real family size of any cohort of women involved

. . . of course, the following year (if we assume

that the delay is only one year) period rates would

give an overestimation of fertility behaviour, the

excess being equivalent to some 50 percent.

> (Henripin and Légaré, 1971:113)
Despite the obvious advantages of cohort analysis of fertility trends,
methodological problems inherent in the cohort approach based on !
routinely collected data are such that this approach is not commonly
used.

Three excellent analyses of cohort fertility trends in Canada
have been done, producing somewhat disparate conclusions as to the role
of various factors in fertility fluctuations. In the first of these,
Henripin (1972:30-35[3 compares period and cohdrt fertility up to 1965
in the former case and up to cohorts born in 1930 in the latter case.
This comparison is shown in Table 1.3 and requires no detailed

"discussion here. It is apparent that completed cohort fertility has

n



Table 1.3 Total fertility rate (period rate), 1902 to 1965,
and fertility of cohorts born from 1874 to 1930,

Canada .
Nusber of births per 1,000 women
Year of Year of Completed Total " .
birth of current cqhort fertility Relative
cohort, rate ;erti 11 t_y rate, di fference
1874 1902 4,118 " 4,800 16.6
1879 1907 4,067 4,740 16.5
1884 1912 4,007 4,6200 15.3
1889 1917 3,891 4,260 9.5
1894 1922 3,714 3,860 3.9
1399 1927 3,444 3,319 -3.6
1901 1929 3,298 3,217 -2.4
1902 1930 3,235 3,282 1.4
1903 1931 3,19 3,200 0.3
1904 1932 3,138 -3,084 -1.7
1905 1933 3,082 2,864 -7.1
1906 1934 3,042 2,803 -7.8
1907 1935 3,009 2,755 -8.4
1908 1936 2,97 2,696 -9.2
1909 1937 2,944 - 2,646 -10.1
1910 1938 2,916 2,701 -7.4
191 1939. 2,891 2,654 -8.2
1912 1940 2,896 2,766 -4.5
1913 1941 2,912 2,832 -2.7
7

1914 o 1942 2,943 ' 2,964 +0.



L/

Table 1.3 "coqtimnd"

r of bt
Year of Yesr of Completed Total
birth of current cohort fertility Relativew ’
cohort, rate fertility rate, di fferencq )
1915 1943 2,966 3,00 +2.5
1916 1944 2,99 3,010 +0.6
1917 1945 3,029 3,018 -0.4
1918 1946 3,074 3,374 - . +9.8
1919 1947 3,120 3,595 +15.2
1920 1948 3,164 3,441 +8.8
1921 1949 ©3,201 3,456 +8.0
1922 1950 3,249 3,455 +6.3
1923 1951 3,277 3,503 +7.0
1924 1952 3,309 3,641 +10.0
1925 1953 3,33 3,721 .7
1926 1954 3,333 3,828 +14.8
1927 1955 3,352 3,831 +14.3
1928 1956 3,386 3,858 +13.9
1929 1957 3,424 3,925 +14.6
1930 1958 3,476 3,880 +11.6
1959 . 3,935
. 1960 3,895
1961 3,840
1962 3,676
1963 3,694
1964 3,540
- 1965 3,192

3From 1874 to 1899, these are women born over the.course of the.
five-year period which centers on the first of
preceding the indicated year.

course of the two-year period centering on January 1 of the year

indicated.

1965, p. 72.
Source:

CIn percentages as a ratio of cohort rates.
Henripin, 1972, Table 2.4, p. 33. .

December of the year
The other cohorts were born over the

The rates for the years 1901-1903, 1905-1908, 1910-1913,

1915-1918 and 1920-1922 have been interpolated. DBS, Vital Statistics,
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been increasing'sincé the 1911 cohortvgﬁdbfeted its childbearipg. It is
also signifiéhnt‘?hat the 1930 cohort, if;these'est1mates based on the
1961 data are tajbe believed, gave birth to &s many children as did the
1893 cohort. A further conclusion drawn from Henripin's analysis,
which unfortunately does not extend into very recent times or to
cohorts born in the 1940's, is that "since 1965 . . . period rates no
Tonger represent an overestimation of fertility in relation to the
actual behaviour of women® (Henripin 1972:34). Rather, conéludes
Henripin, it seems that the decline in.period fertility accentuates the
decline in cohort fertility beginning with the 1930 cohort. Henripin
explains this by suggesting that couples have postponed childbearing

to some'e;tent.

Henripin and Legare (1971) and George and Romaniuk (1971)
extend Henripin's analysis to include more recent cohorts and more
current rates of period fertility. Henripin and Legare (1971) base
their analysis on a comparison between completed fertility of ever
married women for cohorts born from 1903 to 1939 and a period-type
measure of completed fertility for married women covering calendar
years 1938-1967, baSed on a combination of period parity-progression
ratios computed on the assumption ‘of a fixed distribution of intervals
between marriage and first birth and between successive births. The
latter measure is termed the "index of current marriage fertility"
(Henripin and Lébaré, 1971:113). These authors include estimates up
to the 1935 cohort. They project the completed cohort fertility curve
to include the 1939 cohort (Henripin and Légare, 1971:115). The

central findings of this analysis are:



‘ .
(1) from 1946-13%1, the current index exceeded cohort
fertility by some 17 percent, due largely to changes
Py in birth timing where couples reduced the interva s,
between marriage and first births and between
successive births;
(2) since 1962, cohort fertility exceeds the current WNdex
by 21 percent with widening birth intervals and a
substantially greater decline in period marital
fertility (32 percent from ]559 to 1967) than in
. fertility for corresponding cohorts (6 percent for
.cohorts born in 1931 and 1939).
The conclusion reached by Henripin and Legare is that "most of the
recent decline in period rates is explained not by a reduction in the
size of family, but by a change in the timing of childbearing”
(Henripin and Légaré, 1971:116).
George and Romaniuk (1971) also cohpare period and cohort
fertility rates in an attempt to explain the recent decline in period

fertility with different conclusions. These authors calculate the

gain in the rising phase of cohort fertility (from conort 1910-11 to

cohort 1929-30) as .71 and of period fertility (from 1937-1959) as 1.30.

The loss for the declining phase for cottorts (from 1929-30 to 1942-43)
is .89 and for periods (1959 to 1969) is 1.54 (George and Romaniuk,
1971:12-13).

From these figures the impact of family size on
period total fertility can be estimated at about 55
percent (0.71/1.30) for the rising phase and at 58
percent (0.89/1.54) for the declining phase of the
cycle of fertility. The remaining 45 and 42 percent,
give the extent of the contribution by the age pattern
of fertility for the rising and declining phases,

15



respectively (George and Romaniuk, 1971:13).
The reasoning on which this conclusion rests, not elaborated by George
and Romaniuk, is that cohort fertility or completed fertilify at the
end of childbearing is'purely the result of family size. Period
fertility, on the other hand, the chaﬁbe in which provides the
denominator of the ratio, is a mixture'of change in caompleted family
Size with the éesidual representing changes in fertility due to timing
of births. |

The interest in this thesis lies in examining the degree to
which completed wanted family size has changed as reflected in cohort
fertility patterns in Edmonton. The focus is on changes in famiﬁy size,
the factor which accounts for the major part of the change in period
fertility according to George and Romaniuk (1971) and only a mi&%r o
part according to Henripin and Legare (1971) and Henripin (1972).
Changes in birth timing are the topic of another thesis based on the

same data2

so will not be of principal interest here. It is hoped that
by reliance on more intensive data than have so far been utilized in
analyzing Canadian cohort fertility patterns that this thesis will
contribute to the growing literature directed toward explaining recent

fertility patterns and trends in Canada.

1.4 . Rationale and Scope of the Thesis

It is undeniable that man, largely through technological
innovation, has gained greater control over his environment than he had
previously. This has been termed a '"change from 'fate' to 'control
orientation'" (Liu, 1967:xx). It would seem that the implications of

this changed perspective are particularly profound in family life and

16
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fertility. It is certainly clear that in North America in the mid-
1970's, completed family size for most couples is the result Qf a
conscfous decision to limit fertility. It now seems to be fairly
widely accepted that fertility is increasingly becoming a matter of
constrained choice.

If fertility is seen as a controli‘d outi:T:;asgztpposed to a
fateful outcome, then fertility decisio:’ﬁére of \fu ntal relevance
to understanding fertility behaviour. ,T“e social and economtf factors
impinging on these decisions become more essential to explaining
fertility behaviour than earlier when fertility decisions were less
easily effected. To\fu1]y compreheqs modern ferti]jty patterns, values,
norms and attitudes of prospective parents toward childbearing must be
considered az.Zrucial determinants of actual fertility. More serious
attention is deserved as well to the sociological significance of the
decision-making process itself. As fertility behaviour becomes
increasingly divorced from uncontrolled forces, the multiple choices
made by couples which contribute to ultimate fertility performance
become essential focal points in any attempt to explain fertility. e

If all this appears self-evident, then it should be noted that,
with few exceptions, demographic efforts at explaining fertility have
not adequately dealt with the role of values in fertility behaviour
(Beaver, 1975:42; Davis, 1963:345). To some degree, this may be a
function of demography's infatuation with the aggregate, often to the
exclusion of the individual. It also may be related to demography's
traditional eschewal of theory of the sociological variety (Vance,
1952; Yaukey, 1969). Most often, demographic explanation of fertility

is phrased in terms such as "the fertility response," "the population
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factor," and "the traditional fertility pattern." These phrases may be
well-suited to the demographer's interest in population phenomena

viewed in terms of aggregate patterns and differentials. So strong is

" the pd]l'toward aggregate explanation, however, that fertili;y ;ﬁyvey

dhtq,uhich often ‘include individualistic and motivational reﬁponses
are typically collapsed into aggregates to answer'structural questions.
Fertility behaviour is explained wiihout reference to any intervening
links between the individual and the aggregate response except the R .
elusive idea of group membership. 8
With the exception of Davis' (1963:361) pioneering effort to
point out that demographic changes are mediated through social
organtzation or individual cu]tﬁ}al interpretations rather than
impinging on aggregates as unitary forces, demography has had to wait
for another discipline to come to grips with the role of the individual
in demographic change. It was economics that established a
theoreti§a1 explanation for how micro-forces are translated into
individual fertility decisions. The economic model, based on the
theory of consumer choice, is utilized in the thesis as one approach to
the explanation of fertility behaviour. The model is adapted and
expanded to include sociological components jn order to examine

fertility behaviour in its more complete contextual setting.

,\\_d,,._\__\\\§7 In addition to the need to study modern fertility behaviour

-

in the context of choice, there seems to be a growing interest in

understanding the dynamics of fertility change. With emerging concern
~

in Canada about population issues and thought devoted to the develop-

city which focuses on the cohort patterns of fertility

ment of a population policy, a study done in a major Wes anadian
dete\ inants$
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may be particularly timely. Sioce aggregate fertility remains the
only major component of population change not yet subjected directly
to effective po11cy control, it is often seen as the one source of
uncontrolled population gwwth in the Western worla Given increasing.
attention té the role of population in economic growth and
environmental determination, it is 1ikely to become a future policy
target area in Canada and elsewhere in the Western world. Incre&sed
understanding of the determinants of family size and how these
determinants are changing from older cohorts to younger ones could
ultimately lead to the development of policy approaches which would
encourage politically and socially palatable trends in future child-
bearing without the necessity fér extreme measures. .
In sum, the concern of the thesis is the reproductive goals or
family size expectations of chiiagearers in their economic and social
context. In particular, the interest is in differentials in wanted
completed family size by cohort, with emphasis on the element of
constrained choice involved in wanted fertility. The factors involved
in the decision to want a particular number of children are examined
in economic and sociological frameworks as well as by the more
traditional structural mode of analysis. The methodological apprgach
taken in the thesis and the research design of the study from whiéh
the data are drawn permit testing not only of economic and sociological
hypotheses about the factors impinging on fertility decisions but
a]so.of hypotheses about changes in childbearing attitudes and

behaviour.
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1.5 Outline of the Thesis

Chapter 2 extracts from the vast literature on feftility
differgntia]s theoretical and basic empirical approaches to the
explanation of differentials in expected family size. The central
hypotheses under examinaiion are developed at the end of Chapter 2.

In Chapter 3, the research design of the Growth of Alberta Families
Study is described. As well in this chapter, the concepts to be

used in the thesis are defined operationa\]y and the techniques of
analysis described. Chapter 4 examines, by means of a traditional
demograbhic approach, intercohort differentials in the normative range
of fertility. Interrelationships among the various measures of family
size preference are considered in addition to the effect of various
background variables on intercohort differentials in expected family
size and wanted fertility. In Chapter 5, its capacity to explatn
intercohort differentials in wanted fertility is tested. The
utilities model is adapted and expanded into a sociological model in
Chapter 6, which then is tested a]i? for its power to explain inter-
cohort patterns. In the latter part of Chapter 6, the expfanatory
power of each of the three hode1s examined in previous.chapters.
background, economic and sociological, are compared. Chapter 7 provides
a summary of the thesis with conclusions, implications and suggestions

for future research.
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CHAPTER 2

EXPECTED FAMILY SIZE DIFFERENTIALS:
THEORETICAL AND EMPIRICAL APPROACHES

2.1 Theoretical Approaches to Explaining Expected Family Size
Differentials

-It would probably ‘not be a surprise to demographers, nor to
theoreticians, for that matter, to say that demographic approaches to
explaining fertility, genéra]ly speaking, have not been strongly
grounded in theory. It has been said that demographers were engaged
in theorizing in the middle and late 1950's, a time which saw the
emergence of the Davis-Blake (1956) framework of intervening variables
and the Spengler-Duncan (1956) compendium of population theory and
policy, but were distracted into empiricism when the fertility survey
approach was applied on an excitingly large scale (Yaukey, 1969:100).

Yaukey continues by pointing out that it is only relatively recently

. P i
that concern has been expressed about the overly narrow focus of

fertility research which fails to give much credence to theory (Davis,
1967; Hauser, 1967).

Many demographers would support the vieQ expressed by Davis
that advance in demography is generally not made through attempts at
developing theory but through the pufsuit of particular problems with

all the conceptual and empirical tools that can be found (Davis, 1959:
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312-314). This has been interpreted in the context of the ubiquitous
fertility survey, as explanation by reference to structural
differentials, an approach which holds a central place in demography.
Stinchcombe (1968:78), in the course of a discussion of the nature and
types of theoretical explanation, describes this type of demographic
explanation as “the simplest and most primitive of complex causal
structures in social explanation." Goldscheider (1971:226), on the
other hand, holds that examination of structural differentials
represents a fundamental way of locating determinants of causal
factors involved in the ?rocesses under study. To Goldscheider's way

of thinking, the study of sub-group differentials could be seen as

the first step in the formulation of a comprehensive explanatory theory.

Explanations of differentials in family size expectations are
a basic aspect of the empirical tradition of massive fertility surveys.
Data on family size expectations typically are available only from
these surveys, although they are now being collected routinely in the
United States as part of the Current Population Surveys (U.S. Bureau of
the Census, 1972). Possibly for this reason, explanations of
differentials in family size expectations have been couched largely in
structural terms. The role of background variables such as religion,
education, income, occupation, female labour force status, race (in the
U.S.) and recently ethnicity and nativity (in Canada) has been
emphasized. Research reports of all major KAP surveys abound in
findings of differentials, with expected family size typically
receiving special emphasis. A review of the major findings of these

studies is presented in Section 2.4.

22
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Despite the overwhelming emphasis in the demographic literature
on explanation through structural differentials, there are hints of
altemative or supplemental explanations of expected family size
variation. It is probably significant that many of these non-
structural approaches have their origins in sociology or economics
rather than demography. Others are based solidly on the structural
approach but delve into the theoretical basis for structural
differentials relying on sociological or economic concepts. The four
theoretical explanatory frameworks to be elaborated here include: the
normative approach, the socialization approach, the utilities approach
and the social change approach.

The normative approach to explaining variation in expectgd
family size is far from an integrated theoretical fraﬁework. ‘Th{s
approach stems directly out of the vast fertility survey literature
which consistently reveals the existence of a normative order
regulating family size within a specified range (Balakrishnan et al.,
1975; Blake, 1974; Bumpass and Westoff, 1369; Freedman et al., 1959;
Freedman et al., 1965a; Henripin and Laipierre-Adamcyk, 1974;
McLaudh]in, 1974 ; Ryder and Westoff, 1971; Whelptin g£x§é5,1966; and

L

Westoff et al., 1957). Basically this approach views expected
family size within the context of normatively defined reproductive
. goals or rationalizations. Family size preferences are viewed along a
definite scale from ideal to desired to expected to actual parity.

The normative approach could be seen as an attempt, although
only a partial one, to render explicit an aspect of the model which

serves as an implicit guide in fertility survey research. That is,

couples establish a reproductive target, which is influenced by

23
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perceived normative pressures, and then aim toward it more or less
successfully. The reproductive target notion has been criticized by

several demographers (Goldberg, 1960; Mishler and Westoff, 1955; ¢
Namboodiri, 1974; and Ryder, 1973) as being fallacious on two counts.
Firstly, couples may make fertility decisions sequéntia]ly. Secondly,
people may have no reproductive targets at all which guide their
fertility behaviour. The advantage of the normative approach is that
although it leaves aside many questions basic to the existence or
non-existence of reproductive goals, it permits examinatign of the
interrelationships among the range of measures of family size
references."By this'means, some assessment can be made of the role of
perceived norms of family size in the determination of family size
choices. Whether these choiceskare realistic representations of
reproductive targets remains a question to be answered by means of
another explanatory model.

An essential consideration in the normative approach is tgat in
examination of the scale of family size preferences, statements may be
made about the existence and nature of a normative order which governs
fertility behaviour. It is not possible, however, to ascertain the
actual mechanisms Ynvolved in forming notions of family size, by means
of this approach alone. For example, it may be that women develop
their ideas of ho@ many children they want in terms of some conception
of what is the ideal family size, determine their reproductive choices
in terms of that desire and then proceed to bear children in accordance
with the choice made. It may be just the opposite, however. Women
may have a given number of children which becomes'the stated number

they expect and then report that number as the number they desire and



finally equate their experience with that of the average family (Ryder
and Westoff, 1971:30). In either case, the normative approach seems to
afford the opportunity to explain expected family size differentials
from the viewpoint of an established theoretical concept in sociology,
the cultural nom.

A second alternative to the structura) explanatory approach,
intimately allied with the normative approach is also based on the
theoretical literature of sociology. This approach views the establish-
ment of personal family size expectations in terms of value social-
ization. Espoused primarily by Westoff and Potvin (1967), the social-
ization approach takes the position that family size preferences
reflect norms to which individuals are socialized early in life in much
the same way that children learn other values and behaviour patterns.
Following Westoff and Potvin (1967:122-124), who have déveloped what
they call a "theory of ideal family size formation," family size in the
couple's families of origin, reference groups with whom the woman, in
particular, identifies in late adolescence and early adulthood, and
the social context of the childhood environment are all important in
the development of family size preferences and expectations.

The central advantage of the socialization approach is that it
elaborates, to some extent, much of what remains implicit in the
structural approach. It provides some theoretical mechan}sms by which
subgroup membership is translated into behaviour. Subgroup differentials
may be viewed, in accordance with ;he socialization appro;ch, as
reflections of broad adult reference groups which provide reinforcement
for individual family size choices. Alternatively major subgroup

affiliations, having the characteristic of typically not changing over

13
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the course of one's life, may be seen as continuities of early childhood
socialization pressures. By placing the explanation of fertility in

the realm of social process, shapinb and influencing attitudes, beliefs
and actions by which parents ?perate as well as children, this approach

has the additional advantage of drawing the researcher's attention to

[ ]
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the possibility of generational change or continuity in family size
orientation.

The utilities approach to explaining fertility differentials,
sometimes called the new home economics or the economic model of i
fertility behaviour, represents a recent attempt by econogf&’s to apply,

the microeconomic theory of consumer behaviour to the analysis of huma

— . .

fertility. "Their interest has been spurred in part by the relative
lack of success that sociologists and demographergﬁﬁzve'had in
explaining the dggpnminants of family size" (Turchi, 1975:1).
Essentially, thehﬁtilities model in its various guises, takes the view
that fertility analysis, in twentieth century North America, requires a
model which accounts for the study of resource Allocation decisions made
under constraint. The economic approach basically sees childbearing
decisjons in terms of ugility maximization. A person or couple,
presumably acting rationally, will only decide to have a child if the
expected value of that child (roughly equivalent to marginal utility)
is perceived as equivalent to or‘grealer than the cost of the child
(equivalent to marginal cost). A clear exposition af these basic notions
and the application of them to sociological problems is provided by
McKenzie and Tulloch (1575).

Although the relation of economic factors and fertility has been

Tong recognized (Lorimer, 1954:248-249), with even Malthus granting
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credence to the importance of standard of 1iving to populd"m )Mh
(Malthus et al., 1960:40), it {s only recently that ecopomic. MM’
been fully brought to bear in fertility analysis. The or‘oius‘of 3&1}?5
recent economic approach to explaining fertility af! gcnivnily tr;;;d

to Becker (1960). In fact, the path-dbreaking occurred earlier m.i;';
book by Leibenstein (1957:159-165) in which 1t is suggested tn,t'&hc
demand for children may be examined in 1ight of several typos’ .2
utilities and types of costs.] Becker's (1960) proposal, in contrlist,
applies in a rather‘straightfonnard way the theory of demand for

Py
consumer durables td’the demand for children.

Sincé Leibenstein and Becker, the fertility literat
experienced a rather sensationa] flourish of cigticism
criticisms, embe]hsru'ts. elaborat'ionhnd apphcaL
aspects of economic theories to fertility behaviour Thg general
conclusion, which is far from unanimous, s that th: utilities model
holds great promise in explaining fertility behaviour. More rétent
work has moved out of economic theories of consumer durables and into
theories of "househol& choice" (Easterlin, 1969; Schultz, 197£5 1974,
1975 Sheldon, 1973) and the incorporation of sociological principles
and concepts in the econsmic model (Scanzoni, 1975; Turchi, 1975).
Evidence of the profundity.of the effects of the economic or utilities
appro;ch may be found in the Turchi (1975) book which has as one of
its explicit goals, "to present in rigorous fashion an integrated socio-
economic theory of fertility that allows noneconomic determinants to
interact in a plausible way with economic determinants” (Turchi, 1975:

2). The Schultz (1975) compendium provides further evidence of the

impact of economic theory on population with Nerlove's "Toward a New
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Theory of Population and Economic Growth" and Willis' "Economic Theory of
Ferti?iky BetraVior."

J‘ The central advant?ge of the utilities approach to explaining
fertility rests in its solid grounding in theory. It permits analysis
of fertility behaviour in the context of a decision framework of scarce
or at least limited resources. Although not without drawbacks, the
utilities approach, particularly with the very recent incorporation of
sociological components'xerges on developing.into a comprehensive theory
of fertility. A major goal of the thesis is th? testing of a version of
the utilities model with economic dimensions as well as sociological
fo; its power to explain intercohort fertility differen£ia1s. The
details of the models to be tested with Edmonton data will be developed
in the introductory sections of Chapters 5 and 6 respectively.

The social change approach to explaining differentials in
expected fami]y'size, 1ike the normative and socialization approaches
is nof yet a solid theoretical explanation. Derived directly from the
notion of the change in perspective over time from fate to control
outlined in Chapter 1, this approach is based on the observation that
modern societies hgve experienced a "revolution in fertility control
values" (Bumpass, f§73:67) which has brought4aboht what Bumpass terms
a "new fertility regime." A major contention of this appfﬁgch is that
the rapid diffusion of the pill has contributed to a fundamental
change in the gestalt surrounding fe;};Lity decisions. Cenira] to this
notion is that it is.not pill-use Sﬁé%ifica]iy but the changed rules
under whicﬂt fertility decisions are made, brought about by the
possibi]igﬁes Qf‘effectively controlled childbearing, that are critical

to the emergence of:a new fertility regime. This approach has not yet
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been subjected to extensive empirical testing. Scanzoni (1975) tests
aspects of it using U.S. data.

This section represents an attempt to describe in abbreviated
form the major theoretical approaches to the explanation of differ-
entials in expected family size. Following a discussion bf some of
the central criticisms of these theoretical approaches, the basic'
orientation of the thesis will be presented. The remainder of this
chapter will discuss the analytic approach to expected family size,
review relevant empirical findings, offer ctiticisms of these findings,
and will conclude with the development of the guiding hypotheses of

the thesis.

2.2 Criticisms of Theoretical Approaches to Explanation

A recurrent problem in the attempt to explain demographic
phenomena is the paucity of unified exploratory theories. T;is is no
less problematic in fgrti?ity studies where the impressive set of‘
insights intb ferti]i§§ determinants guided by analyses of
differentials both impedes development of systematic theory, in
providing exciting distractions in the empirical world, and calls out —a
for theoretical binding. Demographers have accused themselves of
paying heed to too many masters in their enthusiasm to collect ferti]i}y
data throughout the world (Ryder, 1973:496). It is unfortunately true
that masters concerned with policy decisions often have more i;terest-
in data collection than inclination to invest in developmentvof
theoretical frameworks, a principle which has contributeq;@;EGUbtedfy
to the fertility reseqrcherfs immersion in ﬂu\ti-purposé éﬁpirica]

e ’ ]
surveys. - . J
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It seems fairly evident that structural explanations of
fertility differentials, even if viewed within a normative context and
as part of a socie] process, are becoming increasingly insufficient.
In part, the reason for this is incompleteness of the theoretical
framework. Traditional demographic é;plan&tions of fertility attempt
to relate sogial and demographic factors directly to fertility
behaviour withoqt the benefit of intervenin§ links. Tgey. therefore,

provide little insight. into the mechanisms by which group membeyshi

is translated into fertility behaviour. Even reference to per
norms and socializing influences ignores much of the context of
fertility decisions and actions.

Changes in fertf]ity and fértility-re]ated behaviour, which
paradexically have come to light largely through the findings of
fgrtflity surveys, have added to thg:incTeasing exp]anatgry incapacity

of traditional demographic a

s to ﬁgrti]ity ana]ysigr The
differentials which in th: .: ?'e been given‘much.credehce, never
impressive statistica]i,f;“ 1sappearing as we increasingly converge
in our fertility behaviourd®urchi (1975:14) notes that this is
particularly true for analyses of - direct relationships between social
norms and férti]ity. Ryder- (1973:905) suggests that "whatever the
Eross-sectiona] differéntia]s. the level of fertility has gone up for
every subgfoup and then it has come down for every subgroup and we are
far from an explanatfon of why that happened or whether it will happen
again." N

The economic approach to exp]é?h{gg fertility r;presents a
first attempt in the development of a comp;ehensive theory of fertility.

The early proponents of this approach were criticized on grounds
3
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basicaﬁly similar to those that have traditionally been used by non-
economists for undermining thé arguments of economists. The essential
criticisms include assuming a greater degree of rationality than
. actually exists and discounting the social context of reproduction.

Both of these tacks are taken by Blake (1968) in h;: extensive

critical comments on the original formulation of the economic model by
. =,

Becker (1960). )

In more specific terms, Blake (1968:15) questions the basic
analogy of children to consumer durables on several grounds. First,
she asserts that "there 1§ no direct control over the acquisition of
wanted cars, refrigerators\and houses" (Blake, 1968:15). Second, the
known "normative irrevocability" of becoming parents must be assumed
to enter the model, rendering the child demand mo&e] substantially

' ferent from the consumer durable model. Third, public support
favouring the dominance of family values over economic rationality %
contributes to the creation of social institutions which prevent the "
inhibition of reproduction by economic factors (Blake, 1968:16). LaJ&,
the economic model which views child demand as analogous to demand for
consumer durables ignores the idea that parents are producers as well as
consumers of children, with consequent potential for prodygtion
problems affecting child demand decisions as well as expected
utilities.

Blake's critictsms, as well as those of Okun (1960) and
Duesenberry (1960) have led to a dismissal of Becker's (1966) original
formulation of the eco;omic model as essentially fallacious. Even if
the direct analogy of children to consumer goods has proved difficult

in reality, the notion that fertility behaviour, as other social

i
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behaviour, has a distinctly rational component which may be exp]oreg”iﬁ

economic terms has been enticing for those who would explain the modern

fertility pattern. The gconomic model consequently has been broadened.

b g

Among.the first attempts at application of utilities functions apart
from the theory of consumer durables was Mincer's (1963) focus on
opportunity costs to women of childbearing and childrearing. This

was followed by a more sophisticated theoretical exploration of

the place of an additional child in the family's time budget as well

as income budget (Becker, 1965; Ben-Porath, 1973; DeTray, 1973;
Michael, 1973; and Willis, 1973). Efforts of late have been devoted to
the explanation of population change in terms of the economic approach
(Easterlin, 1969; Schultz, 1973; 1974;‘1975). The most recent develop-
ment is the emergence of what could be calléd sociological utilities
models which attempt to discredit one‘of the central criticisms of the
original economic model, its eschewal of the social context of
reproduction (Scanzoni, i975; Turchi, 1976).

The economic approach may have relevance as well outside the
modernized world where it has been assumed that fertility is less of J
a question of rétional choice. Simon, in an excellent review of the
rational nature of childbeartng in a cross-cultural context, has
pointed out that "fertility is everywhere clearly subject tc atleast
some rational control . . . and hence other objective forces influence
behaviobr to a significant degree, everywhere and?always" (Simon,
1974:14). Some authors Germaine, 1975; Moen, 1976 ) are beginning to
show the potential of the economic model to explain fertility in the

Third World.

The clear advantage of an economic model which incorporates
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sociological factors is that the rational choice aspects of fertility
behaviour may be analyzed simultaneously with the social and cultural
influences on fertility. Separation of these two sets of factors,

largely by artificial disciplinary walls, seems unwarranted.w It is

for this reason that the work of Scanzoni (1975) and Turchi (1976) are )
welcome newcomers to the rapidly grﬁwing literature sometimes called

"the new home economics." The efforts of these two authors represent

a first major step toward meeting the earlier call for development of

some theoretical framework which incorporates social considerations

into the economic approach (Easterlin, 1969:150).

This section and the preceding one have attempted to summarize
the literature on theoretical approaches to expected family size and
the central criticisms of these approaches. The next section will
introduce the analytic uses of expected family size. Following a
review of the empirical literature and a brief discussion of some
criticisms of the empirical approagyes, theoretical orientations and
empirical findings will be brought directly to bear on the thesis

problem in the last section of this chapter.

2.3 The Analytic Approach to Expected Family Size

Aalytically,expected family size data have been used principa»lly
in two ways: (1) as a means of extending cohort fertility to make
birth projections (Freedman et al., 1959); and (2) as a surrogate for
completed family size in studies of differential fertility (Mishler
et al., 1955). The first approach was used in the original Growth

of American Families Study (GAF-1)2(Freedman et al., 1959), which had

as one of its purposes the improvement of fertility forecasts. The
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method employed has been called "daring in its simplicity" (Ryder and
Westoff, 1971:37), that is, to ask each woman to make her own forecast
of her own }ertility. Errors were anticipated at the individual level
but 1t was thought that aggregate forecasts would prove reasonable.
Hindsight shows that the GAFjI aggregate forecasts of mean eventual
parity, based bn statements of expected family size, were on the whole
underestimates (Ryder and Westoff, 1971:43). Here, of course, it must
be emphasized that much estimation of additional factors such as
nuptiality and age pattern of fertility is required in estimating final
parities (completed family size) for various cohorts to achieve
forecasts of mean eventual parity of all women. It has been largely
concluded that projections of fertility rates per se on the basis of
expected family size data collected at a single point in time are not
likely to be highly accurate.

The second analytic approach to expected family size is the
more common one. The basic method consists of deriving indices of _'.4'}
completed fertility experience on the basis of either cohorts for t{ne
series data or periods for cross-sectional data. For time series data,
cohorts typically are defined by both age and time. Retrospective
histories by age cohort generally characterize cross-sectional data.
The purpose in computing surrogates of completed family size in both
cases has been to examine differentials in the fertjlity measure
within the normative context as outlined in Section 2.1. Several ways
have been devised to analyze, in this manner, completed fertiu&ty or

surrogate completed fertility which have relevance here. These include

the cohort approach, the expectations approach and the synthetic cohort

approach.
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The cohort approach consists of analyzing the fertility
experiences of actual cohorts. The challenge stems from the fact that
only the oldest cohorts have actually completed their fertility. As
Ryder (1973:499) suggests, given that "the events summarized
~occurred several decades ago (and what may have happened then may be
i11-remembered, or deftly reconstructed) [and] since the maximum
interest in the study is generated by its description of ;ontemporany
experience . . . the result is unlikely to make headlines." This
Problem led to the expectations approach, a simple appending of the

respondent's stated additiogal expected births to her actual family

size to derive an index of compTeted family size. Clearly, the result
is a mixture of past experierfCe and anticipations which may or may not
allow for future errors. "It would not be much of a parody to claim
" that the typical respondent recounts to us a catalogue of her past
follies and then swears that her future will be free of error"
(Ryder, 1973:49Q). The third approach is the synthetic cohort approach.
Essentially, the experience of women at various stages of the life
cycle are accumulated and are considered for analytic purposes to be
time series data. The difficulty arises from the highly variable time
pattern of fertility among sugcessive cohorts and the distortion of
reality resulting from the assumption of continuity.

A néw method combines the three approaches. Ryder and
Westoff (1973), in a research paper prepared for the U.S. Commission on
Population Growth and the American Future, attempt to solve some of the
conceptual difficulties described above by separating wanted births

from unwanted births. Assuming that the largest component of future

expectations is births that are wanted, actual births that are reported



as unwanted are eliminated prior to adding in future expected or
intended births. The result is a somewhat purer index of wanted
completed family size than is obtained by direct application of the
expectations approach. It has the additional advantage of eliminating
from analysis that part of actual fertility, unwantéd, which has been
most confounding in analyses of intercohort differentials because of
its direct variation with age or reproductive life stage.

The index is then analyzed by cohorts which are neither birth
cohorts nor marriage cohorts but a combination of both called
"equivalent birth cohorts" by Ryder and Westoff (1973:474). The
advantages of employing "equivalent birth cohorts" include at least
partial solution to the parpetual prdblem in analysis of differentials
in expected family size: that age at marriage varies inversel)y with
and duration of marriage varies directly with expected family size.

A second advantage is that the problem of any two cohorts being the
same age at different times is partially eliminated by having age and
cohort not completely synonymouii, The "equivalent birth cohorts" to

be used in the thesis are developed in Chapter 3.

i -

2.4 Review of Relevant Empirical Literature on Expected Family Size

It is fqr beyond the possibilities of this thesis to review in
any comprehensive sense the vast empirical literature on expected
family size differentials. It has been mentioned already that questions
on family size expectations constitute standard fare in any fertility
survey, in addition to being collected on a routine basis in the U.S.
A comprehensive review of all these cross-cultural findings would

entail a major bibliographic undertaking with a questionable result
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since the findings from many cultures have little relevance to the
Canadian context of interest in the thesis.

This section intends to systematically draw out of the vast
literature findings, derived from the North American experience, which
have direct relevance to the problem posed in this thesis. Following
a discussion of the American empirical findings, some attention will be

given to the sparser Canadian findings.

2.4.1 American Literature

It has been claimed that more is known about the fertility of
the American population than about that of any other nation (Freedman,
1962:211). Clearly, "a substantial part of our knowledge of American
fertility is based on the results of a series of national surveys"
(Ryder, 1973:495). Given the abundant data on fertility in the U.S.
and the resourcefulness of American demographers in analyzing these
data, it seems appropriate to review some of the basic U.S. findings
on expected family size relevant to this thesis.

Most of the American findings on expected family size, like
empirical findings from.other parts of the world, are based on
examination of structural differentials in fertility survey data. The
fira} fertility survey in the world was conducted in the U.S. in 1941.
Information was gathered from 1444 "relatively fecund" couples in the
city of Indianapolis. The sampling criteria, more restrictive than
in most subsequent studies, called for both husband and wife to be
native white Protestants with eighth grade education or more, married
during 1927-29, neither pr:7iously married, with the husband under 40

years old and the wife undér 30 at the time of marriage and residing in



a large city for most of their married lives (Whelpton and Kiser, 1958).
Tris study, generally known as the Indianopolis Study, differs from its
successors in three significant ways: (1) it sets out to test a series
of clearly deftped hypotheses; (2) it focuses largely on individual
motivations with respect to fertility; and (3) it emphasizes the
husband's as well as the wife's fertility aspirations (Kiser and
Whelpton, 1953). ‘

Tﬂ‘ dependent variables in the majority of the 23 Indianopolis
hypotheses were proportion of couples practising contraception
effectively and the size of planned families. Variations in expected
family size and intercohort differentials in completed family size were
not of specific interest in the Indianopolis study. Nonetheless, some
of the Indianapolis findings are of relevance to the thesis problem.

With respect to socio-economic status it was found that (1) the higher
the socio-economic status, the higher the proportion of couples
practising contraception effectively and the larger the planned families;
(2) the effective practice of contraception is directly associated

with economic security but the greater the feeling of economic
insecurity, the smaller the planned families; and (3) the larger the gap
between actual and desired levels of living, typically greater for those
in lower socio-economic groups, the lower the proportion practising
effective contraception and the larger the planned families (Kiser and
Whelpton, 1953:97-99). With respectgto childhood socialization
influences, methodological difficulties and small numbers in certa{n
categories, like rural in-migrants, prevent conclusions which could have

bean of relevance to the thesis problem. Attempts to test rationality

3g



of behaviour by measuring tendbbcy to plan in general, interest in

religion a"i&nemnce to traditions, which could have had direct
‘bearing on the issues addressed in this thesis, were thwarted by the
([pnfounding influences of socio-economic status {Kiser and Whelpton,
&

1953:104-105) . $
The Detroit Surveys of 1955 and 1958 focused on the underlying

differences in family activities which could provide the basis for

fertility differentials previously attributed to socio-economic status.

These studies, focusing on young married women of all parities, also

had an interest in family size preferences and in particular, family

Ssize expectations. The essential findings of the Detroit studies.are:

(1) for women, the influential set of conditions in family size

~

deci; re family activity variables, while for men status variables

are cr 1; (2) for couples with small families (0 to 1 child), the
variable with the greatest influence on nuube; of children wanted is
the proportion of leisure time activities ofﬁthg wife that are home-
centered; and (3) for couples with three or more children, status is-.
the important influence on wanted family size (Goldberg, 1958). The {
salient contribution of the Detroit sflidies to the fertility literature .
is the placing of family size preferences and expectations within the AN
framework of an analysis of family roles rather than foousing only on .
structural differentials., It is surprising that this approach was 09{,,.
reiniti;ted until the 1970's with the advent of the new economic ﬁode1
(Schultz, 1973; 1974; 1975; Sheldon, 1973; and Turchi, 1975) and the
sociological model (Scanzoni, 1975).

The Detroit studies made specific analytic use of expected

fam11y size data (Goldberg et , 1959). On the basis of re-interviews
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in 1958 with wonadd first interviewed in 1955, a very small net error in
1955 stated family size axpectations was found. “A net error of ‘
virtually zero results from a series of upward and downward revisions
in expected number of children by the individual women" (Goldberg
et al., 1959:377). Goldberg and his associates confirm the earlier
finding of Westoff et al. (1957) that predictive accuracy of stated
family size expectations is very likely a function of experience {n the
domestic role. It is concluded by Goldberg et al. (1959:381) that “the
primary determinants of the accuracy of fertility predictions 1fe in
family cycde characteristics.” ‘\
The first Growth of American Families study (GAF-1), a 1955 -
national study, was an offspring of the Indiaropolis study. Based on

a sample of married white women aged 18-38 1iving in private househelds

with their husbands present or absent due to military service

M W?(gmedna a] 1%10), GAF-1 set out to "learn more than we know

-y

Y

qba't uvé %actolq,whm]\ ;temme the number of children that
' " tﬂe tihef&n they have them" (Freedman et al.,

A' 'A‘,

, marridi t% _
.- IQ'B v)'! ﬂicalgx,.,ﬁAF 1 sought to obtain baseline demographic

>

“* and soc\al 9‘?«?‘ a mtiomnde scale that would enable predictions of

IR futum feftﬂity ‘trends and to estimate the incidence of sterility,

. .._fecundity 1n'pa1nmnt and contraceptive use in the population (Freedman
e_t_ ﬂ., 1989:8-9). To achieve its primary purpose of improved
predictilpn, GAF-1 relied heavily on individual women's own forecasts of
;their future fertility, their stated expected completed family size.

. Réspondents were asked in GAF-1 how many children they had
already borne and how many they expected to bear in the future (Freedman

et:al., 1959:216). In addition, they were asked how certain they were !

- i
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certain ‘asked for the smallest and \argest number of births

of their expectations:

th ,. thought y would have. On tt;is basis, meximum, minimum and most X
ctations were computed. The majority of respondents "i"f?’"
expected 2, 3, or 4 births in all, ‘In s~p1te of some earlier scant
evidence suggesting that there exists a rather small correlation between
birth expectations of the bride and actun birth experience recorded
subsequently at the individual level jfreedman et al., 1959:218), the
GAF-1 researchers concluded that stated birth expectations of their
respondents were fairly realistic. This conclusion rests on the
observation that a ‘oximately two-thirds of all expected children were
already born at thm of the survey. Most women, At %assmd.
had had cons Bble experience with both motherhood and co traceptive‘
use and therefore had a realistic basis for their expectations. Younger
"Momen with less experience in childbearing gave. reports on future
expectations which appeared to Freedman and his associates to be
realistic in terms of the experience of the older wopen_in their sample
(Freedman et al., 1959:219). In addition, it was an‘1cipated that at
the aggregate level expectations would be more relaible than at the
individual level.

The GAF-1 1nvestig?tors set out to infer change by analyzing n
intercohort patterns in family size expectations. Essentially, they
concluded that among the white/population of the U.S. there had been a
steady decline in the average Qunber of chijdren borm per married
woman from women bom in 18%<75 to women born in 1915-25 (Freedman

et al., 1959:226). They note that “the expectations of the wives

interviewed in this study suggest that the average size of completed
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families is in the process of rising substantially" (Freedman et al., 1959:
228) but, it is cautioned, that the &ecling in_ the proportion of very

large families continues. It is recognized that both age at marriage

and experience with childbearing affect levels of fertility expectations

but no attempt is made in GAF-I to deal with these difficulties.

Following an analysis of cohort birth expectations by social and o
economic .group member;hip, it 1s concluded that differentials by these

groups are disappearing (Freedmgn et al., 1959:31?).

The last part of the GAF-I analysis, and the most controversial,
attempts to broaden observed pattems in cohort fertility to forecast
future fertility trends. The critical problem faced by GAF-I
researchers in this regard was that they ha& data only from a survey at
one point in time, with any two cohorts bi\definition being at
different ages at the same time. Their fertility projections are the
first to utilize fertility exbectations from a nation;1 survey, the
fertility experiences of actual cohorts and the forecaster's inter-
pretation of past trends in period birth rates (Freedman et al., 1959:
371). Subsequent developments have quite clearly shown that GAF-]
forecasts were too low on the average (Ryder and Westoff, 1%?7:157).

\\The general conciusion drawn from the GAF-1 experience is that
“expectatidns estima;es from a single survey are unreliable forecasts"
(Ryder and Westoff, 1967:157).

The second Growth of American Families Study (GAF-II), conducted
in 1960, had as bne of its p?imary purposes to see how well women
interviewed in 1955 (GAF-I) had predicted the number of children that

omen similar to them would have during 1955-1960 (Whelpton et al., 1966:



»

1). GAF-II investigators were in a much stronger pos{tion than their
GAF-1 colleagues to'assess intercohort differentials in éxpected family )
size because they would compare expected fertility of the same cohort

at gwo succegsive ages. The striking conclusion of GAF-II is that "the
actual behaviour of comparable women in the interim period [betweén

GAF-1 and GAF-II1] corresponds closely on the average with what those
representatives of the same aggregate who were 1nterviewed in 1955 said
they were going to do" (Ryder and Westoff, 1967:153). "Fecund wives

in 1955 expected an average of almost one birth each (.90 to .93), and

the 1960 wives who were fecund in 1955 reported that they had had

almost precisely that number (.92)" (Whelpton et al., - 1966:15).

GAF-11 also utilized cohort birth expectations for forecasting.
A comparison of the additional births expected in 1955 and 1960 and the
relative changes in expectations (Hht]pfbn et al., 1966:14) led to the
.following observations. "(1) there has been a substantial intracohort
change in expectations; (2) although increases predominate, the
amounts of change, both absolute and relative, are high]y}yariaﬁ]e from
cohort to cohort and time period to time period; (3) the discrepancies
do not seem to differ systematically by age at marriage or périod of
observation" (Ryder and Westoff, 1967:158). . Being aware of tbese'

G

problems, the ‘GAF-11 investigators incorporated into their fertility
forecasts an adjustment for the systematic increase in expected parity
with age (Whelpton et al., 1966:377), although they recognized that the
irregular pattern of changes in intercohort expectations made it
difficult to adjust with confidence. The resulting forecasts by cohort
were far superior to those made by GAF-I, even though the GAF-I1I

forecasts have since been shown to be below the actual levels of fertility
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(Ryder and ﬁestoff, 1967:158). The central conclusion of the fore- .~
casting efforts was that total cohort fertility may be starting to
decline. - _
The National Fertility Study (NFS) of 1965 followed GAF-I and
GAF-II. Unlike its pfedecessors. NFS was more exclusively concerned
wjth the estimation of parameters than Qith preparation of forecasts.
The sample size (5,617) was larger and the sampling crit;ria leis
restrictive than in the earlier studies. (Ryder and Westoff, 1971:11-12).
In utilizing family size expectations data for comparalive purposes,
"Nigw};hbsés’an age at marriage control (Ryder and Westoff, 1971:45).
The central conclusion of fhe NFS analysis of expected parity is that
younger cohorts are likely to.:iéerience a substantial rise in their
age at childbearing with a sma11.::?¥ine in eventua]'mean parity
(Ryder and Westoff, 1971:52). The stab%f?ny.and reliability of
expected family size data as a measudhe of future aggregate fertility is
confirmed agai;.
The 1970 National Fertility Stu&y has bgen a focal point for
reflection and reconsideration o* the.re5u1f§‘§§yfertility surveys
thus far (Ryﬁer,']973). So far only limited resu]iSafrom the sqrvey"”“'
have appeared in print. Some og\these findings are re]evdnt to the
thesis problem: (1) ". . . the €ntire decfine in births within
marriage across the decade of the 'sixties' can be attributed to the
improvement in the control of‘fEFtility" iuestoff,‘1975:579); (2)
". « . a substantial downward.revision of future intended births has ‘
occurred"” (Ryaer and Westoff, 1973:475). (3) “Probably the best single ’4['

predictor of fertility uncovered in our study is age at marriage" ¢

(Westoff, 1975:577); (4) “. . . by 1970, one-half of American couples
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at risk of unintended conception . . . were protected by highly

effective modern confraception that is coitus-independent" (Hestoff.‘
1975:573); (5) "“The 1970 NFS provides no support at all for the
hypothesis that income bears a positive relati&n with fertility"
(Westoff, 1975:578); (6) "Thg hypothe$is of competition between child-
bearing and non-familial roles is suppdrted by the finding that sex-
role traditionalism is positively correlated with wanted fertii?ty
(among whites only . . . )" (Westoff, 1975:578); (7) "The percebtion '
of the importance of population growth as.a problem may play a
substantial role in the number of children desired" (Westoff, 1975:578).
The direct intellectual descendant of the Indianqpo]is Study
is the Princeton Study, of particular interest here bechuéz of its
time series orientation. This study, the first of ]dﬂéitudina]
fertility, sought to provide answers to questions raised in the
Indianopolis Study on motivational links between environmental factors
and fertility behaviour and decisions. By its longitudinal apbfbach,
the pitfal]s of post-factum interpretation are overcome. The study
began in 1957 Qith a sample size of 1,165 women all of whom had given
birth to their second child about six months earlier. These women
were re-interviewed in 1960, 1963 and 1967 at which time the original
.isamp1e had shrunk to 833 respondents (Bumpass and Westoff, 1970). The
salient finding of this study is that the wife's desired family size
six months after the birth of the second child was the best predictor
of fertility over the next three yeaps (Westoff.et al., 1963:67). The'
second §trongest predictor was the ;verage length of the first two birth

intervals. The results of another longitudinal study in Taiwan

- (Freedman et al., 1975) indicate that the best predictor of future

L d
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fertility in a contracepting society is expressed attitudes toward
wanting more children. These attitudes were found to be better
predictors than actual characteristics for both modern and less
advanced segments of the population.

Turchi (1975), in recent work mentioned in Section 2.1,
emp1rica]1y tests an integrated socio-economic theory of fertility
through reanalysis of GAF-IT data and data from the Survey of Economic
Oppértunity. Using family size expectat1ons as an analogue for
demand for children, Turchi examines the relationships between'severaT
explanatory variables contained in the economic model and demand for
children. His basic findings from the GAF-II data of direct relevance
here are: (1) family size in wife g family of origin has a significant
direct effect on demand for children (Turchi, 1975:195); (2) expected
family size of older women, bearing children around the time of the
Depression, was considerably less than for the middle cohorts, with
younger cohorts expecting fewer than middle cohorts (Turchi, 1975:188-
195); (3) lack of farm background on the part of either spouse

;c0ntinues to exert a negative effect on fertility (Turchi, 1975:195);
(4) "Women who ha;e worked for any reason expect fewer children than
those women who have not worked since marriage" (Turchi, 1975:196);
(5) couples in which neither spouse is Catholic expect fewer children
than couples in which both spouses are Catholic with mixed couples
intermediate in expectations (Turchi, 1975:196); (6) surprisingly,
mives active in outside organizations expect more children than do
inactive wives (Turchi, 1975:196); (7) both those wives who thought

they could plan and those who felt they could not plan expected fewer
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children than those who were unsure as to their planning capabilities
(Turchi, 1975:197); (8) “Later marriage appears to lead to
expectation of smallér"?unﬂies and early marriage seems to imply
slightly 1arger.famif ‘_Turch'i 1975:197); (9) mv@ eight or
less years of educatiOf iodld appear to expoct larger famflies but the
expected negative ‘impracp of a cqll[ge educatron on the demand for
children is not found (Turchi. 1975:197); (10) potentia] income of the
couple seems not to be a major determinant of family size, possibly
because of multicolinearity in parameter estimates (Turchi, 1975:191-2,
198); and.(11) expected family size is slightly lowered by disagreement
between husbands and wives about their family size desjres (Turchi,
1975:200).

Scanzoni (1975), in efforts that parallel Turchi's, has
developed a sociological utilities model by w@mines child-
bearing decisions and fertility expectations in the U.S. Starting with
a concern about the linkages between economic opportuhity and the family
system, Scanzoni focuses on marital role specialization and commitment

. to opportunity participation as these affect fertility decisions
(Scanzoni, 1975:1-2). Specifically, his interest is in the relation of
sex role normms to férti]ity. The study relies on a sample of 3,096
interviews conducted in ten metropolitan areas in the East North
Central U.S. in 1971. The samplq, unlike most previous fertility surveys,
includes both men and women ln approximately equal numbers (Scanzoni,
1975:13-14). Scanzoni Spproaches the analysis of birth‘ intentions by

sex role orientations with the following comments: : v,’
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As a result of earlier socialization as welS‘jas other ‘

forces in the larger social structure, American society

may be undergoing a very gradual change in the structure

of sex roles. Concomitant with this {s the change in the

level of birth expectations and intentions. Our

suggestion is that these two changes--so highly

significant for the larger society--are linked together

and that indeed the latter may in part be an outcome of

the former. (Scanzoni, 1975:65)

Of relevance to the thesis problem are théﬁfgglowing findings
of Scanzoni: (1) "Preferences for individualistic rewards and
_ egalitarian role structures depress orientations toward children or
familistic rewards;" "The more egalitarian or individualistic wives )
are, the fewer children they intend to have." (Scanzoni, 1975:71) ;
(g) "Sex role modermity (along with education and age at marriage)
affects current work decisions which probably depress birth intentions"
(Scanzoni, 1975:73); (3) "In predicting the lower birth intentions of
non-working wives, the betas suggest it is the wife's instrumental e
sel f-conceft that carries the strongest direct influence" (Scanzoni,
1975:73), which does not correlate with sex role modernity or education
but does correlate with task-capability (Scanzoni, 1975:74); and (4)

among highly educated women, sex role dimensions are strongly

correlated with reduced birth intentions (Scanzoni3 1975:75).

2.4.2 Canadian Literature

Empirical examinations of expected family size in Canada are

On
much scarc2r than in the U.S. These data as yet are not collected in
Canada on a routine basis. The first large-scale fertility survey to

be conducted in Canada was not done until 1968 in Toronto

t al., 4975) although a small study was carried out with

,Lolpopu1ation earlier in Montreal (Carisse, 1964). The
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second large survey was done in the Province of Quebec in 1971
(Henripin and Lapierre-Adamcyk, 1974). The Edmonton study under analysis
here is essentially the third major fertility survey to be undertaken
in Canada although a very small survey done in Halifax (Elahi, 1973)
and a sfzeable survey in Ottawa with slightly different foci (Pool,
1975) preceded it. Instead of Jtilizing fertility survey data,
Canadian demographers have relied on census and vital statistics
- f@borts for their’?nalyses of fertility patterns. Completed family
size was asked for the first time in the 1941 Census of Canada ;:d
provided the basis for a monograph on changing fémi]y size in Canada by
Charles (1948). Asked again in the 1961 Census, this question resulted
in a similar high quality monograph by Henripin (1968). Findings from
the Henripin report which are of relevance to the thesis were
discussed in Section 1.3.

The Toronto survey was conducted in the first three months of
1968. Interviews were obtained from 1,632 married women under the age
of 46 and living with their husbands in Metropolitan Toronto
(Balakrishnan et al., 1975:3). Actual respondents represent 80.7
percent of eligible respondents (Balakrishnan et al., 1975:5). One
of the explicit purposes of the survey was "to determine the total
number of children a couple is l1ikely to have by the time their child-
bearing is over” (Balakrishnan et al., 1975:8). To this end,
information was collected on three variables: the number of children a
woman considers ideal for the average Canadian family, the number she
actually desires and the number she expects to have. The most striking

finding of this particular analysis of Toronto survey data is the

clear preference for 2-4 children with an avoidance of numbers below or
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above this range (Balakrishnan et al., 1975:10). The bimodiality in

desired family size found in U.S. studf§s was not found here. Less

relative variation is found in responses to ideal and desired family

size than in responses to expected. Like other studies, the Toronto

respondents indicate a larger number of children as ideal and desired

than as expected. The means for ideal, desired and expected family

size are 3.01, 3.07 and 3.82 respectively (Balakrishnan et al., 1975:12).
A oomparison is made in the Toronto report betwéen size of

completed family calculated from estimated parity progression ratios

and the mean number actually said to be expected. "If the women in

our sample were to repeat the experience of those who in a sense have

preceded them, their completed family size would be 15 percent larger

[3.25 in contrast to 2.82] than what they actually expect to have"

(Balakrishnan et al., 1975:14). This suggests to the Toronto
investigators that soée downward revision of family size norms has
occurred.
With respect to §tructura1 differentials, the following findings
from the Toronto study seem relevant to the thesis problem: (1)
1ﬁ5fxgected fertility does not vary with age in any uniform way"
(Balakrishnan et al., 1975:15); (2) Catholics have higher actual and

expected fertility than non-Catholics but the differences are smaller
than those found in the U.S. (Balakrishnan et al., 1975:35); (3)

"Those who attend church more often have more children ir}espective of
their religious affiliation" (Balakrishnan et al., 1975:35);

(4) "Educational attainment of the wife does not have as clear an

inverse relation to fertility as has generally been the case in the past”

(Balakrishnan et al., 1975:35); (5) There is found to be no association
B



of income with fertility (Balakrishnan et al., 1975:26); (6) Labour

force participation has the most significant relation to current
fertility and t9 expected fertility of all d1fferentials.examined
(Balakrishnan et al., 1975:35); and (7) Nativity is a crucial
variable in explaining fertility differentials in Canada, unlike in
the U.S. (Balakrishnan et al., 1975:36).

Chqudhury (1973) has used a selected subset of the Toronto
survey data specifically to study, the relation of income to fertility.
In an analysis limited to "effective]y planned, fecund, native .
urbanites" (Chaudhury, 1973:24), Chaudhury finds (1) a weak positive
relationship between present relative income and cumulative fertility
(Chaudhury, 1973:iv); (2) a positive variation of fertility with
income; (3) no relationship of fertility norms to relative income; and
(4) no relationship of consumption behaviour and norms to relative
income (Chaudhury, 1973:v). These findings will be discussed in greater
detail in Chapter 5.

Additional findings from the Toronto study of relevance to the
thesis problem include attitudes toward contraception and abortion and
use of contraception. (1) "The widespread acceptance of contraception
is evident in the fact that 86 percent [66 percent of Catholics]
approved of contraception without any qualifications and another seven
percent approved with some qualifications" (Balakrishnan et al., 1975:
55); (2) "While contraceptive use does not vary much by age or duration
[of marriage], type of method does" (Balakrishnan et al., 1975:77),
1nd1cati}g that in societies where high levels of contraceptive use
exist, motivational differences may be expressed in the type of method

4

used, rather than use or non-use; (3) the great popularity of oral
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contraception is shown in almost half of all contraceptive users on
pills Zhalakrishna et al., 1975:77); (4) the popularity of oral pills
declines ‘1th age and marital duration (Balakrishnan et al., 1975:78);
(5) Oral contraceptives first became available in Canada in 1961 and

by 1967 haif the women in metropolitan Toronto exposed to risk of

pregnancy were using them (Balakrishnan et al., 1975:79); (6) "About

two-thirds of the present oral users began to use them for the first

' time after January 1965" (Balakrishnan et al., 1975:123); (7)
" . the general pattermn *is towards a less liberal attitude [toward

abortion] as family size increases," (Balakrishnan et al., 1975:130)
with success or failure in family planning conditioning attitudes; and
(8) religion and religiosity are predominant in attitudes towards
abortion (Balakrishnan et al., 1975:134).

The Quebec fertility study was conducted in the Province of
Quebec in the summer and autumn of 1971. A total of 1600 women under
the age of 35 with no specification as to marital‘status were
interviewed, with'about 40 percent of the respendents coming from the
Montreal metropolitan area (Henripin, 1972:3). A birth cohort analysis
of family size expectations revealed that there has been a 24 percent
decrease in mean expected family size in the twenty year period from
1931 to 1951 (Henripin, 1972:4). If continued, suggests Henripin
(1972:5), an expected family size of 2.0 children can be predicted for
the cohort of women borm in Quebec in 1966-71.

Public opinion polls are another source of data on family size
preferences in Canada. "Absence of national fertility survey data in

Canada has fostered the use of Canadian Gallup poll data on the social

psychological components of reproductive behaviour" (Boyd, 1974:360).
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The results of the 1960 Gallup polls showed that Canadians desired a
mean family size of 4.2. Severhl Canadian demographers have suggested
that this figure is too high when compa?ed to results from other
countries (Boyd, 19;z?3505361; Legare, 1973:28; Marsden, 1972:82-84).
The 1960 results are also out of keeping with the trend observed 1n/both
earlier and later Gallup polls as well, as pointed out by Boyd (1974:
361-362). Boyd notes that the mean ideal family sizes in 1945, 1947
and 1957 for Canadians were 4.1, 3.9 and 3.7 respectively. By 1970,
only 33 percent of the population chose 4 or more as ideat. Boyd
concludes that the changed wording of the 1960 Gallup poll from earlier
polls may be responsib]e for inflated responses (Boyd, 1974:363-364)

as well as coding errors in the data. She cautions against reliance

on Gallup poll data for information on family size preferences and

reproductive intentions.

2.5 Criticisms of Empirical Apglpg;hes to Expected Family Size

The central criticism launched against empirical analyses of
expected family size is in part a theoretical criticism a]ré;dy
mentione& in Section 2.2. This is that analyses focusing largely or
solely on structural differentials are increasingly failing to reveal
much about expected family size trends, repreductive motivations or
causes of fertility differentials. The sfitqptian 1s one where empirical
covariance statements abound while understanding of the operative
mechanisms behind the statement remain unclear. The problem is largely
due to the fact that covariance statements are traceable to the

sociological principle that individual action may be the result of group

pressure but the means by which this implicit guiding principle operates
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Except in quite ncent work, the decision-making

fertility behaviour has been largely 19nond ’dded to
the difficulty is the gming convergence of fortility which makes even
low-level insights uinod‘,fro- analyses of struct.uul differentials
increasingly less maningful._ 5
The second major crfticigm of the empirical approach to
expected family size questionsuis the degree to which stated family
size expectations are valid indicators of lifetime intentions. A
mass of evidence, based largely on U.S. time series da"t"a“. fndicates that
expected family size is an excellent measure of fufurq 'lggi‘ecate
completed fertility, revealing considersble stability, ,ana rﬁiability
over time. In spite of this evidenc; the concarn Nas been voiced that
statements of future reproductive infeni‘tionsqﬁigh;"bg the result- of
period-specific stimuli such as concermn wi&h popula"tion in the me&ia.*
This view, essentially launched by Blake (1974). holds thl’t the
historically unique stimulus of intemse pubHc atten.twn to populatlon
growth and family size could account for a share of the observed * ‘
decline in birth expectations in the U.S. In-;_ggs:tiﬁg this thesis, $he
examines the consistency of attitudes toward ﬁmily size held by sub-
groups of the American population. Her cond;_,uAﬁ.'ion‘s are that Americans,
in particular white Americans, do not have a staple and consistent
utility scale regarding family size and that anti-natalism is not
generally supported by Americans (Blake, 1974:42-43). The specific
hypothesis that greater exposure to the media is associated with
smﬂfr stated birth expectations is not tested by Blake.

In a comment on Blake's work, Bumpass (1975) takes the position

54
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that ZPG and like aﬁmts may have facilitated belated changes in
attitudes toward family size rather than downwardly biasing expected
or ideal family s1‘ze. The distinction between cultural ideals and
pragmatic adaptations in behevieur is elaborated further by Bumpass.
He concludes suggesting that there may be nothing inconsistent in
tolerance for large families, personal anti-natalism as reflected in
preference for small families and small family size expectations.
Kruegel (1975), in a simitar comment on Blake, suggesli the apparent
need for discerning whether individuals with differential exposure

to media, knowledge of population problems and concern wittr population
growth exhibit different family si’zegrefemnces. Testing this
hypothesis using public opinion data collected for the U.S, Commission
on Population Growth ‘and the American Future, he finds a modest
association. Kruegel's conclusion is that there is some evidence to

q
support Blake's thesis.

2.6 Development of Hypotheses

At least three central themes seem to emerge frc;m the review
of the theoretical literature on expected family size. First,
explanation of fertility behaviour by reference to gggfegate
differentials, although perhaps a rudimentary form of theory, is not
completely succ’ful at enhancing understanding. Second, explanatory
frameworks altermative to the traditional examination of differentials
are focusing fr’*easingly on the determinants of fe}tility choice as
well as the constraints on that choice. The third central theme

¢

apparent in the theoretical literature is that ultimate fertility

.

performance is a direct consequence of micro- and macro-level societal .



changes which impinge on.ferti gions as well as a manifestation

of these changes.
| Several general themes are apparent in the empirical

literature review as well. First, the increasing inadequacy of
structural differentials to explain fertility patterns emerges as a
them of critical importance. A second theme apparent in thg empirical
Hterature— is that family size norms and preferences are declining with
fertﬂity control increasing. This suggests that ultimate family size

is becoming more of a controlled outcome. Third, the observation
emerge§ repeatedly that although 'incom;e per se béars. 1»1‘tt1e relation to
fertility, other economic factors such as relative income and economic
security show direct or indirect relationships to family siz‘e.

These salient themes suggest the peed for examination of

ultimate family size pmf:rences among cohorts of women from the GAFS
sample to see whether the observed downward revision found elsewhere
emerges in Ednonton. The theonetlcal approaches that place ftrtihty
within a choice context in conjunction with the empiripg] finding that °
fertility is increasingly becoming a controlled éutcm'.'ﬁéées'ts ,ter v
need for examining intercohort fertility &1fferentia1§ in the 1"rame- v
work competing choices. It seems appropriate, in light of the
euwncal finding that economic factors affect fertility and the
theoret'ica] theme which suggests that fertihty is the product of social
changes, to examine ultimate family size preferences of cohorts in
terms of both eco,omic and social competition. It would seem, in view

of the conflicting evidence with respect to the effect of income on

fertility, that social factors are likely to be more important

determinants of fertility than economic.
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The above brief summary of the theoretical Tand empirical
literature on expected family size suggests the testing of four

specific hypotheses; ' v

1. There has been a downward revision in wanted completed
family size and in family size norms wt‘.,younger cohorts indicating
smaller expected completkd faml]y size, sma\]er desired families and
smaller family size ideals than older cohorts; ™

2. Younger cohorts indicate preferences for cofisumer goods

:;qnd economic rewards which are competitive with childbearing to a

[ U . - A
#,- . grefater degree than older cohorts;

~

3. Younger conrts reveal rols;preferences and values which
are extra-familial and individualistic and therefore competitive with
childbearing to a greater degree than older cohorts; *

4.‘ These extra-familial and individualistic role preferences
and values are most important determinants of expected family size
and wanted completed fertility than are economic considerations.

v ) Each hypothesis is elaborated.and expanded as it is tested.

/ Hypothesis 1 essentially defines Chaptp‘s4. During the course of its
testing, structural differentials in the“intercohort pattern of
fertility are examined, including the influence of background
socializing forces. As well, attention is given in this chapter to the
normative range of fertility. Hypothesis 2 is tested in Chapter 5 in
which the economic utilities model is elaborated and adapted for the

purposes of the present study. Hypotheses 3 and 4 provide the basis of

%
Chapter 6 fo]jowing development of a utilities model adapted for social

considerations \ .
‘ T i,' . »Q )
L A
\ ’ b . ‘
- .,
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CHAPTER 3
DATA AND METHODOLOGY

3.1 Source of Data

The data under analysis in the thesis were ;ollected in a
fertility survey conducted in Edmonton, Alberta from 19 November 1973
to 15 February 1974. Called the Growth of Alberta Families Study,

1

with the unfortunate' acronym GAFS, a total of 1,045 interviews were

completed among women aged 18 to 54 with no specification regardin

marital status. The study was funded by a grant to the Population%
Research Laboratory, Department of Sociology, University of A]b?:;9///

from Health and Welfare Canada (Grant No. 4470-8-1). It wps ~

co-directed by Professors P. Krishnan and Karol Krotkd. A first

comprehensive report on the study has appeated under the title of
Growth of Alberta Families Study GAFS: A Report to Health and Welfare

Canada on Questionnaires Collected from 1,045 Women of Edmonton in the

Winter of 1973-4, co-authored by P. Krishnan and Karol Krotki (1976).

The GAFS survey represents the third major fertility survey
to be conducted in Canada and the first in Heiyern Canada as mentioned
earlier. The first was carried out in the Toronto Metropolitan area
in 1968 (Balakrishnan et al., 1975). The second was Quebec-based with
interviews conducted in 1971 (Henripin and Lapie#We-Adamcyk, 1974).
The GAFS study was intended to add to knowledge of Canadian fertility

-
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by studying the fertility behaviour and attitudes of Edmonton women. e
Given the particular characteristics of Albertan society which

define 1t as somewhat unique in the Canadian scene, it was decided to

focus in the Edmonton.study on sbme of these distinctive attributes.

Two f8ci of the GAFS were the large number of Eastermn Europeans who

have settled in Edmonton and the diversified ethnic community apart

from Eastern Europeans. The particular interest in the Edmonton study

in ethnic differentials in fertility behaviour and attitudes is one of

the study's unique contributions to the Canadian fertility literature.

As well as findings reported by Krishnan and Krotki (19]6) on ethnic

differentials, a Ph.D. thesis has so far bee#plet‘d on ethnic
1974

A

fertility based on the GAFS data _(Beaujot, ). I “gg.

3.2 The Sample and its Characteristics

The sampling technique was structured around the study's fogus
on ethnic differences in fertility attitudes. On the basis of several
criteria, it was decided-early in the planning of the study that a
sambﬁe size of approximately 1200 completed interviews would meet the
methodological require@ents of the study. The sampling frame
consisted of 1971 Census Enumeration Areas (EA's). Stratified

2 was used

sampling based on 1971 Census distributioes of mother tongue,
to ensure that'EA's with ethnic groups of particular interest (French,
German, Polish and Ukrainian) were given a greater probability of
selection. For the sixty EA's for which addrels lists were compiled,
systematic sampling with varying sampling ratios was employed to

select an optimum of at least 38 contacts per EA.

L temmm e o b o
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A total of 2,300 addresses represent the households fram which
the respondents were drawn. The results of these contacts are shown in
Table 3.1. "Assuming that the 'no contact after four call-backs'
group had the same incidence of ineligibles as the total ‘%”f selected

addresses where con‘tacts were made and that all 'refusals' and 'others' ,
. b
were eligible, the ‘non-response rate was 29 percent of the eligible e

population" (Krishnan and Krotki, 1976:2-3). The Toronto study reporfs

‘a non-response rate of 17.5 percent (Balakrishnan et al., 1975:9) whilét

for the Quebec study, the rate of non-response was 26 perc;etnt in the

city of Mbntreal (Henripin and Laplerre-Adamcyk, 1974:147). Refusals

@
in the Fdmonton study were somewhat lower than in Toronto and

& approximately the dame as for Quebec. °,

¢ A household 1ist was prepared for each $elected dwelling ‘in a -

predetermined €ashion. Sex, age and status were ascertained

1 ) ; .
in accordance with the first page of the interview schedule -appearing in
~ » “.
Appendix Fa Pe#-;p,s in the GAFS target population were noted by the

interviewer. Only one woman per household was selected for an interview.
) , ¢
If more thpn one woman in the household was eligible, then the woman to

be interviewpd was selected on the basis of person selection tables.
If the selected woman was not available, an appointment was secured.

- e o O
No substitutions were permitted. The weighting of completed interviews
is based on the product of the weight of the Enumeration Area and the
number of eligible women in the selected household. A1l data presented

B m
1n~the thesis are weighted. ' .
® ' L
Table 3.2 compares the ethnic distributions provide’by,the 19N

Census with the distr;jbdtion of the GAFS sample. The proportion of

-

<

PR e, TR



%= 4 . . K i -
’ v, . * -, *
‘.‘:". o, "‘g.¥ m " ur _'. b1 eﬁ“t““"mom«-”, - . . : ) ) ] ‘ [y

L

) - g

Table 3.1 Response and eligibility d'lstribgtion '
»-
’ No. . Percent .
Completed interview 1,045 45,4
No one eligible at household . 662 . 28.8
Refusal ' 221 9.6 . ’
Vacant household ' | 132 5.7 :
s No contact after four 41 backs 107 47 . [
A & Eligible ;;erson not avai]a‘ble ' 101 4.4 |
Others . - 32 1.4
. a R " p
Total 2,300 100.00
) . “. q
Sounces: Beaujot, 1974:39 and Krishnan and Krotk®, 1976:72.2.
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€ Table 3.2 Ethnic distribution in Edmonton 1971 Census and GAFS

1971 Census . GAFS

Nunber. Percent Number l“ev‘cent1
SR Q)@ (2) (3) (4)
British ~ 30 193,605% 44.22 | 288 30.5
German v pEw 408 12.4 137 13.8
French - v 29,500 6.7 95 8.6
Irish 3‘ . 0 & &v f; 7.6
N % I
Other W.E. ' 46,0, . 10.7 . 144 14.0
Ukrainian 58,475 13.3 ' 123 11.8
Other E.E. 23,440 5.3 75 6.8
Other 32,130 7.3 7 7.0
. »
" DK and NA ~ *30 0.0
Total 438,425 100.0 1045 100.0

.

]Percentages are weighted

2In‘cludes Irish

Note: In the following breakdown, groups that contain 10 or more GAFS
respondents (after weighting proportionately to sample size)

are ment : ;. :
) Mrmu‘ 196 English and 107 Scottish.

The Other Western European ¥nclude 40 Norwegians,
28 Dutch, 24 Swedish, 15 Italians and 13 Danish.
The Other Egstern European include 36 Polish and
11 Russian.

The O include 11 Native Indian and 10 Jewish.

Source: Beaujot, 1&44 z.

/



Brieish in the sampie (including English, Scottish and Welsh) is
substantially less than the Qensus proportion. In the Census, however,
some Irish are included in the British category. Once the Irish are
added to the British group, the differ!nCt between the Census and the
sample proportions declines to 6.1 percentage points. The probability,
assum1ng normmality, of obtaining a sample in uhic‘.?ﬂ lipercent are
British (including Irish) 1s quite small suggesting thlt the GAFS
sample, at least in this respect, is considerably Iesf:than perfectly -
representative of the Edmonton Br1t1sevPopu1ationJaqqu%ﬂl the other
,ethpic grouns, op]y othersigest Eurﬁgeans in the GAFS s«np]e approx1mate
the British. divergence from the Census proportions, bjl’ ike the
Brit1sh they aré overrepresented. For the rema1n1ng tNRic groups, -
the sample proportions correspond more q]ose1y to the: C::eus proport1ons?
with French and other Eastern Europeans beVng overreprosented as are
Germans but to a lesser degree while Ukrainians are slightly under-
represented. . ' | : }.

The age distribution of marriei‘women in the GAFS sample is
compared with that for all Edmonton or reported in the 1979 Censys in
T;ble 3.3. For most age groups the GAFS proportions are e1thef'within
one standard deviation from the Census p;oportions (Age‘groups 25-29,
30-34, 50-54) or under two standard deviations away (20-24, 40-44, \
45-49). For the youngest age group, howev’er, the GAFS sample
considerably overrepresents the population. Women aged 35-39 are unger-
represented in the GAFS sample. For married women aged 15-19, the GAFS
proportion i5 four standard deviations away from the Census. For age

| group 35-39, the GAFS proportion is almost three standard deviations

removed.
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Table 3.3 Age distribution by percentage of married women

in Edmonton 1971 Census and GAFS

Age Group" 1971 Census , GAFS
15-19 Qﬁ . " 4.9
20-24 16.9 18.9
25-29 17.4 16.3
30-34 14.8 15.0

"t
35-39 13.9 ' 10.3
- 40-44 [ 13.1 14.8
P
45-49 12.1 9.8
50-54 9.2 10.8
' e

Total 100.0 100.0
N, 95,252 7361
Source: Bracherz 1975:15; Krishnan and Krotki, ]976:T2_.5.

]Samp1e size is reduced due to missing data.
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Although it would be difficult to claim that the GAFS sample is
representative of the Edmonton population in ethnic structure, in age
composition 1t appears to be considerably more representative. Since
the essential interest in the thesis is cohorts rather than ethnic
Structure, it would seem that generalizations to Ednov' cohorts are
possible. Such generalizations, however, must be circumscribed by
the knowledge that the sample's representativeness is not clear,

particular]y in the two age groups, 15-19 and 35-39.
»b R
3.3 The Questionnaire_pnd its Administration |

Deve]opment of the questionmaire (interview schedule) proceeded
after a careful review of thelimmense body.;f KAP ljtergture. Potential
Questions ‘were drawn together in a document of soge two hundred pages.

 The decision to #clude each question rested on two primary criteria
(1) compargs,aityawith other studies, particularly the two previous
Canadian fertility surveys, and (2) service to the unique requirements
of the GAFS interest. The resulting GAFS questionnaire is essentially
a base-line fertility data collection instrument with relatively few
innovations. One rather exciting innovation on which several papers
have been published or presented at conferences is the employment of
the randomized response technique to elicit more truthful responses
to sensitive questions (Krotki and Fox, 1974; Krotki and McDaniel,
19755 Krotki and McDanfel, 1976; McDanfel and Krotki, 1976).

Women interviewers, some with substantial field experience,
were hired to administer the rather detailed thirty page interview
schedule to the selected respondents, a copy of which abpears in

Appendix F. Each interview took one hour to complete, on the average.

65
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Interviewers, regardless of experience, were specially trained in the
administration of the GAFS questionnaire. Under the direction of an
experienced field swpervisor, they were instructed on the nature of

a sclentific survey, the importance in the interviewing situation of
faithful asking of questions and recording of answers in an objective
aar -reactive manner, the importance of organization including
appointments for call-backs and lay-out of addresses in advance.
Emphasis was placed during the training seSSIOn on perseverance in
finding selected addresses and calling back if necessary, on the great
need for politeness and self-assurance, and on care in gaining positive
rapport with the respondent. An interviewer's manual of some twenty-
five pages, containing all pertinent information was prepared for each
1ntgrv1;wer for use during training and for reference during the course
of&hgn‘empigyggnt with the study. Very careful and detailed
instructions were pfosided for the interviewers on addresses and
definitions of households and persons so as to ensure accuracy in the
sampling procedure.

A detailed pfocedure for call-backs was outlined for
interviewers to encourage perseverance of selected eligible women.
They were advised to check back three times at different times of the
day. After no success, they were advised to contact a neighbour.
Emphasis was placed during the training sessions on the requirement
that the interviewer be prepared to take the interview at the time of the
call-back. If a householder resisted the interview at the initial
contact, the interviewers were instructed not to force the situation
but to try to assess the reason. If it was that the householder was

busy, then an appointment was made to conduct the intearview at some



future time. After an initial refusal, a letter was sent out to the
selected household by the survey directors, following which yet
another itt.empt was made.

Coding began while interviewing was still in prognss'. Coders,
who were also interviewers, contributed to the development of a suitably
interpretative coding scheme. All coding was done on the interview
schedules. These schedules were used directly for keypuhching. The
punched cards were read onto tape where all auditing and consistency
checking was done. Thé number of consistency checks actually undertaken
(198), represent only a smal} subset of what might have deen done
(Krishnan and Krotki, 1976:2-18). The idea was to vm‘ﬁe a fairly
consistent data set while retainfhg as much as possib]ef.of the

original responses. .
g Y .
3.4 The Fertility Measures Adopted x . m,

The basic dependent variables in the present study are expected
completed parity and two measures of wanted completed fert'ﬂit_y. all
surrogates for completed family size. Expected par"ity’ omputed by
adding future expected births to current fertility. ESZZ;ZHU,
expected parity is Q index based on the following questions:

Q30: Do you want t.o have children eventua]l_y?

Q89: Do you uant to g'lve birth to a (another) chiid?

. nsqd 1n co@dting expected famly size.
1ncTud1ng.quesﬂons mpge. pre/gnani.'rstatus fecundity impai ments of
either the r‘eSpDndentbr her partn!r and merital status “X total of ten
possibilities for deriving expected funy size are developed. Only one

4

ﬂM gﬂq}d pou Vike to have? -~ ..
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d f;rdcchfnspondcnt'. The calculation of expgcted fﬁi'p
" Apptndix Aoy ’ "
ted comhtod f.rtﬂity ts a concopt dtvﬂopcd by Ryder and
(1973) in an attempt to conceptually purify the expected parity
le. When adding expocv future birth.s to actually pnsdil:’:
ths, the result 1; a contaminated mixture of past intentions a}d/
errors and future expectations which may or may not allow 'fo’r“errors.
The utility of the concept of wanted fertility lies in its potential
.for conoent‘rating on the demand for children in a somewhat less
contaminated way than is permitted by simply appending expected births
to actual birtfs\. J

Two measures of wanted fertiligy are available in the GAFS data.
The first measure of wanted fertility is obtained by summing “not at
adly’ responses to the following question asked with respect to each
pregnancy and subtracting the total from actual births:

Q40: Would you have.prefemd this child.

1) earlier, 2) later, 3) same ti‘m. or
4) not at all?

The total number of reported unwanted births, for any reason, is obtained
first. Given the possibility of inconsistency of reporting due to
factors other than numbers desires, such as marital difficulties at the
time |of the birth, physical or t‘mfntal‘ defectst ‘,he jld's pgys‘onality
 or charecter at the survey time}, etc., it waf‘ decided to ‘lininate all .
those births which were reported as unwanted but were followed by a
yanted dirth. This' result, wanted current fertifity 1, was obtained for
each respondent. TQ\ obtain wanted completed fertility 1, additional
births expected by the respondent were added to wanted current
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fertility 1. Details of computation of this measure and the following
one are provided in Appendix-A. - ’

The secorfd measure of wanted current fertility is based on the
following questions asked in the interview subsequent to obtaining the
pregnancy histories doscrihqd above:v_. ' . T

-

Q96: Would you prefér to have borne fewer children?

Q76: How many in all would y&; like to have borne? .

For curren;ly-pnigmnt women, the corresponding questions are

(Q77, 80 and 81 (Refer to Appendjx F). , R A
. ‘ N | _
Respondent's wanted current fertility 2 1s$aken to be the response to . ]

Q97. The remainder obtained by subtracting this nsponie from actual
births is unwanted births. Wanted cow‘le_ted fertility 2 is Aobtalined

Y

by adding additional expected births to "curnhtfmted femtility 2. v
Although current wanted fertility 2 lacks the specificity of =

3
-

current wanted fertility 1, it could be argueehat the formey measure

- — v e

is more abstract than the latter and thus contains less of % upward
bias in reported wanted ferti‘lity The questions on v;hich fhe first |
measure is based are part of the pregnancy Mstory_sectiory of the ) v\f
interview. At the outset 'of each series ;afhuestions peftaining to
each’ live birth, the name of the chﬂd is asked followed by questions

on his_age on last birthday, his birth-wefyht and the length of that

pregnancy. The respondent might yell be reluctant to report that. one

of her children, whom she has 3ust namdd, whose age and even pev;haps‘ |
- lasE birthday she ﬁas just’recaned éas not wanied at all. On the. othc;*
hand. by the tfne she is asked 097 (or Q78' 1f she 1s currently pregnant),

she may be thinking not in terns of the specific .children but uther of
=
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numbers’ of_childre\n. It is for 'un; reason that wanted completed

fertill}y Z‘mightJdeserye gneeter credence, !t s suspectea thec the _
principai Kind of m1§sietenenc in the GAPS data is the tendency to . |
rebdrt.in‘retFQSpect a birth.as wanted which was unwanted prior to its
occurrence “Equal emphas1s w111 be placed in subseduent data

analyses, on the tuo measures of wanted completed fertility and

® expected fertﬂity, «Current wanted fertjlity 1 and 2" are not mloyed

as dependent variab]es but on]y as-interfn variables in computing
wanted completed fertility 1 and 2. . , e . ‘ - .
as dependent variab]es throughout the empirical sections of the thesis,
-use is made of fami]y size preference measures, in the first e§?1r{ca1
chapter. Analysis of these’variab]e; has two central purposes in i 4
tne'present\nﬁudy: (1) assessnent of the normative boundaries

9jrcnm5cr1bing per;onal choice; and (2) examination of the inter-

measures of family s1ze choice and preference
Spec1f1ca11y. two measures of re{andént s desired fam1]y size (

are available in the GAFS questionnaire:

Desired Family Size 1: ﬂ ,
Q105: If you could now choose exactly the number‘of.children

to have altogether in your lifetime, how many girls “w{g_‘, -

and how many boys would you choose?

™ , . In addition to these three basic fertility measures which ‘serve '//ﬂiL\

T .
relations of family s?&e preftrences and expectations. Furthermore, . 4
,it is possible, by inclusion of these measures in the first emp1ricel .
. ? . ‘
chapter, to compare and contrast coNert patterms in the various E
e D)

2~
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Desired Family Size 2: .’ .
* qios:, ‘What do’ypu thdnk is the desireble nusber of children
fﬂ 5 p ' for people 1n your social and economic circunstanoes?
‘ The measuve of desired flm11y size enployed in the thesis is the . . ' o
»former one. Tt is seen to correspond more closely with the 1dealistich
personal measure of desire as spec1f1ed in Chapter 1 than does the
lotter aeasure One msm of 1den family sizo .is provided 1n‘GAFS
0114 Nhat do you think is the 1deal|nmber of_children
~ T for the aver;ge Canadian family today? B

This measure corresponds very gosely with the realistic- soch]

concept of fami]ylgize preference. as out11ned_1n Chapter 1.

N .
3.5 The Cohort Measures Adopted ~

The cohort measures used 1n this study are §imilar to those
\

de§eloped by Ryder and Westoff (1973) to analyze wanted and unwanted

éi;* fertility in the U.S. for the Commission on Population Growth and the

5

American Future. The intention in developing these synthetic™ cohorts

wh1ch are, in fact, a combination of birth and,marrioge cohorts, is

c1rcumvent the age at marrlage bias present in. cross -sectional
data. This bias is particularly problematic in studying w;%ted

" fertility since it has been shown repeated]y that wanted fertility

" varies inversely with aqe at marriage (Ryder and Nestoff. 1973:485).

Prior to establishing synthetic cohorts for cﬁis study, the

GAFS data ere tested for age at marriage bias. Tables 3.4 and 3.5

‘ show mean wanted births simu}taneousdy by birth and by marriageA

cohorts for those cells in which the sample size is greater than 10.

Table 3.4 presents'means for all families and Table 3.5 for only those
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imo heve en'mu thejr 'umu (M lcﬁtl fai"y lm oquns
expactypd famtly sfu) mm the GAFS ag ¢ not provide -
sufficfently Yargé mmbers for : mp nudier of cells to have .
umm dita nport«l. son eonclusiom may be dm on m m at ..
nrrhp bus present in tho MFS data. If bias is pmcnt. then. 1t

4 s reflected in the agm Yo whieh m m&u fertility ries fron

Yeft 'to right acrosdeach row (for women married in the sunn‘yoar..
the younger they were at marriage, the higher the wanted fertility)
and declines fm top to bottom down each column (for women born i

the same year the earlier they- marry, the higher the wanted fertility).

' From Table 3.4, it may be seen that for four marriage

cohorts (1946-50. 1951'-55.1956-60. 1971-745. there is a rise from
'.]éft to right. For one (1'961'-65). however, there is a decline. In
another (1966-70), the pattern is inconsistent. '.For the first

| marriage cohort (1935-45), data are inadequate to discern a pattern.
For birth :ohorts a similar inconsistent patte:n is revealed. For
four' birth coho_rts (1918-25, 1926-30, 1931-35 .and 1941-45), there is
a decline from top to bottom. For two cohorts (1936-40, 1951-56)
there 1s an increase in mean wanted fertility as age at marriage
increases. One cohort (1946-50) shows an inconsistent pattern.
Restricting the analysis to completed families only in Table 3.5, it
is seen that bias is greatest for the earlier marriage cohorts

o (1946-50), 1951-55, 1956-60). The marriage cohort 1960-65 shows an

increase M’;.age at marriage increases while the latest marriage
cohort revga“ls no change. Fdr bi‘rtﬁ"éohoi‘ts. an inverse relationship

is apparent between mean wanted fertility and age at marr_ﬂge\.
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It ts elear from tilu uo tables that the elhr -erriaoe . |
| eohom,bhdtotebiaudteaeduhltcmte'demthmthem | .
recent: lerﬂq'e cohorts. The evidence is less clearwith resflict to -
Mrth c,ohom Nt it uets that e‘rlier birth cohorts are less bimd
“than earlier n’rriage cghorts. With a firm desire to maximize the
- al'-'eer of MW?&. for mmm and 98 avoid oge ot ®
bias a3 much as possible, "birth cohort’ equivalents" were estab&is ed

consi(sting .of the following series: ‘e D N
. . 1. Birth cohort 1918-25 .- o
- 2. Birth cohort 1926-30 :
3. Combination of birth cohort 1931- 35 'end marriage
: cohort 1951-55 excluding dou?le representation
. 4. Combination 6f birth cphort 1936-40 and marriage
cohort 1956-60 excluding double, representatioh
N\§. Marriage cohort 1961-65 e ‘L
"~ 6. Marriage cohort 1966-70 - \
7. Harriage cohwjl97l -74 :

3.6 The Backﬂound Economic and Soctal Variables

| l’he backgrom{variables i the study include nativity.
residence in yoqxh, family size of origin, education. religiosity.
.ethnicity and religion Justification for inclusion of these
particular variables stems directly frotq the. theoretical and empirical
- literature neviews where these variables were fou:d/!b account for  N\g

some of the variabilit_y in wanted and expected family size. lt may
[ 4
be useful to indicate the source .of these variables in the interview

schedule and to provide coding categories
QZ:. Respondent's nativity e

" What province or country were you-born in?

¢ 1. oCanadian born

’

2. “Foreign born

~

° < 3. Missing data

- i



08;

QQ17,18:

Q22:

* Respondent's family size of origin

Y

hspm«nt‘s‘visiﬁoncc in youth ,
Where did you 1ive most of the time while you were

growing up (Bey up to the age of 12)7 :

1. Rd%i? fOlnbnity or fam

'2. Town ' : . &f
3. fity / ) | ‘ -

- - ¥

How many sons and daughters did your parents have?

5 or more
missing data

Respondent's education

1. 0-8 years N [_—//”,
9-13 years but no post-secondary

post-secondary but no university

some university

o & W N

missing data
Respondent's religiosity
In the last month how Pften did you attend religious
services (other than weddings, funerals, etc.)?

1. none

2. 1-3 times

3. 4 or more times
9. missing data
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L . ‘ - ‘
Q23: Ro‘spond.nt's ethnicity _
To what ethnic or cultural group did you or your

ancestor (on tho‘nln Aide) belong on coming to this

continent? .

1. British (English, Scottish, Welsh) .
2]1 German ” '

3.v French

Irish

4,
. 5. Other Western European
. 6. Ukrainian ’

7. Other Eastern E'uropean

8. Other
9. missing data
Q27: Respondent'§ religion
1. Protestant: includes Anglican, Baptist, Lutheran,
Mennonite, Pentecostal, Salvation Army, United
Church and Protestant;
2. tatholic (and Orthodox): includes Greek Orthodox,
Roman Catholic and}?kraiqi#n Catholic;
3. Other: includes Jewish, other and none
4. missing data
A major segment of the thesis involves examining the deQree to
which economic factors impinge on anticipated fertility outcomes. A
number of questions on economic position, preferences, and values are
included in the GAFS questionnaire. In the operationalization of the
economic model of fertility, appropriate GAFS questions are combined
into indices. The variables actually used in the economic mode]

%



. - 78
chapter 1ncludg proportio‘n o'f years worked by the nsmm; since age
sixthen, respondent's education, implied work years lost through
childbearing by respondent,ownership of high status items (standard-
12ed fo hu;t;md's income and actual family size), relative 1n‘co~
msitliazbaud on nmiu‘. 1973 earnings, nhtln\\!nen position -
based on fmi ly's 1973 eamings, feeltngs of ﬂmncﬁ\ success and
willingness to support a child during post-secondary education. .

Details on computation of "these indices are provided in Appendix B.

The last empirical section of the thesis' focuses on socia)
variables, such as roie preferences, perceived norms and vai\;es 1n~
an atteupt.to assess the degree to whio.::hothese variables 1up1n9e on
ultimate wan}gd'feftility. The measurement of values, attitude\i \and
norms has‘-"i/lfways been problematic in social science. Thi's is no less .
true in the GAFS data. Given that 1; was not one of the purp;;gs
of the GAFS to measure such sociological variables in any depth,
pertinent qdestions are not abundant. Nonetheless, the principal
1.nvestigators of the Q\FS showed' suff'lchient interest in sociologic

" -matters to include a wider rangle questions in the interview
schedule than is typically included in fertﬂ.'lty surveys. The%
sociological indices conﬁuted on the basis of t‘he sanewhat Timited

set of GAFS questions on social matters “1nc1_ude mother role
orientation, traditional feflgg)le role orientation, egalitarian attitudes, .
traditional sex ratio pré?g;ences in children, traditional child-
bearing @tivation, tolerance of large families, concem~ with ,(‘
population growth. Details of computation of all thesg indices may

be found in Appendix B.



3.7 The Techatesss of Amalnsts

* Three gonerel methods of analysis are €ed 1» this thesis.
In the first, attempts are mde téMBgtro) for and/or to adjust’ for
differences among cohorts on the varisbles under considerstion. The
prosbiure used has the cbjective of datermining whether fnteveshort
di ffomccs'diup'pur_m specific factors of concern are controlled.

The second approach s to submit factors which are of interest as
independent variables to a multiple regression model applied |
separately to each cohort. The objective here is to compare the
resulting ngnséion coefficients to determine whether the same factors
have eiffemtial effects in the various cohorts. The third method

is intended to uﬁxinlly differentiate among cohorts for a constellation
of values, attitudes, norms and background factors.

The central technique used throughout the thesis is Multiple
Classification Analysis (MCA). This method, gaining rapidly in
popularity in éocial sc’ie.nce research, has been described in detail
in a text entirely devoted to the technique (Andrews et al., 1973).
ﬁt therefgre‘ seems unnecessu"y to elaborate the technique here. MCA
would be viewe& as a blend of n-way analysis of variance and multiple
regression with dummy variables. Its advantage in the present
context is that it can handle predictor variables which are nominal
sca]ef permitting ready incorporation of background attribute
variables into the model. Over multiple regression with dummy
variables. MCA has the advantage of providing the means of each
category expressed as deQiations from the grand mean, in addition to

mean values adjusted for all other variables in the model. MCA has



the disadventage of uﬁ ‘an s6ditive andel vhich 1 unable te hendle
fnteraction effects, It s therefore asesssery to test Interactiom
by means of o twe-way analysis of varionee prier to symitting
nrhb\u to MCA.

- The baste nm used IR

Teiple Classification Amatysts

\

. N
1s the following (Andrews et g1 ., 1973:36):
'U"m"’.i.%"""ﬁ"’"
Where ' Yoy - - - N = the score lon the dependent variable)
of individual n who falls in
category | of predictor varfadle A,
. category j of predictor 8, etc.
Y . grand mean on the dopondenf vuriabl;
] = the "offcctﬁpof mambership in the
@ gt category of predictor A
bj = the "effect” of mambership in the -
jth category of the predictor 8

’13 . . . n=error term for this individual
An iteration procedure is used to estimate the coefficients
(ai. bj . . . ) starting with the mean values (minus the grand mean)
of the dependent variable on each category of each predictor and
subsequently adjusting for the values of all other predic;ors. This
minimizes the sum of the squared errors“thereby providing a best fit
for the observed data. The process assumes that the errors in the
prediction have a mean of 2ero, é&ual\}ariance and are uncorrelated
(Andrews et al., 1967:51).

-

The second approach used in this thesis is multiple .
regression analysis applied separately to each cohort. This approach
is fairly basic and is described Qel] in a number of places (Cooley

and Lohnes, 1971;'Dar11ngton, 1968; and Draper and Smith, 1966) so

~



reevives. gffe 1qu‘n.mmmnam T e

auitiple ngv.ﬂa .«mn p.\ 1s wsed: ' 7 - i
. v,.us,:‘ogn'o....l‘\ou, o :
e A ampw'lﬂ‘hﬁ o e

'A o constant 9

8, = the effect @n ¥ of a changs fh one Wit in
X, controlling for the effects of X . . . Xy

x‘ = the score of individual { on independent "
variable X;

Uj = error term for h,dividu\ 1
The coefficients are estimsted through an ordinary lesst squares
procedure that -161.1:.: the sum of squares of errors or »nsiduals .
(u's). This process assumes that tht restduals have & mean of zero, '
equal variance and are uncorrelated. Varisbles that are not coded on
at least an ordinal scale are omitted from @e ngn;ion analysis.
In actuality, this 1nvolns deletion of very few variables. Religion,
one of these omitted variables, is employed as a comtrol for each set
of regressions.

- The third approach taken in the thesis s multi-group
discrininmt. analysis. The n;hod of discriminant analysis has been
ext.ensi:lely discussed in sevenl.axcollent sources {(Cacoullos, 1973;
Cooley and Lohne§.1971; and Eisenbeis and Ave;'y. 1974). The o
basic objective in this ;upthod is to weight and. 1inearly combine
variables on which groups are expected to d_iffer in some fashion so
that the groups are maximally distinct statistically. "The
discriminant model may be 1nterpret;¢d as a special type of factor

analysis that extracts orthogonal factors of the measurement battery



Mhnn form ot 2 u-; »
el e hy s B o |
Where l' te l.ﬂ Qﬂlurlniam function 1 .
' . . - ut“m .,ﬂchnt

z = standardiadd nhm of “p discrisinating
~variebles wsed ia the amdliysis .

The maximm nusber of functions mul:u be darived is oqua) to -
ommm less then the number of gn‘wumwu

“scﬂdnttu verisbles, if there ure Bere groups than varisdbles.

Mpplication of discriminant analysis fequires sewveral umtllom: P )

(1) intervel data, (2) statistica) 1n¢p§nh¢o of M‘lu and T
rormal di‘stﬂbutton;nd (3) equs! vertfance-covarience matrices. For

analytic purposes, discriminant fungtions serve to M.tify verisbles

which contribute most to differentiation among groups. (nvscﬂ,mnu\t

analysis also may be used for classificatory purposes once a ‘

satisfcctt'ny Set of discriminant functions has been derived. This is

essentially a predictive function for future unkmown cases. It can bo‘

utilized further to classify existing cases in the dataset

-8 a check of the adequacy of the discriminant func;ions. In the

present analysis, however, only the malytié capabilities of

discriminant function analysis will be used.'



' CHAPTER 4
INTERCOHORT DIFFERENTIALS IN THE NORMATIVE RANGE OF FERTILITY

4.1  The Normative Range of Fertility

The normative explanation of fer;i]ity asserts that procreation
is largeTy a social process shaped by attitudes, values, beliefs Qnd
- actions of social groups. "Many of our earliest insights regarding
the determinants of differential fertility can be traced to thg socio-
logical assertion that individual behaviour may often‘be the result
of group pressure" (Turchi, 1975:11). Socio]B@ists have concentrated
on fertility as a social proéess Qith determinants set largely by
normative influences. This view is probably at the heart of.the
traditional demographic study of fertility. As Petersen (1975:200)
suggests, "biology sets a maximum number of possible births, and
man contrives by one means or another to reduce it." Despite this
orientation, tgz term "nporm” in the soctfology literature is without
precise definition. Its usage, however, seems to conform to one of
the following definitions:

(1) a collective equation of behaviour in terms of

what ought to be; (2) a collective expectation as to

what behaviour will be; and/or (3) particular

reactions to behaviour, including attempts to apply

sanctions or otherwise to induce a particular kind of
conduct (Gibbs, 1455:589).

83
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With this view, it seems obvious that intknsive enquiries into
fertility behaviour and the social determinants of fertility would
focus on individuals' rcgptiohs of the often elusive nbrm of child-
bearing. This has been done largely by asking respondents in the cour;;
of a fertility survej about their social and éersonal orientitions
toward numbers of/children. Typically, the respondent is asked how
many children she expects or intends to have, how many she would .
really gggigg, and what she considers to be the ideal number of
children iﬁ the average family in her country. Conceptual distinctions
among these orientations toward family size were elaborated earlier
in the‘thesis, in Section 1.2. The vast empirical literature amassed
from‘the study of family size orientations concludes consistently
that a normative order exists which regulates family size within a
specified range (Balakrishnan et al., 1975; Blake, 1974; Bumpass and

Westoff, 1970; Freedman et al., 1959; Freedman et al., 1965a; Henripin
and Lapierre-Adamcyk, 1974; McLaughlin, 1974; Ryder and Westoff, 1971;
Westoff et al., 1957; Whelpton et al., 1966).

This chapter intends to examine the nature of the normative
range of fertility in Edmonton. Fo]]owings; discussion in the next
section of previous empirical findings on the normative order,
consideration will be given to the general interrelat{onships among
family size orientation measures. Comparisons between Edmonton
findings with those of previous empirical studies - will be made. The
cohort patterm of normative fertility will then be studied in an
attempt to test the following hypotheSis: there‘has been a downward

revision in family size norms with younger cohorts indicating

smaller expected completed family size, smaller desired families and

84
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smallef family size ideals than older cohorts. The role of background
variables in famfy size preferences by cohort will:be exapined
’:rougﬂ application of analysis of variance, MCA and multiple

gression.

.42 Previous Empirical Findings

. 1t seems pertinent to review some salient empirical findings
from previous studies with respect to the ndfmati,e range of fertility.
~ To review all such findings or even a major part, however, would be
an eﬁonmous undertaking far beyond the scope of this thesis. This
section selects from the vast empirical literature two studies which
focus specifically on t!\e nt&ive range question and which analyze,
in particular, the %nterre]ationships among the various measures of
family size orientation. These two studies are the 1965 U.S.
National Fertility Survey (Ryder and Westoff, 1971) and the 1968
Toronto Fertility Survey (Balakrishnan et al., 1975).

Ryder and Westoff (1971) number among the first reseafchers

to intensively study the 1nterre1ations;ips among orientations toward e
family size and to focus directly on the bounds of thé normative
range of fertility. Specifically, they analyze intended fam11y size
)rather than expected as well as desired, ideal and actual family
size as reported by respondents in the 1965 U.S. National Fertility
Survey. Ryder and Westoff (1971:27) find that,:]thougb the means
for ideal, desired and expected family size are very similar (3. 29,
3.29 and 3.24), the distribution of responses by parity differs
considerably. Standard deviations are found to increase from ideal

to desired to intended to actual. The most 1ikely values for ideal



-
//—»Jylrigi are 4 and 3; br desired 2 and 4; and forAintended and actual
2 and 5: -
- .
When means of these orientations are examined by race,
.re1igibn and'éducat1on. éongiderable variability emergeéf Mean

“\ ideal and meah 1ntended family size are much higher for blacks than
| whites although mean dekired is higher for whites (Ryder and

Hestoff. 1971:28): Among uhites. the Catholic mean is higher on all
three csasures than the non-Catholic. For ideal family size, the

mean vaéies inversely with wife's education for blacks, whites,
Catholics and non-Catholics. \This'is not the case for desired family
‘size, howevgr. Mean desired parity is considerably higher for white
Catholics than for white non-Catholics but is very similar for blacks
and whites. For total whites and blacks, there is a weak inverse
relationship between education and mean desired family size but fof
Catholics those in the lowest and highest educational categories

ha ve higher desired parity than those in the middle qgfggpry. Mean
intended parity is widely varignt for blacks and whites and Catholics
and non-Catholics. As in the case of desired parity, a weak inverse
relationship is found between mean intended parity and education

but this does not appear for Catholic whites.

Comparisons are also made by Ryder and Westoff (1971:29)

of the differences in the means for the three measures of family size
orientation. The difference between mean ideal and mean desired

for the total population is ne§1igible. For blacks, however, the

mean ideal is much higher than the mean desired. For white Catholics,

the opposite is true with the mean desired higher than the mean

ideal. The same pattern persists in all three educational categories.
1



Similarly, the difforence between ooon‘dbsirod'ond mean intended ts

small for the totaI population b‘f for blacks. plrticular!y blocks “"7\\\‘;
in the lowest educatiomn categories, wean intended exooodl npn .
desired. For whites, both Catholic and ‘hon-Catholic, mean destred| ..  *
parity is higher than mean intended, particularly in the higber |

educational groups ' "~‘

The pattern of responses to the four parity questions is
examined by Ryder and Westoff (1971:29-30) as well. This 1s done by
caltulating the non- random proportions that give the same responses
to each pair 6f questions. The strongest relationship occurs between
intended and current pari;y. not surprisingly. A moderately'strong"
relationship exists between ideal and desired and between desired and
intended parity. All other pairs ‘are positively related but only
weakly so. If the four'questions are ranked from idealistic to
realistic as ideal, desired, intended and actual, neighbouring
questions are most closely related. On this basis, Ryder and Westoff /
(1971:30) conclude that a sequence of relationship exists in these ' /
family size drientation questions which forms a definite scale. The
direction of the relationship, which would provide support for the
existence of a normative range of fertility, is not clear however, as
was suggested in Section 2.1. " .
Interrelationships among parity preferences are further
examined by Ryder and Westoff (1971:31) by analyzing mean desired,
mean intended and mean ideal family size for specified values of the
_other two measures. The relationship found forms such a neat pattern
that "one is tempted to propose the formula that desired parity is

equal to one-half the sum of idea]kparity and intended parity" (Ryder
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and Hestdff. 1971:30). In fact, 1t is d‘lscovcred mt ﬁ\hndtd pariw
“varies mueh mn sharply uith dtsimd parit.y than with 1den.r Ides?
_parity varies more closély with degired than 1ntonded. This analysi: .
is_taken by ky&r and Westoff to provide addm support for the scale
of preferenqes ranging fm ideal "to dcsind to 1nt.endod parity

A last finding of Ryder md h\qoff {(1971: 32 33) hs.rving .
comment 13 the observed bimodality ¥n respense to mﬂm o T
desirgd parity. Values of 2 and 4 are more cmonly reported than - o

L4 e
L

values of 3. This is particu],quy true for women who have completed*
childbearing (where nutiser Minded equals current numbeF). For

those with completed families, white Catholics reveal a mode. of 4 _
and wh'ite. non-Catholics and blacks a mode of 2. Within each of these T8
groups, the proportion citing 2 of 4 as their desired pa~ri;y ’rs’larger

than those ::it'ing 3. For those with incomplete families, no bimodality

is apparent, Further analysis reveals that bimodality is particularly
character;stic of blacks and respondents with 1ittle education but it
extends through all subgroups (RyderAand' Westoff, 1971:32-33). The
possible explanation in terms of statistical artifact is examined by

Ryder and Hestoff (1971:34) and dismissed as unlikely since-a similar
bimodality pattern does not occur for ideal family size. They

conclude that "it is plausible to take seriously the preferences

expresséd here" (Ryder and Westoff, 1971:34). .Jhe directors of the

1965 N.E.S. suggest that as family size is i;wcreasingly controlled

the result might be an oscillation between 2<§nd 4 children in the

U.S. as 'a function of economic and social conditions rather than

between 2 and 3 or 3 and 4.



. Belakristmen et al. (1975 8) also examing interrelationships: &
R} \
b among fnﬂy size orfentations usinc bﬁﬂity data collected in
‘e, 8,
-, ’:.-*ntrbpolitan Toronto in 1968. They view "discrépancies between 1du]
t
‘ ... ;nd asﬁnd mnber of children [as]. at Yeast conc tually,

*

indicatims ef discmnncies behnen qeneral and pe m norms about
'_"' funily size” (Balallrfshmn et al. :8). Furthemt)ru they see
;‘ A . y-ny siuamcmim es fwporyadt .indicators of thphqing femily
' . sfze norms . Canparison.s of idel‘l 3 desired andgpected family sizes

;V ~ show that medn tdeal and mean desmd are similar (3.0 and 3.1) but
i ¢ that expected family size 1s lower than either (2.8). A striking
- preference for 2-4 children is found w1th 2 clear avoidance of

’Q _ numbers either above or below this range. The bimodality found in
‘v 4 desired family size by Ryder and Westoff in the U.S.“’_is not found in
" thjs Canadian study. As in the U.S., the standard deviations,

‘ j‘ ind:igatim relative variation iﬁ the respons_es. increase as one moves
down the ngme£1,ve order from.ideal to desired to expected to actual.
The most likely values:for ideal famgly size are,”nd 2 (followed
closely by 4); for desired 2 and 3 (followed closgly by ‘4);‘ and

for intended and actual‘.' 2 and 3 (Ba]akrishna et al., 1975:12).

The authors of t Toronto study view the sharp boundaries
they find delimizt.f’n‘g family size as "indicative of the operation of
effective nomative pressures which define a family of less than two
children as 'too small' and more than four as 'too large'"
(Balakrishnan, 1975:11). They further suggest that their evidence
points ¢oward intolerance of great differences in family size in the

population. Balakrishnan and his associates find these normative

bounds all the more interesting because, on the aggiate, actual-

i
4

e
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1za’tfon of stated desires and oxpcctations with respect to family size '
1s well within the realm of possibility for these women. The finding '
that small families (of O or 1 child) are virtually excluded from
serious consideration suggests the possibility to the Toronto
researchers (Balakrishnan, 1975:13) that the norhative‘range of
fertiljty does not yet inclyde voluntary childless families or families
with one child.
Distributions of responses to the three parity questions are
examined by Balakrishnan et al. (1975:15-16) when age and religion
are controlled. As in the U.S., the means for ql] three measures are
- higher for Catholics than for non-Catholics. Unlike in the U.S.
~ where Catholics, regardless.of level of actual fertility, expect an
additional ane or more children, in Toronto the expected increment in
family size is only approximately half as great. This might reflect
the greatér prevalence of oral contraception among Toronto Catholics
than haé been true for American Catholics. Mean ideal and desired
parity tend to increase with age. This raises the question of
responses to these questions possibly being rationalizations of actua]
ferti]ity.;xperience. Balakrishnan et al. (1975:15) discount this
possibility, without entirely dismissing it, ". . . consistent with
the view that the upward trend of desired feréility with age is not
who]]y‘a rationalization of actual fertility is the fact that expected
fertility does not vary with age in any yniform way." Thus, it does
not seem tb be the case that older women desire larger families
because they expect their own families to be large. Rather, they

s
seem to prefer larger families than they actually expect.
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The Toronto researchers examine, in the.same way as Ryder

[

and Westoff (1971), the battern of responses to the four family size
orientation questions by analyzing the non-random proportions giving
the same response to any pair of questions. Results simila#'{o those
"Ipund in the 1965 N.F.S. were found. Th rongest relationship is
between current and expected, as in.the U.S.} The relationsirip
between ideal and desired is stroﬁgzr in Toronto in 1968 thaﬁ 1n the
u.s. in 1965. The other Toronto relationships essentially duplicate
the U.S. findings. The vast majority of respondents, regardless of
subgreup mémbership, tend ,to gibe the same answers to questions on
ideal and desired family size. Examinatiap of the diétributions of
these two measures reveals that the concepts function somewhat
indepgndent]y of one another, in §p1te of the high probability of the
same response to both questions. Below and above‘the constricted
234 child preference range, there is a strong tendency toward
divergence. "Almost all .persons who desire less than two children
ﬁut the ideal number for an average Cénadian family at’ two or above.
ConVerse]y, two-thirds .of those whose desired number of children
exceeds the two to four range see the ideal size as something smaller"

. (Balakrishnan et al.

1975:17).

'The Toronto analysis of the rolevof background variables in
family size preferences focuses almost exclusively on fertility
expectations. Many of the important relevant findings have been
reported e;rlier in Sec;ion 2.4.2..\Some which have particulay relevance
to the normative range question deserve summarization here. Regular
.

church-goers were found to have consistently higher family size

expectations than less reltdious people regardless of religion
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(Balakrishnan et al., 1975:21). This contrasts with previous findings
in the U.S. where church attendance was found to make a difference in
fertility only among Catholics (Freedman et al., 1959:201-208).
Although actual fertility of Catholics and Protestants in Toronto
differs substantially, ultimate expected famt]y size for the two groups
is similar. Nativity makes a difference in family size expectations
with women bofn in Western Europe having the lowest expectations,
followed by women born in Eastern Europe and in the Mediterranean.
Canadian-born women have larger desired family sizes than any major

immigrant group (Balakrishnan et al., 1975:32).

4.3 Interrelations Among Ideal, Desired, Expected and Actual
ramily Size '

In Edmonton, the means for ideal, desired and expected family

size are not substantially different from one another, as shown in
Tab]é 4.1. The means for all three measures, however, are lower than
in.Toronto in 1968 and substantia}ly lower than those found in the
U.S. in 1965. The 1arges§ discrepancies occur in mean ideal family
size where the Edmonton mean is .36 children higher than the Toronto
mean and .64 higher than the U.S. mean. The pattern of increasing °
standard deviations from ideal to desired to expected to actual is
found in all three sfdies. The consistent and moderately substantial
decline in the standard deviation for ideal family size from 1965
to 1968 to 1973-74, although taken from different samples, could b
reflect a convergence of ideal family size over this period. This 4
possibility will be examined further la;er on in thf% chapper.

Table 4.2 presents the percentage distribution by parity of

four measures of family size orientation. It is of interest to
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note that, in the Edmonton sample, unlike in Toronto and m'u.s..
‘the mos ¢ 1ikely value for 1deal, desired and expected family size is

“2. This. is followed by 3 for idsal (4 first followed by 3 in U.S.;
3 tfhat followed by 2 1n Toronto). For desired 'f-u/y size in
Edwonton, the_second 11kaly choice 1s 4 (2 followed by 4 ia U.S.;

) 2 followed Sy 3 in Toronto), indicating a bimodality similar to that
found in the U.S. but not in Toronto. This apparent bimodalitywill
be discussed specifically at the concﬁfsion of this section. ?F
e'xpect.ed family s1n|. 2 is the most Tikely choicé followed by 3 in
all three studies. A comparison)éf l‘tu:ﬂ family size is nof

particularly revealing since the peculifar age distribution of each

A N

, 'Y
sample largely determines actual nt«ductivé-perfomnce by the time

of the survey.

J

The ®ear preference for the 2-4 range noticed in the Toronto

Mata is apparent in Edmonton as well, as shown in Table 4.3. For
ideal family size, 96.7 percent in Edmonton fall within the 2-4
A}

e
range compared with 96.0 percent in Toronto and 91.9 percent in the

U.S. For desired and expected family size, however, the {-4 range

is slightly less popular in Ednont‘n than in Toronto but more popular

than in the U.S. Although the overwpelming majority of Edmonton
respondents have family size ?references within the 2-4 range, there
is greater uniformity in ideal family size than, in desired and
expected and greater 0;\1fonn1ty in desired than expected. ‘A

smaller proportion of Eaaoﬁton women have ideal and expected family
size in the higher (5 or more) parities than women in Toronto or in .
the U.S. For desired family size, similar proportions of Edmonton

alnd Toronto women wish to have five or more children but both

L
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Canadian samples have lower proportions in this category than in the
u.S. Although the proportion of Edmonton women indicat1ng very small
ideal family size (1 or less) is lower than in the U S , it is higffer
_ than in Tdronto. Larger proportions of'women in Edmonton indicate -“\\
Tow par1ty desires and expectations thgn in Toronto or in the U.S.
The basic similarity of the means for the three measures of
family size or;;ntation conceals much variabi]ity among major
religious and educational groups, as shown in Table 4.4. Catholics
consigtently indicate higher mean ideal, desired and expected family
cize than Protestants. For both religious groups, mean desired
parity exceeds ideal and expected. For Catholics, however, expected
'parjty is higher thqn ideal parity. A patterﬁ similar to that for
Cathd;;EE\occurs for women who are classed as neither Catholic nor
Protestant. The largest difference in means between Catholics and
Protestants occurs for exp‘;d family size where Catholics expect
57 more children than Protestants. This is puzzling particularly
given the high level of usage of modern contraceptive techniques
(62.8%) in the Edmonton sample. The smallest difference between the
two religion groups occurs for ideal family size. Looking at
education irrespective of religion, there is a tendency for family
size ideals and expectations to decrease with increased education.
For desired family size, however, those women with some: university
have desires similar'io-those with 9-13 years education. Women wi;h
post-secondary education but no university have the smallest

desired family size. The effect of education on family size

expectations is particularly striking with women having some



Table 4.4 Mean ideal, desired, expected and actual family size by

major religion category and education of wife

Protestant

~ Total Catholic Others
Ideal
Total 2.65 2.57 2.81 2.60
0-8 years 3.20 3.06 3.22 3.48
9-13 years 2.66 2.65 2.73 2.52
Post-secondary R -

(no university) 2.65 2.50 2.83 2.85
Some university 2.40 2.33 2.69 2.25
Desired
Total 2.92 2.79 3.18 2.81
0-8 years 3.39 3.27 ° 3.25 4.07
9-13 years 2.92; 2.76 3.19 2.85
Post-secondary . '

(no university) 2.81 2.77 3.00 2.38

Some university 2.91 2.74 3.54 2.66
Expected .
Total 2.71 2.47 3.04 2.76
0-8 years 3.39 3.39 3.14 4.28
9-13 years 2.85 2.67 3.16 2.81
Post-sedondary

(no university) 2.62 2.32 3.04 2.61
Some university 2.14 1.93 2.45 2.35
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university expect1ng 1.25 fewer children than women with 0-8 years of
education. For ideal family size, the comparable difference is .80.
For desired, it is .48. The effect, however, is possibly confounded
by age. |

For both Catholics and Protestants in Edmonton the general
pattern is declining ideal, desired and expected family size with
increasing education, unlike in the U.S. where an inverse relation-
ship of education and intended parity did not hold for Catholics.
The one notable exception is desited family size for Catholic women
with some university which is higher than %or any other educational
group. For ideal and expected family size, increased education has a
more negative effect for Protestants than for Catholics. A more
pronounced negative relationship of education to expected family size
is nofic:e for both religious groups than was apparent for ideal
family size. Protestant women with some university expect\].46 fewer

4

children tﬁan Protestant women with 0-8 years education. The
eomparab1e difference for Catholics is .69. Desired family size on
the average is higher than expected family size for all Edmonton
women. For Protestant women with 0-8 years education and for
Catholic women with some post-secondary education, however, the
opposite holds. For both Catholic and Protestants, desired exceeds -
) e;pectations most in the group of women with some university experience.
Here, Catholic women desire 1.09 here children than they expect to
haVe. Non-Catholics desire .81 more than they expect.
The next question deserving attention involves the degree to

which a pattern is apparent in the responses to the four questions on

]
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family size orientation. Focusing on this question allows examination
of the structure of interrelationships among the measures. Using
Ryder and Westoff (1971:29-30) and Balakrishnan and his co-researchers:
(1975:17) as guides, the non-random proportions that give the same

responses to pairs of questions are calculated for the Edmonton sample.

Results are shown in Table 4.5. The strongest relationship is between

ol

desired and expected followed closely by expected and actual. The
latter is not surprisiﬁg since actual fertility is 1ikely to comprise
a considerable fraction of expected fertility. In both the U.S.
1965 and Toronto in. 1968, however, the strongest relationship occurred
between expected (intended in the U.S.) and actual family size
followed by ideal and desired. In Edmonton the ideal-desired
relationship ranks third. '

The high rativ between desired and expected parity in Edmonton
suggests that for a large pro;ortion of women, the family size they
desire, if all were well, is the number that they in fact expect.

This may reflect a confidence that they can meet their desires without
difficulty either because their social and economic circumstances are
comfortable enough to not inhibit their reproductive desires or their
contraceptive use is sufficiently effeqtive that they can anticipate
not overshooting their desired family size. The third alternative

is that they are rationalizing their desires in the interview reports
to make it appear that they expect exactly the family size they Want.
Although it cannot be discounted that rationalization of this sort

is occurring for some respondents, it seems unlikely that Edmonton
women would engage in this type of rationalization to a greater

degree than their Toronto or American sisters.
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Table 4.5 #Non-random proportion giving tiie same response to various
pairs of fertility questions
[ )

Ouestions Proportion (%)

Ideal and desired 36.8

Ideal and expected ' - 29.4

Ideal and actual ' g 10.6

" Desired and expec ted 58.1

Desired and actual ’ , 20.0

Expected and actual . 50.9
[



-

Despite the differences in the relative nagnitude of the
ratios between pairs of questions on fani'ly size orientations in
Edmon ton conpared with the U.S. 1n 1965 and Toronto in 1968, the
pattern emerging in the Edmonton data basically supports the

‘proxinity findings df-the'other two studies. If the four fertility

ques‘ens are ranked from most idealizb least, i.e. ideal,

desired, expected and actual family size, the three highest ratios .
are found for adjacent questions. The ratio of desired to expected
ranks first, followed by the ratio for expected and actual, followed
by the ratio of ideal to desired. Non-adjacent‘questions reveal
lower ratios. The ratio of ideal to expected is in fourth position,
folioned by desired-actual and last with a very low ratio is ideal-
actuval. These latter two questions on the nboie scale are tng most
separated from each‘other. This suggests that responses to the
four family size orientation questions do indeed form a definite
scale. L

The di fference betwetn non-random proportions giving the
same response for ideal and desired family size in Toronto and
Edmonton is striking. In Toronto this ratio is .60 with "the great
majority . . . regardless of education, occupation, income, religion
or duration of marriage give the same number in response to both
questions" (Balakrishnan et al., 1975:17). 1In Edmonton the
comparable ratio is .368. he discrepancy between the findings of the
two studies is of particul interest since differences in responses
to the two questions may reflect important differences betneen

general norms and personal desires regarding family size. It could
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be specu\ated that the different ratios are attributable to the
slightly different wording of the desired family size questions 1n
the Toronto and Edmonton studies. In Toronto, desired number of

children is determined by the question: "1f you were to start

married life‘over again, how many children 1nla11 would you want to
_have?* (Balakrishnan et al., 1975: 9). ln Edmonton, the desired = .
family size question is: “If you could now choose exactly the

number of children to have altogether 1n your lifetime, how many boys

and how many girls would you choose?” Although the connotations of

these questions differ, the means for the two, as reported in Table

4.1, do not differ substantially.

On the other side of the ratio is ideal family size. Here
the question asked in Edmonton is virtually identical to that asked
in Toronto: “What do you think is the ideal number of children for
the average Canadian family?" In Edmonton, the word "today" was
appended to the end of the qugstion. The means for the two studies,
as shown in Table 4.1, are substantially different. The result fis .
that in Toronto, mean desired exceeds mean jdeal by only .06; in
Edmonton, desired exceeds ideal by .27. This suggests a greater
discrepancy between general norms and individual desires in Edmonton
than in Toronto. It could be that Edmonton women have less of a
tendency to regard themselves as typical of the average Canadian.

An alternative explanation might be that the general economic
prosperity of Alberta associated with a "boom" psychology leads to
higher family size desires. The data do not permit full examination

of this hypothesis. VYet another possible explanation, to be explored



more fully later on in this chapter, is that there has been a/
substantial dowrward revision in family size ideals and that Edmonton

women, had they been interviewed at the time of the Toronto study,
might have expressed family sige ideals similar to those held by
Toronto women. -
Table 4.6 reports means for each of three family size
‘fghe

orientations for sbecified values of the other two. -As found 1

¥
A
g
8
g
B

U.S., expected family size varies more sharply with desired family

LA

size than with ideal. This is wherenthe similarity of pattern ends,
however. In Edmonton, desired family size varies more directly with
expected than with ideal. In the U.S., as reported in Section 4.2,
desired family size varies equally with inténded and ideal. It is
apparent from Table 4.6 that in Edmonton, the pattern for mean ideal
family size is least consistent. Within expected parity 3, as

desired parity increases from 2 to 4 there is, a small but consistent
rise in mean desired parity. A similar consistent but more substantial
increase is apparent within desired parity 3 for expeéted parities

2 to 4. All other relationships seem inconsistent. The highest mean
ideal family size (3.02) occurs for expected parity 4 and desired
parity 3. The lowest mean ideal (2.35) occurs'for desired parity

2 and expected parity 4. ‘When desired parfty is 3 or 4 and expected
parity is 3 or';. the mean ideal exceeds the overall sample mean

‘ . When.desired parity is 2 for expected parities 2, 3 and 4,
&1 is less than the overall mean idea}. The same is true .

whe ) d parity is 3 and expected\pé&ity is 2. I1deal family

2 AN 1]

extent, seems to vary wfth'both desired and expected

size within the 2-4 range, but not‘consistent1y. The previous



Ve ‘ 08

Table 4.6 Mean desired, expected, and ideal family size for selected
*values of the other two

Mean Desired Family Size

Expected Family Size

Ideal Family Size 2 3 4
2 2.23 3.12 3.37
3 2.13 3.04 '3.99
4 » 2.66 3.12 3.83

Mean Expected Family Size

* Desired Family Size
Ideal Family Size 2 3 4
2 2.15 | 2.82 3.3%
3 U AL 7291 3.63
4 2.48 2.76 4.02

Mean‘Ideal Family Size

Desired Family Size

Expected Family Size | 2 3 4
2 2.48 2.45 2.75
3 2.64 2.72 2.7

4 ~2.35 3.02 2.93




finding of proximity is supported for desired and expected -family size
but it appeargthat ideal family size 1s closeay allied, within the |
W—d r;-ange. with both desfred and expected parity.
o The closeness of the rélationship between desired and expébtéd

-

parity as indicated by hhble 4.6, as well as by the large pe ndom
\ oy

proportion of respondents that give the same response ok
questions suggests the need to determine whether the tss
function independently of one another. Table 4.7 shows that the vg/fl
majority of Edmonton women have a desired family size within the
Fange and of these the overwhelming majority also have an expected&
family size within this range. For those who desire fewer .Q:P two
children, the majority (77.2%) have expectations of having two or

| fewer as well. For those who desire mo;e than foyr, however, 62.4
percent expect four or fewer.~ A surprising 41.6 percent who desire
more than four expect to have fewer than two children. From Table 4.8
it is clear that the modal desired family size is in the Z-4 range
regardless of the values of expected family size. When expected
family size is less than two, 54.7 percent desireAtwo or more children.
At the opposite end of the scale, of those who expect more than four
children, 60.2 percent desire fewer than four. Four conclusions
seem obvious heré. First, below the noswntive range, desired parity
seems to dictate expected parity. Second, above the normative range
of 2-4, the two concepts diverge \considerably. Third, mean
expected family ;size is more constant across ranges of desired family
.size than the reverse. Fourth, it seems justified to assume that the
two 6oq5epts of desired and expected family size function somewhat

indeﬁ;hdently of one another, particularly in the ranges above the

concepts /\
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normative,

The final topic to be considered in this section is the
observed bimodality (Table 4.2) in desired family size in Edwonton.
In an effort to examine the nature of thig bimodality, Table 4.9

compares wosen with completed familips (where expected parity equals
current parity) and those with incomplete families for Catholics and

Protestants. A clear tendency toward preference for 2 or 4 .

chﬂdrep is apparent for both mn‘:i-th completed famil{es and those
with incomplete families. The total percentage desiring2 or 4
children does: not differ substantially for women with completed
families (71.4%) and women with incomplete families (74.2%) but in
the latter case the mode at 2 is stronger. Bilmodath 1's’ess *®
apparent) for women with famiH;S not yet completed.

For both Catholics and Protestants with completed families,
2 and 4 are the most popular choices, with 3 in each case being less
than one-half as popular as 4. The same is true for Others except
the difference between 3 and 4 is not as large. Among those
respondents with incomplete families bimodality disappears for
Protestants and Others with the emergence of a stromg mode at 2.
For Catholics, however, bimodality continues with an increase in the
popularity of choices 3 and 4 and a small decline in the proportion
selecting 2 as their desired parity. The two sources of bimodality
in desired family size in Edmonton appear to be the clear intolerance
among women with completed families for 3 children and the relatively
high proportion of Catholic women with incomplete families who desire

4 children.
\ -



Table 4.9 Percentage distridution of desired family stze women’with
completed fertility (expected parity = current parity) end
those with fertility not completed by religion of wife

e —

Desifpd Family Size Tota) Protestant -Sothe)t¢ Others " ¥

, s Fertility Completed ’ o ,
®. 2.5 1.8 3.1 c.oI:> o

] 3.1 2.3 3.2 6.7¢

2 (3 t 42.5 0l39.4 40.3 .

3 14.2 15.2 12.8 13.8

4 30.3 3.2 30.6 24.6

5 3.4 4.2 3. 0.0

6 4.3 2.4 . 5.8 8.9

7+ 1.2 0.4 2. 1.7
100.0 (503)  100.0°(267) 100.0 (180) 100.0 (56)

‘ .
Fertilfty Not Completed

0 0.4 0.0 0.7 1.4

| 1.3 1.9 0.0 1.8

2 52.5 60.5 3.2 63.2

3 18.1 17.3 23.4 10.3

s 21.8 18.3 32.6 12.7

5 2.4 1.8 2.8 3.8

6 2.5 0.4 4.3 5.4

7+ 0.9 0.1 2.1 1.3
100.0 (415)  100.0 (216) 100.0 (133) 100.0 (67)
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In seeking an explanation for tb‘»bimﬁ&élity in desired family
.size, the possibility that 1f is a fqlgtfbn of the way in which the
question was asked cannot be overlo&;;dé It is.df‘note that in
Toraato where the desired family sfze question ‘refers to total number
of wanted children regardless of sex prbfgrehces. no such bimoda]%ty
is found. In Table 4.9, it is apparent that for total women with
completed families and for Catholic and Other women with both complete
and incomplete families, there is a tendency to cite 6 more frequentiy
than 5or 7. This may be attributable, af first glance, to the '
well-known preference for even numbers. However, it §s clear from
Table 4.2 tha¥ no such tendency i§ apparent for the other questions

on family size orientation. The conclusion which seems obvious, then,

s th&'t 'women, particularly Catho]ics and women who are neither

Catholic nor Protestant, when asked how many children they want by
sex tend to give equal responses for each sex. If this' is true,

then it might be that Edmonton data on desired family size are

slightly inflated. The interesting question, which unfortunately.

must remain unanswered, is whether use of the same desired family size
question in Edmonton as was used in Toronto would have yielded a
mean desired family size for Edmonton which would be lower than the

Toronto mean by a greater margin&than it is presently.

4.4 The Cohort Pattern of Normative Fertility

This section intends to examine family size orientations by
cohort and to consider the interrelationships among the four measures
of family size orientation within cohorts. It is a first

descriptive look at intercohort differentials in the normative range

1
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of fertility. The following hyp‘heS'ls is tested in this sectign: there

has been a downward revision in family size norms with younger cohorts

’

indicating smaller ideal, desired, expected and wanted family sizes than

qidér éohorts. No attempt is made in this section to explain 'fferegfes.
The effect of backgfound factors on inter-cohort differentials{in fami]f
size orientations is the subject of the next §ection;

Table 4.10 compares fhe three famii} size orientation sures
for the seven synthetic cohorts deve]oped and described in Section'3.6.
For all three measures, a decline is apparent from the oldest cohort
tothe youngest. For desired family size the observed decline is
c‘stept, with each subsequent cohort having a lower mean than the one that
preceded it. The ove(a11 decline is most dramatic for desired family
size (.87) but Substantial as well for expected family size (.75). For
ideal parity, although the overall pgttern is a decline (.09), two
cohorts show a slight increase. The decline from cohort 1 to cohort 6
is .44, These fi;dings support the hypothesis that there has been a
downward revision in family size norms with youngef cohorts having
smaller ideal, desired and expected family sizes than older cohorts.

Table 4.11 permits examination of the intercohort pattermn of
wanted completed fertility. Two measures of wanted completed fertility,
as detailed in Appendix A, are compared. To summarize briefly, the
f%rst measure is based on questions asked with respect to each .
pregnancy. Total current wanted fertitity is obtained by SUbﬁracting
the sum of births "not at all” wanted by the respondent from

actual births. Current wanted fertility, following elimination 1!’

of births not wanted but followed by a wanted birth or births, is then
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-Table 4.10 Mean ideal, desired and expected family size

by cohort
Cohort . Ideal Desired Expected / )
"y 2.85 3.4 ! 2.86
2 2.80 3.17 3.18
3 - 2.67 3.16 2.80 :
4 - 2.76 392 . 2.7s :
s -f
5 2.59 2.90 2.75 .
6 2.4 2.58 2.46
7 2.76 2.57 2.43

P



Table 4.1

Mean wanted completed fertility (two measures) by

cohort

Wanted Wanted
Cohort Completed Fertility 1 Completed Fertility 2
1 2.04 2.90
2 4.30 3.45
3 2.68 2.50
' |
4 2.93 . 2.65
5 2.82 ! .f 2.62
6 2.54 ' 2.39
7 2.47 2.39

114
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added to additional expected births. Wanted completed fertility 2 is
based on a series of questions, outlined in ﬂppendix A, which seek to
discern whether the respondent would prefer t%ghave borne fewer
children. If she answers "yes" to this question and reports the
nunhkr she would prefer to have borne in a supsequent qu;stion. this
latter number is taken to be her total current wanted fertility.
As was done in the case of wanted completed fertility 1, total
current wanted fertility is‘ then added to additional expected births F
to obtain another measure of completed wanted fertility. .
Although the pattern is not consi*nt by cohort, the trend
for both measures of wanted completed fertility appears to be a
decline with cohort. Younger/;ohorts tend to reveal smaller wanted
family sizes than the older. For both measures, cohort 2 has the
largest wanted completed family size and cohorts 6 and 7 the smallest.
For wanted completed fertility 1, the decline in means from cohort
2 to 7 is 1.83 points. For the gecond measure, the comparable decline
is 1.06. From.cohort 1 to cohort 7 a decline of .57 is apparent
for the first measure and a decline of .51 for the secopd. Two
inconsistencies in the pattern of decline for both measures are
apparent: (1) a rise from cohort 1 to cohort 2; and (2) a rise from

cohort 3 to cohort 4. - .-

4.5 Background Factors and Intercohort Differentials

It has become a tradition in demography and in sociology
to examine differences on the basis of various background variables,

sometimes known as “"face-sheet" or structural variables. As was

s ﬂ»;hmﬂ
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pointed out in Section 2.2, analysis of fertility differentials solely ~ |
on the basis of structural differentials is becoming increasingly -
insufficient as fer}111ty patt;rns converge. Yet,”+t~quld appear -

foolhardy to ignore the role of these background variables, in 1ight

of the rather strong evidence reported in the earlier chaggers and

in Section 4.2 thaf these variab?:s do indeed remain important in

explaining fertility differences.

In this thesis, background variables which have been documented
as va]uable‘in explaining fertility differences are gsed as.predictor
variables to examine the cohort pattern of normative fertility. The
intercohort pattern of normative ferfi]ity could be seen as the result
of the particular mix of backgrodhd variab]e; which comprise the
synthetic cohorts rather than an actuat difference in fertility by
.cohort. It, the}efore, remains to be seen whether these differences
persist after controlling for *MW¢ important background variables.

The background variables under consideration here are those which

have been used most ffequently and successfully in describing

fertility variations in other studies: religion, religiosity,
nativity, ethnicity, education, respondent's family size of origin ’¢
and setting of youthful residence. The theoretical and empirical
justification for inclusion of these partichlar variables has been
clearly elucidated in the preceding chapters and sections. For the
'sake of subsequent analysis; these seven background variagles will be
viewed as having e&ua]‘status.

ETphasis is placed on background variables of the respondent
rather than her partner. The reasons fqr this are clear and obvious

but it does not negate or diminish the relevance of the same

)
§
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variables in fertility of partners or the relevance of the partner's
background in the fertility of respondents. The orientation in this
analysis is ferti]ity of respondents. not partners, which in most,
" but not all cases, is the same. The ana1ysis further rests on
reported fertility experience and. aspirations qf women respondents
who only report what they perceive as pﬁrtners' experiences and
aspirations. Hence, it 1s believed that reliance on "hearsay
testiqony“ could produc; less reliablc.ueasures for partners. Lastly,
as outiined in Section 3.2, not all restndents are currently
married or married to the same partner they had during pafts of their
childbearing, soO consideration of background variables and fertility
of partners as well Ss respondents cou]9 reduce the sample size by
some 15 percent. |

As outlined in Section 3.8, two ana1¥t1c approaches are
used to examine the 1ntercohbrt pattermn of normative fertility. The
first approach controls and/or adjusts for differences among cohorts
in the various measures qf family size orientation aﬁa completed
wanted fertility to detenm1ng whether cohort differences disappear
once background variables are taken inté’consideration. The technique
employed is Multiple Classification Analysis. The effects of
backgrﬁund variables taken separately are examined first, followed
ky an analysis of all variables acting together. The second
approach is to introduce the ordinal background variables as
independent variables in 2 multiple regression model applied
separately to each cohort for each measure of family size orientation
and wanted completed fertility. The intent here is to ascertain

whether variables have similar effects in different cohorts.

ne
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Before proceed{nﬁ; it is necessaéy to test the%degree of
1htsrcgrn|lation ii;ﬁg the pr.dictor varfables. This 1; a necessary
preé&néi;fon to the testing of interactions among predi¢tor variables
by aﬁalysis of voriané:; Table 4.12 shows that there i$ no instance
6f high intercorrelation aﬁong background variables. These
variables, then, are appropriate for an analysis of.var&ance

L

examinatio® prior to submission to_MCA.

4.6 Background Variables Considered Separately

, The first step in this part of the analysis 1s[to examine the
separate effects of background variables on the five dependent
variables: ideal, desired and expected family size and wanted
completed fertility 1 and 2. A secondary purpose of this analysis is
to test interactions among predictor variables prior to further
analysis by Multiple Classification Analysis of. the effects of all
predictor variables acting together. N

Table 4.13 shows the zero-order asseeftion of each of the
background variables under consideration with ideal, desired and
expected family size and wanted completed fertility 1 and 2, each in
tum. For ideal family size, cohort is less important than education
but more important than all other background variables as an
/explanatory varia?'le. Cohort is the most significant explanatory
variable, followed closely by religiosity, in desired family size.
For expected family size, cohort is tied with education as the
critical explangtory variable, followed closely by family size of

origin. For two measures of wanted éompleted fertility, the

patterms are somewhat less obvious. Cohort ties with education as

118
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the second most important explnnatqny variable in wanted completed .
fertility 1, exceeded only slibhtly by family size or origin: For
wanted completed fertility 2, cofort is third in importance with
ethnicity in first place and education tied with family size of
origin in second. It would seem that cohort, although varying in
significance, is a basic variable in explaining family size
preference as well as wanted completed family size.

Tables 4.14 to 4°.23 present for each measure of family size
preference and the two measures of wanted completed fertility,
.variation in the measure by background variables followed by two-way .
classifications of cohort with each of the seven background "variables
in turn. In the two-way classification tables, cohort deviations
from the grand'méan are shown as well as cohort deviations adjusted
additively for fhe effect of each background variable taken
separately. .The analysis is supported by ;nalysis of variance tables
appearing in Appendix C, Tables C.1 to C.90.

From Table 4.14, it can be seen that the variables which have
the lTargest influence on ideal family size are education, family
size of respondent's family size of origin and cohort. The ranges
for these three variables are .69, .54 and .47 respectively. The
amount of variation in ideal family size explained by education is
significant at”the .001 level, after cohort is controlled (Table C.3).
After control1irg.for cohort, however, the amount of variance
explained by family size of origin loses statistical significance
(Table C. 1). The variance explained by cohort remains significant
at .001 after controlling for each of the seven background variables

(Tables C. 1 to C. 7).



In examining the Multiple Classification Analysis tadles
(Tables 4.15, 4.17, 4.19, 4.21 and 4.23), the interest 11es in
seeing whether” the synthetic cohorts are affected similarly by the
"ickground variables under consideration. In Table 4.15, it is
apparent that the general pattern is for earlier cohor;s to have
higher ideal family size than later cohorts but the pattern is not
consistent. After controlling for each of the seven background
variables in turn, cohort 4 has the 1argest'1deal family size and
cohort 6 the smallest. Cohort 1 closely follows cohort 4 {n 1deal
fami]y size both before and after adjustments for the seven background
variables. Coharts 3 and‘7 hover closely around the grand.mean; both
before and aftér adjustment for each background variable..

The general effect of adjusting for each of the seven back-
ground variables is to increase the variability in ideal family size
across cohorts. For each variable, cohorts 6, 4, and 1 are affected
most by the adjustment and coForts 7, 3, and 2 are affected least.“
The beta weights in Table 4.15 show that when each backgrdund
variable is acting together with cohort, except for education, cohort
hasA; greater influence gn ideal family size. The finding that in all
but two instances (cohort 3 when adjusted for religiosity and when
adjusted for education} the deviation from the grand mean increases
once adjustment is made for each background variable, indicates that
cohort is a variable of note in explaining variation .in jdeal family
size.

From Table 4.16, it is clear that the background variables

having the greatest influence on desired family size are family size

of origin, cohort and religiosity. The ranges for these variables

122



are .87, .79, and .67 respectively. After .contn;lnng for cohort,
family size of origin remains significant at .027 and rtligibs1ty-
at .001 (Tables C. 19 and C. 24). Cohort, aftin-controlling for each
background varisble separately, remains sfgnificant at .009 or

higher (Tables C.19to C. 25). It is notable that for each variabdle, i

except education an&'r§s1dence in youth, the range of values for
desired family size s la}ger than for 1dei1 family size. This lends
further support to the notion that there is more accord on ideal
family size than on desired family size. The greatest discrepancy
between desired and ideal family size occurs for respondents with
some university. As suggested earlier, this is probablyl to the
véry high desired family size of Catholic women with som;' fversity
experience. For residence in youth, although for all categories
desires exceed ideals, the greatest difference oiﬁﬂrs for women who
have spent their youth in cities. These women indicate a lowered
ideal family sife relative to 0ther women.

Tablg,4§17 shows the effects on desired family size of
adjusting for e;ch background variable in turn. As was the case for
ideal family size, the general effect of adjustment is to
substantially increase the variability among cohorts in desired famjly
size. For all but family size of origin, the largest change§ in
deviation due to adjustment occur in extreme cohorts, cohorts 1, 2,

6 and 7, thereby wideniﬁg the differences. .The least affected aré
cohorts 5 and 3. For family size of origin, cohorts 7 and 4 are most
affected by adjustment and cohorts 5 and 1, least affected. This

indicates that family size of origin influences desired family size

-
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most in cohorts 7 003 The bets uldm showm 1n hb\o éﬁ‘ic.u

tMt whon each background variable acts together with: g clhrt

L
.

hu the greater influence on family sjze desires. » ~ . ..;f Lo
M-':..

5,\"

In Table 4.18, 1t 13 clear that those vm»‘ts mm’i'
for the greatest variability in expected f.ﬂy size m m
‘ family sm of origin and oducatioq\ M}nps for tlnu thne'
varhblu are 1.46, 1.22 and 1.02 nsnctivﬂy After covftro)’fﬂng for
each chground variable, cohort remains statistically sigiﬁi‘m at
.005 or higher (Tables C. 37 to C. 43). Family size of origid,  after -
controlling for cohort, is significant at .004 (Table C. 37):'.*
Education nnins.simiffcant at .001 after controlling “for cohort
(Table C. 39). For the three variables which account for

greatest variation in expected fmily’s;ze as well as fo
the degree of variation is greater i x ch‘d‘ fa _
desired and greate"n desired than in 1&:1.. ‘Fazr,v:giigiqsity',v the
" "range of values for expected and desired nmain's méhb'god. This
suggests that expected‘famﬂy size, b‘eiﬁg less uniform acros:
categories, has a greater capacity to be influenced by groub.nvber-
ship than desired 0{ fdeal family sfize. It also lends support to the
hypothesis tha"t expected family size is not converging to the same
degree as desired or ideal family size. )

Table '4.19 shows wide :ariations in deviation from the grand
mean of expected family size across all background variables both |
befc;re and after adjustments. Once again, the general effect of
adjustment for each background variable is to increase the variability
among cohorts. Cohort 2 cons;stently ;_hows an expected family size

mych higher than the grand mean for the sample (ranging from 2.28
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"thildren above the mean after adjusting for re]igion‘to 2.13 above the

mean after adjusting for educat;en). Cohort 7 consistently shows the
lowest expected family size. This finding generaily lends support

to the hypothesis that expected famgly size §s lower in more recent
cohorts than in older cohorts. The pattern, although not consistent,
is a downward revision of expectee family size. The eohort most
affected by adJustlng for each backgréund variable is “cohort 2.
Cohorts 6 and 7 are also substantially affected, followed by cohort
1. 'The least affected cohorts are those in the middle with expected
family S{Ees closest to the grand mean. As was the case with desired

family size, the beta weights indicate that cbhort, when considered

together with each of the background variables in turn, has more

“influence on expected family size than any other variable.

From Table 4.20, it is apparent that the same three variables
as were important. in accountfng for variability in expected family
size are importaht in explaining variation in wanted completed
fertility 1 but the rank orders are changed somewhat. This is
reasonablé given that expected family size is a basic component of
wanted completed fertiTity 1. Fami]y size gf origin of respondent,
cohort, and education account for the greaeest variability in wanted
completed fert11ﬁty 1 with ranges of 1. 29, 1.2% and .85, respectively.
Family size of origin remains statist1ca11y sign1f1can§qgt .002
after controlling. for cohort (Table C. 55). Cohort is significant
at 032 or higher after cohtrolling for each background ariable 1in
turn (Tables C. 5§ to -(;. 61). Thg v:r'lat'tons in values of wanted

completep fertility 1 are similar, but lower than those for expected

»
family#8ize. .

(1
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The pattern of deviations from tﬁe grand mean for wanted
completed fertility 1, shown in Table 4.21, is very similar to that
for expected family size. Cohort 2 shows deviations for waﬁted
completed fertility 1 ranging from 1.97 above the grand mean, when
‘adjusted for religion, to .99 above the grand mean when adjusted for
ethnicity. Cohort 7 is consistently beltw the grand mean by
approximately .5. The beta weights of each background variable
acting together with cohort show that thfs variable is more important
in influencing wanted cbmpleted fertility 1 than any other background
variable. ‘

For wanted completed fertility 2, as seen in fab]e 4,22,
cohort, family size of origin and education account for most
variability across cohorts with ranges of 1.27, 1.18 and 1.11,
respectively. Once again, these three variables are the important
ones, as they were in expectéd family size and wanted completéd
fertility 1, but thé rank orders differ. Cohort is stgtistically
significant in ilp]aining the variance in wanted completed fertility 2
at .006 or higher after controlling for each background variable in
turn (Tables C. 73 to C. 79). Family size of origin remains
significant at .003 after controlling for the effect of cohort
(Table C. 73). The statistical significance of education is .06}
after controlling for cohort (Table C. 75). -

As for wanted completed fertility 1, the pattern’of deviatioﬁs
from the grand mean for wanted completed fertility 2 c]osg]y rgsemb]es-
that for expected family size (refer to Table 4.’23WOrt 2 o~

consistently has very high deviations.for wanted corgleted fertility
, . B 4

Q - °
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2 ranging from 1.94 above the grand mean after adjusting for_the effect
of ethnicity to 1.82 above after adjusting for religiosity. Cohort 7
consistently h:s wanted coupletcd fertility deviations far below tho
- | sample average, ranging from -.66 aftor; adjusting for family siae of
- origin, residence in youth and. nativity (each in tum) to -.59 after
adjusting for education. Beta weights 1ndilcato that ;ohort when
considered with each background variable sepanulj has greater |
influence on wanted completed fertility 2.than any other back'groun& *
variable. ‘ - .

The results of this preliminary analysis of the separate .
effects of background variables on the five measu:s of family size ‘
preference leads.to the conclusion that there 1s'cor\sﬂier'able.‘upport1
for the hypothesis that there has been a downward revision of family s
size norms with cohort having an important 1nf1uence on ideal, .

r @ -
_ desired and expected fami]y size and on wanted completed fertﬂity

>3 Al though the nwve 1mportance of cohort vantes by family size

R

rl‘{,*ar that its relat1ve influence is gleater «

f?sqy s¥ae- and wanted completed fertility
¥ .
i Ar dmnd famﬂy size. The rank: order of

: }1% for. 'Ideal Yo second for fsired to first for
. £ Dl e 2R
.expecteef:m & Some evider;ce is also provided by this ana]ysis

tfn; 1dea’1 'fgmﬂy size is less incons‘Istent across the important

R
e
. <
“ *

i var'labIes than is desired family size and that desired family size

~ e e i

is less chalgeable than expected family size or wanted completed -
' fertﬂfty |
"o The next step in t.his part of the analysis is to test for

S 3



1nuuctiom among prédictor varublos pr'lor to vm mﬁﬂn

© . all variadles ntin to,ﬂnr. As stated qurlier, » tien of
“Mtiple Classification Analysts 15 men-tnteraction ofleng pregictor
variables. This condition fs n.oeuury.h.ﬁﬁ of the additivity Co.
Assmption of MCA.  Tests for intersction ;nngtwm [ R | ;‘g‘;
standard analysis of variance under certain prespecified comditions.
Only.two-way interactions sre tested, and only interactions where
the F ratto 1{s statistically simiﬂc\n‘ at .10 or l;nr are um“
as significant interactions. In testing for two-way interactions,
all combinations.of cohort, the centra!l 1ndom&ont<variab1o. with
the background variables were tested for uchlof the five independent
variables. Among background variables, tests for interaction were
made only ﬁ;r t%yarhbhs where interaction was syspected. ° .

. ndi les C. 1 to C. 90 show in sunharyt: results
of the q‘s of varhnco for each of the five dependent variables.
For- ideal family size, the following interactions with accompanying
levels of statistical significance for their F ratios were found

(Tables C. 1" to C. 18):

Cohort-Family size of origin ' .0z8

Cohort-Ethnicity i .003

Cohort-Residence in youty .040
Cohort-Religiosity .029

Cohort-Nativity .048
Religion-Religiosity .095

Family size of origin-

Residence in youth .001 . 0

L
For desired family size, 3 larger number of statistically significant
interactions were found (Taples C. 19 to C. 36):
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Cohort-Religfon t .017

Cohort-Ethnicity .109
‘Cohort-Religiosity .042
Religion-Ethnicity . .003
Religion-Family size of origin + .014
Ethnicity-Religiosity ' .089
Ethnicity-Family size of origin ’ .001
Education-Family size of origin .030
Family size of origin-

Reisdence in yputh .009
Nativity-Residence in youth ‘ _ .002

For expected family size, Tables C. 37_to C. 54 reveal the following '

significant interactions:

Cohort-Religion . ", .076
Cohort-Religiosity .001
Religion-Ethnicity ' .091
Religion-Religiosity .008
Education-Family size of origin .on
Family size of origin-

Residence in yauth K - .084
Residence in youth-Nativity ' .093

Tests for wanted completed fertilfty 1 reveal the fol)owing interactions
(Tables C. 55 to C. 72):

Cohort-Ethnicity AR .069 -

Cohort-Religiosity T .100

Religion-Religiosity 0,002

Education-Ethnicity . : .048
 Education-Family size of origin .003

fFamily size of origin-

! Residence in youth .042 -~

»

‘ .
Lastly, for wanted completed fertility 2, the following interactions
were found tg be-significant (Tables C. 73 to C. 90):

Cohoré\Religion .084
Cohort-Religiosity .058
Ethnicity-Religion _ . .09 -
Religion-Religiosity .001
Education-Family size of origin .007

Residence 1n‘-v..youth-Nativity .097



>

4.7 - Background Variables Acting Together

This section jntends to continue with the analysis by MCA,
with all the background variaples acting together and to present the ,
results of the multiple regression analysis with all variablfs acting
stogether withi; each cBhort. Tﬁe large number of variables which
have been found to be interactive poses some problems in the analysis.
Often in research problems similar to this one, interactions are'
ignored. The justification for this is simple: "The assumption that
no interactions'exist generally leads to an extremely efficient
analysis procedure and a great reduction in the compfexity of the
computing problem" (Morgan and Sonquist, 1963:228). Although this
argument is strong, it would seem that ignoring signifféant inter-
actions firstly confounds the results produced by M,C.A('ind secondly,
prevents the analysis from closely apprOxima;ing real effects.

In situations of interaction, several approaches are
possible. One of theé more common is analysis within subgroups. This
solution, however, is most amenaple to situaéions where.a1m0§t all
of the interactions involve the same dichotomy. . The preliminary
analysis described in the preceding section shows that this is
clearly not the case here. A second'approaéh is to eliminate one of
the interacting variables, re-analyzing data with a 1imitqg,nﬂﬁger of
variables. A third approach which seems to‘be gaining in popularity
(see Segal, 1973; Williams et al., 1973), is to build combination
predictors at the outset of analysis. This typically involves the
deveTopment of combined predictors based on collapsed categories of

individual predictors, allowing a range of the new predictor variable
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which 1;;1udes every possible combination of the original varfables.-

Both of these latfr approaches have inherent limitations.
The essential constraint in the first instance is exclusion of
variables which may have explanatory power and a consequent
reduction in the multiple R. In the case of combined varfables, the
basic limitationbis that the explanatory power of any sfnglc variable
can not be cited. If variables are 1n.fact interactive then it is
not justifiable to look toward the explanatory power of a single .
variable but rather the total effect of the interacting variables
acting together. After careful consideration, it w:; decided to
approach ‘the problem of interactions in this qhapter by each of these
methods in turﬁ. . . ‘

Table 4.24 shows the unagjusted and adjusted deviations from
the grand‘meqn for ideal family size after elim%nation of those
variables tﬁ%t interact with cohdrt: family size of origin, ethnicity,
residence in_youth, re]igibsity S:d nativity. The result is a
limited MCA 1in which adjustments are made only for the effects of
cohort, religion and education. The>bgta weights appearing at the «
bottom 6f_the table are a measure of a variable's utility in
explaiﬁing varfance in ideal family size once all other variables in
the model have been held constant. With three variables in the model,
it is clear that cohort and education‘are the crucial variables in
explaining variance in fdeal family size. At this point the role of
family size of origin, a varfabie found to be useful in explaining
ideal family size in the efrlier analyses, is not known. The general fi

effect of adjustment on deviations from the grand mean for ideal ,4' g

8
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family size is a neglighﬂ‘e‘.c':hmbe acré;s cohort. The effect is
most substantial for cohorts 6‘..'4 and f' where thé unadjus ted *
deviations from the gran& mean are largest. v
From the beta wefghts appearing at the bottom of Table 4.25,
it is apparent that in the MCA . where adjustments are made for the
effects of cohort, éducation, ethﬁcity and residence in youth on
desired family size, cohér; is ths.mosg importanf explanatory
“variable. Ethnicity -is in second btsition with educatios and
residence in youth considerably lowe;. The importance of family ¢ize
of origin, a useful variable in the edéaigr separate analyses,
once again, is not'known. The appearance of ethnicity as a useful
explanatory vari;ble is somewhat puzzling since it did not emerge
as significant in the separate analyses of desired f;;&1y Size.

It may be recalled,uhouever, that for desired fam;J} size, ethnicity

- interacts wisrboth family size of origin and religiosity so it may

e

 .--b€that the emergence of ethnicity here is the result of the 1nflqgnce

of these two variables which were both found to be important in the -
separate analysis. The effect of adjustment is to increase the
variability across cohort with the earliest and latest cohorts

being most substantially affected. The pattern of deviations indicates

) a Elear but somewhat inconsistent pattern for.earlier cohorts to have

substantially greater desired family size than later cohorts. The *
_largest difference (of .84' children) is between cohorts 2 and 6.

| Table 4.26 shows the results of the MCA  for expected fam{ly
size where adjustments have been made for cgport, education, ethni&ity.

residence in youth and nativity. The beta‘ieights once again clearly
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'
support the aﬁgument'that cohort is a basic variable in explaining
expected family size. It is followed in importance by ethnicity '
and education. Family size of origin, an important variable in the
separate analysés of expected family size, is omitted from this
analysis so no conclusions may be drawr about its relative explana-
tory power. Adjusting for the five background variables, as 16 one
earlier table, tends to decrease the variagiiity across cohorts.
Cohort 2 with the largest unadjusted deviation from the grand mean
Ts most affected, followed by cohort 7. The middle cohorts (3-5) are

-1east affected by adjustment. The range of expected family size is

1.36 children, a substantially wider range than for desired (.84) o
or ideal (.44). '

In Table 4.27, the results of an MCA  for wanted completed -

fertility 1 with adjustments'1§r cohort, family size of origin,
religion, and nativity are presented. As was true for the other
dependent variables, the beta weights at the bottom of the table

clearly show that cohort is the most useful explanatory variable,

“followed by religion and family size of origin. Education, an

important variable in explaining wanted completed fertility 1 in the
separate analysés is omitted here 56 its pelative weight cannot be
ascertained. <Adjustment for the four variables in this.model reveals
a pattern very similar to that obtained for sxpected family size with
cohorts 2 and 7 being most affected and the middle cohorts least
affected. The patterm of interaction for wanted completed fertility 1
is such that it is possible to do a re—analjs[% substituting
religiosity for religion. The results of this MCA are presented

in Table 4.28. Cohort remains the most useful variable followed by

* "
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Table 4.24 1deal family size by cohort witN religion .and education
acting together. Unadjusted and adjusted deviations.
Beta weights for background variables and multiple R for
a1l variables together

.. - , .
o, ‘\ Deviations from gnnd g2 *67)
;;45; &,
Cohort NP T Unadjusted - Adjusted
." - / /
] - 8872 . v. 7,18 , ' A 1
2 50 ’ I .02
3 100 0l .02
4 115 .22 .20
5 123 -.06 -.08
6 161 -.25 : -.24
7 157 ' .00 ,05
Range ' .43 .44
Beta '
Cohort 167
Religion .100.
Education .164
Multiple R .243
.}
:“
e -
‘ .
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Table 4.25 Desired family size by cohort with oAcction. ethnicity,
and residence in youth. Unadjusted an adjusted
deviations. Beta weights for backgro variables and ‘
multiple R for al) varfables together

Deviations from grand mean (2.93)

Cohort N -Unadjushq Adjus ted
\?ﬁ .
2 44 .46 ! .49 .
. el
3% e v L .2 .26 ca
4 103 .28 .22 -
5 119 -.07 -.08
6 140 ' -.36 -.35
7 145 » , -.3 -.32
Range .77 .84 -’
, :
Beta .
Cohort 231
° Educasion .063
'« Ethnicit y .138 5
- Residence in youth .024
Multiple R .240
o



Q

wy

Table 4.26 Expected family size by cohort with education, ethnicity,

residence in youth and nativity. Unadjusted and adjusted

deviations. Beta weights for background variables and
multiple R for all variables together -

T™

Deviations from grand mean (2.78)

Cohort N Unadjusted : Adjusted
1 88 ‘ .27 .26
2 46 1.09 ' 1.06
3 noz2 2 .05
4 109 2 ' .06
5 115 -.07 ’ -.Nn
6 138 ' -.30 . -2
7 149 -.33 -%30
Range 1.42 1.36
Beta a
Cohort 211
Education 110
Ethnicity .154
Residence in youth .014
Nativity .032
Muttiple R .256

146
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Wanted completed fertility 1 by cohort with family size

Table 4.27
of origin, religion, and nativity. Unadjusted and
adjusted deviations. Beta weights for background
variables and multiple R%or all variables together
Deviations from grand mean (2.76)
Cohort N Unadjus ted Adjusted
1 61 21 .25
2 37 .94 1.00
3 76 .04 .07
¢ 4 80 .14 .18
5 81 -.12 -.18
6 88 -.29 -.27
7 114 -.23 -.20
Range 1.23 1.27
Beta
Yo
Cohort 214
Family size of origin .129
Religion .147
Nativity .013
Multiple R f.235

4

4o
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Table 4.28 Wanted completed fcrtility 1 by cohort with family size
of origin, religiosity, and nativity. Unadjusted and
adjusted deviations. ’

variables and multiple R for all variables together

Beta weights for background

. Cohort N
1 61
2 37
3 76
4 78
5 80
6 88
7 N4
Range
Beta
Cohort
Family size of origin
Religiosity
Nativity

Multiple R

Deviations from grand medn (2.75)

Unadjusted
21
.95
.05
2
13
.29
.23
.24

.183
.130
.155
.012

.236

Adjusted
.24
.88
.09
13

-.20
-.19
-.20
1.08




rtlfgios1ty in this case.

The results of the MCA ° for wanted completed fertility 2
with adjus tments made for cohort, fam@ly size of origin, residence
in youtﬁi.nd nativity are presented in Table 4.29. Beta weights
reveal that cohort, once more, is most useful fo]lo;ed by family size
of origin. Adjusted deviations r‘voalka pattern similar to that
observed for expected family size and wanted completed fertility 1.
The magnitude of adjusted deviations obtained in this instance is at
a level similar to those obtained 1n4€he two analyses of wanted '
completed fertility 1 but §lightly lower than that obtained for
expected family size.

It seems clear from these  MCA's with omitted interactive
variables that cohort is a critical variable in explaining the
variance in‘§11 five measures of family size preferences. It also
seems justified to conclude that these ina]yses lend support to the
hypothesis that later cohorts have smaller family size preferences
on all measures than earlier cohorts, although the trend-pattern from
earliest to latest cohort is not consistent.

The second part of the analysis of ai! variables acting
together involves analysis with combined variables. In order to limit
the number of categories for each combined variable, the background
variables, with the exception of nativity which is already
dichotomized, are collapsed into three categories each. After
combining, no variable has greater than nine classifications in it.
This is important because it 1imits the amount of core space required
by the computer to do the MCA ébmputations. Since it is no longer

possible to observe unadjusted and adjusted deviations by cohort with



Table 4.29 Wanted completed fertility 2 by cohort with family size
of origin, residence in youth and nmativity. Unadjusted

and adjusted deviations.

‘

Beta weights for background
variables and multiple R for all variables together

Cohort " N
1 59
2 y 36
3 75
4 80
5 81
6 86
7 112

Range

Beta
Cohort

Family size of origin
Residence in youth
Nativity

Multiple R

Deviations from grand mean (2.87)

»

Umnadju

.198
.140
.020
.037

.167

.29
.88
.04
.03
.01
-.25
-.30
1.18

¢

:

Adjus ted
..49
.93
.05
.10
0
-.25
-.36

1.29




d naningless to consider such devutiomgithin
ﬂod vqriable ca)ego leth 0 to 4.34 show only the 8ta
» Fghts ilﬂ‘ib ltiple R's for the combined variables
-measure of family size preference. '  J
** " It may be seen. 1n-Table 4.30 that conort-#fhily size of
origin 1s by far the most tmportant variable in explaining 1¢;.1
family size. Cohort-ethnicity and nligion -religiosity, although fard
| below cohort-family size Oﬁqrigin. are virtuslly tied for second
place. The least significlﬁt variables are family size of origin-
resident 1n ‘youth and education.

Table 4.31 shows that for desired famiuy s{ze cohort-
religion is the variable explaining most, follqued c]osely by cohort-
religiosity. Cohort-ethnicity rcnks th1rd “The least tlportant
variables include family size of*orﬁgin residen;e 1n youth ethnicity-
family size of origin, and educatioo famiqa ;11: of origin, The
miltiple R's for desired fanily size. appearing.at the bottom of Tablet
4.31 is considerably smaller than mulﬂple #R,s for .anyeoqher
dependent variable. - et ‘;;'%

For expected family sige; it 1s sepey;at serprising tn.qspe
from Table 4.32 that rel1gion-re11q10§1tyfv‘ftuajly ties with coﬁ:rt-
religiosity in explaining variance. Thesgtve;ieb1es are closely
followed by religion-ethnicity and cehorélrel1gion4 Least important
are residence in youth-nativity and faley size of origin residence
in youth. /'

For wanted completed fertiljty 1, Table 4.33 shows that

religion-religiosity is the crucial>variahle, as it was for expected

family size, followed by cohort-religiosity. Ethnicity-education

L

'3
at
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for this variable ranks third. Nativity and family size of origin-

residence In youth explains least after adjusting for all other
varisbles in the medel. Table 4. 34 revesls that for wentsd completed
fertility 2, relfgion-ethatcity um priorit.y c\ouly fo?lmd by

,mrt-qu. religion-religiosity and cohort-religion. Lesst
. {mportant 1a this instance is residence in youth-mtivity

It s difficult to draw extensive conclusions from this MCA
with combined variables since it is not possible to assess the
effect of background urhblos separataly on each of the dependent .
variables. The onrgonco of the variable religion-religiosity as
the important explanatory variable for expected family size' and 1in
wanted completed fertility | ancr'raa basic cxphmtory varfable for
ideal family and wu\ud coqﬂetcd fertﬂ'lty 2 1s striking This
finding seems consisunt with the finding mentioned in Section 4.2
by Balakrishnan et al. (1976) in the Toronto study that, regardless of
religion, r&ular church-goers have higher birth expectations. As
was true for the Toronto study, this f'lnding contrasts with earlier
findings in the U.S. where religiosity only n.ade a difference tn
explaining family size: expactations of Catholics.

The salience of -cohort-religion and cohort-religiosity as
explanatory variables for desired®and expected f.a‘n'll‘y size as well
as for wanted completed fertility 2 (for unte"d completed fertility 1,
only cohort-.igiosit_y is 1wortan’t) suggests that the separate

effects of the three variables, cohort, religion and religiosity

. ought to bodore closely examined. This is to b'o done by means of

the subsequent multiple regression amlysis The findings that two
combination variables which include cohbrt mrge as significant
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Table 4.30 Eta and beta wef
variables. Mult

deal family size with combined
all variables

. A
N H

Eta Beta
Cohort - Family size of origin a3 462
Cohort - Ethnicity | .202 199 !
‘Cghort - Residence in youth R .165 152 _ 4
Cohort - Religlosity .204 170
Cohort - Nativity 47 136
Religion - Rgligiosity L .193
Family size of origin - Residence - .068 | . ~.076 .
Education : .164 123
, .
. )
Multiple R . 2118
.
4 ~'~ ) w “ ‘"‘;
- \
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Table 4.31 Eta and beta weights for desired family sizé'with
combined variables;’ Multiple R for all variables
r » ‘

-

Eta . Beta
> ."
Cohort - Religion ~ 222 . .244
Cohort - Ethnicity . & 213
Cohort - Religlosity | > 2% .231
Religion - Ethnicify ' 4 .190 .l‘ﬁ
Religion - Family size of origin A3 .!31 .
v, Ethnicity - Religiosity 2167 .66 |
. g ::"E'tqmcity - Eamily-size of origin .052 .052 .
% Education - Family size of origin  .129 1109
Family size of origin j -
Residence in youth _ .0n .033
- Residence in youth - Nativity - .057 .064 )
Multiple R .018
- ' X

"s'

%
’ +
X ' *
' ‘ v: *, s
. “‘!“:c’ .' 4
.“' * o * .



Table 4.32 Eta and beta weights
combined variables.

-

for expected fimily size with
Multiple R for all variables

° Eta . Beta
‘ S
Cohort - Religion 2N . .210
Cohort - Religiosity .257 .225
Religion - Ethnicity .199 .216
Religion - Religiosity . .224 'T228

. Education - Family size of origin 129 105~

Familyvsize of origin. - :

Reisdence in youth .023 .04[
Residence in youth - Nativity .045 058
Multiple R .232

’l
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Table 4.33 'Eta and beta weights fo¥'nted completed fertility 1
- with combined varfables. . Multiple R for all varfables =
m —t— W
‘Eta’ . Beta
) - Cohort - Ethnicity .210 - -106
Cohort - Religiosity . .250 21N
Refigfon - Religiosity .242 .265 .
Ethnicity - Education © .67 136 ,
Pducation - Family size of origin a2 21
Family size of origin -
Residence,in youth .032 .068
Nativity . .001 034 .
. . : * ’ ) - ?
. Mu1t1p1eAR .2 , s p
i A"
* .

A~



187
.

Table 4.34 Eta and betp weights for wanted completed fertility 2 with
. combined variables. Multiple R for all variables

Eta . . Beta
Cohort - Religion .23 199
Cohort - Religiosity ' : .230 .199
Religion - Ethnicity 195 .206 !
Religion - Religiosity ! .193 .196 "’
. Education - Family size of ofigin 147 1‘ 22 o
Residence in youth - Nativity .047 .067 .
e | .Y ,
Multiple R : .200 ° ® v




explanaiory variables for three'of the 1;1ve measures of family size
preference may point toward the conclusion that cohort is a, critical
explenatory variable. ™ o
’ o That cohor;-famﬂy size ef origin 1s found'to be the ﬁjor '
explanatory variable for‘aid.ul family size suggests ﬂut thii,
dependent variable is sensitive to changes in th‘l'ﬂlty over. ti.
It suggefts that variation in ideal family sfze 1is ec&nmtod for by
both.cohort membership and s‘l’ze.of family of origin. The separate
effects Q‘lysis of Section 4 6 found 3 tendency for ideal. family
!_l size to decrease with c?ort lnd with size of family of orig1n

A -
o9 Although strictly the nq cannot, point t;mrd direction of effects,

T

Q .

/4

this finding suggests that variatioh -1n fdeal faml_y size more than
in the other dependent variab\es night be'g'lained in terms of a -
decline over time. '

The .third approach to analysis of al1 background variables
acting together is multiple regression analysis. This method does
not differ substantially from muttiple classification ariaigi's but

k 1€ does add the assumption of ligearity. Regrezsion must be confined
to variables that are meeSured at least on ordinal scales unlike MCA
which has the cap ity to handle nomimn varfables. Here, hierarchical
r\egression analysis.is applied to each cohort separately w1th1<n
categories of rel'lgion for all five neasures of family size preference.
'il’he order of variables to be added to the regression equation is
determined by their respective eta values in the previously completed
MCA. ‘The advantage of the hierarchical regression method in this

instance stems from its capacity to include indirect influences on the

L 4 )
W N s .
PR Y . .
" + - o §w § A f &
. ~ -
[ °

b N
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dependent variable as well as the more easily obtain‘ablo .direct

1nf]uonce The resulting coefficients, houever. are not equivalont

" to cogfficients produced by, the standard methed. Thc objoctive hén.
as. in any regression method, is to ascertain whether background ’
variables have similar effects within each cohort At the conclusmh

~.of this analysis, nqnsﬂ‘ are done for l" ordinal btckground

variabdes ineluding Wor each measure of fam'l’ly size mfohnce
-
within ion categoFies and for tota]s .
:’N9 gotles and -
Rgﬂgion uaﬂmicity aro the two non- ordim; var‘iables ‘
which are excluded from thg analyus«- ﬂghsﬁd‘%each cohort
are done w'ithin rel'lgi,on cat‘go?ies Ethnicity is omitted from the

analysis completely because regressions based on categories of

’ ethnicity alone or ethnicity with n‘ligion would substantia”y reduce

L J

the sample sizes within each cohort. The results of the analysis
for ideal family size are shown in Tables 4.35 te 4.37, for desired
family size in Tables 4.38 to 4.40, for expected family size in
Tables 4.41 to 4.53, :for'smted‘ completed ‘fertﬂity 1 in Tables 4.44
to Q.46..and for wanted completed fertility 1n‘Tab1es 4.47 to 4.49.

Each table presw m
variable within cohor an ]

square of the mul;iple corplat‘lon coefficient. indicating the

d regression coefficients for each

ach reli”on category.  As well, the

proportion of varianwrhined by the regression equation, and the

standard error of 1ndicat1ng pradiction accuracy of the

eqyatidn. are shown. Asterisks beside ngression coefficients 1ndicate.

- that these coef\ficients reach s_tatistical significance at .05 or

</

P
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lower. The order of appearance of the va;iables in each table reflects
the hierarchical order by which they entered the regression equatfon.
For all Protestants it is clear from Table 4.35 that education,
family size of origin anGQRitivity have a statistically significant
effect on ideal family size. The lattar two variables exert a
positive influence while education ;as-a negative influence. The
pattern of influence of these variables across cohorts is not clear
For no single cohort does education reach stati‘l.cal siiniffcance
o In four cohorts, the influence of education on famﬂ,?m of origin.
is negative while in the remaining three (cohor&;*l‘!‘ipnd 6), it ds
positive Family size 2; orig&n,’%i!ﬁes stafistical sfgn! cahce
on]y in cohorts“ and 7 where it has a positive inf]ﬁ. Nativity

is stat1stically significant only in cohort 7 where. erts a

positive effect on 1dci! family size. Overalﬁ; theﬂgd’?ficients for
religiosity and residence do not reéchfﬁ‘c_:os léyei of sigﬂtficance.
In cohort 5, however, the.negativéﬁtffoct éﬂ&!esideﬁcelin youth does
reach statistical'sigﬁifican;e. Among Pgotéstants. it is ier cohort-
2 that the most variancé in ideal family size is explained by back-
ground variables. These variables a;e Teast successful An exp1a1ning
variance in cohorts 3 and 6. 0veral]. they do not exp?ain muth.

" A different picture emerges for“Catholics, as ghown in Table
4.36. Here, religiosity and residence in youth replace education \
and nativity as statistically significant along with fami]y'size of
origin. Religiosity, not surprisingly, exerts a modest positive

influence on ideal family size. Residence in youth has a negative

L]
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effect. Although education overall does not reach the .05 level of
statistica) significance, it does in cohort 5 with a negative

coefficient. Similarly, nativity reaches statistical significance in

both cohorts 6 and 7 but the coefficient is negative for cohort 6
and pos1t1ve for 7. Background variables ovor|\1 are as unsuceossful
in explaining varfance in ideal fami]y size for Catho\ics Qs they
were for Protestants. Once again, these variables explain most in
&hort 2, followed in the case of Catholics closely by cohort 7.
’A larger amount of variance is explained by background variables for
Catholic cohorts 2;‘3 and 6 than for comparable Protestant cohorts.
> For non-Catholic non-Protestants, Table 4.37 reveals that only
religiosity and residence in youth reach statistical sign1f19anée,.
both having a positiJ; influence on ideal family siz;. Overall,
backgreund vgriab1e§ accou;t for slightly more explained variance for
o.t.her religions than for either Protestants or Catholics. |
TR &P’d!sired‘flnily size for all Protestants, it may be seen
from Table 4.38 that education and re\igiosity have statistically
significant effects. The effect of education is negative with
statisticatly sijnifican; coefficients appearing in cohorts 2 and 6
as well as overall.v Religiosity reaches statistical significance *
only in cohort 7. Also statistically significant are the negative
coefficients for family size of origin in cohort 3 and nativity in
cohort 2 and a positive coefficient for residence in youth also in
cohort 2. Overall, the amount’of variance in desired family size for
Protestants explained by background variables is small. The largest

amount of variance is explained in cohort 2, once again.

A
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| Evon lou of the nrimh 1n Mind faaily size 18 muim

by rctgro“ nrublo for CgtMHcs. L shawn 1. Table Q Nere,

'oducatioa 1s llccd by utMt.v as mtlstmu,v signmant. nm

"with nligluity Iﬂlgi»tty uim [ posiwn 1nflm.p Tor o .

Protosuatz and rativity a moatin 1nllun:o. contnstiu sharply o v 1
]

. oy

with the signiﬁcant positive offtct of pativity on ideal family size

of Proustants Also mcMn statistical significance are nregative’ ,
coefficients for Mﬂo« t&cohort 4 and residence in youth-in - : :t\ \
cohort 7 and positm coofficlonts fov‘fumy 'size of origin 1n . ot
cohorts 4 and 7. Iu foub colm'ts (3, 4, 5 and 7) 4 greatsr nriance
1s explained for c.f!honcs than for Pratestants in desired fllﬂy .
size by background variables. A total -ofﬁur varhblu reach ' . ,
sutistical significance for m-CatMlic M-Pnusunts ls thom tn ‘ S i
Table 4.40 Ancluding family size of orfgin, residence tn youth, ' |
nligiosity and nativity AN havc s poﬂﬁn 1nﬂunct oh d!sfnd v"'?__ '
family size. As was found for 1dea) fantly size, hacliround L
variables acwunt for a slightly larger url *In nrim for | /
non-Catholics non-Protcsunts than for clthoHcs or for P*t:nts

Wrotesunts in Table 4.41 show that rellgiosity has a. smist/ nly
positive influence and eduent“n a. signiﬂdnt negative hmutnce.
exactly as was found for desired fuﬂyosize. Rc1191osﬁty has the
strongest effect in cohori ? on oxpocu& fénily $43e. Etucc;.ion has _
its greatest impact .in cohort 2 but also reaches mtunu‘- signjﬂem
in cohorts 1 and 6. No other urhblo m sm&:tjul sigaiﬂu‘&,
even within cohorts Although on the mu. uckghund variabht ﬂ‘uiu

Hme of the vnrim:o in W n-ny si‘u. s siaﬂc ponm of
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c\the vcrianco 1in cohort 7 s explained by background varublos. These

varhbhs are least. 1|uportant in explainimg varimce 1n cohorts 3 and
o

“

4 for Protestants. ,

' . Only religfosity reiches the .05 level of sigc’ fcance in,
explaining expected family size among Catholi;k. as shopm in Table/
4.42. 1t has an overall positive influence. - This varfle reaches
statistical significance in cohorts 4 and 7 but the coefficient is
positive only in cohort 4. Background variables having statistically
QEignificant negative e%fects on expected,family‘sizé'1nc1ude'education
in cohort 4, residence in youth in- cohort 7 and nativity in cohort 5.
Residence in youth has a positive effect which is statistically
significant in cohort 5. As was true for Protestants, background
variables overall explain, little of the variability in expected
family size among Catholics.’ In cohort 2, however, a substantial
‘_ portion of variance is explained by background variables. This occurs
in an equation with a large standard error of estimate. As in
previous analyses, a slightly greater part of the variance in expécéed
family size is explained by background variables in the case of
non;Catholics, non-Protestants than‘for either Catholics or
Protestants. Overall, religiosity and nativity have statistically
significant influences, both. in a positive direction.

The pattern and direction of influence of bacgg:?und variables

on wanted completed fertility 1 for Protestants, as shown in Table
| 4.44 is very simzlar to that for expected family s1ie discussed above.
A differerice is that the greatest portion of the variance for

this dependent variable is esplained in cohorts 1 and 2 rather
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than in cohort 7 as in the analysis of expected family size. For
Catholics, however, as shown in Table 4.45, education reaches
statistical significance with a negative effect on wanted completed

fertility 1, unlike in expected family size. Religiosity has a

positive effect. For no cohort does nativity reach statistical

significance Jlr Catholics' wanted completed fertility 1. Otherwise,
patterns for Catholics for this dependent variable are basically
similar to those for expected family size. For othefs. as is clear
from Table 6, it is apparent that fémi1y size of origin,
reh’gimdence in youth all have a statistically

significant positive effect on wanted completed fertility 1. A

greater portion of the variance for this religion category is
explained by background variables than was true for the previous two
categories of religion.

The regression analysis for wanted compieted fertility 2
revea7§\§2?t for all Protestants, only education has a statistically
significant effect and that negative. This effect is most pronounced
for cohorts 1 and 2. Residence in youth has a sizeable positive
influence in cohort 7 and a less substantijal influence in cohort 1.
Iﬁ cohort 2, residence exerts a statiStical]y significant negative
effect. Nativity has a negative impact on wanted completed fertility
2 of Protestants in cohort 7. OQverall, variance explained in
Protestants' wanted completed fertility 2 by background variables is
small. The most variance is explained in cohorts 7 and 2.

For total Catholics, Table 4.48 shows that only education

reaches statistical significance; with a negative effect. Residence

174
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1n youth and nativity have statistically significant negetive c."nu
on tha dependent verisble; the former in cehort 7, the latter Wt
cgrort §.° Mp in cohort §, residence in youth exrerts 8 nﬂth
1af1uonse which reschss statisttest significalill. The voriencs
explained overe)l for Catholics 18 aegligidble dut verience owhim
by background in cehort 2 is substantial. The variadles of 1mrunco
and the direction of influgnce in wanted completed fertility 2 for
non-Catholics, non-Protestants are the same as those reported oa;=1or
for wanted comgleted fertility 1.

Although 1t 1s difficult to draw general conclusions on the
basis of thi} regression analysis within cohorts, it would sppear
justified to conclude that the effects of the background variables
across cohorts are not at all similar. Variables reaching
significance in one cohort fail to do s6 in others or change direction
of effect in another cohort. Overall for Protcst;;ts. education
emerges as the {Qorunt determinant of all five family size
measures. Its influence ;n total is negative but this is not
uniformly so across cohorts. For Catholics taken as a group.’
religiosity is the most frequently occurring background variable to
consistently reach statistical significance. Religiosity emerges
as important for four of the five family size measures, wanted
completed fertility 2 being the exception. The effect of this
variable across cohorts is not clear either.

Tables 4.50 to 4.53 present the results of a multiple

"regression analysis for the three religion categories and for the

entire sample with cohort added to the mode! as in independent variable.
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From Table .4.50, it 1: apparent that for the entire swle for ell ~ "
dependcnt varhbus but 1des) family size, cohort has a sntisticnu
signif'lunt negative effect on the umﬂy size measure. The |
relative effect of conort varies f rom measu;e to measure, however. T
It ranks highest for oxpected fhnily s{ze but even then, its effect .
1s superceded dy the equivalent positive 1nflug2:ks of family size _
oflbrigin and relfigiosity. For désired family size, cohost ranks third el
'1n importance after the positive 1nfluences of ré?igquity and famfly
size of origin. For both wanted completed fertility 1 and 2,
) cohort ranks only fourth fol1ow1ng. in varying order, the effects
of education, religiosity and family size of origin For ideal
family size, in which cohort does not reach statistical significancev>
family size of ortgin ranks first, followed by edOcation-. n'ati'ﬁty.
and religiosity. In*no instance do the background variables explain
much of the variance in the family size preference measures. -
Ta;1e 4.5) reveals that for Protestants alone cohort is not
a crucial determining variable of family size. The variable which
emerges as most important in this and1ysis is education, with
its consistently negative ;ffect across all measure§. Only in the
case of desired family size is the primacy of education usurped by
religiosity which exerts a positive influence. Unlike in the
total sample analysis, family. size of origin for Protestants alone
reaches statistical significance only for ideal family size, where
the influence of education and nativity assume ‘greaté&r proportions.
Here, as for the entire sample, very little variance in any of the

five family size measyres is explained by the background variables.



LN
\. . PrCtestants only. For all but desired family si

;.

» £ohort emerges
as having a statistically significant negative effect on family size.
In tgﬁ case of cipected famfly size and wanteﬁ combleted fertility 2,

" the finﬂuwcg of cohort is primary. For( ideal famﬂy sizc. cohort

s ’sup'ofcbded by the 'pos'itiv.ednflwncé, . 1deal famﬂy size Cohort

follows both education. and religiosity in ‘influencing sMinted completed
fert'l\Jt_y 1.. The relative amount of variaﬂce explained by background
variables for Catholics is small in genera] For expected family
'iize. in which cohort is the most influential variable, a greater -
pﬁbportiOn of variance is explained by background variables for
,;ataolics than for Protestants.

Table 4.53 reveals that for non-Catholic non-Protestants,
as for the'é%tir; sample, in four out of five family size measures
cohort has a stati‘s‘tica'l‘ly signifigar;t negative effect on family size.

In the case of ideal family size, cohort does not reach statistical

_significance. Religiosity is of primary importance witﬁﬁ. positive

effect, a position which: this variable retains for all five family
size preference neaSﬁ;;s. For ideal family size and wanted
completed fertf]ity 1, religiosity is followed by residence in youth
in importance. Family size of origin ties with cohort in second
place for desired family size. For wanted completed fertility 2,
family size of origin follows religiosity in importance. A
considerably higher proportion of variance in all five measures is
explained by background variables for non-Catho]jcs non-Protestants.
b
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- The results of the multiple regressions with background
variables and cohort add some new dimensions to the earlier reported
MCA findings. For ideal family size, the multiple regression
_analysis leads to the canclusion that education is a critically
important explanatory variable for Protestants but its importance

- dintinishes for Catholics. Education did ndt emerge as significant
in the MCA with combined variables but it was second-in importance
after cdhort in the MCA with omitted variables. The regression
analysis finds that for Catholics family size of origin, followed
bx cohort is the most important determinant of ideal family size
while for Protestants these variables are of far less imgportance.
This finding, in conjunction with the MCA combined variables
analysis finding that cohort-family size of origin is the most
important background variable explaining ideal family size seems to
suggest that it is Catholics who have experienced the most
substantial downward revision in family size ideals and are most
susceptible to early socializing influences on family size. The
first part of this conclusion appears consistent with Blake's
(1966) U.S. finding that ideal family size of Protestants and
Catholics are converging due largely to a reduction in Catholics'
faﬁily size ideals.

For desired family size, the regression findings are also
suggestive when considered together with earlier MCA findtngs. For
Protestants, the regression analysis bﬁder]ines the importance of

religiosity and e?ucation“in determining family size desires. For

Cagholics, religiosity, nativity and family size of origin emerge
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as important variables. The regression Sattern for the total sample
suggests that religiosity, family size of origin and cohort exert
influence on family size desires. The results of the MCA with
combined variables lend some support to the regression findings o
for the total sample in that the variable cohort-religiosity was

found important. _It is l;;s clear for desired family size than it
was for ideal family size that one religion group dopinates,

a]thdugh the emergence of family size of origin in the total sample,
whi]e‘ﬁot for Protestants.might point to Catholic-determined family
size desifes. It is 1ntef;sting to note that for both Protestants

and Catholics that religiosity is a primary determinant of desired
family size. Catholic family size desires are determined more by
ascribed characteristics, if religiosity and family size of origin
may be termed ascribed, while Protestants' desires are affected by

the achieved characteristic, education, to a greater extent.

The regression finqing that religiosity and family size of
origin are the backgrouﬁd variables of most importance in influencing
expected family size is not inconsistent with the MCA combined
variable finding that religion-religiosity is a basic explanatory
variable. Although religiosity is important in influencing expected
family size of both Protestants and Catholics, it is not of first
rank for either. Instead, education emerges as primary in the case
of Protestants and cohort followed by family size of origin for
Catholics. Education did not appéar as a useful explanatory variable
in either of the MCA analyses with all variables acting together.

Cohort, however does emerge in both the‘MCA‘bmitted variable and

\



1y.

combined variable analyses. This might indicate that the effect of
cohort on family size expectations is most apparent among Catholics
but the effect is sufficiently strong to b; reflected in overall:
fertiliiy expectations. ‘

For wanted completed fertility 1, education is of primary
importance for both Protestants and Catholics with religiosity in

second place. Surprisingly, this variable did not emerge from the

MCA reported earlier. Findings from the various approaches to analysis

of all background variables acting together are somewhat at variance
with each other for wanted completed fertility 2 as well. From
the regression analysis, education is found to be the primary
explanatory variable for the whole sample and the only variable to
reach significance for Protestants. For Catholics, the regression
shows that cohort is first in importance followed by family size of
origin. The MCA with omitted variables revealed that cohqrt and
family size of origin are important. This is partly consistent with
the regression findings for the total sample and partly with the
findings for Catholics. Results of the MCA with combined variables,
however, indicate that religiosity-ethnicity, cohort—re]igiosity,‘
religion-religiosity and cohort-religion are the central explanatory
variables.

It is difficult to draw extensive conclusions on the basis
of these analyses as to the role of cohort membership on the five
measures of family size preference. It does seem justifieg to
conclude on the basis of the regression analyses that cohort is a

particularly useful variable in explaining all five family size
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preference measures for Catholics but particularly expected fam;ly
size and wanted completed fertility 1. Although the results of
red}ession analyses suggest that cohort is a far less important
explanatory variable for Protestants, the MCA analyses with combined
and omitted variables underline its overall éxplanatory power.
Similarly, education emerges from the regression analysis as the
essential determinant of family size preference among Protestants.
Somewhat 1ess‘§upport is found for this as a result of the MCA's,
however. |

}t would have been possible to examine indirect effects of
background variables more closely by means of more complex models.
Given that the basic concern in this chapter is inter-cohort ]
differentials in the five measures of family si}e preference, the
essential interest lies in ascertaining the degree to which background
variables can be said to accounf for observed cohort differentials.
It was, therefore, decided that addition of greater complexity in
the models would not have added much. As well, of course, increased
complexity of mode]g‘wou]d have been circumscribed by the sample
sizes of the cohorts. .

In general, it may be concluded that although the evidence
is not completely consistent, there seems to be support for the
hypothesis that there has been a downward re;ision in family size
norms. This revision is evidenced for all five measures of family
size preference, although not consistently;.‘Once background variables
are controlled, the evidence poinis to the conclusion that cohort

remains a basic explanatory variable in family size preference, but
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particularly among Catholics. In contrast, family size preferences
of Protestants are less determined by cohort membership and more by
educational attainment. These anc\}scs also lend some support to

the notion, mentioned in Chapter 2, that, to a large extent,\ family

size preferences are framed for Catholics especially in terms o
family size of origin. This suggests some support for the Nestof}-
Potvin (1967) idea that fcrtil;ty aspiratiéns are, to some degree,
a function of socialization, but limits the conclusion to Catholics
only.

The findings of this chapter generally lead to the conclusion
that, although a structural analysis of fertilfty differentials is
useful in discerning something of the intercohort variation in
family size preferences, it s not successful in explaining much
variation, even though the variation in some measures df family size
preferences across cohorts can be sizeable. This appears to support
the contention that attempts at explaining fertility differentials

solely in terms of background variables are not completely adequate.
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THE ECONOMIC UTILITIES MODEL AND TNTERCOMORT DIFFERENTIALS IN EXPECTED
: FAMILY SIZE AND MANTED FERTILITY '

5.1 The Economic Utilities Model Of Fertility
® .

It has lTong been recognized in demography that economic factors
play a vit'a] role in 'fertﬂity beMviour: Lorimer, in his classic study
of social and economic varia'blcs affecting fertili‘:y suggests that
“socfal and cultural adjus?nnts to actual conditions of 1iving. tend to
induce widespread restriction of fgrtility when such restriction is
recognized, ow assumed, to be favourable to the achievement of accepted
goals” (Lorimer, 1954: 248-249). Similarly, in the classic study of
the trend toward small families among the growing middle class 11n England
during the late nineteenth century, Banks (1954) found that fertility
tends to be restricted uMFpreference for maintaining a desired level
of living is high and when present income is low relattve to the
desired level of income. ~Ryder. f;irly early in his career, suggested
that "to judge ?rom the reports of informants, emphasis of analysts
and everyday conversation, economy is the paramount determinant of
fertility decisions" (Ryder, 1959:426).

Quite recently these early concerns with economic fac.tors have

crystallized in the development of an economic model of fertility

behaviour. Simply, this model, sometimes variously called a utilities
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mode) or the m home economics, posits that fertility decisions are mede
on the basis of utility maximization, relative preference for chdm _
being based on considerations of -rgim! utd)tties and marginal costs.O
The objective in this chapter is to-exemine the degree to which the
econgmic nﬂl con explain intercohort ¢ifferentials in expected family
size and wanted fertility.

Although recognition of the relation of economic factors to
fertility has had a fairly long history in don&qrophy. the literature
is replete with éontrcdictory findings on the nature of the relationship.
These contradicttons are both empirical ang theoretical. In the
thgor;tical realm, the contradictions run degg\into the theoretical
foundations of demography. Malthus argued that social benefits to the
poor would result in ea(ly marriage and high fertility, thereby positing
a direct relationship between socio-economic levels and fertility. The
demographic transition theory or model, on the other hand, suggests a
different relationship. This model holds that with socio-econouﬁc
development, societies experience first a decline in mortality and
ultimately a fertility decline. It could be concluded that the
transition mode!l supports the view that fertility declines as standards .
of living rise.

The trapsition model provides the basis for the assertion that
an inverse relationship exists between socio-economic condikions and
fertility from another point of view as well. It is presumed that
modernization, including dissemination of contraceptive knouledge;
proceeds at a more rapid rate among the upper classes than among the

lower classes. This notion is behind the suggestion that the relation
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of economic factors to fertility will differ according to the stage
of progression through the demographic transition (Cho et al., 1973).
A traditional population would exhibit a direct relationship betwé;n
ferti]it} and socio-economic status.- As the trgnsitionoproceeds, the
relatioﬁsh1p would become inverse and possibly U-shaped. At the end
of the transitioﬁ, the relationship would again become positive.

More recently, concern with the relation of economic factors
to fertility has led demographers and economists in the direction of
‘developing an economic model of fertility. In part, this development
has signalled an attempt to integrate existing findings on fertility
differentials based on the structural approach. Hawthorn (1970) and
Cho é1970) have based explanations of fertility differentials on the
"economic model. Hawthorn concludes hisngnalysis in saying that social

and economic factors affect fertility intentions "by altering the
balance of resources, costs and ta& available to and perceived by
the couple" (Hawthom, 1970:110). Devotion of thought and energy to
the economic aspects of fertility has led some researchers to apply
micro-economic theory to fertility decisions and behaviour. It is this
particular development which has been hailed as having enormous
potential in explanation of fertility differentials and, according to
some (Easterlin, 1969; Turchi, 1975:2) represent; a solid step toward

the development of an integrated social and economic theory of

~-fertility.

The origins of the new home economics, as mentioned in Chapter
1, are usually attributed to Becker (1960) where the rudiments, of an

economic interpretation of fertility behaviour resting on the demand




theory of consumer goods are elaborated. In/fact, the basics of the model

can be traced to Leibenstein ( nks (19547, and even possibly
to Gossen and Brentano writing in thg nineteenth and eaé]y twentieth
centuries'(Thoh1insoh, 1976:229j230).] Becker argues that children are
basically analogous to consumer durables and that, all else being equal'
(i.e. tastes for chi]dren), positive income leads to an increase in
both quality and'quantity of children with the difference between
quality and quantity :ﬁua] to nothing more than a differenge in
expenditure per child. A distinction is made by Becker between cost
of children and quality expenditure. Cost refers to the price of goods
and services consumed by the child whereas quality includes the kinds
and amounts of goods and services consumed. Co;ts of children are
dependent on prices as well as supply and demand considerations.
Quality expenditures on children, on the other hand, are the result of
family decisions and relate directly to income. Becker concludes in
accordance with this model that family.size preferences, like
preferences for other consumer durables, will rise with income. To
explain the often observed negative relationship of income to fertility,
Becker relies -on knowledge of contraception varying directly with
income. Once this differential in contraceptive knowledge is eliminated,
Becker speculates, a positive relationship would emerge between
fertility and income.

The empirical evidence with respect to Becker's model is
contradictory. Support is found by the Indianopolis study in which

the relationship between income and completed family size is found to

be positive among couples who had the number of children they wanted and
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at the times they wanted them (Kiser and Whelpton, 1953). Goldberg's
study of two generation urbanites who use contraception also reports
a positive relationship of income and completed family size (Gé]dberg,‘
1960). Other evidence, however, suggests an inverse relationship
between annual iqcome of husband and fertility among couples who are *
effective contraceptors. Chaudhury (1972) found this to be true in
.a study of women in metropolitan Toronto. Bernhardt (1972) also found
an inverse relatignship between famiiy income and ferti]gty ina .
Swedish sample where the vast pajori;y practised contraception. In
the U.S., Freedman and Coombs (1966), howeve;, found no consistent
relationship between income and expected family size even when
Jcontrolling for the effects of differential contraception.
. These contradictory empirical findings suggest the need for a
closer critical examination of Becker's model as much of the work
since his pioneering efforts has been dir;cted toward refinement of
the variables contained in his original model., Becker's basic analpgy
of children to consumer durables has been subjected to considerable
discussion and criticism, the results of which have been a more
clearly specified definition of the costs of children. Becker simply
assumes that a coupie is free to choose any combination of numbers
of children and expenditure per child. It is suggested in a
critique of Becker, appearing in the same volume as Becker's original
paper, that expenditure per child, rather than being a decision
yariab]e, depends on one's social class (Duesenbury, 1960). The
assumption that expenditures per child are not decision variables but

determined by the parents' standard of 1iving calls into question the

o4
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appropriateness of the direct analogy between consumer durables and
children.
It has ;urther been pointed out that Becker's model does not v
consider the multiple aspects of costs of children. In particular, .
Becker has been criticized for ignoring the indirect or "opportunity
costs" of childbearing (Blake, 1968; Namboodiri, 1970). T;e concept
of opportunity costs entails the idea that children require time ané'
care by parents as well as direct expenditures. Blake (1968) notes
that inclusion of indirect costs requires modification of Becker's
proposed association between income and fertility since opportunity
costs differentially affect persons in higher classes. Specifically,
Blake '(1968:20) suggests that "upper income persons have more attractive
and diversified consumption opportunities than those of lesser income"
and an "upper income person is normally under some social pressure to p
take advantage of these opportunities." It is thus supposed that
the marginal costs of an additional child would be greater for an
upper income family than a lower income family in terms of alternatives
foregone. Economists, in recognition of this Qroblem, have suggested
that opportunity costs to parénts, in particular wife's foregone
labour market earmings, be incorporated into child costs in the
- attempt to explain fertility differentials among socio-economic
classes (Mincer, 1963). ‘
Empirical efforts directed toward testing indirect costs lend
general support to the idea that increases in the cost of a wife's
time tends to be negatively related to fertility (Mincer, 1963).
In later work, Easterlin (1969) suggests that a wife's potential earning

power influences fertility in two different ways. It adds to the
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income effect on fertility. It ajso has a negative "substitution
effect” as a result of increased opportunity costs measured by the
wife's foregone earnings. It -is because of this suBstitution,effegt/_
that the effect of family income on fertility becomes problematic
according to Easterlin (1969). Becker (1965) hjmghlf acknowledges
the criticisms of his ;arlier work by incorporation of the concept of
opportunity costs in his subsequent model of time allocation.

Easterlin (1968, 1969) provides further elaboration of the
Becker model by introducing the notion of "taste". Addition of this
concept to some extent meets the criticism levelled at Becker's model,
primarily by Blake (1968), that literal application of the econdmic
assumption of freedom to change items consumed is not appropriate in
the case of chijdren. Tastes, as pointed out by Easterlin (1972), are
determined by a multip]ic}ty of factors including income. A variation
on this idea is that costs of children, being less well known and
understood than costs of other consumer durables, brings into Question -
Becker's strict ana]og} and elevates the importance of taste factors.

Central to the criticism launched against Becker's model and
a basic consideration in much subsequent work is Becker's emphasis‘on
the use of present income as a measure of economic position. There is
considerable accord on the inappropriateness of using pFesent income
as the economic measure particularly within a decision framework of
anticipated completed fertility (Easterlin, 1969; Freedman, 1963;
Namboodiri, 1970; Simons, 1969; Willis, 1973). Resolution of this
problem, however, has taken at least two tacks. The first, espoused
largely by Easterlin (1969) and Willis (1973), asserts that parents,

in making decisions about completed family size are more mindful of
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their projected anticiﬁated income than their p}tsent income. According
to Easterlin (1969), observed present income actually may be an
unrelfiable index of potential 1ncomevbecause it inadequately reflects
both prospective earnings over time and foregone earnings at present.
Similarly, Hillﬁs (1973) suggests that husband S current income may
res;sent a distorted measure of expeﬂcution oﬂfetiu income upon
which tong-rangesfertility decisions ultimately rest. Willis also 7
supports lifetime expected income as the most relevant variable for "
economic analysis of fertility expectations. 7

In essence, the potential income hypothesis asserts that
completed.fam11y size depends on anticipated changes in income over time,
changes of a substant1a1 enough nature to influence the family's
standard of living. A difficulty, of course, in application of this
measure arises from couples' differential capacities to anticipate
Tong-term income prospects. Planning capability differentials by
socio-economic status can easily c9nfound results of analysis of the
economic factor on fertility expectations.

InAspite(zﬁ\Qtis problem, empirical results suggest some
support for the potential income hypothesis. Freedman and Coombs
(1966) asked a sample of U.S. respondents how much change they expected
in their income over the next ten years and how much difference this
change would make in théir present standard of living. Their analysis
concludes that, when measured(ji this way, potential income has a
positive relation to birth expectations. Willis (1973) finds that
husband's present income explained iess of the variance in fertility
expectations in a sample of U.S. white urban, once married women

living with their husbands than potential income, measured by husband's”’
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anticipated income at age 40. Mincer (1963) a]sq find§ a positive relation-
ship of potential income with fertility when Ehe measure of potential

income {s taken to be the combination of husband's and wife's current
earnings. Bernhardt (1972), in a Swedish study, finds the relationship
between potential income, measured by the husband's earnings 10-12

years following marriage, and fertility expectations to be differentially
associated in various birth ordefs. For the first two birth orders,
potential income is found to be pos%tive]y related to fertility. For

third order births, the relationship is U-shaped. For births higher

than the third order, the relationship is inverse.

The second approach to modifying Becker's re]iance on current
income is the relative income hypothesis. Essentially this approach
suggests that income per se is not important in expected fertility but
rather income relative to others in one's socio-economic or age group.

In effect, the relative income approach suggested by Freedman_(1963)
incorporates the earlier mgntioned notions of taste or preference
factors. CEasterlin (1969:147) notes that "the relative income hypothesis
provides a crude embodiment of the view that fertility behaviour
reflects a balancing of preferences against certain resource constraints.”
Relative income, then, serves as a proxy for desired standards of
living in a way similar to the relative deprivation concept used in
poverty research. The relative income hypothesis basically assumes that
in situations where present income is high relative to maintenance
~ of the desired standard of 1};}6@ of the couples' group, couples will
expect more children than will those whose present income is Tox
relative to the group. In some ways the relative income hypothesis

modifies the potential income hypothesis by suggesting that a mere
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change in anticipated income over time will only have an effectkbn
fertility behaviour and expectations 1f there is a corresponding change
in the relative income.

The relative income hypothesis has received considerable‘
empirical attention, making use of both cross-sectional and time
seriesvdata. Freedman (1963) studied a U.S. sample of non-farm
contraéepting coup]és with no feﬁundity impairments and no unplanned ,
pregnancies. Her findings were that income of husband relative to
others in his occupational, educatipnal and age groups makes a
difference in actual fertility. Chaudhury (1972) fidgF support for
Freedman's results in a study of once-married women in metropolitan
Toronto, adding that relative income'related positively to desired
number of children as Qel] as actual but only for couples who had been
married for 10 years or more. Bernhardt (1972), using a measure of
relative income based on a comparison of husband's present income with
the “"quintile" income distribution for his occupational group, finds
that among non-farm couples married at least 10-i4 years, those with
average income have the lowest mean parity while families with low and
high® relative income have larger than average families. Her sample 1is
not restricted to fecund planners, a factor which she suggests may
account for her findings failing to follow the expected pattern.

Kunz (1965), in a rather unusual research design, has examined

the relaw of relative income and fertility using 1960 U.S.

Census dat¥ee s sample is restricted to once-married white women

th husband present. Restricting the analysis

furt in which the husband was not engaged in any farm-
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related occupation, Kunz analyses the relationship of husband's present
income and the number of children ever born in 38 different groups based
on combinations of husband's occupation, husband's education and wife's
age. at marriage. Out of 38 possible groups, the relationship of

income to fertility is found to be positive in 28 groups. The
exceptions to the positive relationship occur in those groups where
husban{s are in low status occupations with low education and wives

who married young.

One of the earliest efforts directed toward testing the
;elative income hypothesis by time-series data is the classic study by
Banks (1954). As mentioned earlier in this chapter, Banks attempts
to explain the increasing preference of middle c1§ss families in
nineteenth century England for small families. He suggests that
declining fertility of middle-class British couples might be attributable
to differentially rising standards of consumption relative to income
in the middle class. After accounting for average middle class
expenditures on basic requirements of living, Banks finds that accepted
levels of consumption were expanding at a more rapid rate than
average income. Banks interprets this as an indication that when
preference for maintaining a desired 1$ve1 of living is high and
present income is low relative to that desired level of living,
fertility will be restricted.

Easterlin (1972 and 1973), in much more recent Qork, has
developed the hyﬁothesis that fertility trends in the U.S. since 1930
may be explained in terms of fertility resulting from a balance

between income-earning potential and desired level of 1iving.
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a couple falls short of desired 1iving standard. Alternatively, when
)

prospective earnings are favourable relative to desired level of
living, fertility will be increased. Specifically, Easterlin examines -
the fertility behaviour since,1930 of couples in which the wife was
young, 15-19 years and 26124 years. Easterlin's measure of relative
income is based on a comparison of the current incomes of the young
couples and the incomes of their parents when the young couples were
teenagers, based on 2 standard dollar. According to Easterlin, this
index of relative income is an excellent one since consumption
standards of young coup]es are largely determined by their exper1ences
in the parental home. Calculating this index for 1930 through 1970

" and comparing it with fertility trends, Easterlin finds a good fit
between fluctuating relative income status and fertility changes.

Much of the criticism of the economic utilities model of
fertility behaviour rests on the observation that findings do not
fully support the model. The essential criticisms along these lines
have been described above. It might be justifiably concluded that
although the evidence is less than perfectly consistent, there is
substantial empirical suppert for the model as a means of accounting
 for differential fertility in cross-sectional data and fluctuations
in time-series data. This is particularly true when the economic
measure employed is potential oy relative income rather than current
income. '

A sec&%d avenue of criticism of the mode% argues that
economic rationalistic thinking may be inappropriate in the context

of childbeéving. Espoused essentially by Blake (1968), this view holds
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.that the existence of strong social institutional pressures to have
children works against equating children with other’utilities. She
continues by suggesting that, in fact, social institutions are . :
mediating in the effect Pf econiric factors on reproduction decisions.
Additionally, Blake argues that no clear-cut market controls exist
in the acquisition of children and no substitution of other utilities
in favour of or against children is permitted. In line with the
earlier mentioned position of Duesenberry (1960), Blake reaffirms
the importance of normative constraints and social reference groups
on fertility expectations and behaviour.

While the validity of these arguments is recognized, it-would
seem that the explanatory potential of the economic utilities model,
particularly when employed with relative income as the central
- economic variabTe, remains substantial. That economit ratdgnality
may not be uniformly distributed in the population seems undeniable
but the process of exploring the degree to which economic considerations
impinge on fertility decisions could lend clarity €0 the nature of -
this distribution. Thus, it seems that the idea of couples maximizing
. economic utilities remains a reasonable explanatory model worthy of
empirical examination even if it is not a completely adequate
theoretical cenceptualization.

This chapter intends to test the capacity of a specified
version of the economic utilities model to account for intercohort
differentials in expected family size and wan%§g completed fertility.
The operationalization of the: variabl@ in the model is the subject of

the next section. The specific hypothesis under consideration here
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is the following: Younger cohorts 1pd1cate'prefcroncos for consumer
goods and ecqfom1c.rnwards which are competitive with childbearing to
a greater degree than older cohorts. In Chapter 6, the economic
utilities model 1s.adapted to sociological considerations, in an
attempt to meet many of the criticisms made aga>§st the efononic model
for exclusion of social pressures and choices. Ai the conclusion of
Chapter 6, a comparison is attempted between the explanatory potential
of the economic utilities model and that of the derived sociological
utilities model with respect to intercohori differentials in expected

and wanted completed fertility...

~

5.2 Operationalization And Aflaptation Of The Economic Model

In operationalizing the kconomic model for the purpose of
analyzing intercohort differentials in expected and wanted fertility,
several economic variables are used to measure relative economic
position. The central measure of relative income is husband's income
in 1973 djvided by mean husband's income for the entire cohort of .
which his wife/partner is a member. This measure provides a level
of income for husband relative to others in "his" cohort. It has
the additional advantage of, in effect, standardizing for 1nco;e
changes over time. Details of the computation of this index appear
in Appendix B. Use of husband's income, rather than family income,
seems preferable in spite of consequent slight reductions in sample
size because it keeps the "income effect" separate from the

"substitution effect". Qf course, a problem inherent in this is that
L 4 Q

.the wife is the source of information on husband's income.
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°A.prcfcrablo measure which might more accurstely reflect
fndividuals' evaluations of their economic wellbeing relative to
others, would be income relative to those in similar occupations or
in similar neighbourhoods. * Use of this measure, however, in the
present study is problematic because the questionnaire asked only
limited questions on husband's occupation and very little on type of
neighbourhood. Those questions that were asked were directed toward
the wife/partner thereby increasing !‘e diff}culty in discerning the
husband's appropriate reference group. Employment.of the more
specific measure of relative income raises the additional problem of
conversion of all income data to a standard dollar, no smal‘ challenge
in times of rapid monetary fluctuations and shifts in buying power.

Given that the interest in the present analysis is ascertaining
the degree to which economic factors explain intercohort differentials
in expected and wanted completed fertility, there is some need for
determination of "substitution effects" as well as "income effects".
For this reason, it was decided to include at least at the outset
a measure of relative family income in thé analysis as well, This
measure, computed in a way similar to relative income of husband,
involves calculating mean current family income for each synthetic
cohort. Relative family income for each family then becomes current
family income divided by mean family income for the cohort.

An additional "proxy" measure of relative income is subjective
feelings the respondent has about her family's curren; financial
state. Inclusion of this variable is designed to partly alleviate

the problems associated with the above two measures of relative income.
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Indeed, 1t could be argued that relative income position must be 8 .
subjective state. Even {f husband's or family income is low, in terms
of other members of the cohort, the fact that the respondent feels
tilay” are doing wel) mey affect desired consumption petterns tncluding
desire for childr:L? The reverse, of course, may ‘also be operative. o
Empirical measurement of utilities of children is inherently D

problematic. In the basic economic model, utilifies are essentially
conceptual variables for which it is very difficult to find equivalent
empirical variables. This problem is at the.heart of many criticisms
of the economic utilities model: How can the model be.conside}ed in
reality when empirical operatfonalizqtion of its essential conceptual
framework 1s so difficult? The interest here is in meSSuring. even

1f this must be done inadequately, preferences for consumer durables
and/or tastes in terms of level of living. Two measures are employed:
(1) ownership of high status items and (23 proportion of years
worked by the respondent since age 16.

Ownership of high status items (large house, colour TV,
dishwasher or two or more cars) may be seen as an iqgicator of
preferences for consumer durables. Given that ownership of these
durables may be a function of income, the developed index controls for
income in employing this variable as an empirical proxy for utilities.
Another problem inherent in the use of the high status items variable
is that ownership of some of these items (maybe even all of them)
may be a function Bf family size. Prior to developing the index, a
test is made of the association of actual family size with ownership

of high status items. From Table 5.1, 1t is apparent that this concern
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is not without foundation. A clear but not strong associatidn is found
betwéen actual size of family and ownership of high status items. Yhe
,1?dex based on aqwnership of high status items then is developed in

- such a‘way as to control for actual family size as well as husband's
income. Details of computation ére provided in Appendix B. It is
hoped that by this means, a relatively pure measure of preferences

for consumer durables is obtained.

The second measure, proportion of years worked by the responden
since age 16, is seen as an important variable in the formation of
tastes preférences for consumer goods. This measure, although not
withou‘ob]ems, is useful from a number of different standpoints.
Firsf, extenged work experience of a réspondent may be indicative of
the family's preference‘for consumer goods enabled by a second pay-
cheque. Limited work experience by the respondent could indicate
relative prefarence for children _as opposed to other consumer goods.
Second, long work experience by the respondent may in@icate a relative
preference for this role rather than the childbearing role. This
aspect of the measure borders on the sociological utilities model and
will receive fu;kher attentijon in Chapter 6. Third, long work
experience by the respondent/may be associated with socializing
influences toward coﬁsumption and levels of 1iving not experienced
by respondents with short work experience. 6ne problem inherent in
this measure is that some women may work because of their inability to
have children. A second is that women might have had long work

experience to enable them to support a large number of children.

It would appear that in spite of these problems, proportion of years
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worked by respondent serves as a crucial interstitial variable in
analyzing the relative preference for children compared to other
consumer goods.

Direct costs of childrenh, although not as difficult to méasure
‘as economic utilities, were not specifically enquired about in the
GAFS questionnaire. Anticipated expenditure‘by parents on post- \
secondary education for children is the only measure of direct costs
that is included in the questionnaire. This measure could be viewed
as an indizﬁtion‘of expected child quality as well as direct cost, : !
however, thereby enhancing its contribution to the analysis. Since
the measure is prospective and asked of respondents even if they
are nulliparous at present, the measure might not reflect reality so
much as an ultimate longing, idealistic hope or normative expectation.°
Some support for the existence of this problem is seen in the
observation that few respondents explicitly deny an interest in
supporting their children in post-secondary education.

Indirect costs or opportunity costs are measured by‘the number
of work years the respondent loses in childbearing and childrearing. "
An index is developed based on responses to questions-on ideal age
of a child when mother works or returns to work and ideal ages at
which a mother ought to have her first and last child. This measure
rests on normative views and differentials in such views held by
respondents rather than on gmpirica] actuality or personal intentions. t
It is therefore regarded as a solid measure of opportunity costs in |
absolute terms with no need to control for age, cohort membership

or other background variables.
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A second "proxy" measure of indirect or opportunity costs used
in the analysis is respondent's educational attainment. This is seen
largely as an indication of the respondent's "worth" in economic terms
on the labour market. Although utiliiing education as a measure of
potential opportunity costs 1ncuréed in childbearing is not without
problems, it is still viewed as a variable of basic relevance in the
economic model. Its use may be problematic becalke it has been well
argued that education is one of those pecujiar liriables used in
sociological research as an empirical proxy for almost any theoretical
variable. In this case, however, it could be argued that education
is particularly closely allted with the concept of opportunity costs
in the economic utilities model. Its inclysion here seems therefore
justified. *

The dependez:'variables used in the economic model analysis
comprise a subset of those dependent variables used ‘in the normative
analysis in the preceding chapfer. The particular variables of
interest here include expected family size and wanted completeg
fertility 1 and 2. Operational definitiops of these were provideq
in Chapter 4 so do not bear repeating here. Since the economic model
focuses on fertility as reflective of a rational decision or at
least a constrained choice, reliance on fertilitymeasures which fail
to éxc]ude unwanted births appears to be an unrealistic test of the
model. As Becker (1960) notes, unwanted births in the economic model
essentialiy constitute an error factor. For this reason the present

analysis is restricted to expected family size, presumably an
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indication of wanted fertility, and wanted completed.fertility measured
in two ways. | |

?rob]ems arisé in any attempt to relate current income to
expeéted and wanted completed family size. To a large extent, however,
the measures of income position employed here alleviate at least some
of these Problems. In effect, it fs not cd}rent income at all that
~ {s being related to ferti]ity but relative income position, according
to husband's income and family income, within each cohort separately.
It could be argued that these measures are almost'ideally suited to
the purposes of testing the economic model for q‘b but the most recent
cohorts. Since the largest portion of both expected and wanted
completed fertility for the earlier cohorts is actual fertility,
current relative income position within cohort could be interpreted,
on the average, as répresenting the real outcome of a proje;ted
relative income position at the time of childbéaring. For the most
recent cohorts, where expected and completed wanted fertility
represent future expectations and aspirations this interpretation is,
of course, less viable. On the average, however, it could be argued
-tand has been well argued in the literature) that a coup]e's”fufure
1ncoﬁe, particularly their income position relatiyg to others in their
cohort, is closely related to their current inc8he. In the situation
where relative income pbs1tioh is based on husband's 1n£ome, this
seems to be a particularly viable argument since the factor of high ;
variability in wife's income over time is removed.

Paralleling the analysis in Chapter 4, two analytical approaches

are used to test the explanatory potential of the economic utilities
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model. The first approach is to control and/or adjust for differenées
among cohorts in the three dependent veriables by means of MCA. This
is done first with each variable separately and then with all economic
variables acting togethér. The second approach used is hierarchical
multiple reéression analysis, 1r‘t_roduc1ng ordinal-level Weonomic
| variables as independent variables in a regression model applied
separately to each cohort. Following this, a similar multiple
regression analysis is undertaken for each dependent variable including

cohort with the economic variables.

5.3 Economic Variables Considered Separately

As was done in the previous chapter, this section presents the
results of MCA for the three dependent variables for each cohort with
 each of the operationalized varfables in the economic model considered

separately. This analysis is supportquQy analysis of variance

results presented in Appendix D, Tab]es D.1 to D.36. In addition to
_ the examination of separate effects, the analysis has the secondary
f purpose of testing for interactions among predictor variables prior to
submitting all economic variables to the MCA simultaneously. -

It is necessary, prior to undertaking further analysis, to test
for intercorrelation among predictor variables. Analysis of variance
requires a low or non-existent level of correlation to produce valid -
results. Table 5.2 shows that there is only one instance of high
intercorrelation among operationalized economic variables. The high
correlation between relative income position based on husband's

¢
income and relative income position based on family income suggests
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that, to a large extent, thise variables measure the same thing. For
this Feason, it‘was decided_to eliminate relative income position
(family) from the analysjs. &he relatively low levels of correlation
among the remaining economic variables leads to the conclusion that
these variables may be submitted to analysis of variance.

Table 5.3 shows the zero-order association of each of the
operationalized economic variables in the analysis with expected
family size, and wanted éompleted fertility 1 and 2, each in turn.
For all three measures of wanted family size, cohort is the most
important explanatory variable, followed closely by relative income
position (husband), proportion of years respondent has worked and
implied work years lost through childbearing in varying orders.
Financial success and extent of post-secondary support are least
important for all three dependent variables. -

Tables 5.4 to 5.9 present for each of the three measures.of
wanted family size the variation in the méasure across each economic
variable followed by two-way classifications of cohort with each of
the economic variables in turn. Unadjusted deviations by cohort from
the grand mean and deviations adjusted separately for each of the
economic variables unde:.consideration are shown in the two-way
classifications tables. This analysis is supported by summary tables
of analysis of variance appearing in Appendix D, Tables D.1 to D.36.

In Table 5.4, it is seen that the variables accounting for
most of the variance in expected family size are ownership of status
items, cohort and relative income position (husband). The ranges

for these variables are 1.65, 1.62 and 1.35 respectively. After
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controlling for cohort, the amount of variation explained by ownership
of high status items remains significant at the .00l level (Table D.3).
Relative income position of husband remains significant (at .060) after
cohort 1s controlled (Table D.1). Variance explained by cohort

remains s1q?1ficant at .001 after controlling for each of the sev;n
economic variables in turn (Tables D.1 to D.7).

The general pattern of expected family size across categories’
of cohort and economic variables is shown in Table 5.4. A clear
tendency for expected family size to decrease by cohort is apparent
al though cohort 2 has a higher expected family size than cohort 1.
Interestingly, no clear pattern of expected family size by reTative
income position of husband is revealed. Of those respondents with
relative income positions lower than the mean, the highest and close
to the lowest expected family sizes are found. Those considerably
above the mean have expected family sizes very close to the mean
expected family size for the sample, even though these respondents are
not over-represented in the sample as _shown by the N's. Respondents
with low subjective feelings of financial success have family size
expectations above the sample mean while there is no difference in
expectations among those with medium or high feelings of financial
success.

Ownership of hfgg status items is negatively related to
expected family size wigh those respondents in very low ownership
positions having very high expected family size and those in very high
ownership positions having rather low expectations. Interestingly,

those with “normal"” ownership of high status items have slightly
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higher expected family size, on average, than those with "Tow" br "high"
ownership. Proportion of years worked shows a general inverse )
relgtionship with expected family size, except that those respondents
with low but non-zerovwork experience have higher expectations than
those with no experience at all in the work force. Education, as
found earlier, bears a clear inverse relationship to expected family
size. Extent of post-secondary support anticjpated for children shows
no pattern of relationship with expected family size. Those who
intend "low" support have highest expected family size and those who
intend "medium" support ha@e lowest. The normative measure of
opportunity costs, implied work years lost through childbearing, shows
a neat direct relationship with expected family size.

The Multiple Classification Analysis tables for each of the
three dependent variables (Tables 5.5, 5.7 and 5.9) show the effect
on each cohort of each of the economic variables in turn. For each
economic variable, the tables show unadjusted and adjusted deviations
from the grand mean. From Table 5.5, it is clear that, as was the
case for the background variables analyzed in Chapter 4, the general
pattern is for expected féhily size to decrease with cohort although
not consistently. After contro111ng for each economic variable
except implied work years lost through childbearing, cohort 2 has
the highest expected family size ‘and cohort 7 the smallest. After
controlling for implied work years lost, cohort 6 shows a slightly
lower expected family size than cohort 7 but cohort 2 still has
the largest expectations. Cohort 1 after adjustment for each economic

variable but proportion of years respondent has worked, has an
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!
:



ar

ey danadil L S Ne—

220

! [L° 350 S4A yuOM  p[-  235-3504 TR uoy3eInp3
6L° 34040) 92° 34040) 123 Ja0yo)
38.
L0t LS £ES° L a9t 142 (671 Jbuey
: 6l - T gt - 6€°- - - 9¢ " - {
2 - ve - & e - 1€~ pe - 9
" 20° ca £0°- 80" - €0°- S
eu- 00° 20’ 10° L0’ 1{'A '
90" - 20’ 90- L0’ v0° S0° £
26" o'l 5L°l (XA Lt 1e-l 4
11 o€ - 6¢ - oy’ ot 1e" l
paisnipy paysnipruy poisnCpy poajysnlpeup paisnipy paysnipeun
30t Tjaoddns Kiepuodas
SIPIM yuOm pat[Qu| -3s0d 40 Jualxj ‘uoL3eINpa s, judpuodsa)y
(VA diySqamg Sl $5320NSu 4 YA POYJOM SUj 6L° (Y)utd Y
oc” 14040) 4 3404o) % 140y0) Ve 340y0)
L2 L]
£L°1 29°1 ¥9°| 2571 2Ll 14 AN} Sttt 29°t sbuey
a
s - 8t " - 9y° - 8¢ " - SL°- bt - LE° - £y - L
- et - €e - oe - St~ 62 - 48 €2 - 9
L - 9L - £0° - 10°- (N 10” AN e - S
LN 10’ 4 90° £0° 90" S0°- 10° 1]
0 et . Lo’ 60" - 148 00°- S0’ £
P7AN\ vl 8l i (6’ oL°1 80°1 6Ll b
oy’ 120 8t" £ 90" - L 12 'A% t
paisnipy paisnipeun paisnlpy paisnlpeun poisnlpy paisnlpeun paysnipy paisnlpeufn
swajl snieys ybiy 40 diysaaumg . $$330NS [eLdueUL poyiom sak doag {puegsnyjawoduy aArje|ay
’ (18°2) veaw pueub woay suwotieiay 34040)
©340402 Ag suoLielAap paisnipe
pue paisnfpeun °uuny Ul Yded SI|QRLUBA DLWOUOII pue J40Y0d Aq 3Z|S A|wey pajdadx3l G°g 3|qe|

4



* S 4
P

expected family size above the mean but not as far above the mean oi:’; \ v
‘_';'_».-" B
cohort 2. Cohorts 3'. 4 and 5 remain clase to the mean after confroﬂim, PO
P 0 T pmi T
for each economic variable. ! ‘ * U (J;

9 - .

The general effect of controlling for each of the saven economic .’ -

variables in turn is to decrease varnbilf(y in expected family si"zi.

0l
except for finamcial success and ownership of status items where .“' “
variability across cohorts is increased. No clear pattern by cohort ",')':

. . v
emerges after adjusting for each of the economic variables. The beta <2
i '*

weights appearing in Table 5.5 show that when each economic variable,
except proportion of years r‘spondent has worked, is actin' together
with cohort cohort has the greater influence on expected family size.

&
The beta weights also support the earlier finding based on unadjus

deviations that cohort, husband's relative incouo'sit‘on a
proportion of years worked by ‘spondent are the important. vagiables ‘
explaining variance in expected family size. After adjustmeat,

however, ownership of high status items emerges as a fourth important

[\ ad

explanatory variable.

Table 5.6 shows unadjupted variation in wanted completed
fertility 1 by cohort and the seven economic variables separately. -
For wanted completed fertilitwl, the.‘ variables accounting for Tost
of the variance include f:ohort, ownership of high status items and
husband's r€lative income position once again. The ranges for these
variables are 1.47, 1.37 and 1.31 respectively. The summary tables
of analysis of variance in Appendix D show that after controlling for

each of the economic variables in turn, the amount of variance



?li

o

222

v v0" L £L° 28" abuey
" . -
£6 rARN4 "ALun ouos b
¥l 86°2 savak 9 ( ¢5°¢ »b“w“mme-w“m 021 §1°¢ 0°1-09°
: 340W 40 §| d i ) . ne -
616 18°2 £40pu02as 65¥ 09°2 ubiH 012 6¥2 65 -0€
QNP N@.N WLQU& QP!MF IﬂmOQ ou . . . .
51 SE°2 saeak 21-6 ING 4RI £|-6 v6 8y ¢ w=wuo: vi2 162 62" -10
9L e sJeak g-0 69 9L'e " sdeak g-0 2Ll A Mol €L 9872 » 0
N  Dbutaeaqp(iyd ybnoayl N ua13e3Mpa 5, Judpuddsay N Ya0ddns Kiepudlas N Poyi0A Sey juapuodsad
1501 S4eIA 3y40mM pay|du] -3s0d jo 3uarxy wgummwmmwumwkummwun
Le"y 9t et Lyl buwy
T 9 §5°¢ 12
) ‘ 6 82 8l
gt 5971 YOLH A43p 99 65°¢ 9°1
’ : ' Ly LL°2 S°1 .
AL 2572 YBLH (€ 68" L gL et ste L
. . 9L 6b°¢ 9
- S¢ 88°¢ PN 56 w2 g
v 18°¢ lewioN  GER £G°2 v ybiH 96 v9°¢ 1"l 68 €12 N
- 19 S8°¢ 8" v8 69°2 ¢
91 8.2 mol , 282 1572 wn L pajy 8¢ 92 L 25 28°¢ Z
. 9 Lee S w200 L.
Ll 20°¢E mo7 K43N 82 68°¢ MO7 00t 02°¢t 1A el
N SwayL sniels N $$aJdNg |eLdueuly N (pueqsny) N . 34040)
ybiy jo diysiaumg UOL13150d "AWOdUL AALIP Y
{ X .

(0£°2 = veaw pueuy)
*bujaeaqp|yd ybnouyj 4so| S4eaA 3uom payLdu} pue jua0ddns Auepuosas-3sod 4O JuUIIX3 ‘uoL}edNPI .
S,3UdPU0dsaU ‘pIYIOM JUIPUOASBU SARIA 30 uojjuaodoud ‘swaji snels ybry 40 diysaaumo *ssadons
. Lepoueuly “(pueqsny) uoj3|sod MOOUL BALIR|3I JU0Y0D AQ | A3L 13434 PpaIa|dwod pIJUBM U] UOLIR}JRA J9°G 3lqel
»




L4 .

explained by cohg;t remains significant at .001 (Tables D.13 to D.19).

" Ownership of high status items remains significant at .001 after cohort

is controlled (Table D.15). After coniro]1ing for cohort, husband's
relative income position also remains statistically significant at
.089 (Table D.13).

Patterns of wanted completed’ferti]ity 1 across categories’of
cohort and some economic variables resemble those for expected family
size. These economic variables include feélings of financial succe;s,
ownership of high status items, proportion of years réspondent has
worked, respondent's education, extent of post-secondary support and
implied work years lost through childbearing. For husband's
relative income position, no clear pattern is evidenced for wanted
completed fertiiity 1, just as was found for expected family size.
Respondents in relative income positions below the mean for the sample
indicate the highest'levels of wanted completed fertility 1 and close
to the lowest. Respondenﬁi with relative income positions slightly
above the mean (1.3 times the mean) indicate the lowest wanted |
completed fertility 1, as was true for expected family size. Those
considerably above the mean in terms of relative income show wanted
completed fertility close to that for the sample. {he general pattern
of wanted completed fertility 1 by cohort is inverse but the trend
is not a; clear as for expected family size, cohort 4 is higher thgn
cohort 3 and cohort 6 is higher than cohort 5.

Table 5.7 shows the results of the Multiple Classificatipn

Analysis for wanted completed ferti g 1 for each econombc ‘ﬁ:&tgle
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N S&amigpu separately with‘cohort. As was the case for expected family !
size, the general pattern is for‘waptod completed fertility 1 to
decline with cohort although not‘do§formly. After controi]ing for
each economic varfable in turn, cohort 2 has the highest wanted
completed fertility 1. After controll#ﬁa for financial iyccessr
ownership of high status items and extent of post-secondary support,

“cohort 7 has,the lowest wanted completed fertility lé Cohort 6 has
-the lowest after controlling for respondent's educatfbn and implied
work years lost through childbearing. After adjusting for husband's
relative income, cohort 5 has tho Towest wanted completed fertility 1,
followed closely by cohort 7. Cohort 3 shows the lowest wanted
completed fertility 1 after controlling for proportion of years
respondent has worked, followed closely by cohort 6. Cohorts 3, 4 and

5 remain close to the sample mean after controlling for financial

suc'cess,*ership of high status items, respondent's education and

extent of post-secondary support. After adjusting for relative §
’,..

income position of husband, proportion of years respondent has worked ’

i [ 4

" and implied work years lost through childbearing, those cohorts Y

closest to the mean are 3, 4, 6; 1, 4, 5; and 4, 5, 7 respectively.
Variability across cohorts is generally decreased by
adjustment for each economic variable in turn except in the ca® of
financial success and ownership of high status items where variability
in wanted completed fertility 1 actually increases after adjustment.
Beta weights appearing at the bottom of sTable 5.7 reveal that when
each economic va;iagle is act{ng together with cohort, except for

proportion of years respondent has worked and implied work years lost
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through childbearing, cohort. has the greater influence on wanted

completed fertility 1. Cohort has the same beta weight as 1ﬁp11ed work

years lost through childbearing when theése two variables are aciing

togéther. Proportfon of years: respondent has worked fs a variable

having greaté; influence on wanted completed fertility 1 than cohort,

as wa§ found for expected family size. Beta weights appearing in

Table 5.7 support the earlier finding’ based on unadjusted deviations

from the grand mean (Table 5.3) that cohort, broportion of years

respondent has worked, reiative income position of husband and

imp}ied work years lost through childbearing are the impoftant variables

in explaining variability in wanted completed fertility 1: Ownership

of high status items also seems to be an impprtant explanatory

variable. .
From Table 5.8 it is seen that the variables accounting for most

of the variance in wanted completed fertility 2 include ownership of

high status ifems. cohort and relative income position of husband,

followed closely by respondent's education. These are the same

variab1es found to be important in exp]aining variance in expected

fgmily size (in the séme order) and wanted completed fertility 1.

The difference for wanted completed fertility 2 is that education of

respondent appears to be an additional important variable, as indicated

-

b;\vannﬁ_ﬂi_xazﬂability. The ranges for the four variables are 1.54,

1.47, 1.29 and 1.24 respectively. After controlling for each of the
v >

economic variables in turn, cohort remains significant in amount of

variance explained at .002 or higher (Tables D.25 to D.31 in Appendix

D). Ownership of status items remains significant at .001 after

- - — A—;-—------lllillilﬂli
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controlling for cohort (Table D.27). After controlling for cohort,
relative income position of husband remains significant at .059 (Table

D.25). Education (emains significant at .008 in explaining variance

" in wanted completed fertility 2 after controlling for cohort (Table

Ay

D.29).

The patterns across categories of cohort and the economic
variab]és as shown in Table 5.8 for wanted completed fertility 2
parallel those found for expected family size. For cohort and relative

income position of husband the patgerns found for wanted completed

Zferti]ity 2 are virtually identical to those found for expected family

1

size in Table 5.4. For ownership of status items, proportion of years
respondent has worked, respondent's education and extent of post-
secondary support the patterns across categories are the same as those
found for expected family size and wanted completed fertility 1. The
pattern for the variable financial success for wanted,comp]eteq
fertility 2 more closely resembles that for wanted completed fertility
1, with those respondents with high feelings of financial success
having slightly lower wanted completed fertility than those with
medium feelings, than it does the pattern for expected family size.
For implied years lost through childbearing, a.pattern discrepant

with both previous patterns is found for wanted completed fertility 2.
Heré those respondents with 13-18 implied work years lost indicate a
slightly higher wanted completed fertility 2 than those wigh 19 or more
implied years lost.

The results of MCA by cohort with each economic variable
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ot
considered separately for wanted completed fert111ty 2 are shown in
Table 5.9. As was the case for both expected family size and wanted
completed fertility 1, the general pattern is for wanted completed
fertility 2 to decrease with cohort although, once again, this is not
consistent. Both before and after adjustment for each of the seven
economic varifables in turn, cohort 2 has the largest wanted completed
fertility 2 by far. Cohort 7 ¢hows the lowest wanted completed
fertility 2 after controlling for feelings of financial success,
ownership of high status items, ;espondent's education, extent of
post-secondary support and implied work years lost through childbearing.
This parallels findings for wanted completed fertility 1 except for
education where cohort 6 had the lowest wanted completed fertility 1.
Cohort 5 has léwest wanted completed fertility 2 after controlling for

.husband'f relative income position, as was true for wanted completed
fertility 1 but not for expected family size where cohort 7 had the
lowest, closely followed by cohort 5. Paralleling findings for wanted
compieted fertility 1, cohort 3 shows the lowest wanted cqmp]eted
fertility 2 after adjustment is made for proportion of years respondent
has worked. Cohorts 6 and 7 are ; close second for lowest rank.
Cohorts 3, 4 and 5 remain close to the mean wanted completed fertility
2 after adjustment is made for financial success, ownership of high
status items, respondent's education and extent of post-secondary
support. Closest to the mean after adjusting for husband's relative
income position, proportion of years respondent has worked and
implied work years lost through childbearing are cohorts 3, 4, 63

cohorts 1, 4, 5; and cohorts, 4, 5, 6 respectively.
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As was the case for both expected family size and wanted
completed fertility 1, adjusting for economic variables for wanted
completed fertility 2 has the general effect of decreasing variability
across cohorts except when adjustments are made for financial success
and ownership of high status items. Beta weights show that except
for proportion of yeafs respondent has worked and implied work years
lost through childbearing, each economic variable when acting together
with cohort has less influence than cohort on variability in wanted
comb]eted fertility 2. As was true for wanted completed fertility 1,
cohort when acting together with implied work years lost has the same
beta weight as this economic variable. Cohort, proportion of years
respondent has worked, ownership of high status items and relative
income position of husband appear to be the important variables in
explaining wanted completed fertility 2. These are followed closely
by rgspondent's education and implied work years lost through child-
bearing. These findings are consistent with earlier findings %rom
Table 5.3 based on unadjusted deviations.

The second step in this analysis of separate effects of
economic variables is to test for interactions among predictor
variables prior to submitting to further analysis all economic
variables acting together. As was done in Chapter 4, tests for inter-
action ar@ made by means of two-way analysis of variance. The
conditions specified in Chapter 4 are adhered to here as well.
Appendix tables D.1 to D.36 present in summary the results of the

analysis of variance fpr each of the three dependent variables.

- -~
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For expected family size, the following interactions with

[ 4
accompanying levels of statistical significance of F ratios are

found in Tables D.1 to D.12:

Cohort - Financial sugcess .005
Cohort - Proportion of years worked .005
Cohort - Extent of post-secondary support .022

For wanted completed fertility 1, the following interactions are

found:
Cohortz Financial success .001
Cohort - Proportion of years worked. .070
Cohort - Extent of post-secondary support .023

Proportion of years worked - Implied
work years lost through childbearing ) .065

Statistically significant interactions for wanted completed fertility

2 inC€lude the following:

Cohort - Financial success .00

Cohort - Proportion of years worked .008

Cohort - Extent of post-secondary support .009
5.4 Economic Variables Acting Together

This section continues the Multiple Classification Analysis
by analyzing the effects of all economic variables acting together
'ith cohort on the three dependent variables. It further presents the
results of the multiple regression analysis of all economic variables
within cohort categories. Interactive varieb]es pose problems for
this continued analysis, as was discussed in Chapter 4. After careful

consideration of the possible options, it was decided in this instance




to proceed with the analysis by eliminating one of the variables in
each interactive pair. For each of the'three dependent variables, the
MCA wasMepe twice th different sets of omitted variables. This
approach was taken here rather. than the combination variable approach
taken 1n£zhaptlr d;t!cause of the interpretative limitations of the
combination variable approach in ascertaining exolanatofy power.
Table 5.10 presents the unadjusted and adjusted deviations
from the grand mean for expected family size with the following
fnteractive variables omitted from the analysis: financial success,
proportion of years respondent has worked and extent of post- ‘
secondary support. Beta weights at the bottom of Table 5.10 indicate
that cohort, ownership of high status items and implied work years

lost through earing are the important variables explaining

expected fany ize once all other variables in the model are held
constant. It is ofdnterest that husband's relative income posftion,
a variable found to be important in the earlier separate and unadjusted
analyses is not found to be of primary importance in this analysis.

The general effect of adjustment for all five variables in
the model simultaneously is to decrease the deviations from the grand
mean. The pattern of adjustment among cohorts is such that the
decline in expected family size as cohort increases becomes slightly less
accentuated. Except for cohort 1, the inverse relationship of expected
family size by cohort is clear and unilinear, exhibiting 2 still

impressive range of 1.10 children. The decrease in deviation is most

pronounced in cohort 2 where the deviation from the grand mean, both

L ¥
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unadjusted and adjusted, is greatest. Effects of adjustment are less? LV

substantialqbut still large 3n the negative direction for cohort 7(
cohort 5. Adjustment effects are loasi pronounced for cohort 4 and
cohort 6. | .

In Table 5.11, the MCA results of an analysis'bﬁ all seven ‘.
economic variables with cohort omitted for expected family size appear.
The beta weights in this instance provide a ;triking céntrast to V) .
those presented in Table '5.10. After adjustment for the seven economic
variables simultaneously, the variables having the largest influence
on expected family size, in rank order, are husband's relative income
position, proportion of years respondent has worked and ownership of
high status items. It i;eyising that husband's relative income

an

position gains in 1mpo t but is still slightly less impotan

absolwte magnitude th d*t. once cohort is eliminated from the’

analygis. The possible explanation that cohort and relative fncome
positigg are interactive must be dismissed, as shown in Appendix
Table D.1. Even the correlation of relative income position and
cohort is trivial, as evidenced in Table 5.2. It is secondly
surprising that implied work years lost, a variable found fo'be third
in importance in the first MCA (Table 5.10) now becomes one of the
least important explanatory variables.

" Beta weights appearing ;n Table 5.12 show that the same three
variables in the same rank order afe ¥mportant in explaining wanted
completed fertility 1 as were found 1mp6(tant in explaining expected

family size: cohort, ownership of status items and implied work years
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lost througﬁ chi\dbearing. In this case, however, these results are

consistent with the findings based on unadjusted deviations (Table

5.3) but not yith the separaté analyses of effects on wanted completed

fertility 1 in which husband's relative income position was found to
be important (Table 5.7).

As was found for expecfed family size, the general effect of
adjusting for the five variables in the MCA simultaneously is to
decreaxse variability in wanted completed fertility 1 across cohorts.
Here, however, there are two exceptions to_the inverse re]q%ionship of
wanted completed fertility 1 with oohort. These occur in cohorts 1
and_6 following adjustment. The general pattern, however, favours a
non-uniform decline in wanted compleggh fertility 1 by cohort. In
this instance, the range (from cohort 2 to cohort 7) is less
substantial than it was for expected family size. Cohort 2 experiences
the greatest increase as a result of adjusgment while co%orts 5 and
7 experience small But significant decreases. Effects of adjustment
are least pronounced in cohort 6.

Table 5.13 presents the results of an MCA in-which cohort and
implied work years loit through childbearing are omitted from the
model. This is necessary in this instance because of the statistically
significant inte}action be tween proportion of years respondent has
worked and implied work years lost fhrough childbearing reported
earlier. For wanted completed fertility 1, the beta weights appearjng
in Tablg 5.13 1ﬁadcat? that the §?me three variables found to be
important in explaining expected family size emerge but in a different 4i

/

order. Here, proportion of years respondent has worked is most '
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1uportan}:. followed by hus?and's relatfve.‘.'l‘ncome w.t‘l‘on and ownership
of high status items. Once again, a variable found not to be important
in tﬁe earlfer MCA (Table 5:]2). relative income position of husband,
becomes a salient explanatory variablg once cohort is omitted from the
analysis. .

Table 5.14 presents an MCA for wanted‘kpmpleted fertility 2
with one variable from each interact1ng'pa1r oéitted. The variab]eﬁ.
ofiftted here are the same three that were eliﬂin&ted in analyses of
the other two dependent variables: financial suc;gss. proportion of ’
years respondent has worked and extent of post-secondary support.
Beta weights reveal that the three variables found to -have explanatory
power for expected family size and waﬁted completed ferti]ityrlw
appear as important here but the order changes. Owné}ship offﬁiéh
status items emerges as most significant in exp]aining'want!ﬁ completed
fertility 2, fo]]owed‘by implied work years lost through childbearing
and cohort. .

As was true for the otaer two dependent variables, the gene?&l

effect of adjustment for the five variables in the MCA fs to decrease

variation in wanted completgd fe(tility 2 across cohorts. Here also the
patterh‘of adjustment clearly supports  the téndency for wanted
COIDszed fertility 2 to decline with'cohort. eicept f;} cohort 1l In
tLWSWEGse; the range from cohort 2 to 7 is smaller than that found for

- wanted éﬁﬂpléted fertility 1 anh'cons1derab1y,sma1]er than that found for
expécted family size. Cohort 2'ev1dences the largest adjustment in
deviation in a positive direction. Like the patterns %br the other two
dependent variables, cohorts 5 and 7 experience the la}gest negative

adjustments.

-
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Beta weights presented 1n Table 5.15, in which all seven economic
variables are submitted together to Mch. show that those té?‘e variables
found to be important in exp}aining expected family size and wanted N
completed fertility 1 are again important. Rank order of these variables
including husband's relative income position, groportion of years
respondent has worked and owndrship of high status items, for wanted
cdmp]eted fertility 2 is the same as it was for expecfidt{amily size.

To sunnmrize the qesu]ts of the Multiple Classification Analysis
with all economic variables actihg together, it seems justified to state
that considerable support is found for the explanatory potential of the ‘
~economic utilities model. For all three dependent variables, the analysis
clearly underlines the importance of preference for consumer durables, |
measured by ownership df high status items (standardized for income and
actual fertility) and husband's relative income position as determinants
in fertility expectations and wanted completed fertility. That indireé%
or epportunity eosts have ad influence as well is,supported by the finding
.that 1hplied work years lost through childbearing and proportion of‘years
respondent has worked emergd—;s crucial explanatory variables. In
addition, cohort appears to be a basic variable explaining fertility
expectations and differentials in wanted completed fertility.

The next step in the analysis, multiple regression analysis
applied to each cohort separately and summarized for each dependent -
variable 1including cohort, permitsod closer examination ef the differen-
tial effects of the economic variables within cohdrts, as well as analysis

of the direction of these effects. Since all of the economic variables

'.ation -are at 1enst on ordinal scales, there is no need to

elimi ‘_'hen tousatisfy the multip]e regression requirement that
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variables be at least on a nominal scale of measurement. As in Chapter
4, hierarchical regression analysis is undertaken with the order of ‘
variable entry determined Sy zero-order relat‘pnshiPs between the
independent and dependent variables. The order of appearance of
independent variables in each table reflects order of submission to the
regression equation.

Table 5.16 presents the results of multiple regression analysis
for each cohort and for the entire sample with expected family size as
the dependent vardable. Starred regression coefficients have reached‘
at least the .05 level of statistical significance. For the complete
sample, those economic variables exerting a statistically significant
influence on expected fami]y size include proportion of years respondent
has worked, work years lost through childbearing, education, ownership
of high status items, and feelings of financial success. A1l variables
except implied work years 1?st through childbearing exert a negative
impact on expected family s;;e. For feelings of financial success,
however, this effect is negligible. Interestingly, husband's income,
defined as relative income position of husband in MCA and found to be an

important explanatory variable does not reach statistical significance

in thisb@halysis.

The variable having the most pronounced negative effect on
expected family size, proportion of years respondent has worked, reaches
statistical significance in cohorts 1, 3, 4 and 5 where its influence
is consistently negative and fairly sizeable. Respondent's education

has a significant negative effect on expected family size only in cohorts

4 and 6. The variable measuring relative preference for consumer

durables is statistically significant and negative in all but the first

R -

244




245

d3MO| 40 GO° 3@ jJuedijiubls A[|e213SL3e)S,

.y W e M-WWDW“W~V'~?M' IR L

£l - x60° P v0° Gp0lL (ejol
t0° ¥6E° 10" - oL’ 8yl L
e - 00" 60° eL- 91 9
80" 20 €2 - 81"~ Si1 s
\ ) L4 -
“ TR 10"~ 02"~ $0¢" 6Ll b
oL’ S0° - S T L0’ Sl £
L0° . #l€°- LL- 60°- 0L N
L0°- 9L - »0€ - . 60" - 86 l
uoLjednpa s, juapuodsay 3150} PONJIOM Saedk (pueqsny) 3wodu]
S4e3/L YJOM ue13J40dody
. S3U3L214430) N 340409

a|qej4eA juapuadap se azys A{Lwey pa3dadxa pue sa|qeiJeA juapuadapul se buiJaeaq

-PL1Yyd ybnoay3 3so| SJeak Yaom pal|dul pue juoddns A4epuod3s-3sod 40" JuaIX3 ‘UOLIRINPI

$,3uU3puodsad ‘pay4om sey juapuodsas saeak 30 uorisodoud ‘swaiL sniels ubiy jo diys.daumo
©$s370ns [eioueuty ‘(pueqsny) awodul buisn 3u0yod Aq SIU3LD}439300 uoLssaubau pazipaepueils g|-g 3(qe]



PR}

23

246

142 AN x00" - gL - #LL- - lejog
€6° 6L” 10 20° 80" L
00°L Le” L0° vo- »9Y° - 9
vEL S1° 80" 10° $0F " - S
b2t 1 “mﬂ.- x6l°- 61"~ b
99°1 Ly e - gL - x6¢ - £ .
1 2 IN¢ LE" #9¢ " - x8¢ - x9¢° - 14
98°1 9¢° »62° BE 12 - L
335 .| $5323NS j40ddns swajl snieis
¢ [eLoueuty AJ4epu023s-350d ybiy jo ar;mpwczo
mwcw_u_»»wou _ 14040y

panuijuo) 91°G 3|qel



I M < A UPTR: v e o

247

L

and last cohorts. Its impact is greatest in cohort 6. Implied work years
lost through childbearing, the only variable to have an overall positive
effect on expected family size, is shown as having a sizeable positive
impact only in cohort 7 and a statistically siénifﬁcant negative impact
in cohort 2. The only variable measuring direct costs of children,
extent of post-secondary support, although not ;1gn1ficant overall.‘exerts
a negative statistically significant influence in cohorts 1, 2 and 4.
Income emerges as statistically significant only in cohort 4 wher; it
has a positive influence.

It is interesting to notice that economic variables, for all
three dependent variables, are most successful in ‘explaining fertiﬁity in
cohorts 2, 4 and 6, as evidenced by the R2 appeﬁring in Tables 5.17, 5.18
and 5.19. Overall, explanation is more successful using an economic
utilities model than by referencing the more traditional background
variables.

Tables 5.19 through 5.22 présent multiple regression results for
the total sample and major religion categorig; for economic variables
with cohort added to the model. Each table shows standardized coefficients
for the three dependent variables. Once cohort is added to the
regression model for the entire sample, it surpasses all economic
variables in its negative influence on expected family size. Work year§
lost through childbearing fails to reach statist‘t‘l stgrnificance. This
is not the case for Protestants, howevefr,~as 1is ih"n\ti Table 5.20.
Preference for consumer durables, as irdicated by ownership of high status
items, and respondent's education have a greater negative infiuence on

expected family size than does cohort membership.



. T thoﬁdcx. the 1|pdr{anco of cohort giminishes somewhat,
although stﬂl uthﬂ\r: with a negative effect. Here,
?yrprisiggf&. owmeMghip of high status items and respondent's educatdpn

do not reach.statistical significance in their influence on Ekpected
o family size. The variable of central 1mpo}tancc for Catholics is

proportion of years respondent has worked. Cohort membership and extent
of post-secondary support also are "‘qutant', both®Wwith negative effects.
These findings seem to suggest th:; the economic utilities model with

its rationalistic pref‘ﬁ!nces has more relevance to Protestant fertility
pattermns and aspirations than to Catholic.

Regression coefficients resulting from an analysis of‘:;nted

completed fertility 1 with only economic variab]es in the equagion'appear
in Table 5.17. It is immediately apparent that for the tota] Sanple.

the variables having a statistically significant effadt on,wanted

completed fertility 1 are the same variables as- were found to be 1mportdnt

'.

(:\, ~—Jn explaining expected family size. Subjective feebiﬁg of financia]
:Dccess does not reach statistical sigai¥icance in this. insta.ce houever
The variable having the largest overall 1m5oc§‘on waqted .

completed fertility 1, proportion of years }espondent.;a§1workeﬁ, reaches
statistical significance in cohorts 1, 3, 4 ana 5 onééiagafﬁ Willing-
ness to support a child at the post-secondary 1éve1 of education emerges

_ as having a negative impact that is significant on]y in cohorts 1 and 4
As was true for expected family size, respondent'’ sféducation has a
statistically significant negative effect on wanted cowpleted fertility
1 only incohorts4 amd 6. Implied work years lost, the only variable

to exert a positive effect on wanted completed fertility 1, only reaches

-
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statistical significance in the latest cohort. Ownership of high status

items is important only for the middie cohorts where it J&erts the

strongest influence in cohort 6. Although husband's income and

subjective feelings of fimncial success do not have a st.atisticaﬂy “',", Y
Significant influence for the total sample, in cohort 4 both eherge as | g
significant variabies with incone having‘a po‘ive effect and financia] i 'i‘
success a negative effect. The latter variable is significant as well, 2
with a positive influence, in cohor"t 1. ?‘;; 1

Turning now to Tables 5.19 through 5.22, it is apparent that ’:

ehthrthe,pddition of cohort to the regression analysis, a slightly

v

qéglatvr proportion 6f variance in wanted completed fertility 1 is
experienced. For the total sgmple, as shown in Table 5.19, cohort has
an impact on wanted completed fertility 1 that exceeds that of any other

”iariables. Ownership of status items ranks a close second. For *

Protestants, in fabie 5.20, the coefficient for cohort is even larger

than for the total sampie but the éffect of ownership of status items and

respondent's education exceeds that of cohort. This is clearly not true

imfthe cdse of Catho]ics, where the effect »f cohort is diminished and

proportion of years respondent has worked and ‘Hngness to support

cfaidren in post-secondary school gre more important. It is interesting é
to note from a comparison of RZ appearing in Tables 5.20 and 5.21 that
for all three dependenf variables a greater proportion of the -variance

in fertility is éxplained by economic variables, including cohort, for :

Protestants \thar” for Catholics. ‘

18 reveals that the effectsiof economic. variables on

— -
wanted completed fertility 2 for the total sample are identical in

st E

.&iréct&g'!i ‘and QJgse in ‘magnitude as those for wanted {:oﬁiite@‘ fertility

w .7 / . ’
- VR . .

.
B : » . . . -
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2. Even the patterns of 1nf1u¢hce within cohoris/differ only slightly

from those observed in Table 5.17. For example, proportion of years

worked by reSpondent does not, in this case, have a stat1stica11y significant
influence in cohort 3 while financial success emerges as 1nportant in

cohorts 2 and 3 but not overall and in cohort 5, income is significant

with a negative effect. A slightly greater amount of the variance in

Wy,

wanted completed fertildity 2 is explained by economic variables than was

explatned in expected family size of wanted completed fertility 1. ;

-
FX

* The effect in the total sample of the ad?jtion of €ohort is to
diminish the influence of economic variables, asfis apparent in Table
5.19. The patterns for Protestants and Catholics resemb]e those f%und
v for the other two dependent variables. For non-Cathohc non-ﬂ'otes‘?ants,
as‘!huun 4n Table 5.22, cohort exceeds all economic variables 1n
magni!hde of effect on two of the three dependent variables and c]ose]x
fo]]ows proport1on o( years worked for the th ariable. - Income, as
‘.ﬁ. for Protestants with cohort added to the eqmﬁ emerges as an
. 1qgortant exp]omtorf'\,_a"{gb‘r,e for those respgndents in the other
v _.religion categor&; L ’ B
’ The resqj:s of the mu1t1p1e regression analysis appear to
s sharply underline-glg’already established support for the capacity of
some economic variables to explain fertility Without classifying the
sample for religion, support is fouhd for the explorator}‘!ﬁtential of
years spent 1n the 1dbour force, education. preference for consumer goods
and implied work years lost, for al] three'dependent var1ab1es This

\ .
is- consistent witb the earlier HCA find1ngs that preference for consumé?“

durables and oppbrtunity costs have a s#gn1f1cant impact on ult‘!’te ¢
cn /ﬁ
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wanted fertility.  ® | - . (
n

_Although patterns by cohort aro dif'icult to ascertain givon
1nconsistenc1es and tendonc1es to r.nch statistica\ siqn1ficancc in fcw

cohorts, some mrniutions seom tow from the regression m_\yus. 1

First, for all throc dependent variablos. the patterns by cohort.
although not completely consistont. seem to suvsest that rtl|t1vo
preference for consumer durables fl : more 1w¢ort1nt detonnin‘;t of
ferti]ity in younger cohorts than 1n older Qohorts. The data 1nd1cg§é

that with the exception of'coho(t 7.8 fairly clear tendency for the

effect of preference for tonsumer goods on fertility to increase with k ..

cohort recency is apparent. It could be lrgue&'th&} the youngest qghdrtf
analyzed niy be too young to have developed a utlffdefined preference

for consumer durab1es or have the time or rosources'xb own oé use any
of the four status items on which this measure s besed. Educaggod. -

v

similarly, had its greatest impact on younger (but not youngest) cqhorts " ) ~f

-
o

Second, i1t would appear that one of the proxy l!lSu of econami
utilities, proportio; of years res;ondcnt has Spent n the la force,
is a more important determinant of fertility amorry older cohortj that’
younger. The findings for implied work years lost are so incoﬁsistent

by cohort as to make any gengralization 1mpossib1c

REXZ N S U

, The RZ ¥indings, however, do not lend Credence to any -

N

\-
.

generalizations about the capacity §f the economic utilities model to

i
i
4

explain fertility differentially by cohort. If support exists for the’
hypothesis under consideration, it 1s.mixed and incanclusive. The N A
evidence seems to suggést only a'clear difﬁlronco in relative import of
cohsuqer durables forvfert111ty by cohort -and sdme,gifference !n the

tmpact of opportunity cdsts across cohorts.




3

~ One str1k1ng findi the regression analyses, colpared wtth _' B (
" the earllerm findings. 1s ‘that husbanis fncon (translated fm, N
relatlve 1ncone position 1d‘earlier analyses) has llttle effect in the
regression analyses except once cohoft is added for Protestants. It
' will be remembered that relative {ncome position of husband was found to

be an important e:planatory varlaﬁle‘ Even in the case of-Protestants.
once cohort is added to the analysis. lncome talls behind ownership,. ' "
education and cohort 1n-+nfluenc1ng fertlllty. It also seefs surprls*ng

in llght of previously reported findings, that subgectlve feellngs of o
ﬂ1nanc1al success make SO llttle difference in fertility expectatlons \k

“ . The regression analyses done separately for categories of \7\\:
rel?g{\n add new dimens1ons fo the economic utllit1es explanat)bn of . L 3 <
¥ \‘ertility\Begsylour Although ‘the explanatory power of cohOrt is \

’

o o
explaining/Protestant fertitity is behind the fairly powerful explanatory. R

conslsteni;éjunderl1ned. 1rrespective of religion, its position in
variablés preferences for consumer durables and education. That ~
cohort is outranked in the regrerioqv'fgr Cat years “:;3 Y \‘\“n
labour force and that ownership and educft\o*,do n6T reach stat tical -
signiflcance in this ca;e provldes,a striktng comparison with Protestants.
| The findings in thls'chapter lead to the general concluslon |
" that although the economic utilities model, as operationalized here, . ;f‘ i
is more successful than the structural approach in explaining wanted . .
family size, it is somewhat less than entirely adequate and:often leads‘ ) ' :
to unclear support for the explanatory power of the model:? thtle, .
and highly mixed, support is found for the hypothesis that youngdr

cohorts are differentially affected in their fertility outcomes by e

-

)
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ecoaouic concoms than cre oldor cohorts. NMt cvidouco mmz tonds

. -to suggest that préferenc.es ﬁow_onsmf dunbles tends, to-be
'v'incrusingly st.rongly related (1nversoly) t.o preferences for chndnn

u cohort 1nc|‘eases Sone swport 1s also found for the difftmtin

1mct of economic concerns on hrtnity among Protcsunts and utholics
f 4
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CHAPTER 6

1

m: 'SOCIOLOGICAL UTILITIES mL AND mzncmm oxrmcnmLs IN
’ EXPECTED FAMILY SIZE AND MANTED r:mmv

<, _".,

B Y

6.1 The Sociological Utilities Model of Fertility
Although the economic utilities model of fertility has been

hailed as at least a first attemt at a cumrehensive theory of fertility,

i not an 1nte9rated theory. it is not without serious limi{tations.

Most qf the critigism of the model 'u1t1matgly dwells, in one way or

anptﬁer,‘ on its neglect of the social context of fertility. This concern

"led to 8 call by ,Easferlin, at a f\ir]y early stagé in the devel'opment
of_-the'»ut‘ifities';m')aé'l. for the deve‘lopr:ent of a theoretical.framework
' which incorpotrates social consideratvions into the economic approach
(Easterlin. 1969:150). Quite recently, two ambitious attempts have been
made to. do just this. Turchi (1975.) undertakes to "present in rigorous
fashtion an .integ‘r?'ated \socioeconomjc theory of fertility that allowé.
noneconomic deter‘min.ants to 1nferact in a plausible way with economic

* determinants® (Yurchi, 1975:2). Scanzoni (1975) focusses on the
"1inkage between role spec‘la]izitions require& by participation:in the )
eca‘eand family size in an attempt to test tr;e'hypothesis that;
greater commitment to opportunity part1c1pati‘on is related to reduced

family size.

§66
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cons“eretton of the esmtm 1nternnm Hn
 these spproaches may be uen'n eﬁumim of ‘
 structural abproacn to fertﬂity descrided 1n'C
econonic utﬁities epproncn mmm M‘%&p | ,
Turchi and Scanzoni view fertility within the c
choice. Choice tn both approaches is the o;rucili | ,
‘choice constr‘tinnd by hsource allocation defind both econaﬂcany o q
and socially. o v ‘
The new approach which could be n_ile& a 'sbciol__ogic&ﬁ utilities

or socioeconomic u'tﬂities model s inextricebly invoTved wjteh.nhat
has been called the advent of the "new fertﬂity regime”, essentially 7
~an outgrowth of the cnange fron "fate” to "control orientation" referenced &

in the first chapter of this thesis. The "new fertility regime", a

€
PO

concept dev1sed by Bumpass (1973), rests on what is spen as 3 new

-
L d

gestalt surrounding fertility decisions As a result of the 'ra’pid"’lf"
diffusion of  the pill, Bumpass claims the fundunental ru)es under which
’fertil_ity decisions are made have been ﬂ'tered. - Possibilities of -

an effectively controlled chﬂdbearing_ define the '”neu fertility reéime".
Essentiaﬁy. a socibeconomic theory of fertility depends on tne
emergence of the new regime in order that the criterion of constrained
choice is met. . , | Y,
$he importance of social factors in fertility differentials

has long been recognized. Lorimer's eclassic remark, quoted af the

) beginning of Chapter} to underline the relevance of economic factors

.
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MI in nttmting to explﬂa fmi'lity by focussing ﬂmt uclusin!y
on economic variables must be seen a5 at least urthﬂy inadcquau.
The contribution of the newly propoud socioocmMc utilities luodel
Iis the transference of fertility analysis out of the ru]m of aggregate

— social and econoﬁc‘iffennti S and into the renm of a micro-
- decisim-mking framework w soctal variables and in particuhr : B .3:
self-defined role prefemces. are consMend 'ln the utilities context

1
4] A

of choice. | | . o o
- The birth of the socioeconomic utilities model of fertﬂity in -
fact is pnceded by a lengthy period of gcstation The beginnings of |
the mde1 may be traced to the smuntul body of Hterature on the |
‘ relltionship of fmle esployment to fcrtﬂity A¢ early as the first i :
GAFS in the Unfted States, an inverse relationship is found between
female employment and fertility (Freedman et al., 1959). Tt;is finding
is substantiated in the 1960 GAFS where 1t is discovered further that
reasons for employment among working mothers tend to be related to
fertility (Whelpton, et al., 1966:107). In many societies 16 addition
to the U.S., a similar inverse relationship is also found (Maas, 1972).
In a number of developing countries where having c’ndren enhances
productive activities, a direct relationship betweed fema]e euployment oW

and fertﬂity enrges (Stycos and Weller, 1967). ' o %
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!* Exﬂainin m asom of ‘an mom relationship 1n ndarn

!

RS ’m'sociotip proves more ¢iff{éult than destriding 4t, as aima. L

. » »
‘. .

e - Sﬂ of the t‘lpie nﬁﬂn ericowntered in such an explanation are

exaninegd by M niai' (1970) ha stw of femile emloyment and
e sxm . ug, one nl, 15 hat oum argund (Bobe.: el
desire to work muits in a limitation on.family siza. !n this senu v
" th-i. !.ﬂy size s determined by fenl‘mloynnt On the other hand, ¥
| S‘lt (1”0) moes that an equally compelling case can be made far ~
-'th reverse sequence. ‘that wonen v@o have sqnaller faiilies have more
' time to work. Other authors e‘plain the reht'ionship of female employ-
. ment and{rtility by reference to other vavabies Ridley (1968i. for
=~ example, takes the view that education of women is a more powerful
inoi.cator of fertility than is female employment per se. Oppeniieimer
'-";(1970) soggests that labour market demand for women accounts for
: .Lincreas.ing. female labour_force participation Qan(l a consequent redefinition
of fasiligl roles.’. . ‘
« -~ A significant goal of ‘the socioecononic utilities model is
;resolutiai of tnese ambiguities and expansion of the perspect'ives to
‘ comprise other aspects of f,ertility behaviour by provjding a cohere'”
t_h_eoretical framework, in which to analyze fertility. The utility model
focusses on the consclous decisions of couples. to have children; thereby
presupposing the existence of the “new fertility regime It is
asswed -by advocates of the socioeconomic utilities approach that this
decision-mking pmcess is contingent on allocation of scarce resources,
both economic and s‘bcial among a number of activities. of ‘which |

L childbearing 1 £ on'ly ore., The approach requires only determination of
‘_' ’
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price of children or potentfal income (Turchi, 1975:57). The
Production function for children and the demand function explicitly
allow for the fmpact of ecial norms on the options perceived by the
couple. Furtherwore, Turchi adapts the orthodo.x economic mode!l of
.cumn} ‘b'ohoviour‘t‘o accounf for two’'features .'Mch clearly set
fertility decigions apart from other consumer decisions: the
frreversibility of the family size decision and tﬁe néi::sity of a
major commitment af resources early in the life cycle. The former
problem was cited in Section 5.1 as a bas'ic impediment in rendering
fertility deEisions analogdus to other consumer decisions.

The remainder of Turchi's path-breaking study is devoted to
emgiricaI analysis of the model hé constructs."His empirical sources
for time costs of children are two surveys conducted in 1965 and 1970
by thé Survey Research Center at the University of Michigan. The 1965
survey is the Productive Americans Survey and the 1970 survey is )
the Eamfly Econoﬁics Survey. Both surveys have as théir stated‘~—”/’/
purpose *'to explain and interpret differences within this country in
the extent to which families work, plan ahead, accept change, avoid
risk, and keep a high and rising, but realizable, set of goals'."
(Turchi, 1976:76 quoting from Morgan et al., 1966:2). For money
expenditures on children, Turchi (1975:119) relies on the U.S. Bureau
of Labor Statistics' Survey of Consumer Expenditure. He comp&?es the
estimates for his theoretical paramkters derived from this source with

~»
other empirical attempts to e child cost, concluding that

estimates derived from oth rces although superior in some way§

methodologically provide expeniture estimates which are rather high




prcle}onccs|uith1n fie activities available. A)1 else becomes the
subject of ;lpirical fnvestigation. '

Turchi (1975) begins his task of presenting an integrated
socioﬁconon1c theory of fertility wiih salid grouhding in the economic

model. Essentiallyade views the fertility decision as o

activity but one which cannot be succeisfully unders tood
without reference to the cultural and institutional context in which
the decision is made. According to Turchi's scheme, decisions about

f re based on experience (background viriables), personal
pre xpectatijons pf resources available and predictions about -
costs of children (Turchi, 1975:5-6). In Turchi's theory social

factors 1mp%nge on the fertility decision in two ways: (1) prefe;ences
for children relative to other consumer activitiés vary systematically
with membership in social groups; and (2) norms governing resource
allocations to children are strongly differentiated by socioeconomic
strata. Decisions regarding desired (or optimal) family size are
translated into actual fertility through fertil{ty regulating activity,
anotier dimension of the family size decision.

Following the development of formalized equations for determining
the production functions of children, bpportunity costs of children,
market budget constraints and optimum number of children, Turchi (1975:
57) develops a demand funct{on for children. In this function, demand
depends on the couple's pérceived price of children and on potential
income, both of which are dependent on noneconomic factors. According
to Turchi, these noneconomic or social factors affect the demand for
children in two ways: (1) "b} altering the quantity of children demanded”

for ayy given levei of perceived price and potential income:" and (2)

n
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"by altering the response of different couples” to chorfjes in perceived i
) price of children or potential income ' (Turchi, \975:57)\. The production . :
function for children and the demand fw\\ction oxplicitlj allu for the ' 5
{mpact of social norms on the opt1oﬁs perceived by the coup\c Further- ‘ ‘

more, TurcM adapts the orthodox ocdnomc mode! of coﬂ'smr bohavww to
account for two features which c\urly set fertility docisions apart from
other consumer decisions: the irreversibility of the family sm decision
and the necessity of a major commitment of 'resourccs early in the life
cycle. The former problem was cited in Section 5.1 as a basic impediment
in rendering fertility decisions analogous to other consumer decisi'bns.
The remainderiof Turchi's path-breaking study is devoted to
empirical analysis of the model he constructs. His empirical sources .\for '
time costs of‘ children are two surveys conducted in 1965 and 1970 b;‘ the
Survey Research -Center at the Ghiversity of Michigan. The 1965 survey
is the Productive Americans Survey and the 1970 survey is the Family
Economics Survey. Both surveys have as their stated purpose "'to exp]a.in and
interpret differences within this cduntry in the extent to which
families work, plan ahead ™dccept change, avoid risk, and keep a high ~
and rising, but realizable, set 6f goals'." (‘urchi , 1975:76 quoting
from Morgan et al., 1966:2). For money expenditures on children,
Turchi (1975:119) relies on the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics'
Survey oflConsumer Expenditure. He compares the estimates for hisy
theoretita] parameters derived from this source with othe; empirical
attempts to measure child cost, concluding that estimates derived from
other souréés although superior in some ways methodologically

provide expenditure estimates whicﬁ are rather ‘high. (Turchi, 1975:159-160).
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Interestingly, in Wight of the present analysis, Turchi 7

(1975:163) estimates expectations of opportunity costs (both time and
fney costs) ané leng rem potentis? incese by reference te the
experiences of older cohorts tn similar occupational and educationa)
groups. To measure preferences for children and preferences for
other consumer durablgs. Turchi (1975:180) complains that he ts forced
to rely on soci raphic proxies because inappropriate data are
collected in ferti?ity surveys. Conclusions on demend for children
are hampered by reliance on these proxies for individual responses and
consequent problems of multicollinearity. Turchi (1975:214-215)
concludes by emphasizing the need for collection of appropriate survey
data to thoroughly test his model. MHe suggests, among other things,
that data be collectgd on preference for parenting relative to other
preferences, on relative feelings about alternative family sizes and
on husband-wife interaction in decision-making.

Scanzoni's (1975) approach differs from that of Turcﬁi in
his reliance on economic utilities model solely as a framework for the
development of a sociological utilities model and in the use of in-depth
interviews on preferences for social roles and social psychological
persuasions. Specifically, Scanzoni (1975:7) focusses on sex or gender
role norms and martte} rales within a utility framework. In his
application of the utilities framewdrk to a soctotogical perspective,
Scanzoni, in effect, does what Turchi calls for at the conclusion of
his work.

Scanzoni (1975:7) cites changes in sex role norms as a

critical variable in fertility résearch. a variable which may be
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respensidle, in pert, for éclinfag u“ul 'onﬂuypm i the
1970's.  Viewing sex reles and fortility 1n 1mpiicit utility torms has
o tong Mstery 15 domoresty. /s olifty-in WO Woffime g ett
sugpested that the treditiona) femsle rele 1a the U.S. 1s inextricadly
bound tegether with childearing and childresring. Devis (1967) points
toward cowctittqn N‘tw educationa) and occwpations) opoortun’tui
ond family interests. Blake (1965) and Ridiey (1968) underline the
utdlity themr in female roles and fertility by suggesting, in Blake's
case, that “offspring . . . are the instrumentalities for achieving

virtually prescribed social 'statuses’', and almost the exclusive

3

avenues for feminine creativity and ach‘.v;mt.“ Ridley (1965), in
a similar vein, emphasizes the competition betwsen non-familial and
familia) roles for women and ties this to the procreative powers of the
family. Goldberg (1960) and Westoff and Potvin (1967) poimt out that
higher fertility among Catholics than Protestants might be attributable
to a more traditional female sex role held by Catholics. Hoffmeyer
(1962) and Kammeyer (1966) examine the female role and motherhood using
an fwplicit utility model. More recently, Holstrom (1972) in a study
of the two career family found that women's orientations were an
important factor in influencing childbearing. Clarkson et al.,
(1970) and Germaine (1975) similarly find that the degree to which
traditional sex roles are held by women is an {mportant determinant
of family size.

Using data from 3,096 interviews conducted in ten metropolitan
areas in the U.S., Scanzoni (1975:13-14) sets out to develop a series

of dimensions of sex role orientation including self-defined roles,

-

Gaadii
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norus ond sectel paychologich) ¢lamnsions of s0)f-tenseps.
18 comprised of 15 piresat Dlacks fnd faciudos o) aushegs of
R 3

(tgu'uu. mlmj. The h:nnat wrisdles weer “ntuu .
nclude o dimnsions of the sectal pesition of wife (omadttions) v"c'
role and wife self-actuelization), three diamastens of the sectel
Position of husbend (prodlemstic Musbend altepetions, fastitutiona)fzed
equality end traditions! mm'n‘fo). two dimensions of the socta!
position of mother (religious legitimetion of mother role end treditions!
mother Tute) and two dimnsions of self-cencept (instrumental self-
concept and expressive self-concept). Inftially, Scu.u_oni (1975:19-62)

combines these dimensions witd five background verfables (race. sex,

\

religion, education and age) to assess m‘tmun of sex roles.
/ma the dimensions of sex Foles and se)f-concept have been
established, Scanzoni (1975:63-103) attespts tﬂnt relationships
between these disensions and orientations tomard childbesring. The
central dependent vartable in Scenzoni's analysis 1s birth intentions,
the same concept as is used fn the 1970 U.S. National Fertility Survey.
Using such variables as wife's employment, education, income of fomily
and‘ proportion of' life that wife has worked in conjunction with the
previously developed dimensions of sex role'oricnution and self-
concept, Scanzoni 'seeks to test the possible paths of influence on
birth intentions. The mode! he develops (Scanzomi, 1975:72) proves
especially useful in explaining fertility intemtions of younger women
but less useful for older women and men. A striking finding s that

“within the context of full gwloynnt and espectally. higher education,



scanrent (1DMHS-M) m!m the empirics) smaiits with ‘

s 30114 ¢iscussion of the thgawetical, upuuu&n of Ms'work. Sex
role dimansions. o3 he hos defined thes, mnu-t Preferences for
particular kinds of rewards within the @lstridutive systen of rerds

or interest defined by pex "‘!‘ By implieation, thay alse tavelvwe .
willingress to farege anmﬁn revards. Individyalisa, os defined

by Scanzont (1975:99) essentially equetes with gex role egelitarionisa
or modemnity. This {s inwersely related to f.“'l“,lhl Wts

s preference for non-familiia) rewards such as fy1l-ttee Toyment,
education and later oge ot marriage.

In terus of inmovetion, Scanseni's work clesrly represents aa
impertant centridbution. Viewing secla).and social paychologicel
preferences in terms of & wtility frampwerk appesrs to have substantial '
explanatory possidbility in understanding modern fertility behaviour. .‘T
It is. however, not without shortcomings. SPNEE the work is 30 new_ o
many of the potential difﬂcultics in the approach have not yet
appeared in print. Reliance will be placed, therefore, on. this suthor!s
perception of pessible limitations. First, the classical question of
the ways norms and behaviour are related arises. There would appear to
be a 'fnﬁoc.l loop" wheredy nores arfoct behaviowr (and generally /\
precede it) but certata Maviour‘s. particularly those effected n;
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in fife. tend to.det;nmiﬁ;‘or at least mo&1fy normative stances. Second,
as in any utilities approach, the quegkion'of how aware individuals are
of the trade-offs made seeﬁs an 1mboftgdt component of the model. It
might be, as Sc;nzon{ (1975:100) suggests that the mor consciou;
1nd1v1duais are of alternative rewards or cdgts; the more effective they
are likely to be in atteining desired utilities. A third critical
issue is whether familistic ahd non-familistic rewards are, of
necessity:'trade-offs. Through sex role changes, including male sex
role changes, it could be true increasingly that modern women may not .
reduce family éize‘beyond‘a basic minimum but desire increased non-
familial rewards as well. ‘1In part, this question is related to the
familiar "telescoping" préﬁlém which plagues all recent studies of
fertility differentials. |

“In spite of these d{fficu]ties, the sociological utilities
modé1 appears to possess the capacity to explain differentié] fertility,
possibly in ways superior to Eh;t of the structural approach and
perhaps also superior to the economic utilities model. The purpose of
this chapter is to examine the capaqi;y of.fhis model, in adapted form,
to explain intefco'brt differentials in expected family size and
w&nted completed. fertility. The adaptation of the model and operation-
alization of concepts is the topic under consideration in the next
section. The specific hypothesis to b; tested in the first empirical
sections of this chapter is the following: Youngef cohorts reveal role
preferences and values whith are extra-familial and individualistic

and therefore comdéf’%ive with childbearing to a greater degree than

older cohorts. Fo]lpwing consideration of this hypothesis within the
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framework of a sociological utilities model, a comparison will be

attempted between the exp]anatv y potential of the'economic model and

that of the sociological mod/ . The following hypothesis wiil be

tested in that secé}on: These extra-familial and individualistic

role preferences and va]pes are more important determinants of expected

A

and wanted completed flbily size than economic considerations. Also

’

included in this 1a}€er analysis is a comparative analysis of the

relative import of/those structural (background) variables found to
¥

be of explanatory importance in Chapter 4.

6.2 Operationalization and Adaptation of the Sociological Utilities
" Madel " -

f The sociological utilities model under analysis here more
closely resembles the model of Scanzoni than that of Turchi. This is
largely true becduse the GAFS questionnaire, although far less
comprehensive than that used by Scanzoni, includes a series of questions
on role orientations, self-concept and attitudes. Some of these questi:zs,
in fact, are identical to those used by Scanzoni. Since testing of a
sociological utilities model was neve: a central purpose of the Growth \
of Alberta Families Study, it is not surprising that the questionnaire ‘**<\
contains relatively few qqestions of relevance. Rather, it could be
said to be a tribute to the foresight of the co-directors that the
number of questions that did appear are sufficiently numerous to enab{e
the deveiopment of role and attitude indices. -
In operationalizing the sociologicéﬁ utilities model, responses

to questions concerning role preferences, self-concept and attitudes are

combined to form composite indices. Details of computation of theseA
5
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indices appear in Appendix_B. The index called Traditional Female Role

s deVe1o¢ed on the basis of several personal questions such as
rpreferred work stdtus, childbearing and sterilization.kision-making
and’ on a series of ten abstract questions on roles of women which
reflect role preferences on the respondent. This index, as all of the
other six. -requires traditional responses to more th;n half of ‘those
questions comprising the inde;( in order that thl respondent be sco'red
high on TraQitiona] Female Role. The same criterion is applied to
categorize a respondent as Tow on this index. Contradictory or medium
scores are required to categorize the respondent in the middle range
of this variable. & ,
Two series of question; are u;ed in the developme‘nt of inq‘
pertinent to maternal role. The first, called Trad1t10na1 Mother Role ' S
Orientation, relies on three personal quest1ons concerning preferred
working status, desire for .children and personal attitudes toward
voluntarily childiess coup]es a%t"ﬁ'as on a series of;fwht non-
personal questions concerning working mothers, division of labour in
marr1age: pregnancy leaves from work, child- care centres and happiness
of families with children. These latter questions are thougﬁt to
reflect no;ms surrounding the traditional mother role as perceived by
the respondent. Respondents are trichotomized as before, ’
The second series of questions is selected to obtain a
measure of Traditiona] Childbearing Motivation. This is, of course,
_more ',fisglt to infer from attitude questions than are self-defined

role orientations.. It could be argued, however, that childbearing
motivation is conceptually ferent from mother role orientation and
N \‘
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th are thedretically important in examining sociological utilities.

ne“per&ooel ques tion 1s'used in the development of this index:
d .whether or not the respondent expects to 1ive with her chilfﬁen in.
old age. In addition, four normative perception questions pre used.
‘;ho should make childbeariop decisions. whether women ought to stay
at home ufth children and uhether families with large numbers of
children are happiest As was done for the other indices, responses

here are trichotomized into high, medium and low.

A fourth 1ndex is developed to measure egalitarianism within

marriabe. Five questions were used to develop this index, Egalitarian

Attitudes. Ome persona1 question asking whether any discussion
ensued at the time of the marriage with-spouse as to:the number of
children desired is included. Four normative questions are also
included here: who should make childbearing decisions. marital role

egalitarianism and sexual egalitarianism. Respondents again are

trichotomized on the basis of these questions according to the criteria

outlined above.

The above indices are closely related, although not identical,

to those developed by Scanzoni in both operationalization and intent.

They essentially att;opt to reflect role preferences and motivations
in order to measure.and assess trade-offs. In addition to these
measures, an attempt is made in the operationalization of the socio-
- logical utilities model to extend Scanzoni's pioneering efforts to
include variables on which he did not collect information. For this

purpose, three additioha] indices are developed: two concerning
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,ttitudes tcuards largc fu’uu and ponutioo\_m and_ ahuMch»
~ measures traditiona'l sex ratio prafanmu 1n children, AH kﬂc

" of these variables h‘ﬂi been- shoun in many of tha yorld' fert111ty
studies to have relevance to fertility behaviour.. :\_

The index called Concern with Population Growth s basad on ifﬁ
tvo attitude questions siout.large fomilfes and serfousness of m L o
world population problem. Respondents are cataqorized into high.

" medium and low concern using the criterion outlined earlier. A secnnd
1naex¢ Tolerarce for Large Families, is also based on two attitude
questions, one on large families and one on how many children would
be too many in the Jverage Canadian family.™ Once again, respondents
are trichotomized on the baais of responses‘to these questions.

- The last index to be developed, Traditional Sex Preferences
in Children, is based on two qugstions with a third question providing
a lead-in to one of these. The two questions employed here ask the . /
ré}pondent's preferred sex ratio at the time of her marriage and her
ideal preferfed sex ratio at survey'time. On the basis of responses to
these two questions two sex ratioa were computed for each respod&ant.

Sex ratios higher than 1 are deeméd trad{tiohal sex ratio preferences,
lower than 1 low on traditional scores, and 1 or contradictoryprat
a medium or non-preference level. The intent in developing this index
is to have a measure 6f another dimension of traditional as opposed
to less traditional preferencés. Since this measure clearly relates
in a direct way to the question of birth expectations, it is seen as

a useful measure.
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e’ 1m vmmo to be mum in um cheptar’ s anatjats LI
f! mm: s education. 'TM:’ ypnﬂ’h. as in mptor 5 is hml} & o q
ed nroxy mm yor m-mmm lctﬂmy as well as opportunﬂy ‘ . J
costs incurred, by eMldbnng el B
| ‘The mmg varfables to be us\n the present culysis. oo
‘a8’ ’WVM s, coq;ﬁu S ot those uﬂin‘ﬁbm" pa 7N ‘q
analysis underuken in Chapter 4. Expected fmﬁy size, nnted s o

completed fertility 1 amg:lantod completed fertﬂity 2 are. the nrhbles
under consideﬁtiﬁ The justification for inclusion of pnly these_
variables is the same ;s_it was in Chapter 5. The concern: here is ‘
choice and preference so that ideal and desired family siz: are not v
directly relevant. | . : -
The me{hods of analysis to be used in this chapter are the

same :s fhose_ used in the prev‘lous two chapters. First, adjustments
are mi;de for differences among cohorts in the three dgpgndent variables ' v
by means of Multiple Classification}Ana’lysis (MCA). This is done first

" . with each‘ vgriable alone with cohort and then for all variables acting
together. The second approach is multiple regresshion analysis applied
separately to each cbhort. Following this, multiple regression analysis
is undertaken for each dependent variab]e with cohort added to other
variables in the model. ‘Lastly, at the end of this chapter, ‘
discriminant an‘alysis of all variables studied so far is used to
determine which variables contr1bu£e most to exb?anatory power. This

analysis is done for all three dependént variables with background,

economic and sociological variables 'acting,together'j and with only the °
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that on]y in_one instance does intercorrelation reach an unacceptably

Mt&- } ‘b ..
ﬂ Gr "

tnbles of anaiysis of variance presented 1n Appendf; E Tables EH to

£¢4 “As before, the analysis of separate effects has the secondary -~
purpose of testing for 1nteract10ns among predictor vari&bles prior to
submitting all sociological variab]es to the MCA at ‘the same time.

Prior to undertaking analysis of variance, it is necessary to

) test intercorrelation among predictor variables. Table 6.1 reveals

high level A correlation coefficient of .68 between tolerance of 1arge
families and concern with' popq"tion growth suggests the need for
elimination of one of these variables since they appear to measure

similar concerns Jt was decided to eliminate cond“h with population

‘growth, a more genecyc and less personal index, from further analyses.

‘The tolerably Tow levels of intercorrelation shown in Table 6.1 among

AN

the remaining sociological variables leads to the conclusion that these
variables are appropriate for inclusion in analysis of variance.

In Table 6.2, the association between each of the operation-
aj}ized sociological variables and each dependent variable is shown.
As was found at this stage in the analysis in both previous chapters,

_cohort at the zero-order level is the most important explanatory
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variable for all three measures of wanted fomily sfze. For all three
depehdent variables, tolerance of large families closely follows °
cohort 1in explanaiory potential, followed at some distance by
egalitarian attitudes, mother role orientation ang traditional femnfo J/
roTe orientation. Traditional childbearing motivation and traditional
sex ratio preferences }n children are least important for expected
family size and wanted Eompleted fertility 1. For wanted completed
fertility 2, traditional childbearing motivation is also least important
but'trahitional sex ratio preferences in thildren is at par with

mother role orientation in third rank importance.

For each measure.of wanted family size, Tables 6.3 to 6.8
show variation in the measure across each sociological variable and
across cohorts as well as the results of two-way classifications of
cohort with each sociological vafiab]e in turn. Unadjus?ed deviations
by cohort and deviations adjusted separately for each of the socio-
logical variables under consideration are presented in Tables 6.4,

6.6 and 6.8. This MCA is supported by analysis of variance tables
appearing in Abpendix E.

From Table 6.3, it is apparent that the variables accounting
for most of the variance in expected family size are the same as those
reported in Table 6.2: cohort, tolerance of large families and
egalitarian attitudes. The ranges for these variables are 1.57, .89

and .68 respectively. After controlling for each socicogical variable

\¥n\xg£g:‘fhg amount of variance explained by cohort remains significant

at the .001 level as shown in Tables E.1 to E.6. Tolerance for large

families and egalitarian attitudes remains statistically significant

286
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controliing for mother rele oﬂom/uin. cohort 6 evidences on

expected family size ot virtuol‘} the seme low level as cehort 7
but cohort 2 stdll has the highest expectations. After adjustment
for coch secielogical verisble, dehort | retitne second pldke fob
large expected fanilj size. rts 3, 4 and 5 remain very close to

the overall mean expected fawily size after controlling for each

sociological variabdle.
Controlling for eath of the six sociological veriables

separately has the effect/ of decreasing varfability in expected family

size—across cohfrts. As/was true in previous separate analyses, no

clear pattern py cohort/is apparent after adjustment is made for each
sociological fable./ Beta weights appearing in Table 6.4 reveal that
when each sgtfzfogic 1 variable is acting with cohort, cohort exhibits
the greater influence on expected family size. These beta weights
also support the ¢arifer findjng that cohort, tolerance of large
families, egolitarl\? attitudes and traditional mother role orientation
are the 1mpbrtant va?\ab\es in exp]aining‘ﬁiriance in expected family
size. Tra¢1tional female role orientation, a variable of relative
jmportance in Table 6.2 loses Some df its impact upon adjustncnt.

| Unadjusted variation in wanted completed fertility 1 by
cohort and the six sociological variables taken separately is presented
in Table 6.5. Variables acéﬁunting for most of the variance in wanted
completed fertility 1 include cohort, tbierance of large families and
egalitarian attitudes once more. Ranges for these variables are 1.39,

.88 and .69\?!spect1ve\y. After controlling for each of the sociological

variables in turn, the amount of variance explained by cohort remains

o ®
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ot the .001 Yevel after controlling for cohort, o8 evidenced by Tebles
of.lmd (.4 ‘

Also shewm 10 Table 6.3 13 the pattern of expected family
s12¢ Gcross cohorts and Bociolegical verisbles. As Ms been found in
eaglier analyses, a clear tondency for family size expectations to .
decline with cohort is shown with cohoft 2 once again revesling a
higher expected family size than cohort 1., A direct relationship 1s °
app;ront between expected family size ond.tgr.o of the soctological
variables: mother role orientation, tolerance of large families and
traditional childbearing motivation. For traditional female role
orientation, medium and high categories are virtus)ly fedistinguishadle
with bogh considerably higher than for low traditional female role
orientation. The relationship between expected family size and
egalitarian attitudes is clearly inverse with fairly sizeable
differences in expectations by levels of egalitarian attitudes. In

\‘\. terms of tradi;ional sex ratio preferences in children, those with
traditional preferences have highest !‘rtility expectations and those
with medium preferences hav: lowest.

Table 6.4 shows unadjusted and adjusted deviations from the
grand mean for @xpected family size for each of the sociological
variables acting together with cohort. From this table it is clear ®
that the general pattern is for expected family size to decline with
cohort, as was found in previous analyses of both background and economic
variables. After controlling for each sociologiéal variable in turn,
except for traditional mother role orientation, cohort 2 has the

highest family size expectations and cohort 7 the smallest. After
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sfgnl;icant at .001 (Tables E.19 torE.24). Tolerance for large
familiés remafns sdgnificant in explaining variance.1n wanted completed
fert111ty’) at .001 after cohort is controlled (Table E.21). .After
cont}olling for.cohort, ega11ta£ian attitudss remaip significant at
.063, as shown in Table E.22.
Nar1et10nsA1n wantedccomp1eted fertility 1 across cohorts
and sociological variables, as shown in Table 675. are basically
similar to those found for expected family si:Z in Table 6.3. Cohort
2 has the highest wanted completed fertility 1, followed by cohort 1.
< Although cohort 7, as we]] as cohort 6, indicates the lowest wanted
completed fert111ty, the decline for this dependent variable from
tohort 2 to conprt 7 is not linear as it was for expected family size.
o As was true for expected family size, in Table 6.3 direct relationships
are apparent between wanted completed fertility 1 and mother role
orientation, tolerance of 1an£’amﬂies and traditional childbearing
motivation. An inverse relationship occurs once again-between
egalitarian attitudes and wanted completed fertility 1. Respondents
., with. low rank on traditional female role orientation have lower wanted
s completed fertility 1 than those with medium or high rank nhfeh
ind1cate similar levels of wanted family size. The pattern in sex
rat1o preferences for wanted completed ferti]ity 1 is the same- as for
Aexpected fami]y size. Those with preferences for équal numbers of boys
— ‘ and'gjrls, on'averaée. indicate smaller wanted completed fertility 1
thanythose with relative p}eferences for either boys or giris. o

Respondents with high relative preferences for boys have the hfghest

wanted ;anpleted fertility 1.
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(Results of MCA for each sociological variable acting together
with cohort on wanted completed fertility 1 are shoun in Table 6.6.
As was true for expected family size in Table 6.4, the generat pattern
revealed here is for wanted completed fertility 1 to decline with
cohort. After controlling for each sociological variable separatedy,
cohort 2 has the highest wanted completed fert111ty‘l consjstently,
followed by cohort 1 and either Cohort 6 or cohort 7 has the lTowest.
The middle cokorts indicate levels of wanted completed fertility 1 which
are very close to the grand mean, after adjustment is made for eacH
sociological varijable.

Variability across cohorts is generally decreased by adjusting
for each sociologica1'variab1e. The one exception is sex ratio
preferences in children in which variability remains the same following
"adjustment. Beta weights appearing in Table 6.6 reveal that each
sociological variable when acting together with cohort, has less of an
influence on wanted completed fertility 1“than cohort. Findings of

Table 6.2 are supported by these beta weights as well. Cohort is
\ followed in 1mbortance by tolerance of large families and ega]ita(ian'
attitudes. ' . |

Table 6.7 shows variation across tategories of cohort and the

sociological variables for wanted completed fertility 2. Those
varfables accounting for most of the variance in this dependent
variable, as revealed by the ranges, include cohort, tolerance of
large families and egalitarian attitudes, the same variables found to
-be 1mp6;tant f6r both of the earlier described dependent variables.

Respective ranges for these variables are 1.40, .78 and .58. Appendix

-3
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Tables E.37 to E.42 show that, after controlling for each . the six
sociological variables in turn, the alount of variance exp ined by

~ cohort remains significant t 00l Tolerance for large familias
also remains significant.at .001 in explaining variance in wanted
@oreted mmm 1 after cohort {3 contryl (Tahle E.39). Aftar
controlling fo( cohort in Table E.40, egalfta attitudes remain
significant at .019. |

Variations in wanted completed fertility 2 across cohorts and‘h

sociological variables revealed in Table 6.7 differ somewhat from
those faund for the other two measures of family size preferences

As was true for expected family size and wanted conpleted fertility 1,
direct relationships are found between wanted completed fertility 1,
direct relationships are found between wanted completed fertility 1
‘and mother role orientation and tolerance of large families. With
this deoendent variable, however, direct relationships are also found
for traditional female role_orientations and traditional sex ratio
preferences in children with a fairly sizeable variation in the latter
\ variables. Traditional childbearing motivation, 2 variable found to

" pelate directly to the other two dependent variables, shows in this
instance.idsntical values in medium and high ranks, but 2 lower wanted
completed fertility 2 in the "low" category. As was true for the other
two dependent variables: a moderate inverse relationship between

wanted completed fertility 2 and egalitarian attitudes is apparegt.

The pattern across cohorts for this variable differs_considerably from

the earlier patterns. As before, cohort 2 has the highest wanted

completed fertility 2, followed by cohort 1 and cohortaz has the lowest

296
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with cohort 6 the second Yowest value. .The pattern for the middle

Okt

cohorts here is the opposite'of what it was for expected famtly _ ‘
size. Among.cohorts 3, 4 and 5, cohort 3 has the lowest wanted |
completed fertility 1 ‘and cohort 5 thc highest

Unadjus&.dinnd adjus ted dtvtptions from the grand mean fOr
wanted completed fertility 2 for‘cach socioIogical variable acting
t09ether with cohort are shown. in Table 6.8. The general pattern here,
as_before. is for wanted completed fertility 2 to decline with cohort.
After controlling for each soc1blogica1 variable 1% turn, cohort 2
has the largest wanted completed fértility 2, followed by cohort 1
at considerable distance and cohort 7 uniformly has the lowest, with
* cohort 6 a Elose second to the lowest. The middle coho?ts hover ) >
closply around the grand mean after adjustment is made for each
sociological variable. | ’

Variability in yanted completed fertility 2 across cohorts is
decreased by adjustment for each sociological variable, although not
by much for some_variables. Cohort is shown to have the g;eater
influence on wanted completed fertility 2 when taken_together with each
sociological variable, as‘shown by the beta weights appearing in
Table 6.8. After adjustment for cohort, those variables having the
greatest influence on wanted completed fertility 2 include tolerance
of large families, egalitérian attitudes and traditiogg} mother roie
or1en1;t10n The variable, traditional sex ratio preferences which
was found to have the same unadjusted value as traditional mother
role oriézzzz;;;\;ﬁ‘iab1e 6.2, loses its importance after adjustment
for cohort. |

!
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The second step in this section, as in previous chapters, .
is .to test for 1nteractions among predictar variables before
subnitting all sociologica] variables together to further analysis.
Tests for interaction are made by means of two-way analysis of -
variance, according to the specifications outlined in Chapter 4.
Appendix Tables E.1to E. 54 present the summary results of ana1ysis
of variance for the three dependent variables.
For expected family size, the following statistically significant
interactions were found in Tables E.1 to E.18:

[

Cohort-Childbearing .015
ggalitarian attitudes- Childbearing .036..

For wanted completed fertility 1, the following interactions with
accompanying levels of statistical significance were found (Tables E.19
to E.36):

Cohort-Childbearing .019
Egalitarian attitudes- Ch\ldbearing .052.

Only one statistically significant interaction was found for wanted
completed fertility 2 (Tables E.37 to E.54): |

Cohort-Childbearing .075..

6.4 Sociological Variables Acting Together

Multiple Classification Analysis is,continued in this section with
analysis of the effects of all sociological variables acting together
with cohort for the three dependent variables. The results of multiple
regression analysis within cohort categories are also presented. Qne

variable in each pair found to be interactive in the above analysis is
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eliminated from this MCA. For each dependent variable, MCA {s done twice

with different omitted variables. Results are prese;ted in Tables 6.9 to
6.14. '

In Table 6.9, unadjusted and adjusted deviations from the grand
mean for expected family gize are shown with the variable tradi;iona1
;hi]dbearing motivation oéitted. As indicated by beta weights appearing
at the bottom of the table, cohort and tolerance of large families appear
to have the most pronouncéd explanatory power followed at some distance
by egalitarian attitudes, once all other variables in the model are held
‘constant. These findings are consistent with earlier findings for
uncontrolled relationships in Table 6.2 and.separate analyses in Table 6.3.

The effect of adjustment for all six variables in the model
simultaneously is to generally decrease deviétions from the grand mean.
The decline in expected fami]y Size (from cohort 2 through 7) becomes
slightly less accentuated as a result of adjustments, with both earlier
and later cohorts being adjusted downwards. The inverse re]ationship
between cohort and expected family size, except for cohorts 1 and 3, is
clear with a range of 1.30 remaining sizeable. This range ié more
closely allied ip magnitude with that found for the background variables
in Table 4.26 than that found for economic variables in Table 5.10.
Decrease in deviation is most pronounced for cohort 2 where the unadjusted
and adjusted deviation from the mean is greatest. [Effects of adjustment
are far less substantial but still sizeable in cohorts 5, 6 and 7. ‘

Adjustment effects are least pronounced in cohorts 1, 3 and 4.
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Table 6.10 presents the results of an MCA for five sociological
varisbles, omitting egalitarien attitudes and cohort with exhected family
size as dependant varisble again. ‘lln. bets wetights Confivem
findings of Table 6.9 that tolerance of large families is an important
explanatory variable. This variable is followed, at some considerable
distance, by traditional sex ratio preferences in children and traditional
female role orientation. Mother role orientation, a variable found to
be of relative importance i‘ the uncontrolled analysis reported in Table
6.2, and traditional childb;&fing motivation emerge in this version of
MCA as important.

An MCA similar to the one appearing in Table 6.9 is presented in
Table 6.11 for wanted completed fertility 1. Cohort, tolerance of large
families and egalitarian attitudes, the same variables as found to be
important for expected family size, emerge as important in explaining
wanted completed fertility 1. In this instance, however, cohort and
tolerance of large families have equal effects on wanted completed
fertility 1. This finding is consistent with both the uncontrolled
analysis reported in Table 6.2 and the separate effects analysis summarized
in Table 6.5.

As was found for expected family size, the general effect of
adjustment for the six variables in the model simultaneously is to
decrease variability in wanted completed fertility 1 across cohorts but to
a slightly greater degree than for expected family size. Cohort 2 again

experiences the greatest decrease as a result of adjustment and cohorts

—
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6 and 7 only slightly sunller decieases. Chaﬁges in deviation from the
grand mean as a result of adjustment aré“‘.ast pronpoynced in cohorts 1,
3 and 5. Following adjus tment, the re1atfﬁiship between cohort and wanted

completed fertility 1 is less clearly 1nve{§e than 1t was for expected

-
- family size.. Although cohort 2 shows highest wanted completed fert111ty )

}
1 and cohorts 6 and 7 lowest, the decline is not consistent from

. -

cohorts 2 through- 7.

.7 In Table 6.12 the results of an MCA with wanted completed fertility

1'as the dependent variable.and five saciologicp) variables, with cohort
and egalitarian attitudes omitted, are summarized. As was found in Table

6.11, tplerance of large fami]ies)is'an important explanatory variable.

As for expected family size, in this case, tolerance is followed in

e SN

importance ‘at some distance by traditional female role orientation and
traditional sex ratio preferences. Traditional mother role orientation,

found to be of medium level importance in the uncontrolled analysis

‘reported in Table 6.2, and traditional childbearing motivation are not

found to be 1Tportant in explaining wanted completed fertility 1.
A parallel ana]ys1s to that appear1ng in Tables 6.9 and 6.11 for

exoected family size and wanted completed fertility 1 appears in Table -

" 6.13 for wanted completed fertility 2. Beta weights appearing at the

bottom of the table indicate that aTthough the variables showing the most
impact on wanted completed fertility 2 are the same ones that were
important in explaining expected family size and Qanted completed
fertility 1, the rank order is different. Tolerance of large families

slightly outweighs cohort in importance followed at some d}stance by
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egalitarian attitudes. This differs fromrthe findings in the uncontrolled
analysis where cohort had more importance than tolerance of large families
(Table 6;2) as well.as the findings of the separate analyses described
earlier.

Iqe overall effect of simultaneous adjustment for the six
sociolog1¥a1 variables included in the model is to decrease the variability
across cohorts in wanted completed fertil.. 2. The magnitude of overall
adjustment for wanted completed fertilid2 resembles that obtained in
the two previous analyses. Ag was found for the other two dependent
variabies. adjustment for the sociological variables with wanted completed
fertility 2 has the greatest effeEt in cohorts 2, 6 and 7.. Smallest
changes in deviations from the granJ\nean are found in cohorts 3 and 5
with.7§7§er cpgpges in cohoets 1 and 4. The relationship between cohort
and wanted completed ferfility 2 is less clearly inverse.tﬁan that found
between cohort and expec;ed family size. The battern also differs from
that found for wanted conp]efed fertility 1. Cohort 2 shows the highest
wanted completed fertility 2 and cohorts 6 and 7 the lowest, as was found
for both of the other dependent variables. Unlike the pattérn found for
wanted completed fertility 1 (Table G.il), the high level of wanted
completed fertility 2 found in cohort 2 is followed by cohorts 1 and 4.

Table 6.14 shows summary results of a second MCA performed with
wanted gompleted fertility 2 as the dependent variable. The non-
significant level of interaction fourid between egalitarian attitudes and
traditional childbearing motivation for wanted completed fertjlity 2

permits .inclusion of egalitarian attitudes in this analysis where this
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variable was previously omitted. As was found in both previous analyses
with the other two dependent varfables, tolerance of large famﬂl!ei
emerges as the most influential sociological variablt on wanted conp\eted
fert111ty 2 both when cohort is 1ncluded and when “ is not second in
importance is egalitarian‘,ttitudes a variable found to be important in
the earlier reported uncontroIled analysis, the separate analyses and the
MCA appearing in Table 6.13. Foilquing ai some distance is traditional
sex ratio preferences, a»variable found tp.have a level of 1nf1bence on
" wanted completed fertility 2 equal to that of traditional mother role
orientation in the earlier uncbntrblled ana1ysis‘but shown to have less
1mportance than mother role {n subsequent separate analyses. Variab]es-
-with 1ittle influence on wanted completed fertility 2 include traditional
mother role orientation, a variable found in earlier analysis to lose
its explanatory import once cohong:was added to the model, traditional
fennle‘role orientation and traditional childbearing motivation.

It would appe&r, in summary, that on the basis of the Multiple
Classification Analysis with all sociological variables acting together,
limited support is found for the explanatory value of the sociologica]"
utilities model as operationalized here. When cohort is included in the
analysis, cohort supersedes all sociological var(gples in explanatory

. power for'expected family size, ties with an attitudinal variablie’ for
wanted completed fertility 1 and is slightly superseded by the same
attitudinal variabNe, tolerance of large families, for wanted completed
fertility 2. The variable of third rank importance for expected family

size and wanted completed fertility 2 and of second rank for wanted



. " ~ m
completed ‘fertility 1 in the same MCA is egalitarian attitudes, 2 variablef
that is measuring aspects of role preferencas

The second set of analyses in which cohort and egalitarian attitudes

" are omitted when expected family size and wanted completed fertility )
are the dependent variables. and ~only. cohort when wanted completed
fertility 2 1s the dependent variable similarly provides only nixed
support -for the explanatory ‘potential of the sociological utilities model.

. In all three instances, tolerance for large families emerges as the |
critical detenminant of family size.. For !xpected family size, the
variable of second-level importance is sexfratio preference, a variable
which might be said to contain elements of normative role preferences,
followed by traditional female role orientation, the classic role
preference variable. The order of these variables is reversed for the
wanted completed fertility 1 analysis. For warfted completed fertility 2,
egalitarian attitudes ranks second after tolerance, followed by\sex ratio
preferences in children.

The next step-in the analysis is the examination of multiple
regression applied first to each c‘port separately and thep summarized
for each dependent variable with cohort included in the regression model
for categories of religion. This analysis, taken in conjunction with
the MCA's describefi above, provides the basis for testing the first
hypothesis outlined in Section 6.1. Regression adds to the analysis by
permitting examination of the directionality of effects as well as '
patterns by cohort. A1l operationalized sociological variables, being

ordinal scales, are appropriate for inclusion in the regression analysis.

o
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»A.‘s'in the p_r_cwous‘!q;‘él chapters, order of variable ent;'y to the hierarchical
g ngnssion' ana}ysis is d_etemined by zerd-order relationships between.
the 1n&ependent.anl depg%dent variables. The order of appearance of
" independent vari;blés.in each table reflects order of submission to the
regression Eﬁuition. L
C\‘ﬁNﬁG.IS through 6.17 present s tandardized regression -
coetficients for each cohort and for the entire sample. Each table reveals
findings for a separate dependent variable. Asterisked cdefficients.have
reached the .05 level of statistical significance. With expected family
size as the debendent variable, Table 6.15 shows that for the entire
sample, only mother role orientation and traditional female role
orientation have a statistically significant influence. Mother role
orientation has a very small positive influence. Female role orientation
has a similarly small negative impact. It will be recalled that female
role orientation emerged as an important explanatory variable in the MCA
as well. The variable, traditional sex ratio preference in-children,
which was found to be important in the earlier MCA, does not reach
statistical éigﬁificance here.

Mother role orientation, although found to have a small overall
effect on expected amily size, has a highly variable but statistically
significant effect in each cohort but the earliest. It has the largest
influence in cohorts 3 and 4 in which it has a not gurprising positive
impact on expected family sfize. Female role orientation .emerges as
having a small and variable but statistically significant effect on

eXpected family .size in every cohort. Variability in direction of effects
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on the dependent variable here mightq1ndicate problems of mu1t1colinear1ty.
On the other hand it might be that distance from the childbearing
experience, oither in past or in future, has the consequence of producing
different relatiooships between role‘ogjentation;vand expected family size.
Other sociological variables.‘olthOUgh not statistically '
- sionificant overall, eﬁirge as sigoificaot withiﬁ some cohorts. Toleranof’
of large fanilies has a positive effect on expected fam1ly size in
cohorts 2, 3 4 and 6. Egalitarian attwtudes reveals an inconsistent’
« but genera]ly negatiye effect'in,cohorts 2 through 7. Traditional sex
ratio preferences -in chi]dreg emerges as statistiea11x significant in
.onrly.cohort.'AIthough not ove(i]]. For more reoent cohorts, 1i.e.
cohorts 4 through 7, this variable exerts a small positive influence on
expected family size. The findings from the regression analysis for
_traditional childbearing motivation are highly variable. This variable
has a statistically significa;t negative influence only in cohorts 1,
4 and 7. .
Examination of the configuration of sociological variables.
nf]uencmg expected family sfzemt,mn each cohort leads to some interesting
conc]usyons. Moving from earliest to latest cohorts, there seems to be
d'slight decline in tﬁadit1onal ch11dbearing motivation’ and sex ratio
preferances as determinants of expectéd family size. A‘clear,g{teption
B to this general trend emerges for cohort 5 in which sex ratio preferences

is the most iuportant explanatory variab]e As well there seem‘ to be a

v discernible elevation of egalitarian attfigﬁes female and mother role

orientation ag_;nportant explanatory variables. It is somewhat

A
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. surprising to note, however, tha{ sociological garjab1g§ are not more
suecessful in explaining expected family size in more recent cohorts,
as indicated by the RZ, Overa]].’thgse sociological variables have -
less success in explaining expected family size than the economic
variables examined in Chapter 5. .

Tables 6. 18 through 6.21 pr ent results of multip\e regression
analyses with cohort added to the model for each of the three dependent
variabies for the total sample and for three major categories of
religion. For the overall sample, as shown in Table 6.18, with cohort‘
added to the model, variance explained in expected famfly size increases
‘somewhat but remains small. The small but statistically significant
effect of mothér role orientation on expected family size remains
unchanged. The negative influence of female role orientation, already
small, diminishes further once cohort is added. As well, childbearing
motivation and traditional sex ratio preferences in chtidren-emerge as
statistically significant, the former with a small negative coefficient
and the latter with a gijall positive coefficient.

In the analysis of Protestants, in Table 6.19, chi]gbearing»
motivation disappears as an influential variable while the direction of
inf]uenEé‘of mother role orientation changes to negative. For Catholics,
in Table 6.20, a pos1tive influence of mother role orientation on
expected family size emerges as well as a larger positive influence ofer
female-role orientation. -For Catholics, egalitarian attitudes gnd sex
ratio preferences emerge as statistically significant, the latter witﬁv

ok i 4

a positive effect and the former with a negative effect. fo others, PO -
’p‘égst influence.

as shown in Table 6.21, childbearing motivat:on has thEJI
A ¥4
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on expected family size, in the predictéd direction. Sex ratio

preferences and tolerance of large families also emerge as statistically

significant, both having a'positive effect. Although only a small amount

of variance is explained by sociological variables including cohart for

Protestants and Catholics, the variance explained by the same variables

in expected family size for others is considerably larger. No

comparable difference was observed in the analysis of economic variables

in Chapter 5 in which, it will be recalled, variance explained was

considerably greater for Protestants than for Catholics. Others, in this

earlier analysis, more closely res;mbled Protestants in variance

explained. ?
Results of the regression analysis with sociological variables

by cohort and for the total sample with wanted completed fertility 1

are presented in Table 6.16. For the total sample in this analysis, it

is immediately apparent that female role-orientation is displaced by

sex ratio preferences while mother role orientation continues to exert

a small positive influence on the dependent variable. The configuration

within cohorts remains fundamentally unchanged with rank orders of

some of the influential variables changing somewhat from the previous

analysis. Variance in wanted completed fertility 1 explained by

sociological variables remains low. Those variables found to be important

in explaining expected family size by major religious groups once

cohort is added to the regression model, as shown in Tables 6.18 through

6.21, remain unchanged when wanted compl.eted fertility 1 becomes the

dependent variable.
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In the rogr'ssion analytss with wanted completed fcrtility eas
the dependent ypriable, as shown in Table 6.17, female role orientation
L with(
dependent variable as does sex ratio preferences in children with a
ﬂh &“ effect. The configuration of influential socfologica!l

variablos for each cohort remains essentially unchanged in the anmalysis

statistically significant negative effect on the

of wanted completed fertility 2. The major eaception occurs in cohort

1 where in this analysis tolerance of large fulnlies emerges as

' statistically significant while mother role orientation does not.

Variance explained in wanted completed fertility 2 by sociological

- variables remains small and exhibits considerable variability across

cohorts; Once cohort is added to the analysis, as shown in Table 6. 18
the sa 1ables as were found to be important in the previous two
analyse rge once again. In the regression analysis of Protestants,
appearing in Table 6.19, it is found that in the case of w;nteq completed
fertility 2, tolerance of large families has a statistically significant
positive effect. This does not emerge in the analyses with the other

two dependent variables. For Catholics, as shown in Table 6.20, although
most variables are the same in explainiqg the three dependent variables,
female role orientation in the case of wanted completed fertility 2

does not reach statistical significance. For others, patterns of
influence remain the same with more variance being explained by socio-
Togical variables for this group than for Protestants or Catholics.

The results of the regression analyses seem to be'somewhat at

variance with the earlier MCA findings. Attitudinal variables such as



M

4

tolerance of large:families and egaiftarfanism do not emerge in the
overall regression analyses as nriablu\ of first-rete importance. ¢
\ ] ’imrnnt determinants of
811 three dependent variables within specific ecsherts. s—-uu
surprisingly in the regression analysis with cohort [ 3 m 1ndonndmt

Clearly, however, these variables surfac

variable, cohort does not emerge as a variadble of simiﬂcma as it
did in the previous MCAs. X

On the positive side, however, the regression analyses seem to
point toward some interesting conclusions. First, there appeare to be
a genera) 3rend. as noted in the configuration o‘f influential so\io-
logical variables by cohort, for role orientations and egalitarian .
attitudes to be more {important detominants of family shizc preferences 1"

among more recent cohorts. The importancee@f traditional childbearing

motivqtions tends to decline over cohorts. These findings, although

he hypothesos that respondents who are more

N "i

w’«in liqht ef i '
N g .! %

‘ gﬂmle Prgfenence notion, important,

3 &

md by attitudinal measures such as tolerance

of‘ large tnmﬂiex md egal!tarunisu

b3
. a - " 3

s Sgcond _the regression analyses in fajling to explain a

4‘ . r substantial portidn ‘of- the variance in fami ly size pfeferences, seem to
4
(|

' provi de only ‘_Hmi,ted support for the sociological utilities model.

Yarfance expl‘ajned by the economic utilities model in Chapter 5 was



coRe idaredly m.r Of osuree, this result could simply u fon

of m\nmm nri‘& oy layed 1a - meliytts. Jn fon
¥1th this eheervatten, semn. mot Thcensidereble. mrtabd 11ty & veriance
explajned across cohorts emarges. It seams just to culu. o @
badts of this analysis that, um tegether, sulolniul varisbles are
not more successful at mmu!n’ famfly size preferences in later than
in earlier cohorts, . The finding that soc(cleikaf variables show more
success at experiencing family size preferences dmong non-Protestants,

non-Catholics s a perplexing one, probably deservifg further attention.

6.5 Background, Economic And Sociological Variables Congigg
ogether

The intent ow section is two-fold: (1) to compare the
explanatory potential each of the three sets of variabfes ‘s far
cons {dered when t plrtant explanatory variables in all three sets .

q~e acting simultaneously and (2) to compare the explanatory potentia)
' .

of variables found to be important in the economic utilities mode) with
similar variables in the sociological utilities model. The problem is

defined as one of maximally distinquisﬁinq among femily size p'nferonce.

groups on the basis of those varfables which measure characteristics
expected to be of value in differentiating among the groups. This
problem seems well-suited to discriminant analysis.

The essential objnctin.iin discriminant analysis is to weight
and combine linearly variables meaburing characteristics of the groups
under consideration in such a way tNat the groups are as statistically
‘distinct as possible. An attempt is made to f‘flnd dimensions, known as
discriminamt functions, along which ;rwpi cluster. The discriminant

»
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function typically takes the fonm:.k

| pi = d11%) + 2%2 + . . . +dipp |

where Di is the score on d1§cr1m1ngnt function j, dis arp weights and 2's -

i}e staﬁJ;rdized values of the p discr1m1n3t1n§ variablek‘in the analysis ‘
(Cacoullos, 1973). It is possible to undertake a stepwise d{;criminant
analysis fo first discern those variables which would be most usefﬁl in

' further analysis. Using this procedure, on1§lthose variablesﬁéelected R
on the basis of their contribution to discrimination are employed in

subsequent analyses. ¢ 2

v, Two sets of groups of family size preferences are chosen for this
analysis. - Fi}st. all three dependent vﬂriab:;s are recoded into the
following six categories: 0, 1, 2.‘3, 4, and“5+. Then, 1p light éf the
findipgs reported in Chapter 4 in support of’ffdistinct.normat1ve range
of fertility, expected family size and wanted completed fertility 1 and .
\\\ 2 are recoded into three categories defined as below, within and above
;” the normative range: 0-1, 2-4, and*5+. Fo¥ each'of the sets of -
‘ recoded variables, a step-wise d1scr1minant'ana1ysis is undertaken for
each of tﬁe three dependent variables separately with background variables,
economic variables and sociologicai Variabjes. Those variabiegrwhich
are found to add to discfimination,.on the basis of the increase in Rao's
Y, are combined in the subsequent analysis of background, econgmic and
-sociological Qariablesltogether and then of only economic and §0ciologica1
variables. - — - -

Tables §.22 through 6.24 show, in summary, the results of the '

stepwise.discriﬁinant analyses for each dependent variable separately

coded into six categories, with each set of independent variables




» | | »
analyzed separately. For e;ch analysis, the following measures are“shown:
the partial multivariate Ffratio measuring discrimination introduced by
the given variable after taking into conside}ation discrimination attained
by other selected variables, Wilks' lambda which measures différences
betueeg centroids a;d homogeneity within groups, Rad*f y whiéh is a
generalized distance measure, change in Rgo's YV or the change in
discrimination power due to the addition of the new variable and the
"~ significance of the'change in Rao's V, a test for st{tistical significance.

From Table 6.22, it is evident that the best single discriminating
variable, discrjmingting among the six categories of expected family size,
in each of the three sets of independent variables is cohort. The
variable among background variables best aBle to impFove discrimination
among the categories of expected family size; when working on conjunction
with cohort, is education. Only two additional variables‘add a
statistically significant amount to Rao's V: religion and religiosity.

In the analysis of economi¢. variables, broportibn of years worked by the
reépondent is the variable which, when added to cohbrt,lcontrtbutes the
nogt in terms of discrimination among the six categorigs of,egpecteh
family size. This variable is follqyed by educationyﬁnd relative income
position. Interestihg1y. when support of post-secondary educatién is
operating together with the four variables préceding it bn the listy- "
a jump is made in discriminating power greater than that made by$:;ding
any of the three preceding variables.: Fol1ou;ng ‘cohort in the stepwise
analysis'of the sociological variables is childbearing motivation,

somewhat surprisingly in 1ight of the results of. the MCA and the
\ . -

regression analyses. When tolerance of lardge families is added to childj
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9
bearing motivation and cohort 'hove'vqr* '~lar~fChmm in Rao's V s
seen than when childbearing alone is added to cohort. Not surprisinqua
egalitarian atti tudes is the fourth variable adding to discrimination
among the six expected family size categories. The addition of female

role orientation does not change. Rao's V,in a statistically significant
{
Table 6.23 presents in summary the results of the stepui;e

'.y. i .- L]

discriminant analysis for wanted completed fehtility 1. Once again it
is cohort that emerges. as the best single disoriminating rariable for ‘
each separate analysis. the variables found toibe useful in
discriminating among the six categories of wanted completed fertility 1
are the same ones, in the identical order, as those reportgd;in Table
6 .22 for expected family size. In the analysis of’ economiclvériables,
the variables showihg discrimination for wanted completél fertility 1
are the same as those indicated for expected family size. The first four
variables of importance emerge in the same order as those for expected
family size. Only the order of ownership of high status items and
post-secondary Support is reversed 1n this case. For the sociological
variables too, variables of salient discriminatory power are the same
lfor\ngnted completed fertility 1 as for expected family size, with only
the order of tolerance of large families and chiddbearing motivation ‘
'.bé{ng reversed. Once egalitarian attitudes is added to the three
vvariaﬁles preceding it, Rao's V changes to a greater extent than when
adding childbearing motivation to the two variables preceding it.

The pattern of discriminating varjables repoéied in Table 6.24

for wanted completedtfertility 2 is very similar to that appearing in

~
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Table 6.22 for expected family size. Actually the only discrepancy, other ‘
than in magnitude of Rao's V and changes in Rao's V, occurs in the ‘

analysis of economic variables where educational ntlainmedt becomes the
variable best able to improve discrimination among categories of wanted
completed fertility 2 sufpassing prbportion of years worked.

Table 6.25 reveals, in summary, the results of discriminant .
analysis utilizing those variables found in Table 6..Ra}o be of importance: 1‘
in discriminating amongisix cagggories of expected family size. Tables ;'?

6.26 and 6.27 do the same for wanted compieted fertility 1 and 2, i
rgspectively. The 1ist of variables added in stepwise progression to
cohort, the single best discriminating variable, does not point clearly
to'any conclusions about ghe relative superiority of any single set of - t\

| variables. The var{abie contributing most to discrimination when

operatiing with cohort, is education, both a background and.an economic

variable. Education is followed by the sociological variable, chi]d?

harjng motivation. Then follows a series of forur economic variables, the

last of which (post-secondary. support) contributes more to the ch;nge in

Rao's V than the three variab]és preceding it. In terms of sheer tallies

of variaples producing a statist1c;11y significant change in Rao's V,

economic variables exceed sociological which in turn Zxceed background v
variables. ¢

Three discriminant functions with eigenvalues and levels of
significanqg sufficiently high tooéé serfously considered are derived
as a resylt o{’the discriminant analysis of expected family size with
six groups. Standardized discriminant function coefficients and accompany-

ing s

t

- -

5. appear at the bottom of Table 6.25. The coefficients

Aﬂ"
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represent }elative contributions of those variables making the largest
contributions to the réspective discrimiu‘pt functions. The first
function represents an age-attitude-religious ;:tivity dimension. The
relative percentage of the overall efgenvalue associated with this
function is approximately 47 per cent. This dimension, then, 1s of
considerable importance tn explaining expected'?iuNIy size. The second
function is comprised largely of economic concerns with age and attitudes
toward large families. This dimension, when added to the first, explains
80 per cent of the variance in expected family size. The third function
to reach statistical significance represents direct costs of childbearing-
motivation-youthful residence. This function is of much less
consequence than the first two in explaining differences in expected
family size. |

Table 6.26 parallels Table 6.25 for wanted completed fertility 1 1{
for all variables found td be important in Table 6.23. As before, cohort w\f___
emerges as the most important discriminating variable, with education
in second place when acting with cohort and childbearing motivation in
third when acting with the preceding two variables. The.11st of
vdriiaégs fd%nh to be of use in discriminating among six categories of
wanted completed fertility 1 are almost the same as those fourf useful
in the earlier analysis of expected family size. In the present
analysis, however, financial succe:s and residence in youth do not emerge
as variables with discriminating power. In addition, the ordering in
the hierarchy of years worked and ownership of status items is reversed,

as is the order of egalitarian attitudes and extent of post-secondary
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support.” Interestingly, as one progresses down the 1ist of discriminating
variables, childbearing motivation adds 1ittle to Rao's V relative to
other variables high on the 1ist. Tolerance of large familfes and
nligioﬂty.*ast on the 1ist of discriminating variables in this step-
wise analysis also add 1ittle when acting in conjunction with all other
variables preceding them.

The first discriminant function derived in the analysis of wanted
_completed fertility 1 is identical to that derived in the earlier
ana)ysis of expected family size. In this case, however, the dimension
of age-attvtude-religious activ%ty holds a greater relative importance
in explaining wanted completed fertility 1 than it did in explaining
expected family size. The second function, in this case, represents
age-relative income-education-childbearing motivation. Explaining
approximately as huch, in terms of relative percentage of overall eigen-
value, as the second function derived in the previous analysis, this
function is less closely representative of economic concerns. The third
function derived represents direct costs of childbea;ing-egalitarianism—
years worked. This &imension adds relatively little to the other two
by way of explanatory power.

From Table 6.27, it may be seen that virtually the same
discriminating variables appear for the analysis of wanted completed
fertility 2 as appeared for wanted completed fe(tility 1. The present
analysis contains the addition of subjective feelings of financial
success. Although the first four discriminating variables in this list
are the same, in the same sequence, as those found for wanted com&%eted

fertility 1, it is of interest that the variable measuring relative
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pnfcnqcu bg "W" vship o: high scatus items, falls
! in m\m, v ping fourth 1n the first snealysis (Taple 6.25), to
" f1eth In\pe second analysts (Table 6.26), to seventh in \Be present
analysis. The ordering of mest 6f the middle-leve) discr1n1nating
varisbles differs for wanted Comp loted fortiiltr 2. "™he relative
position of the attitudinal vurtlh]p tolerance q{ Sarge families, is
elevated but this variable stii‘ ad®® little to the change in Reo's V.
The standardéed discriminant function coefficients, appearing at
the bottom of Table 6.27, show that the first and second functions in
this analysis are virtually identical to the first and sp;oﬂ“’?unctions
derived in the wanted completed fertility 1 analysis. ;I‘ thf{'czsl.
however, the relative importance of the firs;‘?unction 1:,qus th;n it
was for wantcd completed fertility 1 bql grtazcr t!’n 1;.#&: for
expected family size. The third function reaching the )ccgptable lovcl
of statistical significance represents’ dirett childbe‘ring costs-
financial success-chiidbearing notivatdon-years-worked )his f,nétion
explains more of the variance in wanted ceupletud fefttlity 2 than did-
the comparable function in the analysis ‘of uqntcd cqphletod fertility \b
‘_,,;// *'Turning now to the analyses of each dopendqgg yarigblc (6 groups)
with only economic and sociological viriabios {n Eﬁg‘digcrfminant wmodel,
it is seen in Table 6.28 that for expected€fan11y?sfie. the'relativé"
//( impact of background variables is such that the ﬁ1§t'9f digcgiminating
variables in the restricted analysis is virtualiy idantical to that in
the unrestricted analysis reporEod in Tq‘lo 6.25. fhe relative
positions of the variables rena{n unchanged as yeli. Economic variables

seem to dominate in this analysis. With the exception of the fairly

’E
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le to the addition of

" sizeable amount of change in Rao's V4 :
'fue 'to the addition of '

childbearing motivation and the s
financial success, economic varfables 1 0 contribute more to changes ‘™

tn Rao sV than do sociological. .. ' -

<
.

‘Once again, in this restricted anaiysis. [} total of three
‘statistically signifidant discriminant functions are derived. The first
constitu‘es:largely an age dimension, accounting for approximately 48
o?r cent of the overall eigenvalue. Attitude towaird large families is,

- also part of this function but the contribution of this variable relative
to that of cohort is small. The second function, which explains a
similar amount of viriance as the seco;oAfunction in the unconstrained
analysis. is comprised of education-childbearing motivation-relative
income. Interestingly, cohort and tolerance of large famiiies,
important contributors to this- fUhction fh the ®arlier analysis of:
h expected family size, do not emerge here. The third function explaining |
slightly less of the variance than this function in the previous .
analysis. represents an almost pure economic dimension 1nc1ud1ng d!rect
indirect. costs of childbearing. feeTings of financiai Sucresfﬁand ;f%‘:.
. chi]dbearing motivation. L i v " T . ¥ ?%’ ;
~ The list of discriminating variables to emerge in the restricted .
analysishof wanted completed fertility 1 in Table:6.29 is almost
identig;l‘to that for expected family sice. Two pairs of variables
. reverse positions, years worked and onnership. egalitarian attitudes and
;post-seCondary support lnd the variable financial success drops out.
With the deletion of freligtosity, the only background varfable to appear

as a discriminating variable othor than cohort in the earlier analysis
. ’ 4 ‘ ! .
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of\\unted oo&‘leted«fertnity 1. the patterns in the present restricted

‘ anelys1s and that reported earliqr (Table 6. 26) are fdentical: - Clearly,
- as was foend for expected family size, beckoround variables appear to

Rlay a Mmited-role fn explaining wanted births. Once again, concluding
solely on the basis of the 1ist of discriminating veriaﬁhes to emerge,
economic variables seem to dominate. | ]

i The first two discriminant functions in the restricted-enalysis
of wanted completed fert111ty 1 are virtually the same as those derived
for expected family size. In the present analysis. however, cohort fis
added to the dimension defined by the second function. The first
function here accounts for a greatiﬂ'prOportion of the overall eigen-;
value than in the previous analysis. The third function is similar to ~
that derived for expected family size in Table 6.27 but financial suc
end childbearing motivation are replaced by egalitar*enism '

Table 6.30 parallels Tebles 6.28 and 6.29 in an analysis of
wanted completed ferti]ity 2 (6 groups) confined to economic.&n
sqciological varfables. The relative unimportance of bl
is underltn!d eoein as the 1ist of discrildnetiog vari
virtﬁaliy unchenged from the earlier analysis sumiarized in Table 6.27.

_ The relative dominance of economic variables is e‘so apparent invthis

analysis. Function 1 derived in the present analysis 1s the same as that
derived for the other two dependent variables. The second function is
identical to that derived for wanted completed fe:ti]ity'l. The last
function, explaining slightly more of the varfance than was expleinad

by the same.function in the expected family size analysis, is identical
» o . : '

und varigbles

349
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to the third function d.rivq‘d in fabh 6.28 for expected family size.
Prior to undertakinr!ht second part of the discriminant

annysis analysis with only three cctugorics for each dependent varuble.
' som limited general comments on the above ar(alyﬁs soa nrrmted

It seems fair to «conclude, on the basis of discriminant mlm's dene

so far, that backgrouqd variables have 1imited power to discrwinate

among family sjze categories. Comparisons of the discriminating power J
. of economic and social variables seem, at first glance, to point toward '
the Yreater power of economic variables to discrim‘lnat»ng fami ly
size categories. This seems true for two re‘asbnr (1) economic
variables simly outweigh soctologicll variables in lists of use‘«n
discriminating variables; and (2) econmic var1ab1es gener‘ly chtribmte

greater amount to 1ncreas’1ng.d1§cr1minant. power of variables found to

be of use in discrimination than do sociological variables. If these

conc!usi.pns are va‘lid. it seems somewhat su ing .that the first '

discriminant function, 16 each analysis, 1‘;&“ by cohort with no

ﬂontributfon fgom le q‘lomic variable. E‘en the second func't;on in
these many analyses 1s c‘owprised of both sociulogicn and economic
.dimnsions. 1r3 \*ﬂch ecoamicponcerns. if donfqant at all, are only , )
s1ightly so. ‘1" ) Q ‘ " 4

The last empirical analysis to be undertaken in the thesis o

directly paraliels that described above. In thi$’ensCaWW, the chal lenge
s to ascertain the relatisve impact of the three sets of variables on

* family size once family stze preferences are made sensitive to the
norma¥ive range of fertﬂity In the analyses which fol]ow. all threal"

uasuns of fa?nﬂy size are ncoud to 1nd1cat.¢~'levels below (,1'), .
{



L
“ &

within (2-4) and above (5+) the nor“iﬂn range of fcrtﬂit.y.. As before,

stepwfse dicriminant analysis is p h set of variablds .'.

" separately. Results of this analysis appnr 1n Tab!cs 6.
variabid8® found to be inportant i di ‘
cltegories of family size are wbjcg;t’d ‘go further m}‘oq( 1n Tablug‘;
6.34 to 6.36 m‘u all variables act together and 19 Tables 6.37 to 6.39
where only economic and sociologicﬂ‘ vnriables act.

" In Table,fi.31, it is seen tht, a5 before, the best single
discriminaiing shble. discriuinaﬂng arnong threc“«;egories of expected
' fumy size, for background .ﬂ;odomicu variables fs cohort UnMKe -
oo in the previous analysis. hove% the i:cst discriminating variable
among economic variables. inciuding cohort, 'i{s not cohort but the
standardized measure of ?referoncu for con:pu!r &bles. mrship of
high status items. The ﬂevation of this variable from sixth rank (as in
Table 6. 22) to first rank, after expected famﬂy size is coded with
respect to the nomtive nnge of fertﬂity. is particular]y strimg
In other-respects this list of discriminating variableg compares .
reasonably well with the eariier analysis. Differences appearing, in Table
6.3 1nclude insertion of @ additional variables, nativity and religion,
above residence 1n youth in the analysis of background variables; a
decline in the relat'lve importance of income in the economic amalysis
with a consequent reorderin§ of several economic variables in terms of
discr‘l;;inating power and a reversal in lthe relative ranks of tolerance | -

of large families and childbearing motivation;and a dropping out of

female role orientation in the sociological variables analysis.
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. The analysis reported in Table 6.31 for expected family size is
paralleled in Table 6.32 for wantoql completed fertility 1. As before,
’ cohort emerges as the most ﬂmort“ single variable in discriminating
’ among categories of mud completed fcrtﬂw 1 for the background
variables analysis and for the sociolog‘lcal variables analysis. In the
, separate analysis of economic variables, however, ownership of status
'items dhce more emerges as the important discriminatinﬁ‘rh&h As was

true in Table 6.31, the change in Rao's V due to the int ®on 61’ ,

htgp the B}
change introduced by ownership acting a‘ldqﬁ PR diﬁerence i ™

o N
A &rinifating varidbTe® in Table 6.32 compared to Table {

cohort 1nto the analysis, acting with ounership, is. grea'

» in which
want’ed completed ferﬂ"lity 1 was coded into six categorief the same
"as those reported for expected family size sbove. Table 6 ,'v'lrtually

« repeats the patterms found for the other two Jependent varia\ﬂes for
wanted completed fertility 2. ) . -

Tables 6.34 through 6.36 provide, in sma‘ry. results of’

discriminant analyses performed with only those vaMables found to be of
use in Tables 6.31 through 6.33 for éxpecte? Family size, wanted

., completed fertility 1 and wanted completed fertility 2 respectively.’
Variables appearing to have discriminating power differ on the three
tables but some striking findings apply to all three analyses.. First, \
for all three dependent variables, when coded into three categoriés,
the singh_best disériminating variable is ownership of high status items.

This economic index of preference for consumer goods is followed by

cohort in the analyses for expected family size and wanted completed
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mmm 1 bt by otucation, mwcm.u m renk, for -ﬁu
completed fobt111ty 2. Second, thé seg)iglite acrintnating pover .c
beshgrawny vertaiey for al) thwid mu- Profirenss Eeseres’ . ’
underscered 1 thess snalyses. Only religtesity ond education (uMcl '

{3 als0 an ecomomic nrublc) .m as «Wutln nﬂalu in
 Jables 6.34 and 6.35. In TenVa .36, In €he mlysh of wanted completed
'='hrtﬂlu 2, residence in mﬂl alse cpp'n TMN. the salfence
of gqconomic vardebles in «umﬂn power 1s -on pronownced 1n
these analyses tham hmln arlicr reported six-category analyses. A

. Only two discriminaat fanctions are derived in Tables 6. W
MM 6.36. In the mlysu of expected Mb size, the ﬂnt Muou
represeats direct costs of chﬂm-ﬁ-pnhm for consumer = '.
Gwredles. This function 15 of considersble taportance in mu‘am "
o.ocud family size, wturin simost §7 pcr cont of the mnll T ,
eigenvalus. The second derived fumction inc go-nhtl‘vq (ne.- Ty
oducation-dﬂﬁahn ﬁtﬂntim. This function . . 1s | | |
for no spe!l amsunt of the variance in wxpecteg family sizes f
reveals that the second discriminant function for wanted ¢
fertility 1 is {dentical to that derived.for expected family size i
Table 6.34.° The first function darived for mu completed fertility
1 substitutes egaliuﬂuiu h' age but ntai\m 'direct costs of child- 3

buﬂn and preference for eum-r durables. The ﬂrst. funeton

derived for \Uoted cnletod Mﬂity 2. mm‘ in Table 6. ﬁ. 1t s '
composite of the first fmctious for tht other two Mt ur‘ldﬂu
camsisting essentially of direct costs of chiidbearing-age. The socond T
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function in this analysis sub.s‘titutes preference for consumer durables
for childbearing motivation. '
It could be conclud?d that for expected family size and wanted

comp1eted‘fertflity 1 and 2, economic ;ariables play a critical rélz.

not only in ierms of numbers and racks o% discriminating variables, as
was found in the earlier analysis but also in terms of the discejminant
_functions. For gxpected family size and wanted completed fertility 1

at least, the two funEtions derived seem to dichotomize into basic
economic choices, direct costs and consumption preferences, and "softer”
economic concerns such as opportunity costs énd relative iqcome posftion.
This dichotomy is less clear in the case of wanted completed fertjlity

2. |

. Téb]es 6.37 thr0u92 6.39 present redone discriminant, analyses for ,
each dependent variable restricted to économic and sociological variab1est
\\ As was fodﬁb in the previously reported analyses, the lists of
;discriminéting variéb}ps for each measure of family size preference are
virtually identical to thosé reported earlier when background variab]és
were included. Even the discrlminaﬁsrfunCtions derived clos rfesemb1e
those derived in Tables 6.34 throudh 6\.\36 ri@nor \‘::t\on&. <
In concluding the discussion dk\digcriminant analysis findings

with the dependent variables coded into three categories, it would seem
that the findings reported for the six category analysis are underscored.
That is, (1) background variables have very limited power to discriminate

among categories of family size; (2) economic variables show considerable

power in discriminating among family size preference categories, greater
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power than sociological Va ables, which have greater power than back-
ground variables. * Some s/riking additional findings may be Rdded to-
this list as a result of the second set of discriminant ana]yses First,
the salience of economit variables in explanatory power is greater‘bncé
lv

«the normative range op/fertility is considered in devising groups of
family size preferences. This is apparent in two ways: (1) the derived
discriminant gfunctions contain large economic components; and (2) an
economic variable intended to measure relative preference for consumer
durables emerges as the single mos t powerful discriminating variable,
greater than cohort in discfiminating power. Second, the dimensions

_which are indicated by the derived discriminant. functions in this
aqa]ysis suggest ng}*on]y:that economic varigbles are critical in
determinationvof family size,but that economic considerations group into
two distinguishable dimens%bns: (1) basic economic choices or hard
economic pressures and (2) softer economic concerns which may be
mediated by social concerns, including norms a:d values.

This analysis clearly indicates very little support for the
hypothesis under consideration here. Extra-familial and individualistic
role preferences and values do not seem to be more important determinants
of expected family size and wanted completed fertility than economic
considerations.

This Chapter set out to test an adapted sociological utilities
model which essentially holds that social roles and values, viewed in
the context of utilities, are powerful predictors of family size. Some

limited support is found for the model in that values surrounding

-
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acceptability of large families are found to be of consequence in
predictIng family size, as self-defined role preferences within certain
cohorts. These variables, however, are generally not superior in

explanatory power to cohort. The exception to this, of course, occurs

in the regression analyses whgre no socfological variables are foundgi®

to have a major impact but cohort does not reach statistical

significance. Other variables found to be influential “at various points °
) )
in the analysis include egalitarian at® tudes and sex ratio preferences

in children.

Some mixed evidence is found wiih.rsspect to the major hypothesis
under consideration here. The results of the regression analysis suggest,
althJ:§h~not strongly, that role preferenfes are somewhat more important
determinants of family size prefefences among more recent cohorts than

- among earlier cohorts. Given the lack of complete consistency in the
pattern of wanted fertility by cohort as well as the lack of real 9
cons?stency across cohorts on role preferentes, however, this conclusion
must be interpreted cautiously. Some indications were found that, if a
'sociological_ytilities model has explanatory possibility, such
possibility may be greatest among non-Protestants, -Catholics. _

The findings produced from a series of dig{??linant analyses
aimed toward discerning the relative impact of background, economic and
sociological variables on family size led to rejection of the hypothesis

that economic variables are of -less consequence than sociological

variables in deterpining family size. These analyses lend clear support
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- S
to the conclusions that background variables are of limited utility in
explaining compieted family size, that sociological variables are of
less import than ecomomic variab]esiin such explanation, and that

. ©
cohort membership and economic considerati®ns are the critical

‘odeterminants of completed fertility.



CHAPTER 7

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

7.1 Overview Of Thesis Problem

This thesis has sought to examine and explain intercohort
in completed family size in a sample of Edmonton women.

Examination of these differentials has depended upon comparative
analysis of expected and wanted completed fertility of "equivalent
birth,cohorts", a blend of actual birth and actual marriage cohorts.
These comparative analyses have been undertaken in such a way as to
control for various potential explanatory variables separately and
then together. The explanatory variables cluster around three
explanatory structures which form the organization of the thesis and
define the central hypotheses. These three frameworks include the
traditional structural or normative approach, the economic utilities
approach and the sociological utilities approach.

Following separate examinations of intercohort differentials
couched in the operationalized terms of the aﬁbve frameworks, each
explanatory approach is tested by means of a single wide-ranging

hypothesis:

368
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1. There has been a downward revision in wanted completed
family size and in family size norms with younger cohorts«indicating
smaller expected completed family size, smaller desired families and
smaller family size ideals thi; older cohorts;

2. Younger cohorts indigafe preferences for consumer goods
and economic rewards which are competitive with childbearing to a
greater degree than older cohorts;

3. Younger cohorts reveal role preferences and values which are
extra-familial and individualistic and therefore competitive with
childbearing to a greater degree than older cohorts.

The last hypothesis to be tested involves a comparative analysis of the
relative explanatory potential of the economic utilities approach and
the sociological utilities approach. .

4. These extra-familial and individualistic role preferences
and values are more important determinants of expected completed
family size than economic considerations.

The basic impetus for the thesis derives from the observed
dearth of knowledge on feﬁ{ility behaviour of cohorts, particularly in
Western Canada. Further incentive is providgd by the not uncontested
estimate, mentioned in Chapter 1, that change in family size accounts
for a major part of the recent Canadian fertility decline while change
in childbearing age pattern accounts for less. Quite apparently
it appeared that little was known about a very important component of
fertility, a component of importance in understanding not only the

dynamics of fertility-related behaviour but also changes in such

behaviour over time.
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Aftempts to explain any found differentials in cohort fertility
expectations were spurred n; three basic observations, discussed in
Chapter 2. First, telescoping of fertility expectations ‘and preferences
has rendered the normative approach to explaining differentials
increasingly inadequate. Second, completed family size is, at present,

more the result of a "control orientation” than a '"fate" orientation.
Third, as fertility becomes more and more of a controlled outcome,

the context of the decision including competing social and economic
choices seems increasingly relevant to that outcome. In light of these
themes, a comparative study of the explanatory factors involved in
cohort fertility preferences, both from a macro- and a micro-analytical
viewpoint seemed necessary and important to the understanding of
fertility change.

The data under analysis in this thesis aré specific to Edmonton,
Alberta. They are taken from the Growth of Alberta Families Study
(GAFS), a fertility survey based on interviews conducted during the
period from November 1973 to February 1974. Women between the ages

of 18 and 54 of all marital status were interviewed, by trained

interviewers, 1n a sample stratified Ly ethnic group.

7.2 Summary of Approach And Major Findings

. The general approach employed in the thesis is to figst
establish intercohort differentials in family size preferences and
wanted completed fertility. This is done in Chapter 4. Intercohort

differentials are then examined in light of the three explanatory
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perspectives outlined above. This comprites the remainder of Chapter
4, Chapter 5 agﬁ most of Chapter 6. The analysis 1n:olves use of
several techniques to ascertain whether and to what degree the
variables contained in each of the explanatory perspectives can be

held responsible for observed differences in family size preferences
and expectations. The first and most predominantly used technique is
multiple classification analysis. Attempts are made to control for
differences among cohorts on the variables under consideration, to

see whether intercohort differences disappear once specific factors \
are controlled. This is done first for each variable separately and then
for all variables in the explanatory framework of interest acting
together. The second technique employed is that of multiple regressior
analysis. For each explanatory framework, those variables which are
measured at least on an ordinal scale are submitted as independent
variables to a multiple regression model applied to each cohort
separately. The intent is to examine the various effects, including
direction of influence, in different cohorts comparing similarities

and differences.

By means of these controls, adjustments and comparisons of
regression coefficients, it is possible to determine whether intercohort
fertility differentials are upheld in light of the potential
explanatory variab]és. In addition, those variables which are of
importance in explaining differentials either in addition to or iﬁstead
of cohort emerge from these analyses. Following use of MCA and

multiple regression, consistently applied to each set of potential
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explanatory variables in turn, the relative power of the three
explanaspiy perspectives to distinguish among cateqories of expected
and wanted completed fertility is examined by means of discriminant
function analysis.

The initial analysis (of normative fertility) entails use of
five dependent variables: ideal, desired and expec:ed family size and
wanted compl;ted fertility 1 and 2. Later analyses are restricted to
only the last three variables by/ihe nature of the explanatory
perspectives. ldeal family size is based on the classical question,
"Hha; do you think is the ideal number of children for the average
Canadian family today?" Desired family size is derived from responses
to two questions: (1) "If you could choose exactly the number of
children to have altogether in your lifetime, how many boys and how '
many girls would you choose? (2) "what & you think is the desirable
number of children for people in your sgcial and economic circumstances?"
Expected family size is computed by adding additional expected births,
based on some fifteen questions including future expectations, age,
preanancy status, and fecundity impairment, to actual current births.
o Both measures of wanted completed fertility are attempts to
rid the expected family size variable of past errors and to focus more
specifically on demand for children. The first measure is based on
responses to qLestions on each pregnancy as to whether that child was
wanted. Inconsistent reports, those attributed to factors other than
numbers, are eliminated. As for expected family size, future expected

births are then added to wanted current births to produce wanted

»
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completed fertility 1. Wanted completed fertility 2 uses a different
set of questions to ascertain whether actual births were wanted. In
this Cage, responses to the following questions are used: ()) “wWould
you ‘prefer to have borne fewer children? (2) "How many in all woyld
you like to have borne?” Wanted current fertility is taken as the
answer to the latter question, prov\déd that this response {5 less
than actual current fertility. Means (and standard deviaalons) for the
first three of these five measures for the total sample are provided
'n Table 4.1. They are, respectively, 2.65 (0.84), 2.9Zp(1.35) and
2.71 {1.60). Means for the two measures of wanted comp]egéd fertility,
appearing :n Tables 4.2) and 4.23 are 2.67 and 2.78, respectively.

Prior to examination of the intercohort patterns of normative
fertility, interrelationships among family size orientations of
Edmonton women are studied-and compared with those of women in Toronto
and in the United States. Means for ideal, desired and expected
family size in Edmonton are all found to be lower than those for Toronto
and the U.S. The g;eatest discrepancy occurs for ideal family size.
Modes for all three measures in the Edmonton sample are 2, unlike for
Toronto and the U.S. Among Edmonton women, a greater proportion
gxpress family s1ze preferences within the 2-4 range than found in
Toronto or in the U.S., with a smaller proportion in the 5 or more .~\{
preference category. Examined by religion, it is found that the largest
discrepancy between Catholics and Protestants, in the predicted
direction, occurs for expected fawjly size and the smallest for idéal

family size. Unlike in the U.S., the general pattern is decreasing
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family size preferences with increasing education for both Catholics
aéd non-Catholics. The sole exceptjon to this is desired family size
for Ca£ﬁo1ic women with some university who report higher desires
than any other education group.

Examination of the non-random proportions giving the same
response to different questions on family size preference reveals a
closer relationship Between desired and expected family size in
Edmonton than in either Toronto or the U.S. The proportion giving the
same re%Bonses to quegtions on ideal and desired family size in
Edmonton is found to be considerably lower than that found.in Toronto,
indicating a wider gap between general and personal norms in the
Western Canadian city. The vast majority of Edmonton women are found
to have a desired fami]y*size and an expected family size within the
2-4 range. )

Mean family sizg preferences by cohort are examined in Tables
4.10 and 4.17, Althou&h all three measures show a dec]?\g in size of
preferred family with cohor;, the pattern is consistent only for

desired family size. For ideal family size, two cohorts, inciuding the

most recent one, show a preference slightly greater than the cohart

immediately preceding it. Cohort 2 consistently reports higher fertility

expectations than cohort 1. The pattern of wanted completed fertility
is also found to decline with cohort although not consistently.
The first explanatory perspective tested in the thesis is the

structural or background variable framework. This entails examination

4
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of intercohort differentials once specified "face-sheet" variables

are controlled: religion, religiosity, nativity, ethnicity, education,
family size of origin and youthful residence. Although the relative
importance of cohort is found to vary with measure of family size
preference, .its importance as an explanatory variable is apparent for
all measureé. It ranks first in explaining expected family size, and
wanted completed fertility 1 and 2, second for desired and third for
ideal in the separate analyses. A continuum of variability across ghe
background variables also emerges among the family size measures. Ideal
family size is less variable than desired which is less variable than
expected or wanted completed family size. \

The analysis of background variables acting together,uwith
“interactive variables omitted, reveals that cohort is a Critical
variable in explaining all five measures of family size preference.

A tendency, although not consistent, fgr later cohorts to have smaller

family size preferences than earlier cohorts is also found, lending

some support to the first hypothesis. Other variables found to be

useful. in explanation varied by dependent variable but generally include
‘ family size or origin, religion, reﬁigiosity\and in the combined
variable analysis, cohort;fami1y s?ge orlgyigin, cohort-religion and
religion-religiosity.

The multiple regreésion analysi€®of backaround variables
including cohort by religion groups finds that education +s an
important explanatory variable for Protestants but not for Catholics.

For ideal family size for Catholics, family size of origin and cohort



are found to be most influential. Essential variables influencing
desired family size of Protestants include religiosity and education,
‘confirming the earlier MCA findings. For Catholics, religiosity,
nativity and family size of origin emerge as important. For

expected family size and both measures of wanted completed fertility,
education emerges as influential in the regression analysis for
Protestants while cohort remai;s most important(for Catholics. The
results of the regression analysis in terms of overall variance
explained lend fairly strong support to the contention that the
structural approach is of limited utility in explaining contemporary
fertility differentials. -

The anaiysis o% the effects of structural variables on inter-
cohort fertility differentials suggests support for the hypothesis
positing downward revision in family size norms. Once background
variables are controlled, cohort retaiﬁs its value as an explanatory
variable. To a large degree, these analyses reveal that fertility
aspirations and preferences areca function of the size of the woman's
family of origin as well as her cohort membership. Lastly, these
analyses seem to show that although intercohort variabi]ity in family
size preference may be partly explained in terms of structural
variables, the overall explanatory potential of a traditional
structural perspective is limited. The magnitude and variability

across cohorts of variance explained by background variabies confirms

the limitations of this approach.
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. ‘Chapter 5 examiges the role of economic variables in explaining
intercéhort differences in expected and wanted completed family size
with an adapted and operationalized version of the economic utilities
model. Simply stated, the economic model claims that feftility
decisions are'made on ;he basis of relative preferences for children
compared to other consumer goods, direct and indirect costs of
childbearing and the poténtial parents' desired standard of living.
The dependent 'variables are restrictéd in the -economic analysis to those
preferences involving "choices" rather than normative concerns to
better reflect the orientation of the model. The independent variag1es
emp16yed in the analysis include relative income position within
cohort, subjective feelings of financial success, ownership of high
status items standardized for income and current fertility, proportion
of years respondent has worked, respondent's education, extent of
post-secondary support for children and respondent's implied work years
lost through childbearing. -

In the separate analyses, variables accounting for most of the
variance in expected family sizé and wanted completed fertility 1 and
2 include ownership of status items, cohort and relative income
position in varying orders. For wanted completed fertility 2, education
appears as a variable of importance as well. Also from the separate
analyses, it is found that cohort, when paired with each economic
variable in turn, generally shows the greate} influence on each of the
family size choice measures. After adjustment for each economic

variable in turn, the general pattern is decreasing family size



? ”
preference by cohort but this is not a consistent linear decline.
Patterns in expectdﬁ and wanted completed ferti]ify across
. Y 4
categories of economic variables, ex:ﬁfor a few variables like

education and years responaent has work@ti, do not follow the clear

‘patterns predicted by the economic model. No discernible relationship

emerges between relative income position and any of the three measures
of fertility preference. For example, those with relative income |
positiops above the mean indicated expected family size and wanted
comp]eged fertility 1 and 2 close to the mean. Low feelings of
financial success generally are related td higher ferti1ify aspirations.
Ownership of high status items (consumer durables) is negatively |
related to fertility expectations. Very low ownership is related to
high fertility expectations and high wanted completed fertility but
"normal" ownership is related to higher fertility expectations than
"Tow" or "high" ownership. Extent of post-secondary support once again
bears no clear relationship to fertility aspirations. Implied work |
years lost through childbearing is found to have a direct relationship
to expected family size and wanted completed fertility 1 but for wanted
completed fertility 2 E?ose respondents with lower numbers of work years
lost indicate higher fertility.

Analysis of economic variables acting together with cohort, with
omission of interactive variables, financial success, years worked and
post-secondary support, reveals that cohort is the preeminent variable
in explaining expected family size,and wanted completed fertility 1.

For wanted completed fertility 2, however, the position of cohort drops
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to third with ownership of high status items and implied work years

lost above it. These two variabies follow cohort in importance in

explaining the first two deéendent variables. 'Hhen cohort is omitted

from the analysis of expected family size and wanted completed

fertility 2, relative income position emerges as the most important

planatory variable followed by proportfbhqgf years worked and R

(’:i:;}ship of high status items. For the analysis of wanted comp]eted

fertility 1, the patterns of interaction required that implied work

years lost as well as cohprt be omitted. The results are that the

same variables emé;ge as important but the order of years worked and

relative income position are reversed.

Clearly in the analysis of economic variables, cohort emerges

as an importang explanatory variable along with variab]es.basic to

the economic utilities model such as preference for consumer durables

and relative income positjon. The relationship between cohort and the

depeﬁdent fertility variables, however, once again does not emerge

as clearly linear. Although some yariab]es in the economic utilities

model are found to have a clear bearing on the fertility variables,

the patterns that emerce are not always patterns predicted by the

model. In the analysis with all non-interactive variables in the

model including cohort, preference for consumer durables emerges as

a basic explanatory variable for all three dependent variables.

Once cohort is omitted; relative income position becomes important for

two of the three dependent variables. Implied work years jost also

emerges as having some impact. The MCA findings seem to suggest that
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there is some support for the explanatory potential of the economic
utilities model, even though the evidence is somewhat mixed.

Unlike in the MCA findings summarized above, the regression
'.Snalysis of economic variables of all three‘dependent variables finds
that husband's income has little effect, except once cohort is added
to the analysis for Protestants. [ Even in this instance, however,

" husband's income is seg@ndary to rgference for consumer durables

and cohort in inf]uencing.ferti1ity preferencess The power of cohort
to explain differential fertility expectations is significant for

all major religious groups but its importance is greater for Catholics
'than for Protestants. Preference for consumer durables and education
exert a fairly powerful influence on Protestant fertility expectations.
Direct costs of childbearing do not emerge as significant determinants
of family size in this analysis. The economic utilities model seems

to have g}eater capacity to explain Protestant fertility preferences,
measured by all three dependent variables than Catholic, as indicated

®
2 produced in the regression analyses.

by the R
The pattern of influence of economic variables by cohort is not

completely clear-cut but it is suggestive of severé] conclusions.

Some evidence is found to support the notion that preference for

consumer durables ﬁs a more important determinant of fertﬂ&:!'k:L

aspirations among more recent cohorts than among earlier cohorts. It

is also found that proportion of years respondent has spent in the

labour force is more influential among older cohorts than among younger

ones. The R2 results by cohort, however, are generally such that no

— N
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clear conclusions about the capacf?& of the economic utilities model
to explain cohort fertility expectations can be drawn. Althouah
some c]ear differences in impact of particular economic variables
across cohorts are found, support for the hypothesis that younger
cohorts indicate preference for economic rewards which are
competitive with childgaring is mixed. Support, however, is found
for the hypothesis that younger cohorts indicate relative preferen%eg
for consumer goods to a greater degree than older cohorty. The
magnitude of variance explained in the regression analysis within
each cohort as well as within each religious group and overall suggests
that the economic utilities model, although somewhat variable in its
capacity to explain fertility expectations, clearly has greater
explanatory potential than the structural approach.

Chapter 6 focusses on testing an operationalized version of
what is referred to as the "sociological utilities model". As in
Chapter 5, analysis is restricted to expected family size and wanted
completed fertility 1 and 2 to be more consistent with the theoretical
specifications of choice essential to the model. Basically, the.
sociological utilities perspective places social variables into a
utilities context, paralleling that of economic variables in the earlier
model. The approach, like the economic model, presupposes the
existence of a conscious decision to have or not to have children and
the presence of competing alternative activities, including competing
role preferences, for exbending resources including time and energy.

In this analysis, independent variables are indices based on series of
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questions concerning role preferences and attitudes. A total of seven
indices are computed, of which only six are used in the analyses:
traditional female role orientation, mother role orientation, ‘aditiona]
childbearing motivation, ecalitarian attitudes, concern with population
growth, tolerance of larce families and traditional sex ratio

preferences in children.

In the analyses of each operationalized sociological variable
acting separately with cohort, those variables which emerge as useful
in explaining variables in fertility expectations and wanted completed
fertility include cohort,” tolerance of large families and egalitarian
attitudes. Cohort, when paired with each of the sociological variables
separately, Shows the greater influence on each of the three dependent
variables. Following adjustment for each of the sociological variables
in turn, the cohort pattern for all three variables is one of decline
but, as before, this decline is not clearly linear.

Patterns in the three measures of family size across socio-
logical variables differ only slightly from one another. A clear
inverse relationship emerges between egalitarian attitudes and
anticipated family <ize. Those respondents with high ratings on
egalitarian attitudes report smaller family size choices. Direct
relationships are found between fertility preferences and mother role
orientation and tolerance of large families for all three measures of
family size. For expected family size and wanted completed fertility 1,
traditional chi]dbearing motivation is positively related. For wanted

completed fertility 2, direct relationships are found for traditional
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female role orientation and traditional sex ratio preferences while
childbearing motivation is found to have identical values of wanted
completed fertility 2 in the medium and high ranks but lower fertility
in the low rank. It seems surprising that it is for only one measure
of family size preference that a clear direct re]ationsﬁip emerges

for traditional female role orientation. For sex ratio preferences

in children, respondents who want equal numbers of boys and girls have
the lowest anticipated family size followed by those with a relative
preference for girls. The highest wanted family sizes are reported by
those with relative preferences for male children.

Analysis of all variables in the socioloaical utilities model
acting together with cohort, with traditional childbearing motivation
omitted, underscores the findings of the separate analyses. Cohort,
tolerance of large families and egalitarian attitudes emerae 1in
analyses of all three dependent variables in varying orders. For
expected family size and wanted completed fertility 1, cohort is the
variable of first importance, tied with tolerance in the latter case.
Cohort follows tolerance for wanted completed fertility 2. With cohort
and egalitarian attitudes omitted from the analyses of expected
family size and wanted completed fertility 1, tolerance of large
families, traditional sex ratio preferences and traditional female role
orientation emerge as explanatory variables. With the patterns of
interaction requiring omission of on]y/EBhort in the analysis of wanted
completed fertility 2, tolerance, egalitarian attitqpes and traditional

sex preferences in children are found important.
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The regression analyses of the sociological utilities
perspective varies somewhat from the results of the MCA. In the
overall regressions, tolerance of large families and egalitarianism
preferences do not emerge as having primary importance, although they
do have impact within specific cohorts. In the analyses in which
cohort is an independent variable, somewhat surprisingly, it does
not reach statistical sigmificance. The regression findings point
out a general trend for role orientations and egalitarian attitudes to
be somewhat more important in determining fertility expectatigns among
more recent cohorts than amang older cohorts. Paralleling this, the
impact of tradftiona] childbearing moq1vation tends to decline across
cohorts. On the basis of this it could be concluded that the notion
that role preference is campetitive with childbearing receives limited
support and is cincumscribed by cohort membership as well as attitudinal
variables,

In the separate regression analyses by religious group with
cohort added as an independent variable, it is found that mother role
orientation and female role orientation have significant effects for
all three dependent variables. For Catholics, these two variables
assume somewhat lesser importance and are accompanied by'egalitarian
attitudes and sex ratio preferences. For others, chi]dbeafing
motivation assumes primary importance. It is found, in contrast, to
the findings for the economic model that for the sociological
utilities model, almost equal amounts of variance are explained for
Protestants and Catholics but considerably more for non-Protestants,

non-Catholics.
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The overall amount of variance explained by the sociolonical
utilities model, when compar;d to the previously examined economic
model, remains small suggestfng only very limited explanatory
potential of this model as it is defined here. In addition,
considerable variation across cohorts for this model is apparent.

The obvious conclusion is that only limited support exists for the
hypothesis that younger cohorts reveal role preférences and values
that are extra-familial and individualistic and therefore competitive
with childbearing to a greater extent than older cohorts. Taken
together, socioloaical variables are not more successful in explaining
family size preference differentials than are economic variables.

The last empirical section of the thesis attempts two- and
three-part comparisons of the explanatory possibilities present in the
three frameworks considered separately up to this point. By means of
discriminant function analysis, predetermined groups of family size
preferences are submitted to those varieb]es found to be of use in
explaining variation in family size by stepwise discriminant analysis
in the separate analyses of each of the three frameworks. The
objective is, as in all discriminant function analysis, to weight and
combine variables in such a way as to maximally distinéuish among
groups. Two sets of groups of family size choices are chosen for use
in this analysis: (1) six categories of expected family size and
wanted completed fertility 1 and 2: O, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5+; and (2)

three categories defined as below, within and above the normative
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range of fertility: 0-1, 2-4, 5+. Those variables found to be useful s
in discriminating among these categories in separate stepwise analysis

of each set of variables are submitted to subsequent an*lysis first

with structural, econémic and sociological variables acting together

and Eﬂgn with only the latter two sets in the analysis for each set

of family size preferences.

Results of the discriminant function analysis with six categories
and those with three are found similar im some important ways, First,
in both analyses of all sets of useful variables acting together,
background or structural variables are found to have limited
discriminating power. ~Second, in both analyses, economic variables
exceed both background variables and sociological variables in
discrdminating capability. Third, of the discriminant functions derived
in these ana1;;es, cohort tends to dominate in the first function with
economic variables combined with sociological variables dominating 1n
the second. These findings emerge in the analysis of all three
measures of family size.

The three-category analysis brings to the fore some additional
findings with respect to the relative importance of each set of
exp]anatory'variab1es as well as underscoring the findings of the earlier
six-category analysis. First, economic variables in the analysis of
normative and non-normative fertility become even more critical in
their predominance over background and sociological variables than in
the six-category analysis’ Second, the economic variable measuring

relative preference for consumer durables, standardized for income and
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current fertility, emerges as the central variable of discriminating
power, having greater power than cohort  Third, the pattern of‘
variables found to have discriminatory power seems to fall 1ntoktwo
categories, those of asig economic constraints such as direct casts
and preference for qoods and those “"softer” economic concerns such as
relative income posttion and opportunity costs, with the latter being
mediated to a greater deqgree by soc1al considerations
The hypothesis under (onsideration in this analysts 1.
Extra-familial and individualistic role preferences and values are more
important determinants of expected family size and wanted completed
fertility than economic considerations. The findings from discriminant
function analysis reported above clearly do not support this hypothes1s.
Sociological variables, as defined here, are found to be of far less
import in explaining variation in family size preferences than economic \
considerations and cohort membership. v .
The general conclusion which may be drawn from the thesis is that
intercnhort differentials 1n expected family size and wanted completed
fert1l1ty as well as in ideal and desired family size are quite ®
robust and remain sizeable after controlling for a wide variety of
fa. tors of proven theoretical relevance. When all other variables or
subsets considered 1n the thesis artgdctlng simultaneously with cohort,
it is cohort which emerges as the foremost variable explaining
variation in fertility expectations and wanted completed farmily size
in all but rare 1nsta*ces. Ever on those occasions when economic

variables exert powerfwl discriminatory influence, cohort is near the ’



o 388

top_in exp]anafory power. Intercohort differentials in ultimate
anticipated family size are substantial and largely resistant to
explanations alternative to that of a clear and substantial, although

not always linear, decline in family size preference over time.

7.3 imp]ications Of The Thesis And Broader Relevance
=

FThis study has provided a closer examination of the pattern and

nature of intercohort differentials in the demand for children among
women than has so far been ugdertaken in Canada. The findings point
rather strongly to a substaniia] downward revision in anticipated
ultimate fertility. If expressed fertility expectations are to be
'taken serious1y-as indications of actual intentions, then it would
seem that smaller completed families could be safely predicted for
Edmonton women for some time in the future.

Projection of the f e course of fertility inevitably involves
consideration of many imponderables. This analysis, however, is
suggestive of certain features of short-run fertility pgttefns. It
seems clear from the f?ndings presented here that the tendency is
toward ultimate family sizes for younger cohorts of around 2.4 children,
rather than the 3.6-3.9 wanted by elder cohorts. This seems to
indicate a fairly wide-ranging reappraisal of what constitutes modern
family size. Clearly, the vision of a;’average family size close to
replacement is p]ausib]e'ahd realistic. In fact, this pattern appears

to be established in the ultimate choices of young Edmonton women.

Of course, this does not mean that Canada's population is likely to
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become stptidnary within the generation or even the immediate future.
Age patterns of childbearing are critical determinants in this reg&rd.
As well, gﬁe age structure of the population is such that period
fertility is likely to increase as baby boom girls enter and complete
their childbearing, evén if average ultimate family size declines.

In the immediate future, an increase in the impact of fam*ly
size change on periog to£§] fertility could be anticipated. The
decline in cohort fertility found in this study is substantial. Even
with a slight rise in period ferti]ity over the next decade, it would
appear that the effect of changing family size preferences on period

total fertility could show a rise or at least not decline very

noticeably. It may be in the not too distent future that period rates

again represent an overestimation of cohort fertility in relation to
actual reproductive behaviour, as was true in Canada prior to 1961.
The observed downward revision of ultimate expected family size
across cohorts in conjunction with the configuration of variables
which is found to impinge on deménd for children geems to suggest that
modern procreative behaviour requires a revised explanatory framework.
Further evidence for this is provided by the failure of the structural
framework to explain much of the intercphort differengré]s in wanted
fertility. That economic considerations, and to a Jesser extent role
.preferences and social values, explain intercohort differentials to
a greater degree t;an the more traditional variables such as religion,

religiosity, ethnicity, education and family size of origin seems to

lead to the conclusion that couples are making childbearing decisions
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in the context of an assessment of their economic and social
circumstances and preferences. Although evidence is not c]ear]y in
support of economic and social constraints impingina on fertility to
a greater degree among younger cohorts, there are some indications
that this is the case. It should be emphasized, however, that much
of the analysis, particularly of role preferences and social values,
rests on "soft" data. In no way can these findings, which are often
mixed, be taken as definitive. The importance of the findings of

-

this thesis seem to be more in the arena of underscoring the fairly

well established observation that fertility aspirations and behaviours

are in a state of change with family size being revised downward
and that the traditional explanatory frameworks appear no longer
sufficient to explain fertility behaviour.

Some support emerges from this research for the Bumpass notion

of the advent of a "new fertility regime". Ultimate fertility appears

to be less a function of group membership and more of a deliberate
choice fostered by the unique historical circumstances in which the
couple find themselves as well as their relative preferences for

alternatives to childbearing. The choice gestalt outlined by Bumpass

seems fairly clear among Edmonton women in their confident statements

about their future family size. It may be that a utilities context
of competing alternatives for time, energy and financial resources

is appropriate only under the choice gestalt characterizing the new

fertility regime. Until the emergence of a context in which procreative

goals are actually realizable, a utilities approach may in effect

profane the sacred and the inevitable.

<
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The striking finding that reiative preference for consumer
durables is the central variable discriminating between normative and
non-normative family size choices, more important even than cohort
membership, suggests a strong sensitivity on behalf of Edmonton women
to the choices inherent in childbearing. That this was found in the
total Edmonton sample, rather than a sub-sample restricted of effective
contraceptors as was true for the Toronto study by Chaudhury (1973),
provides a further indication that Edmonton women are operating under
the rules of a new fertility regime. It will be recalled from earlier
discussion that a central tenet of the Bumpass theory is that the rules
of proc?éation are fundamentally transformed so that significant
proportions of the population can expect complete fertility control
and realization of wanted family size. This, according to Bumpass, is
accompanied by’an erosion of social rationalizations of unwanted
ferii]ity. That women, irrespective of contraceptive usage, want
smaller families and that relative preferences for alternative durables
affect this choice might indicate that diffusion of effective
contraception is suchrﬁpat the majority of women view procreation
as a choice.

That traditional siructural variaﬁqes,'except for cohort, were
found to explain less of the variability in family size expectations
than other sets of variables seems to lend furthér support to the thesis
that the rules of fertility are changing and that new explanations are
required. The finding that little else explains as much as cohort

membership testifies to the strength of the movement toward smaller
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families @ver time. That the normative range of fertility is more
clearly circumscribed by 2-4 preferences than in earlier studies adds
further support to the well-known convergence notion. That Edmonton
women see a closer proximity of expected and desired family size than
their counterparts in earlier studies might suggest that their
responses to questions on family éize‘expectations reflect their
confidence that their goals are realizable. ‘If this is so, the analysis
undertaken here gains credib%1ity on two counts. First, the reliability
of stated birth expectations might be enhanced. Second, the
appropriateness of explanatory perspectives involving use of the
concept of choice could be underscored.’

The sa]ience of cohort membership throughout this analysis as
an important variable explaining differential fertilify expectations
seems to necessit;fé some reflection on the meaning of cohort. That
this variable eonsistently emerges as critical while other group
‘membership variables do so largely to a lesser degree seems particularly
striking. Cohort membership, quite apart from its clear-cut
theoretical definition and use by demographers, is a notion which is
at once both intimate to everyday experience and i11 understood.
Clearly the time at which we were born or share some experience has
clear and direct implications for 1ife patterns. This is well under-
stood by high school adolescents who clearly demarcate peer groups
by age of year in school. It is very well recognized by union members
who value years in the trade. /Jeu(salists and university administrators

have long recognized a generation gap which presumably makes manifest
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some crucial underétandings of the ways of the world dependent largely
o; experi;ncing historical events at a particular 1ife cycle stage.
University graduates now hopelessly searching for teaching positions
are fully aware of the meaning of cohort to their futures. Parents

of youth who are embracing neo-Naziism know the meaning of having
collectively experienced unique historical events.

At Nthe same time, professional students of social behaviour
typically are ill at ease when called upon to explain behaviours or
attitudes in terds of cohort membership. This could be attributed to
a variety of reasons. One might be that for many behaviours and
attitudes of interest to the sociologist, commonly experienced history
assumes less importance than the multitude of other possible
explanatory variables. That this is not the case for fertility
behaviour is immanently apparent from the findings of this research.
It may be that cher types of behaviours could be rendered more under-
stable by cohort analysis. .The commonalities between fertility
expectations and other social behaviours have yet to be fully explored.
It would seem that the implications of cohort analysis tend to remain
somewhat opaque to social researchers. This is a perplexing problem,
if indeed it can be said to exist, because on the one hand, it could
indicate the inadequacy of the social researcher when faced with
social change of a small order or alternatively, it could reflect
a major gap in interpretation of the mechanisms by which collectively
experienced events at particular life cycle stages are transformed

e



into attitudes and behaviours characteristic of cohorts. A third
alternative, of a possibly endless list, might be the universal
problem of studying social behaviour: that is, expanding the scope
of explanation from what appgars to be idiosyncratic or individualistic
behaviour to the macro-level of social forces. Perhaps cohort has been
cross-cut by the examination of other structural cleavages. It would
seem that these auestions are worthy of further study and careful
consideration by socio]ogist;.

Something of the social meaning of cohort membership has just
recent]y begun to be understood by demographers (Krotki, 1968;
‘ Krotki, 1975). This work thus far has basically focussed on the social
implications, largely for opportunity structures, of fluxes and flows
in coﬁgrt size. Krotki (1975) underlines the importance of cohort

size for employability, promotion, competition for housing, education,

welfare, attitudes towards women and minorities and political movements.

Clearly, world views and life chances differ greatly by the size of

one's cohort and the relative sizes of those preceding and following it.

The harder-to-get-at implications of common experiences at particular
life stages, quite apart from cohort size, have yet to be fully
examined by social scientists.

In terms of the analyses reported here, it is not much of a
surprise to learn that the unique historical circumstances in which a
couple lives and bears children hasra profound impact on their demand
for children. Turchi recognizeé this as a basic reality when he

states, "the fertility decision made by the couple and the relation of
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this decision to other decisions made by couples cannot be divorced
from the explicit historical situation in which the couple completes
its life cycle" (Turchi, 1975:24). The primacy of relative preference
for consumer durables as a determinant of family size expectations
among "baby boom" cohorts seems worthy of particular comment here as
an obvious example of the way in which cohort might affect fertility
behaviour. It might be that members of large cohorts, being those who
have experienced the most keen competition on all fronts, are most
susceptible to the competition involved between childbearing and other
activities. The unusual 1ife circumstances of these cohorts might have
sensitized them to a utilities approach to living. They therefore
could be unique in their willingness to seize upon the advantages

T~

offered by the new fertility regime and conseguently, be partigu]ar]y
enchanted by the cost-benefit mode of thinking about fertility. If

this argument has merit, it could be that the emergence of a new
fertility regime and the salience of economic considerations in fertility
choices is not the demarcation of a new eFa but yet another wave of
change created by the "big generation" which will pass. Unfortunately

for less sensational cohorts, explanations of possible relations of

cohort membership to behaviours are less straightforward.

7.4 Suggestions For Future Research

Several alternative or supplemental approaches to the present

b ‘..n might have proven fruitful. Scanzoni's (1975) careful analysis

ug:uif- for example, might have been paralleled here. TestingC
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his conclusion that among never-married university students sex role
norms are better indicators of lowered birth intentions than background
variables in a western Canadian context where sex role norms could
differ from those in the urban eastern U.S. might produce interesting
comparative results. Further exploration of the effect of religion

on family size expectations when religion is combined with other
parameters such as ethnicity might be revealing since it is known that
English-origin Protestants differ substantially from French-origin
Catholics in fertility behaviour. In light of some of the findings
reported here, it would be useful to test the relative effect of
econdbmic considerations on the fertility expectations of these two
ethnic-religious groups.

In order to test the degree to which stated family size
expectations are a function of media attention to ZPG and like issues
and hence less reliable indicators of actual expectations, an analysis
of differential family size expectations within categories of media
exposure would be warranted. The GAFS question on media exposure,
unfortunately, is so limited as to be of little use in testing such
a hypothesis.

A totally different approach which essentially defines a
completely new thesis would have been to turn the analysis over.
Rather than using family size choices as the dependent variables,
economic and sociological choices could have been seen as the dependent
variables that are affected by fertility choices. This, of course,

would have been a largely non-demographic thesis but one that might



have yielded some interesting insights into life style choices and
their relation to childbearing. =

Proceeding to a wider scope, this last proposed analysis as well
as the present analysis could have been greatly enhanced by the
presence of more detailed questions in the field instrument on
preferences. Clearly defined questions intended to ascertain relative
preference for economic goods, for social goods, for children and then
for one type as compared to another, would have permitted more
extensive and intensive analyses of preferences. Relative preferences
for parenthood as well as childbearing could be determined in future
research. This expansion of the questionnaire also could entail
enhanced estimates of costs of children both in terms of time and money
and how these costs and their projections change over time.

In line with improvgd questions on preference structures, more
complete measures of family size preferences are also recommended for
future research of this type. It does not seem a sufficient or
appropriate test of a micro-decision model, whether economic or
sociological to simply ask the traditional questions on family size.
Rather, there is a need for a more complete assessment of fertility
intentions including a hierarchy of relative preferences and an
inventory of the respondents reactions to alternative outcomes. This

allows some assessment of psychological distance between fertility

choices.
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Lastly, the decision-making context of fertility cannot be fully
understood without solid grounding in the dynamics of the decision
itself, the husband-wife interaction. Any study which purports to
understand fertility on the basis of responses to questions put only
to the woman must fall at least partially short of its goal of complete
understanding. These approaches might lead to improved knowledge of
fertility behaviour in future by regarding it not in terms of
aggregate structures but as an ongoing micro-level process which is

constantly experiencing chanae.
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ENDNOTES

Chapter 1 v

1)

Although the English version of the Henripin monograph was not
published until 1972, the French version under the title,
Tendances et Facteurs de la fecondite au Canada appeared in print
in 1968,

See Morah, B.C. 1976. Timing of births in Edmonton: Patterns and
consequences. Unpublished Ph.D. thesis, University of Alberta.

Chapter 2

1)

Leibenstein (1974) has raised serious questions, since the publica-
tion of his original theory, about the ultimate utility of the
economic model of fertility.

Chapter 3

1)

The acronym (GAFS) adapted for the Alberta study is unfortunate only
because it is identical to the acronym used in the earlier American
fertility studies.

1971 Census ethnic distributions were not yet available at the
time that the sample was drawn.

The weighted proportion of the GAFS sample which is British is some
4 standard deviations away from the Census proportion, once Irish
are added to the total.

The weighted proportions that are German and Ukrainian are 1.5
standard deviations from the Census proportions. For French and
Other Eastern Europeans the comparable figure is 2.5 standard
deviations while for Other Western Europeans it is 3.5.

The cohorts created for the purposes of this analysis are not
synthetic in the life table sense in that they do not truly
represent any actual series of groups of persons experiencing a
single event together.
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Chapter 5

1)

In the early nineteenth century, Gossen formulated a "pleasure
principle” which is a precursor to modern cost-benefit thinking
appiied to fertility behaviour. Simply he said, "A person striving
for the greatest amount of pleasant sensations Stops the
gratification of a desire where a continuation in its indulgence
would mean less pleasure to him than the gratification of another
need, which need he would have to renounce otherwise" (Thomlinson,
1976:229-330 quoted from Roderich von Ungern-Sternberg. 1931. The
Causes of the Decline in Birth Rates within the European Sphere

of Civilization. Eugenics Research Association Monograph Series 4:
33-34).

[ 4
Gossen's "law" was modified in 1909 (the 1931 publication of it
represents its first appearance in English) by Brentano. "A

person discontinues procreation of children when an increase in
the number of children gives him less satisfaction than other
pleasures of life which would otherwise not be accessible to him"

(Thomlinson, 1976:230 quoted from Lujo Brentano. 1910. The Doctrines

of Malthus and the Increase in Population Duringgthe Last Decades.
Economic Journal 20:371-393).
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APPENDIX A

CALCULATION OF EXPECTED FAMILY SIZE

The 15 questions used in the calculation are listed beiow:
In what year were you born?

What is your present marital status?

Are you or have you ever been pregnant?

SKIP T0 Q 31 .... Yes 1
No 2

Do you want to have children eventually?

SKIP TO Q 105 ... Yes 1
SKIP TOQ 113 ... No 2
SKIP TO0Q 113 ... Don't know 3

How many children of your own - those that you have actually
borne - now live with you in your own household?

How many of your children now live somewhere else?
How many of your children have died?

- Q 72 ARE FOR CURRENTLY PREGNANT

Are you hoping for a girl or a boy?

How many more children do you want to bear in addition
to the one you are now expecting?

- Q 91 ARE FOR NOT CURRENTLY PREGNANT

Have you had an operation which makes it impossible for
you to become a mother in the future?

412



Q 85 Some women are unable to have a child because they have some
physical or medical problem or perhaps because they have
reached their change of life. Do you think this may be the
case with you?

SKIP TO @ 105 IF NOT CURRENTLY MARRIED OR LIVING WITH
SOMEONE .

Q 86 Has your husband/partner ever had an operation which makes
it impossible for him to become a father in the future?

Q 89 Do you want to give birth to (a, another) child?
Q 9N How many (more) children would you like to have?
Q 105 If you could now choose exactly the number of children to

have altogether in your lifetime, how many girls and how

many boys would you choose?

There are ten possible ways in which expected family size is
calculated from the answers to the above questions. Only one of these
calculations is made for a given respondent. These alternatives are
given below in the same order as they are checked in the computer

'

program.

STEPS 1 - 4 ARE SKIPPED IF THE RESPONDENT IS OR HAS EVER BEEN
PREGNANT (Q 29)

1. Respondent wants no children eventually (Q 30): expected
family size is completed family size (Q 31 - Q 33).

2. Respondent does not know if she wants children eventually
(Q 30): expected family size is coded as missing data.

3. Respondent wants children eventually (Q 30) and her year
of birth is since 1932 (Q 1): expected family size is taken
from Q 105.

4. < Respondent wants children eventually (Q 30) and her year

of birth is 1932 or earlier (Q 1): expected family size
is completed family size (Q 31 - Q 33).

5. Respondent is pregnant (Q 70 is answered): expected family
size is one plus completed family size (Q 31 - Q 33) plus
additional expected (Q 72).
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When there is indication that respondent or husband cannot
have more children (Q 82, Q 85, Q 86); expected family
size is completed family size (Q 31 - Q 33).

When marital status (Q 10) is single, separated, widowed
or divorced and year of birth is since 1932 (Q 1): expected
family size is taken from Q 105.

When marital status (Q 10) is single, separated, widowed
or divorced and year of birth is 1932 or earlier (Q 1):
expected family size is completed family size.

When respondent wants no additional children (Q 89):
expected family size is completed family size (Q 31 - Q 33).

When respondent wants additional children (Q 89): expected
family size is completed family size plus additional
expected (Q 91).

&
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CALCULATION OF WANTED COMPLETED FERTILITY 1, . .
The following questions are used in doveloptng the meatuye
“wanted completed fertility 1" '

{ .
Q 31 How many children of your own - those you have attually = «
borne - now live with you in your own household?

.

L4

Q 32 How many of your children mow live somewhere else?

Q 40 would you have preferred this child 1) earlier 2) later :,‘
3) same time, or 4) not at all? :

Q 89 Do you want to give birth to {a) another child? L.
Q 90 How many (more) children would you like to have?

First, the actual current family size is computed for each
respondent on the basis of the responses to QQ 314 32. For each
respondoot. the number of consistent unwanted births is computed
on"the basis of "not at all" responses to Q 40. To elimina
at least minimize the possibility that a ¢hild is not want
reasons other than numbers reasons (such as marital prob)
financtal problems, consequent physical, mentad or soc
of children, etc.), only those childregapot at ally
respopdent that were followed by a ted chilg subtracted
from the current family size. This is done by sortimg the child
file for each respondent, totalling the mumber of unwanted children
that were not followed by a child that was either ufwanted at that
time or wanted. The resulting number is called wanted current
fertility.

To compute wanted completed fertility, the number that is
expected or wanted by the respondent in the future by QQ 89, 90
is added. This addition is done in accordance with the decision
rules set out for calculating expected family size, acc0untin? for
fecundity impairment, etc. It is presumed that additional children
are all wanted.

This procedure s not without weaknesses. The most obvious

weakness is a respondent who claims to have wanted "not at all" }//

her last one or two children but wants additional children. The

number of respondents reporting so inconsistently is small and so
thought not to affect the overall measure. In most instances, those
respondents who want additional children are not experiencing, or at
least reporting, existing unwanted children. Respondents who report
additional expected children are largely in the situation of
incompleted childbearing. The measure of wanted completed fertility

1 allows for computation of a surrogate index of total wanted fertility
for women not yet finished childbearing as well as an actual measure
for women whose families are complete. ‘
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CALCULATION OF WANTED COMPLETED FERTILITY 2

The following questions are used in developing the measure
"wanted completed fertility 2":

Q 31 How many children of your own - those you have actually
borne - now 1ive‘with you in your own household?

Q 32 How many of your children now live somewhere else?
Q.89 Do you want to give birth to (a) another child?

Q 90 How many (more) children would you like to have?
n

Q 96 Would you prefer to have borne fewer children?
Q 97 How many in all would you like to have borne?

If the answer to'Q 96 is no, then wanfted current fertility
is taken to be equal to actual current family size based on
QQ 31, 32. If the answer to Q 96 is yes, then wanted current
fertility is taken to be the numeric answer to Q 97. In those cases
where the answer given to Q 97 is larger than the respondent's
actual family size, wanted current fertility is taken to be actual
current family size.

Wwanted completed fertility 2 is then calculated by adding
additional expected, based-on QQ 89, 90, according to the decision
rules outlined earlier for computing expected family size, to wanted
current fertility.



APPENDIX B

DETAILS OF INDICES USED IN CHAPTERS 5 AND 6

CALCULATION OF PROPORTION OF YEARS RESPONDENT HAS WORKED

SINCE AGE SIXTEEN

The index is based on the following questions:
Qg 1: In what year were you borm?

Q 12: I would like to make a list of all the regular jobs
that you have held and that have lasted for more
than six months. (A list follows of type of job,
date begun and left, and whether job was full time
or part time).

Proportion of years worked is calculated as years worked

(Q12) divided by age minus sixteen years. Coding of the .index is
as follows: O, .01-.29, .30-.59, .60-1.0.

*
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CALCULATION OF IMPLIED WORK YEARS LOST THROUGH CHILDBEARING

The index is based on the following questions:

Q 15 Suppose a yoman is offered a good job and can arrange to
have her children cared for adequately, what age should
her youngest child be before she takes the job’on a full
time basis? :

Q 16 What age should her child be before she takes the job
on a part-time basis?

Q 109 What do you think is the ideal age for a woman to have
her first child?

Q 110 And what is the ideal age for her to have her last child? qtié;?i

.
Q M In your opinion how many years or months should there Mﬂ

ideally be between children? (If different times given
take average). °

Q 114 What do you think is the ideal number of children for the

average Canadian family today?
-

If the response to Q 15 is greater than the response to Q 111°

(if youngest child at time mother takes on a full time job needs to

be older than the ideal years between children), then full work

years lost is calculated as follau@iz § ideal age of mother at birth

of last child (Q 110) minus iMESEEEa: of mother at birth of first

child (Q 109) plus age younghs M 1d needs to be before mother

works full time (Q 15). L

If the response ¥y . is not greater than the response to
Q 111 (if youngest child dOg#pot need to be older than the ideal
years between children), thén full work years lost is calculated as
follows: age youngest child needs to be at time mother takes on a
full time job (Q 15) multiplied by ideal number of children in the

average Canadian family today (Q 114).

The same procedure is followed using Q 16 for calculating
part work years lost.

Total implied work years lost is then calculated as follows:
Part work years lost plus the result obtained by subtracting part
work years lost from full work years lost divided by two. Coding
of this index is: 0-8 years, 9-12 years, 13-18 years, 19 or more
years. »

-



CALCULATION OF OWNERSHIP 0? HIGH STATUS ITEMS

Q 32
Q 33
Q175

Q 214
Q 215
Q 216
Q 217

INCOME AND ACTUAL FAMILY SIZE)
The index is based on the following questions:

How many children df your own - those that you have actually
borne - now live with you in your own household?

How many of your children now live somewhere else?

How many of your own children have died? *

Here is a card showing amounts of income. Pleace indicate
by number what group would apply to your husband's income
before taxes in 19737 ~

Do you have a coloured TV?

Do you have a dishwasher?

Two or more cars?

What is the number of rooms in your home? (excluding
bathrooms, clothes closets, pantries, halls and rooms

solely used for business purposes).

A variable called "Ownership of high status items" is

developed with the following categories (QQ 214, 215, 216, 217):

"

Low: none of these four is owned or used

Low medium: one of the four is owned or used
High medium: two of the four are owned or used
High: three or four of these are owned or used
missing data

O Hwrho —

On the basis of the following categories of husband's income,

means are calculated for combinations of actual family size (0 to 6+)
and income categories:

under $7,000

$7,000 - $9,999

$10,000 - $14,999 ®
$15,000 and over

missing data

O W N —

From responses to QQ 214 - 217 (coded as "ownership of high

status items"), the mean for the actual family size category and
income category of the respondent s subtracted. The result is
ownership qQf Qigh status items standardized for husband's income and
actual family size.

(STANPARDIZED FOR HUSBAND'S

419
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CALCULATION OF RELATIVE INCOME POSITION BASED ON HUSBAND'S 1973 EARNINGS

The index is based on the following questions:
Q 1 In what year were you born?

Q 179  When didyou and your present husband or partner start
1iving together?

Q 175 Here is a card showing amounts of income. Please indicate
by number what group would apply to your husband's income
before taxes in 1973?

Responses to Q 175 were col]apséd into the following categories:

under $7,000
$7,000 - $9,999
$10,000 - 14,999
$15,000 and over
missing data

O Ppwhnh—

Based on QQ1 and 179, synthetic cohorts are developed
(see section 3.6). For each cohort a mean for husband's 1973
income is computed. Income of husband in 1973 as reported by each
respondent is divided by the mean husband's income in 1973 for the
cohort of which the respondent is a member. Relative income position
is the quotient.

420
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CALCULATION OF RELATIVE INCOME POSITION BASED ON FAMILY'S 1973 EARNINGS

The index is based on the following questions:
Q In what year were you born?
Q 179  When did you and your present husband or partner start

living together?
Q 177  Which group would the total income of your family fall

into for 19737 (Before taxes)

Responses to Q 177 were collapsed into the following categories:

0: nil

1: under $3,000

2: $3,000 - $4,999

3: $5,000 - $6,999

4: $7,000 - $9,999

5: $10,000 - $14,999

6: $15,000 and over

9: missing data

For each synthetic cohort (based on responses to QQ 1 and .
179), a mean family income for 1973 is calculated. Relative income
position of the family in 1973 is the ratio of the response to Q 177
to the mean family income for the cohort of which the respondent is

a member.
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CALCULATION OF PERCEPTION OF FINANCIAL SUCCESS

The index is based on the following questions:

Q 190 Suppose that your husband/partner lost his Jjob tomorrow
and neither he nor you could find work for one month.
Do you feel that you could manage to pay for all your
usual bills for that month out of the family savings?

Q 193 In general what kind of success do you feel you and
your husband/partner are having financially?

If the respondent replies that she could not pay the usual
bills out of family savings and she Judges her family's financial
situation to be fair ot poor, then she is categorized as having
low financial success.

If the respondent says that she could pay a month's bills
out of family savings and she views her family's financial
situatiqp to be good, she is categorized as having medium financial
success.

If the respondent could pay bills for a month out of family
savings and she judges her family's financial situation to be very
good, she is categorized as having high financial success.
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CALCULATION OF EXTENT OF POST-SECONDARY SUPPQORT
The index is based on the following questions:

Q 194 Would you (and your partner) be willing to provide
the major source of financial support if your
child was attending post-secondary education?

Q 195  How much, if any, would you be willing to contribute?

Q 196 How long would you be willing to contribute this support?

If respondent would contribute no support of room, or
room and board for up to three years of $500-999 for one or two
years or full support for one year, then respondent is coded as
Jow on willingness to support post-secondary education.

If respondent would contribute $1,000-1,999 for three or
more years or full support for 2 to 3 years, then she is categorized
as medium on this index.

If respondent would contribute $2,000 or more or provide
full support for four or more years, she is coded as high on
willingness to support post-secondary education.
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CALCULATION OF MOTHER ROLE ORIENTATION
The index is based on the following questions:
Q 14 Would you prefer:
to be working now

not working
no preference?

w N —

Q 30 Do you want to have children eventually?

Yes ]
No 2
Don't know * 3

Q 116 What is your attitude towards couples that decide not to
have children?

Understanding

Envy

No opinion

Disapproval .

Other (often means "shouldn't
get married") , 5

Bw Ny —

The following 8 questions are answered on a scale from 1 to 5
ranging from “strongly agree" to "strongly disagree":

Q 199 A pre-school child is 1ikely to suffer if the mother works.

Q 200 A working mother can establish just as warm and secure a
relationship with her children of elementary school age as
a mother who does not work.

Q 201 It is much better for everyone involved if the man is the
achiever outside the home and the woman takescare of the home
and family.

Q 203 Women are much happier if they stey at home and take care of
their children.

Q 207 If anything serious happened to one of the children while the
mother was working, she could never forgive herself.

Q 208 A woman's job should be kept open for her when she is having
a baby.

Q 209 You usually find the happiest families are those with a large
number of children.
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Q 211  There should be free child care centres so that women could
take jobs.

The index is developed as follows: If a respondent selects
any six or more of the following responses to the above questions,
the respondent is categorized as having a low mother role orientation:

Q 14(1), Q 30(2), Q 116(1 or 2), Q 199(4 or 5), Q 200 (1 or
2), Q 201(4 or 5), Q 203(4 or 5), Q 207(4 or 5), Q 208(1 or
2), Q 209(4 or 5), Q 211(1 or 2).

If a respondent selects any Six or more of the following
responses to these questions, she is categorized as having a high
maternal role orientation:

Q 14(2), Q 30(1), Q 116(4 or 5), Q 199(1 or 2), Q 200
(4 or 5), Q 201(1 or 2), Q 203(1 or 2), Q 20y(1 or 2),
Q 208(4 or 5), Q 209(1 or 2), Q 211(4 or 5).

If the respondent fails to answer six or more of the above
questions in either of two prescribed ways or answered them with
codes other than those indicated, she is categorized as having a
medium mother role orientation.
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CALCULATION OF TRADITIONAL FEMALE ROLE ORIENTATION
This index is based on the following questions:
Q 14 Would you prefer:
to be working now 1
not working 2
no preference 3

Q 113  Who do you feel should decide the number of children a

woman will have?
Woman 1
Husband/partner 2
o Both 3
Will happen without decision 4
God or fate 5
Other 6
Refusal 8
Don't know 9

Q 139 [f a couple decides on sterilization in order to prevent
unwanted children, should it be the man or the woman who
gets sterilized?

Man 1
Woman Z
Don't know 3
Not applicable 4
Depends on circumstances 5
Doesn't matter 6
Neither 7
The following 10 questions are answered on a scale from 1 to 5,
ranging from “strongly agree" to “strongly disagree':

Q 198 A man can make long range plans for his life, but a woman
has to take things as they come.

Q 201 It is much better for everyone involved if the man is the
achiever outside the home and the woman takes care of the
home and family.

Q 203 Women are much happier if they stay at home and take care
of their children. -

< Q 204 Young girls are entitled to as much independence as young

boys.

426
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Q 205 Sex seems to exist mainly for the man's pleasure

Q 206 Women should be considered as seriously as men for jobs
as'lecutives or politicians. .

Q208 A wbman's job should be kept open for her when she i
having a baby.

Q' 210 Many of those in women's rights organizations today seem td
be unhappy misfits.

Q 21 There should be free child care centres so that women
could take jobs.

Q 2132 Women in authority should have the right to fire men.

The index is developed as follows: If a respondent selects
any seven or more of the following responses to the above questions,
the respondent is categorized as having a low traditional female role
erientation:

Q 113(1 or 3), Q 139(1 or 5 or 6), Q 198(4 or
( or 5) 1_9 203 4 or 5), Q 204(1 or 2), Q 205
Q 206(1 2). Q2 Ay 08(1 or 2), Q 210(4 or 5),

a respondent selects any seven or more of the following
respon to the above questions, the respondent is categorized
as having ¥ high traditional female role orientation.

Q 14(2), Q 113(2 or 4 or 5), Q 139(2 or 7), Q 198(1 or 2),
Q 201(1 or 2), Q 203(1 or 2), Q 204(4 or 5), Q 205(1 or
2), Q 206(4 or 5), Q 208(4 or 5), Q 210(1 or 2), Q 211

(4 or 5), Q 213a(4 or 5).

I[f the respondent does not answer six or more of the above
questions in either of the two prescribed ways or answers them
with codes other than those indicatedy' she is categorized as having
a medium traditional female role orientation.

s
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CALCULATION OF EGALITARIAN ATTITUDES . ”
The index is based on the following questions:
Q 104 Did you have any discussion at the time of your marriage
with your (present/past) husband on the number of children
he wanted?
1: yes
2: no 0
3: can't remember
Q 113  Who do you feel should decide the number of children a
woman will have?
1: woman
2: husband/partner
3: both
4: will happen without decision
5: God or fate N
6: other
7: refusal
9: don't know
The following questions are answered on a scale from1 to 5
ranging from "strongly agree"” to "strongly disagree”: . .
Q. 201 It is much pette; for everyone involved if the man is the
ugd achiever out$ide the home and the woman takes care of the :
. % howpcancyfamilyy . 5 o
d‘Zba; ﬁbmeﬁ aqe’muéﬁ?happie% if they stay at home and take care of
s their chMa;_{ . L M,
oy e

) 7 ¢ - ) . N
Q ZQ_S . Sexf!%eng& to gxist mainly for the man's pleasure.

S, 4,
: If a respondent selects any three or more the following
responses to~§3;fgbove questions, the respondent s categorized
~as having a lod "tével of egalitarian attitudes:
Q 104(2), Q 113(1 or 2), Q 201(1 or 2), Q 203(1 or ?),
Q 205(1 or 2).

If the respondent selects any three or more of the following
responses to these questions, she is categorized as having a high
level of egalitarian attitudes:

q 104(1), Q 113(3), Q 201(4 or 5), Q 203(4 or 5),
Q 205(4 or 5).
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1f the respondent does not answer three or more of the
questions in either of the prescribed ways or answers them wi _
codes other than those indicated, she is categorized as havind a '
medium level of egalitarian attitudes. ' -

o

P N
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Q 103
Q 105

CALCULATION OF TRADITIONAL SEX PREFERENCES IN CHILDREN

This index is based on the following questions:
Did you have any idea about how ma y children you wanted when
you first married? :

1: yes
2: no -
3: can't remember

How many girls and how many boys did you want?

If you could now choose exactly the number of children to
have altogether in your lifetime, how many boys and how
many girls would you choose?

For those answering “yes" to Q 102, responses to Q 103 are
used to compute a sex ratio of girls to boys. A similar sex
ratio is computed on the basis of responses to Q 105. If,
for a respondent, either or both of these sex ratios is

less than 1, the respondent is categorized as having a

high traditional sex preference. If either or both is
greater than 1, the respondent is categorized as having a
low traditional sex preference. If neither of these
conditions are met (i.e., the sex ratio equals 1), the
respondent is categorized as having a medium traditional sex
preference.

430
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CALCULATION OF TRADITIONAL CHILDBEARING MOTIVATION

This index is based on the following questions:

Q N2 Do you expect to live with one of your children in your . ' !
old age?

yes :
no

don't know

refusal

W —

Q 113  Who do you feel should decide the number of children a
woman will have? (

woman

husband/partner

both : -
will happen without decision

God or fate

other

refusal

don't know

WO s W —

The following questions were answered on a scale from 1 to
5 ranging from "“strongly agree" to "strongly disagree":

Q 203 Women are much happier if they stay at home and take care
of their children.

" Q 209 You usually find the happiest families are those with a
large number of children. -

If a respondent selects any three or more of the following
responses to the above questions, the respondent is categdrized
as having a low traditional childbearing motivation:

Q 112¢2), Q 113(1 or 2 or 3), Q 203(4 or 5), Q 209(4 or 5). ®

If a respondent selects any three or more of the followipg
responses to these questions, the respondent is categorized as
having a high traditional childbearing motivation:

Q 112(1), Q 113(4 or 5 0or 6), Q 263(] or 2), Q 209(1 or 2).

If a respondent does not answer three or more of these
questions in either of the prescribed ways or answers them with
codes other than those described above, she is categorized as having
a medium traditional childbearing motivation.



CALCULATION OF TOLERANCE OF LARGE FAMILIES

The index is based on the following questions:

A 115 How many children would there be in a Canadian family before
you would say there are too many?

1: no upper limit, "never too many"

2: 2

3: 3

4: 4

8: 8 or more

9: depends on circumstances or don't know

The following question is answered on a scale from 1 to 5
ranging from "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree":

Q 209 You usually find the happiest families are those with a
large number of children.

B

If a respondent selects any one or more of the following
responses to the above questions, the respondent {5 categorized
as having a low tolerance of large families:

Q 115(2 or 3 or 4), Q 209(4 or 5)

If a respondent selects ang one or more of the following
responses to these questions, the respondent is categorized as
having a high tolerance of large families: '

Q 1156i\?r 8), Q 209(1 or 2)

If a respondent fails to answer one or more of these
questions in either of the two prescribed ways or answers them
with codes othegr than those indicated, she is categorized as
having a medium tolerance of large families.
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CALCULATION OF CONCERN WITM POPULAFIQN GROWTH

The index is based on the following questions which are
answered on a scale from 1 to 5 ranging from "strongly agree" to
"strongly disagree":

Q 209  You usually find the happiest families are those with
a large number of children.

Q 212  The world population problem is serious.

If a respondent selects any one or more of the folloying
responses to the above questions, the respondent is categorized’
as having a low concern with population growth:

e,

Q 209(1 or 2), Q 212(4 or 5)

If a respondent selects any one or more of the following
responses to the questions, the respondent is categorized as
having a high conce™ with population growth:

Q 209(4 or 5), Q 212(1 or 2)

If the respondent fails to answer one or more.of the above
questions in either of the two prescribed ways or answers them
with codes other than those indicated, she is categorized as having
a medium concern with population growth.
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SUMMARY TABLES OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR CHAPTER 4

Table C.1 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and family ;
size of origin. Criterion variable: ideal family size.
Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Cohort) 16.807 6 2.801  3.709** ( 6/472)
- B (Family size of origin) 12.869 1 1.170  1.549! (13/7472)
AB » 59.337 55 *1.079  1.428* (55/472)
Error 356.516 472 .755

** significant at .00l
* significant at .028
! not significant

Table C.2

religion.
Source of variance S.S.
A (Cohort) 27.390
B (Religion) 8.938
AB 10.367
Error 549.253

** significant at .00l
* significagt at .002
! not significant

X
v

df ‘' M.S.
6 4.565
2 4.469
12 .864
773 VAR

434

Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
Criterion variable: ideal family size.

F df

6.425** ( 6/773)
6.289* ( 2/773)
1.216! ( 2/773)
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Table C.3 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
education. Criterion variable: ideal family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Cohort) -721.385 6 3.564 5.067** ( 6/765)
B (Education) 20,312 3 6.771  9.625%* 3/765)
AB : 4 9.997 18 .554  .7741 {£18/765)
Error 4R8.185 765  .703

** significant at .001 -~
! not significant ;’

Table C.4 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
ethnicity. Criterion variable: ideal family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Cohort) 24 .283 6 4.047 5.910*** ( 6/711)
B Ethnicity) 8.432° 7 1.205 1.759* (7/711)
AB 50.537 42 1.203  1.757** (42/711)
Error 486 .856 711 .685

***significant at .001
**significant at .003
*significant at .093

Table C.5 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
respondent's residence in youth. Criterion variable:
ideal family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Cohort) 19.968 6 3.328 4.672** ( 6/761)
B (Residence in youth) 4.576 2 2.288 3.212« € ( 2/761)
AB 15.259 12 1.272  1.785* (12/761)
Error 542.052 761 712

» **significant at .001 \

*significant at .040
Pie

P
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Table C.6 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and

religiosity. Criterion variable: ideal amily size, ‘
Source of variance S.S. df  M.S.. F df
A (Cohort) 21.413 6 3.569 5.088** ( 6/769)
B (Religiosity) 10.174 2 5.087 7.252%* ( 2/769?
AB 16.147 12 1.386 1.918* (12/769
Error 539.438 769 701

**significant at .001 S

*significant at .029

Table C.7 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
nativity. Criterion variable: ideal family size.

Source of variance S.S df M.S. F df
A (Cohort) 25.406 6 4.234 5.922%x ( 6/779)
B (Nativity) 1.553 1 1.553 2.172! (1/779)
AB 9.127 6 1.521 2.127*. ( 6/779)
Error 557.015 779 715

**significant at .001 .

*significant at .048
'not significant

Table C.8 Summary table of analysis of variance with religion and
ethnicity. Criterion variable: ideal family size.

Source of variance S.S df M.S. F df

A (Religion) 7.535 2 3.768 5.401** ( 2/958)
B (Ethnicity) 7.434 7 1.062 1.522! ( 7/958)
AB 5.461 14 . 390 .599! (14/958)
Error 668.329 958 .698

L ]

**significant at .005
'not significant

.y



Table C.9 Summary table of analysis of variance with religion and
religiosity. Criterion variable: ideal family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Re]igion)‘ 9.587 2 4.793 7.024** ( 2/999)
B (Religiosity) 11.736 2 5.868 8.599** ( 2/999)
AB 5.398 4 1.350 1.978* ( 4/999)
Error 681.720 999 .682

**significant at .001
*significant at .095

Table C.10 Summary table of analysis of variance with religion and
family size of origin. Criterion variable: ideal family

size.
Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Religion) 3.158 2 1.579 2.014! ( 2/653)
B (Family size of origin) 10.039 5 2.008 2.560** ( 5/653)
AB 4.179 10 .418 .533! (10/653)
Error 512.086 653 .784

**significant at .026
Inot significant

Table C.11 Summary table of variance with ethnicity and
religiosity. Criterion variable: ideal family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Ethnicity) 9.782 7 1.397 2.053* ( 7/951)
B (Re]igiosity) 15.898 2 7.949 11.677** ( 2/951)
AB : 10.769 14 .769 1.130! (14/951)
Error 647.353 951 .681

**significant at .00l
*significant at .046
Inot significant
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Table C.12 Summary table of analysis of variance with ethnicity and
education. Criterion variable: ideal family size.

Source of variance S.S. df” M.S, F df

A (Ethnicity) 7.675 7 1.096 1.646! ( 7/949)
B (Education) 34.705 3 11.568 17.361** ( 3/949)
AB 14.121 21 .672  1.009! (21/949)

Error 632.334 949 .666

**significant at .001
'not significant

Table C.13 Summary table of analysis of variance with ethnicity and
family size of origin. Criterion variable: ideal family

size.
Source of variance S.S. df ﬁ.S. F df
A (Ethnicity) 5.378 7 .768 .998! ( 7/607)
B (Family size of origin) 11.266 5 2.253  2.927** ( 5/607)
AB 33.478 34 .985 1.279! (34/607)
Error 467.252 607 .770

**significant at .013
'not significant

Table C.14 Summary table of analysis of variance with religiosity
&t and family size of origin. <Criterion variable: ideal
family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Religiosity) 12.296 2 6.148 7.989** ( 2/648)
B (Family size of origin) 9.208 5 1.842 2.393* ( 5/648)
AB 5.992 10 .599 .779! (10/648)
Error 498.698 648 .770

**significant at .001
*significant at .036
Inot significant
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Table C.15 Summary table of analysis of variancé with education and
family size of origin. Criterion variable: ideal family

size.
Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Education) 19.632 3 6.544 8.602** ( 3/646)
B (Family size of origin) 7.312 5 1.462 1.922* ( 5/646)
AB 8.227 15 .548 721! (15/646)
Error 491.433 646 .761

**significant at .001
*significant at .088
'not significant

Table C.16 Summary table of analysis of variance with education and
residence in youth. Criterion variable: ideal family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F . df
A (Education) 29.474 3 9.825 14.506** ( 3/982)
B (Residence in youth) 4.478 2 2.239 3.306* ( 2/982)
AB 1.194 6 .199 .294! ( 6/982)
Error 665.096 382 .677

**significant at .001
*significant at .036
'not significant

Table C.17 Summary table of analysis of variance with family size
of origin and residence in youth. Criterion variable:
ideal family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Family size of origin) 7.706 5 1.541  2.072* ( 5/640)
B (Residence in youth) 5.734 2 2.867 3.855** ( 2/640)
AB 29.896 10 2.990 4.020*** (10/640)
Error 475.980 640 .744

***significant at .00}
**significant at .02]
*significant at .066
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Table C.18 Summary table of analysis of variance with residence

in youth and nativity.
family size.

Source q‘ variance S.S. df
A (Residence in youth) 9.407 2
B (Nativity) 3.811 1
AB 1.804 2
Error 689.706 989

**significant at .00l
*significant at .019
'not significant

Tab]; C.19

family size.

Source of variance S.S. df -
A (Cohort) 30.362 6
B (Family size of origin) 38.254 1.
AB 86.536 55
Error 768.482 442

**significant at .009
*significant at .027
'not significant

Criterion variable: ideal

M.S. F df

4.704  6.475%* ( 2/989)

3.811  5.465* ( 1/989)
902  1.293!  ( 2/989)
.697

Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
family size of origin. Criterion variable: desired

M.S. F df
5.060 2.911** ( 6/442)
3.478  2.000* (11/442)
1.573 .905! (55/442)
1.739

Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and

religion. Criterion variable: desired family size.

Table C.20

Source of variance S . df
A (Cohort) 87.203 6
A (Religion) 16.136 2
AB 41.877 12
Error 1244 .258 738

***significant at .00}
**significant at .009
*significant at .017

M.S. F df

14.534  8.620*** ( 6/738)
8.068 4.785%* ( 2/738)
3.490 2.070*  (12/738)
1.686



Table C.21 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
education. Criterion variable: desired family size.

Source of variance S.S. df
A (Cohort) 75.810 6
B (Education) 5.084 3
AB 38. 346 18
Error 1258.501 730

**significant at .001
'not significant

M.S.

12.635
1.695
2.130
1.724

F

7.329**
.983!
1.236!

df

( 6/730)
( 3/730)
(18/730)

Table C.22 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
ethnicity. Criterion variable: desired family size.

Source of variance S.S. df
A (Cohort) 80.041 6
B (Ethnicity) 14.239 7
AB 91.818 %2
Error 1149.844 677

**significant ‘at .001
*significant at .109
'not significant

M.S.

13.340
2.034

R

F

7.854**
1.198!
1.287*

df

( 6/677)
( 7/677)
(42/677)

Table C.23 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
respondent's residence in youth. Criterion variable:

desired family size.

Source of variance S.S. df
A (Cohort) 89.956 6
B (Residence in youth) .386 2
AB 23.652 12
Error 1214.330 725

**significant at .001
'not significant

M.S.

14.993
.193
1.971
1.675

F

8.951**
115!
.77

df

( 6/725)
( 2/725)
(12/725)
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Table %4 < ey - taB'W of‘m\alysis of variance with cohort and
afteligiosity. Criterion variable: desired family size.

s
?bqrce of Yeriance 5.5. df M.S. F of
A (Cohort) 59.282 6 9.880 5.953* ( 6/734)
B (Religiosity) 42.220 2 21.110 12.718%  ( 2/734
AB 36.196 12 3.016 1.817* (12/734
Error 1218.323 734  1.660

"

**significant at .00
*significant at .042

Table C.25 Summary table of analysis of variance with*cohort and
nativity. Criterion variable: desired family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F .‘ df
A (Cohort) 89.360 6 14.893 8.582** ( 6/744)
B (Nativity) 3.767 1T 3.767 2.170} (1/748)
AB 5.45] 6 .908 .523! ( 6/744)
Error 1291.190 744 1.735

**significant at .00l
'not significant

¥

Table C.26 Summary table of variance with religion and ethnicity.
Criterion variable: desired family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Religion) 28.287 2 14.143 ' 8.121** ( 2/870)
B (Ethnicity) 3.743 7 .535 . 307! ( 7/870)
AB 57.862 14 4,133 2.373* (14/870)
Error 1515.186 870 1.742

**significant at .00]
*significant at .003
tnot significant

o ey —
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Table C.27 Summary table of analysis of variance with religion and
religiosity. Criterion variablei‘desired family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. .F df
A (Religion) 15.812 2 7.906 4.583* ( 2/91)
B (Religiosity) 73.248 2 36.624 21.229** ( 2/911)
AB 12.704 4 3.176 1.841! ( 4/911)
Error 1571.655 911 1.725

**significant at .00}
*significant at .010 -
'not significant

Table C.28 Summary table of variance with religion and family
size of origin. Criterion variable: desired famiTy size.

Source of variance S.S. ’ dgn M.S. F df
A (Religion) 8.027 2 4.013 2.215* ( 2/602)
B (Family size of origin) 21.58) 5 4.316 2.382** ( 5/602)
AB 40.590 10 4.059 2.240*** (10/602)
Error 1091.005 602 1.812

**¢significant at .014
**significant at .037
*significant at .108

Table C.29 Summary table of analysis of variance with ethnicity and
religiosity. Criterion variable: desired family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Ethnicity) 6.788 7 .970 .570! ( 7/865)
B (Religiosity) B6.526 2 43.263 25.447** ( 2/865)
AB ‘ 36.773 14 2.627 1.545*

Error 1470.622 865 1.700

**xsignificant at .001
*sggnificant at .089
Inot significant

b
[ 5" SE R
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Table C.30 Summary table of anal f variance with ethnicity and
education. Criterion : desired family size.

Source of variance S.S. ‘M.S. F | df -

A (Ethnicity) 8.012 7“' 1.185  .636! ( 7/861)

B (Education) 19.040 6.347 3.529* ( 3/861)

AB 32.788 21 1.561 .868! (21/861) ‘. *

Error 1548.583 861 1.799

*significant at .015
Inot significant

Table C.31 Summary table of analysis of variance with ethnicity and
family size of origin. Criterion variable: desired
family size.

Source of variance : S.S. df M.S. F _df
A (Ethnicity) 8.025 7 1.146 .63 ( 7/557)
B (Family size of origin) 21.218 5 4,244 2,455 ( 5/517)

- AB 122,293 34 3.697 2.081** (34/557)
Error 9672.725 557 1.728

**significant at .001
*significant at .032
'not significant

AR J

Table C.32 Summary table of analysis of variance With ref‘g{asity -
and fam11y size of orwg1n Criterion variable: desired v
family size. ,

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Religiosity) 41.677 2 20.838 11.647** ( 2/599)
B (family size of origin) 20.552 5 4.110 ° 2.297* ( 5/599)
AB 21.995 10 2.200 1.229! (10/599)
Error 1071.750 599 1.789 .

**gignificant at .001
gnificant at .043
Inot significant

\\;ﬂ
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Table C.33 Summary table of analysis of variance with.education and
family size of origin. Criterion vaniable: desired
family size.

Source of vériance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Education) \ 6.709 3 2.23 1.229! ( 3/595)
B (Family size of origin) 22.690 5 4.538 2.493* ( 5/595)
AB 49.348 15 3.290 1.808* (15/595)
Error 1082.880 59§us 1.820

*significant at .03
not significant

Table C.34 Summary table of analysis of variance with education and
residence in youth. Criterion variable: desired family
size.

e

~ Source of variance $.5.  df  M.S. F df

A (Education) 25.330 § s5.066 2.833* ( 3/897)
B (Residence in youth) 1.059 2 .530  .296! ( 2/897)
AB 2.264 6 .377 2110 (L 6/897)
Error . 1604.316 897 1.789

*significant at .006
Inot significant

*

Table C.35 Summary table of analysis 3f variance with family size
of origin and residence in'iﬁuth. Criterion variable:
desired family size. '

S.S.

Source of varian df M.S. F df

e of origin) 19.804 . 245> ( 5/591)

(Residerte in yOuth? 1.619 2 .810 . ! ( 2/591)

AB. 42.363 10 4.236 2.40N\** (10/591)
Error 1042.688 591 1.764

**significant at .009
*significant at .048
Inot significant

¥



Table C.36 Summgry table of analysis of variance with residence in
youth and nativity. Criterion variable: desired family

size.
Source, of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Residence in youth) 2.816 2 1.408 .7920  ( 2/903)
B (Nativity) .735 1 .735 .413! ( 1/903)
AB 22.110 2 11.055 6.2¥5* ( 2/903)
Error 1606.256 903 1.779

*significant at .002
Inot significant

Table C.37 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
family size of origin. Criterion variable: expected
family size.

w
Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Cohort) 48.416 6 8.069 3.144** ( 6/467)

B (Family size of origin) 72.665 11 6.606 ~2.574*  (11/467)

AB 139.514 55 2:537 .988!  (55/467
Error 1198.403 467  2.566 :

**significant at .005
*significant at .004
Inot significant - o

N

Table C.38 Summary table of analysis of vafisﬁzé with cohort and
religion. Criterion variable: expected family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Cohort) 96.446 6 16.074 6.628** ( 6/765)
B (Religion) 46.968 2 23.484 9.678** ( 2/765)
AB < 47.692 12 3.974 1.638* (12/765)
Error 1856.283 765 2.427

L 4

**significant at .00}
*significant at .076

’4

'
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Table C. 39 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
education. Criterion variable: expected family size.

Source of variance S.S.
A (Cohort) 67.360
B (Education) 74.045
AB 58.212
Error 1818,396

**significant at .001
Inot significant

df

6

3
18
757

M.S. F df
11.227 4.674** ( 6/757)
24.682 10.275** ( 3/757)

3.23¢ 1.346! (18/757)
2.402

Yable C.40 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
ethnicity. Criterion variable: expected family size.

Source of variance S.S.
A (Cohort) 84.202
B (Ethnicity) 49.793
AB 123.560
Error 1713.669
**significant at .001]

*significant at .005

'not significant
Table C.41

respondent's residence in youth.

expected family size.

Source of variance S.S.
A (Cohort) 73.093
B (Residence in youth) 2.254
AB - 23.977
Error 1911.522

**significant at .00}
Inot significant

df
6

7
42
704

df

6

2
12
752

M.S. F df

14. 090885 765** ( 6/704)
730 2. 922* i 7/704
2.94% 1.209! . {42/704

2.434 v

Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and

Criterion variable:

M.S. F df
12.182  4.792** ( 6/752)
1.127 .443!  ( 2/752)
1.998 .786!  (12/752)
2.542

{
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Table C.42 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
religiosity. Criterion variable: expected family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Cohort) 68.050 6 11.342 4.610*** ( 6/761)
B (Religiosity) 22.622 2 11.31 4.598* ( 2/761)
AB 50.173 12 4.18] 1.699** (12/761)
Error 1872.233 761 2.460 -

***significant at .001
**significant at .010 :
*significant at .062 ,

Table C.43 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
nativity. Criterion variable: expected family size.

K
Source Qfgvariance S.S. df M.S. F i df
A (Cohort) 88.720 6 14.787 5.864+% ( €7771)
B (Nativity) 1.593 1 1.593  .632! ( 1/771)
. AB 4.930 6 . .822  .326! ( 6/771)
& Error 1944.303 771  2.522 :
@

**significant at.00l

!not significant ’-

&

" g Aa

Table C.44 ,Summary table of analysis of variance with religion and
, ethnicity. Criterion variable: expected family size.

Source of var®ce s.S. df  M.S. F df »
A (Religion) 41.456 2 20.728 8.459** ( 2/913)

B (Ethnicity) 10087 71430 aggr (7/913)

AB 52.810 14 3.7 1.3%+  (14/913)

Error 2237.240 913 2.450

**significant at .001
*significant at .091

Inot significant -
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Table C.45 Summary table of analysis of variance with religion and
religiosity. Criterion variable: expected family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F » df
Religion) 44 899 2 22.450 9.188** ( 2/954)
B (Religiosity) 34.607 2 17.303 7.082** ( 2/954)
AB 33.886 4 8.4 3.467* ( 4/954)
Error 2330.937 954 2.443 2 '

**significant at .001
*significant at .008

o2 '

Table C.46 Summary table of analysis of variance with religion and
family size of origin. Criterion variable: expected
family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.3. F df
b L
A (Religion) ' 28.361 2 14.181  5.281* ( 2/641)
B (Family size of origin) 23.597 5 4,719 1.758! ( 5/641)
AB - 22.534 10 2.253 .839!  (10/641)
Error 1721.187 641 2.685
*significant at .005 o

Inot significant

Table C.47 Summary le of analysis of variance with ethnicity and

educatio. Criterion variable: expected family size.
Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Ethnicity) 25.489 7  3.641 1.518! ( 7/904)
B (Education) . 97.218 3 32.4b6 13.509* ( 3/904)
AB 65.655 21 3.126  1.303! (21/904)
Error 2168.541 904  2.399

*significant at .001
Inot significant
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Table C.48 Summary table of variance with ethnicity and family size

_ of origin. Criterion variable: expected family size.
1 ]

Source of variance 'S.S. df  M.S. F df
A (Ethnicity) 26.862 7 3.837 1.439! ( 7/595)
B (Family size of origin) 17.165 5 3.433 1.287! ( 5/595)
AB 87.024 3 2.560 .960! (34/595)
Error 1587 .895 595 2.667

Inot significant
. ,
-

Fa IS

+

Table C.49 Summary table of analysis varidMe szntre11§ﬁosity and
family.size or origin. Critérion variable: expected

family size. !
L}

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Religiosity) 38.648 2 ¥9.324  7.233** ( 2/637)
B (Family size of origin) 27.627 5 5.525 2.068* ( 5/637)
AB 14.142 10 1.414 .529! (10/637)
Error 1701.746 637 2.671

-

**significant at .00}
*significant at .06/
'not significant

-

Table C.50 Summagy table o lysis of variance with education and
dihiz

fami . Criterion variable: expected
family size. 3
Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F . df
A (Education) 64.079 3 21.360 8.314** ( 3/634)
B8 (Family size of orig¥n] 14.605 5 2.921 1.137! ( 5/634)
AB \ 79.114 15 5.2 2.053* (15/634)
Error Q628774 - 638 2.569

[

**significant at .00l
*significant at .011
'not significant

S
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" Table C.51 Summary table of analysis of variance with education and
residence in youth. Criterion variable: expected
family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Education) 87.556 3 29.185 11.759** ( 3/939)
B (Residence in youth) 2.614 2. 1.307 5270 ( 2/939)
AB 11.494 6 1.916 L7721 ( 6/939)
Error 2330.503 939 2.482

**significant at .001 X ) ,-;

'not significant

#y-\.
Table C.52 Summary table of analysis of variance with ?aﬂ?]y size

of origin and residence in yButh. OCriterion varialle:
expected family,size. -’

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F 5" df

A (Family size of origin) 27.680 5 5.536 2.045‘{ ‘{ 5/629)
B (Residence in youth) 2.023 2 1.012 L3740 w ( 2/629)
AB 49,282 10 4.928 1.820** (10/629)
Error 1702.905 629 2.707

P
.

**significant at .054
*significant at .070
'not significant

-

Table C.53 Summary table of analysis of variance with residence in
youth and nativity. Criterion variable: expected
family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

\
A (Residence in yogth) 8.290 2 4.145 1.623! ( 2/946)
B (Nativity) .236 ] .236 .092! ( 1/946)
AB 12.030 2 6.015 2.355%* ( 2/946)
Error 2416.105 946

*significant at .093
Inot significant
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Table C.54 Summary table of analysis of variance with ethnicity and
religiosity. Criterion variable: expected family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Ethnicity) 26.175 7 3.739  1.501!  ( 7/906)
B (Religiosity) 34.192 2 17.096 6.861* ( 2/906)
AB P 19.014 14 1.358 .545! (14/906)
Error 2257 .556 906 2.4&2

*significant at .001 )

/ I'not significant
v

Table C.55 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
family gpze of origin. Criterion variable: wanted
completed: fertility 1.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Cohort) ° o 33.023 6 5.508 - 2.330* ( 6/467)
B (Family size of origin) 71.289 11 6.481 2.744** (11/467)
AB 142.957 55 2.599  1.100!  (55/467)
Error 1103.015 467  2.362

+**significant at .002
*significant at .032
Inot significant

Table C.56 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
religion. C(Criterion variable: wanted completed fertility
1.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Cohort) 76 .946 6 12.824 5.621* ( 6/765)
B (Religion) 42 .478 2 21.239 9.309* ( 2/765)
AB 42 .450 12 3.537 1.550! (12/765)
Error 1745 .466 765 2.282 .

*significant at .001
Inot significant
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Table C.57 Summary of analysis of variance with cohort and education.
Criterion variable: wanted completed fertility 1.

Source of variance S.S. df
A (Cohort) 55.314 6
B (Education) 62.044 3
AB 56.145 18
Error 1711.830 757

*significant at .00l
'not significant

M.S. F df

9.219 4.077* ( 6/757)

20.681  9.146* ( 3/757)
3.119  1.379t  (18/757)
2.261

Summary table of analysis of varianceswith cohort and @
ethmicity. Criterion variable: wanted completed fertility

Table (.58
1.
Source of variance S.S. daf
A (Cohort) 66.780 6
B (Ethnidvity) 38.581 7
AB 128.950 4?2
£rror 1593.193 704

**ﬁﬁﬁgnificant at .001
**significant at .018
*significant at .069

M.S, F df

11.130  4.918*** ( 6/704)
/5.512  2.435** . ( 7/704)
3.070 13357*  (42/704)
2.263

Table C.59 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
residence in youth. Criterion variable: wanted

completed fertility 1.

Source of variance S.S. df
A (Cohort) 59.459 6
B (Residence in youth) 1.122 2
AB 19.289 12
Error 1793.450 752

*significant at .00l
'not significant

M.S. F df
9.910 4.155* ( 6/752)

561 - .2351  ( 2/752)
1.607  .6741  (12/752)
2.385 ~

<f



Table C.60 Summary table of analysis of variance with cokort and
religiosity. Criterion variable: wanted completed
fertility 1.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Cohort) 53.035 6 8.839 3.841*** ( 6/761)
B (Religiosity) 29.286 2 14.643 6.362** ( 2/761)
AB 42 .891 12 3.574 1.553* (12/761)
Error 1751.468 761 2.302

***significant at .001
o **significant at .002
*significant at .100

Table C.61 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
nativity. Criterion variable: wanted completed
fertility 1.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F daf

A (Cohort) 700619 6 11.770 4.974* ( 6/771)
8 (Nativity) .701 1700 2960 (1/17)
AB 4.843 6  .807 .38 ( 6/717)
Error’ . 1824.574 771 2.367

*signiftcant at .001 .
Inot significant !

Table C.62 Summary table of analysis of variance with religion and

ethnicity. Criterion variable: wanted completed
fertility 1.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Religion) 68.452 9 7.606 3.298* (9/913)
B (Ethnicity) 7.318 7 1.045 .453! ( 7/913)
AB 48.113 14 3.437 1.490! (14/913)
Error 2105.387 913 2.306

*significant at .00l
'not significant
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Jable C.63 Summary table of analysis of variance with religion and
religfosity. Criterion variable: wanted completed
fertility 1.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Re]ig{én) 39.834 2 19.917 8.675** ( 2/954)
B (Religiosity) 38.199 2 19.099 8.319** ( 2/954)
AB 39.641 4 9.910 4.316* ( 4/954)

Error 2190.378 954  2.256

**significant at .001
*significant at .002

Table C.64 Summary table of analysis of variance with religion and
family size of origin. Criterion variable: wanted
completed fertility 1.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F "-. df

[ ]
A (Religion) 27.569 . . 2 13.784 5.454% ( 2/641)
B (Family size of origin) 22.661 5 4.532 1.793! ( 5/641)
AB 21.891 10 2.189 .866! (10/641)
Error 1620.206 641 2.528

*significant at .005
'not significant

Table C.65 Summary table of analysis of variance with ethnitity
and religiosity. Criterion variable: wanted completed
fertility 1.

Source of variance » S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Ethnicity) 17.733 7 2.533 1.083! ( 7/906)
B (Religiosity) 38.649 2 19.325 8.260* 2/906;
AB . 20.96 4, 1.4% .638!  (14/986
LErpor & v a @2119:83) 49060 2. 33
"\“‘P‘& L 7~~.<§b R |
T | X
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Tablo‘(:“-’.'mry table of analysis of variance with ethnicity and
education. Criterion variable: wanted completed
fertility 1. .o

variance S.S. df M.S. F | df

icity) . 18.296 7 2.614 1.155!'  ( 7/904)
cation) 75.105 3 25.035 11.059** ( 3/904)

75.494 21 3.595 1.588* (21/904)
2046.470 904 2.264

' **significant at .00l .

*significant at .045
'not significant

Table C.67 Summary table of analysis of variance with ethnicity and
family size of origin. Criterion variable: wanted
completed fertility 1.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A éEthnicity) 24,908 7 3.558 1.427! ( 7/595)
B (Family size of origin) 17.468 5 3.494 1.401! ( 5/595)
AB 84.844 38 2.495 1.001! (34/595)
<Ejror 1483.794 595 2.494

Inot sigmificant

)
Table C.68 Summary table of analysis of variance with religiosity

and family size of origin. (riterion variable:
wanted completed fertility 1. .

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Religiosity) 41.578 2 20.789 8.299** ( 2/637)
B (Family size of origin) 26.466 5 5,293 2.113* ( 5/637)
AB 15.062 10 14506 .601! (10/637)
Error 1595.736 637 2.505 T

3

**significant at .00}
*significant at .062
'not significant
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Table C.69 Summary table of Jna1ysis'of variance with education and
family size of origin. Criterion variable: wanted
completed fertility 1.

Source of variance S.S.. df M.S. F df
A (Educatfbn) 48.691 3 16.230 6.698** ( 3/634)
B (Family size of origin) 16.205 5 3.241 1.337"¢ ( 5/634)
AB 84.478 15 5.632 2.324* (15/634)
Error 1536.306 634 2.423

**significant at .001
*significant at .003 \
Inot significant

Table C.70 Summary table of analysis of variance with education and
residence in youth. Criterion &ariab]e: wanted
completed fertility 1.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F . df
A §Education) 66.708 3 22.236 9.436* ( 3/939)
B (Residence in youth) 2.482 2 .24 526!  +( 2/939)
AB 12.396 6 2.066 8771 ( 6/939)
Error 2212.870 939 2.357
3
*significant at .00 ‘&
'not significant -

Table C.71 Summary table of analysis of variance with family size
of origin and residence in youth. Criterion variable:
wanted compieted fertility 1.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Family size of origin) 27.31 5 5%462 2.148* ( 5/629)
B (Residence in youth 1.276 2 .638 2510 (1 2/629)
AB - 48.443 10 4.844 1.905%** (10/629)
Error 1599.289 629 2.543

**significant at .042
*significant at .058
Inot significant
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Table C.72 Summary table of analysis of variance with residence in
: youth and nativity. Criterion variable: wanted
a ‘rcomp1¢ted fertility 1, - 7 s

Source of variance - S.S. df* . M.S. F df

A (Residence in yoath)  5.809  ¢2 2.905 1.205! ( 2/946)
B (Nativity) : 075 1 .075  .031!  ( 1/946)
AB 9.817 2 4.908 2.0%! ( 2/946)

‘Error ) - 2280.727 946 2.41)

'not significant

Table C.73 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and.
family size of origin. Criterion variable: wanted
compieted fertility 2,

Source of,variance S.S. df M.S. F df .

) ) >
A (Cohort) .Y 33.675 6 5.612 2.113* ( 6/467)
B (Eg\g1y size of qrigin) 76.019 11 6.911  2.601** (11/467)
AB L 134.160 55 2.439 .918!  (55/467)
Error . 1240.588 467 2.657
‘/

¥
**significant at).003 .,
*significant at .050
'not significant

- R B O

N
Table C.74 Summary table ofsanalysis of varilnée with cohort and
religion. Criterion variable: wanted completed
fertility 2.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Cohort) 68.138 6 11.356 4.430** ( 6/765)

B (Religion) 45.483 2 22.742 8.871** ( 2/765)

AB ; 49.493 12 4.124 1.609* (12/765) .
Error 1961.068 765 2.563 A

**significant at .001
*significant at .084



459

14

t
Table C.75 Summary table of gpalysis.of variance with cohort and

educatton. Criterfon variable: wanted completed
fertility 2. . ,

Source of variance . - S.S. df.' M.S. F df

A (Cohort) 44 .443 6 7.407 2.913* ( 6/757)

B (gducation)’ ~ 67.274 3 22.425 8.818** ( 3/757)

AB . 63.463 .18  3.526 1.386! (18/757)
© Error ' : 1925.094 - 757 2.543

**significant at .00l
*significant at .008.
!not significant -

' ' . .

Table C.76 Summary table of analysis of variance with coﬁort and
ethnicity. Criterion variable: wanted completed
fertility 2.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F - df

A (Cohqrt) 57.685 6 9.614 3.753*+ ( 6/704)
B (Ethnicity) " 56.25) 7 8.036 3.137* ( 7/704)
/ AB 131,161 42 3.123  1.219!  (42/704)
,Errer : ‘\@03.590 704 2.562
\,7; 4
fdsignificant at .00
“~ *significant at .003
~ !not signifjcant
\\\\;\. .

~.

Table C.77 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
residence in youth. Criterion variable: wanted
completed fertility 2.

Source of variation S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Cohort) 51.716 6 8.619 3.226* ( 6/752)
B (Residence in youth) 2.222 2 1. .416! ( 2/752)
AB 29.427 12 2.452 .918! (12/752)
Error . 2008.99¢6 752 2.672

*significant at .004
'not significant
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Table C.78 Summagy table of ana]y%is of variance with cohort and

religiosity. Criterion variable: wanted completed
fertility 2. .
Source of variable S.S. af M.S.  F df
A (Cohort) a7.208 6 7.868 3.027*** ( 6/761)
B (Religiosity) ‘ 18.072 2 9.03 3.476** ( 2/761)
AB 53.704 12 4.475 1.722*  (12/761)
Error 1978.281 761 2.600

»*xxgignificant at .006
**significant at .03
*significant at .058

Table C.79 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
nativity. Criterion variable: wanted completed
fertility 2.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F voodf
A' (Cohort) o N 64.251 "6 10.708 4.037* ( 6/771)
B (Nativity) 5.201 1 5.201 1.961! ( 1/77)
AB 5.583 6 .931 2331 . ( 6/771)
Error 2045.023 N 2.652

*significant at .001
tnot significant

Table C.80 Summary table of analysis of variance with religion and

ethnicity. Criterion variable: wanted completed
fertility 2. '
Source of variance IES. df M.S. F df
A (Religion) 41.825 2 20.972 8.071** ( 2/913)
B (Ethniciﬁi) 14.225 7 2.032 7841 ( 7/913)
AB 55.838 14 3.988 1.539* (14/913)

Error ,~  2365.698 913 2.591
*+significant at .00l
*significant at .091

Inot significant

m
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Table C.81 Summary table of analysis of veriance with religion and
religiosity. Criterion variable: wanted.completed
fertility 2. 7

Source of variance S;S. df . M.S. F ( df e
A (Religion) 50.743 2 25.372 9.752*%* ( 2/954)
B (Religiosity) 20.815 2 10.408 4.000* § 27954)
AB 32.739 4 B8.18 3.146** 4/954)
Error 2482.064 954 2.602

4

***significant at .001
**significant at .04
o *significant at .018

Table C.82 Summary table of analysis of variance with religion and
family size of origin. Criterion variable: wanted
completed fertility 2.

Source of variance- S.S. df~ M.S. F df
A (Religion) 26.744 2 13.372 4.741* ( 2/641)
B (Family size of origin) 17.075 5 3.415 1.211! ( 5/681)
AB 27.926 10 2.793 .990! (10/641)
Error . 1807.736 641 2.820

*significant at .009
Inot significant

Table C.83 Summary table of analysis of variance with ethnicity
and religiosity. Criterion variable: wanted completed
fertility 2.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Ethnicity) 31.688 7 4.527 - 1.719* ( 7/906)
B (Religiosity) 22.331 2 11.13# 4.281% ( 2/906)
AB : 20.875 14 1.4 .566! (14/906)
Error P 2385.116 906 2.633

**significant at .015
*significant at .100
Inot significanig

- m——— "
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Table C.84 Sumnury table of analysis of variance with ethnicity and
. education. Criterion vnriahle wanted completed

fertility 2. .
- Source or variance, S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Ethnicity) 28.647 7 4.092 1.609! ( 7/904;
B8 (Education) 89.970 2 29.990 11.788* ( 3/904
AB 73.584 21 3.504 1.377! (21/904)
Error 2299.806 904 2.544

®sygnificant at .001
Inot significant

Table C.85 Summary table of analysis of variance with ethnicity and
family size of origin. Criterion variable: wanted

compieted fertility 2. e
Source of varianceg - S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Ethnicity) 32,193 7 4.599 1.653! ( 7/595)
B (Family size of origin) 10.659 5 2.132 .766! ( 5/595)
AB 87.134 34 2.563 921! (34/595)
Error 1655,470 595 2.782
'not significant *

Table C.86 Summary table of analysis of variance with religiosity
and family size of origin. Criterion variable: wanted
completed fertility 2. ‘

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Religiosity) 26.233 2 13.117 4.625* ( 2/637)
B (Family size of origin) 21.564 5 4.313 1.521! ( 5/637)
AB 11.121 10 1.112 .392! (10/637)
Error 1806.429 637 2.836

*significant at .010
Inot significant
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Table C.87 S ry table of analysis of variance with education and ‘
family size of origin. Criterion variable: wanted . e
completed ferttlity 2.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Educatien) 63.486 3 21.162 7.837** 3/634)
8 (Family size of origin) 11,108 5 2.220 .822! 5/634)
AB 86.906 15 5.794 2.146* (15/634)
ERror 1711.967 634 2.700

**significant at .001 *

*significant at .007
Inot significant

Table C.88 Summary table of analysis of varignce with education and
residence in youth. Criterion variable: wanted
completed fertility 2. :

Source of variance 5.5. df M's. F df

A (Education) 84.106 3 28.035 10.619* ( 3/939)

B (Residence in youth) 1.348 2 .674 L2550 ( 2/939)
AB 22.067 6 3.678 1.333! ( 6/939)

Error 2479.174 939 2.640 ;

*significant at .00]
'not significant

-

Table C.89 Summary table of analysts of variance with family,size
of origin and residencé in youth. Criterion vaghable:
wanted completed fertility 2.

Source of variance 5.5, df  M.S. F df

A (Family size of origin) 20.319 5 4.064 1.411! ('5/629)

B (Residence in youth) 1.880 2 .940 .326'  ( 2/629)

AB 32.180° 10 3.218 1.118!  (10/629)

Error ‘ 1811.2 629 2.880

'not signiﬁca'nt



Table C.90 Summary table of analysis of variance wifh residence in
youth and nativity. Criterion variable: wanted
completed flrtility 2.

[

Source of variancé S.S. df M.S. F ) df

A EResidence in youth) 6.286 2 3.143 1.158! ( 2/946)
B (Nativity) 4.199 1 4.199 1.5471 ( 1/946)

~ AB ' 12.559 2 6.279 2.314* ( 2/946)
Error 2567.469 946 2.714 ‘

*significance at .097
'not significant
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APPENDIX D

SUMMARY TABLES OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
FOR CHAPTER 5 . 7
Table D.1  Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and

relative income (husband). Criterion variable:
d family size.

» \
Source of va¥y S.S. df M.S. F df
o
A (Cohort) 74 .968 6 12.495 5.065** ( 6/554)
. B (Relative income
[husband]) 44.072 10 4.407 1.787*  (10/554)
AB 35.221 10 3.522 1.428! (10/554)

Error 1391.332 554  2.467

**gignificant at .001
~*significant at .060 A~
'not significant

Table D.2  Summary taple of analysis of variance with cohort and
financial success. Criterion variable: expected
family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Cohort) 126.301 6 21.050 9.234** ( 6/680)

B (Financial success) 35.305 2 17.652 7.743** ( 2/680)

AB 65.754 12 5.479  2.404*  (12/680)
.Y Error 1550.203 680 2.280

**significant at .00]
*significant at .005
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Table D.3  Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
ownership of high status items (standardized for income
and actual family size). Criterion variable: expected
family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Cohort) 129.334 6 21.556 9.892* ( 6/594)
B (Status items) 61.582 4 15.395 7.065* ( 4/594)
AB 53.435 24  2.226 1.022!' (24/594)
Error 1249.411 594 2.179

*significant at .00l t)

'not significant

Table D.4  Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
proportion of years worked by respondent. Criterion
variable: expected family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F daf
A (Cohort) 43.718 6 7.286  3.239%* 6/537)
B (Years worked) 74 .600 10 7.460  3.316*** T10/537)
AB ]%7, 6% 51 3.678 1.635*

frror 1207.94 537 2.249

***significant at .001
**significant at .004 !
*significant at .005

Table D.5 Summary table of analysis of varMnce with cohort and
respondent's education. Criterion variable: expected
family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Cohort) 67.360 6 11.227 4.674 ( 6/757)
B (Education) 74 .045 3 24.682 10.275* ('3/757)
AB 58.212 18 3.234 1.346! (18/757)
Error . 1818.396 757 2.402

*significant at .001
'not significant
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Table 0.6 Summary table of @ralysis of variance with cohort and

extent of post-secondary support. C(riterion variable:

v expected family size.
Soufle of variance S.S. af M.S. F daf
A (Cohort) 107.95) 6 17.992 8.133** ( 6/644)
B (Post-secondary

support) 31.965 2 15.983 7.225** ( 2/644)
AB 53.126 12 4.427  2.001*  (12/644)
Error . 1424 .714 644 2.212

**significant at .601
*significant at .022

Table D.7 Summary table of variance with cohort and imglied
work years lost through childbearing. Criteryon variable:
expected family size.

Source of variance S.S. df. M.S. F df
A (Cohort) 46 .906 6 .7.818 3.511* ( 6/567)
B (Work years lost) 34.262 3 11.421  5.130* ( 3/567)
AB . 54 .662 18 3.037 1.364! (18/567)
Error 1262 .351 567 2.226

*significant at .00
'not significant

Table D.8  Summary table of analysis of variance with relative
income (husband) and financial success. Criterion
variable: expected family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Retative income
[husvand]) 73.187 10 7.319 2.804*  (10/549)

B (Financial success) 10.809 2 5.404 2.071! ( 2/549)
AB 40.786 19 2.147 0.823! (19/549)
Error . 1432.753 549 2.610

*significant at .00
'not significant
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Table D.y Summary table

(nusband) and extent of post-secondary

of analysis of variance with relative 1ncome

pr— »»-—s-‘a——-.-..“’m 4

468

support. (rt}orion

variable: expected family size.

Source of variance S.S.
A (Relative income
(nusband]) 70.708

B (Post-secondary support)49.41?

AB 55.585
Error 1256.917
*+gigni1ficant at .00}
*gignificant at .00¢
. 'not significant
Table D.10

(husband)

for income and actual famly size).

expected family size.

Source of variance S.S.
A (Relative 1ncome

[husband] 83.819
B (Status items) 67.258
AB 69.655
Error 1276 .387

-

*si1gnificant at .001

Inot signficant
Table D.11

Summary table of analysis of variance
and ownership of high status items (standard:zed

ar NS, F af
10 7.0m  2.870*  (10/510) .
2 24.706 10.028** ( 2/510)
19 2.926 1.187'  (19/510)

510 2.464

with relative income

Criterion variable:

df M.S. F df
N .
10 8.382 3.507*  (10/534)
4 16.814 7.035* ( 4/534)
33 2.1 0.833! (33/534)
53¢ 2.390

-

Summary table of analysis of variance with proportion of

years worked by respondent and 'mpiied work years 1o0st

through childbearing.
family size.

Source of variance S.S.
A (Years worked) ~ . 60.639
B (Years lost) 52 .389
AB 81.007
Error 1317.609

-
**significant at .00}
*significant at .003
tnot significant

@

Criterion variable: expected

daf  M.S. F af
‘10 6.064 2.725%  (10/592)
3 17.463  7.886%* ( 3/592)
29 2.793  1.255!  (25/592)
592  2.226
]
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Tedble D.12  Susmary teble of anlaysts of variance with respondent’s
education and extent of post-secondary support.
Criterion veriable: expected family size.

Source of varience s.s. af "ns. f @®»
A (Education) 72.929 3 24.310 10.010°* ( 3/86})
B (Post-secondary . :
support) 21.5¥% 2 13.766 5.669° ( 2/861)
AB 17.319 2. 887 1.189'  ( 6/H6))
trror 2090.976 861 2. 429
*eqignificant at .00}
*significant at 004
'not significant /7

Table D 13 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
relative income (husband). C(riterion varrable: wanted
completed fertility 1.

Source of variance 5.5 af M.S. F gt

A (Cohore, 67.000 6 11.167 4 BOS** (| 6/564
B (Relative income

{rusband] 38. 340 10 3.834 1 &50° {10/564)
AB 30.529 10 3.0513 1. 314! (10/564)
frror 1310.804 564 2.324

**q1gnrficant at .00}
*si1gnificant at .089
'not significant

Table D.14 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
financia) success. (riterion variable: wanted
completed fertibity 1.

Source of variance S.S. af M.S. F af¢

A (Conhort) 107.438 6 17.906 8.370* {668
B (Financral success) 30.252 2 15.126 7.071¢ r2/68C
AB 76 . 300 12 6.358 2.972" 12(680
Error 1454 . 730 680 2.139

*signrficant at .00]
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Tedble D. 1%

Source of varisnce $.5. 4ot M. F af
A ?Cohort) 111 .427 ¢ 18.871 8.892° ( 6/594)
B (Status ttems) 54 .46 4 13.61% 6.519° ( 4/594
A8 52 326 /4 2.180 1.044! (24/594
trror 1240 530 594 ¢.088 )

*significant at 00! )

‘not signifrcant
Tatle D 16  Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and

broportion of years worked by respondent. (riterion

variable wanted completed fertility 1.
Source of varign e S S qf .S, F af
A (Cohort) . 774 6 6 129 2.B31** ( 6/537)
8 (years worked) 72 .958 10 7.296 3.370°** (10/537)
At 146 .58° 51 2.874 1.328* (51/537)
trror 1162.473 537 2.165

*eesignrfrcant at 001

*esgnificant at 010

*signrfrcant at .070
Table 0 17 Summary table of analys's of varrance with cohort and

respondent s educat'on (riterion variable: wanted

completed fertilaty ! O\T
Source of var‘arce S$.S. af M.S. F af
A  (ohort 56.314 6 9.219 4.077* ( 6,757,
B (Eaucatror 6..044 3 20.68) 9.146"* ( 3/757)
A8 5¢ 14% 18 3.119 1.379! (18/757)
Error 1711.830 7%? . 261
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Susmary table of snalysis of variance with cohort end
owmership of Nigh status 1tems (standardized for income
end actual femily size). Criterion veriadle: wented
completed fertility ).

*sign'fricant at 001
'not signrficant



Table D.18 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
extent of post-secondary suppert. Criterion variable:
wanted completed fertility 1.

'

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Cohort) 92.718 6 15.453 7.401*** ( 6/644)
B (Post-secondary

support) 26 687 2 13.344 6.391** ( 2/644)
AB ) 49 .865 12 4.155 1.990* {12/644)
Error . 1344 463 644 2.088

***gignificant at .00l
**significant at .002
- *significant at .023

Table D.19 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
img]ied work years lost throygh childbearing.
Criterion variable: wanted completed fertility 1.

Source of variance . 7 s.S. df M.S. F df

A (Cohort) 41.378 6 6.896 3.299* ( 6/567)
B (Work years lost) 36.669 3 12.223 5.848** ( 3/567)
AB 47.538 18 2.641 1..263! (18/567)
Error 1185.211 567 2.090

**significant at .001
*significant at .003
'not significant

Table D.20 Summary table of analysis of variance with relative
income (husband) and financial success. Criterion
variable: wanted completed fertility 1.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Relative income
[husband] 60.322 10 6.032 2.469*  (10/549)

B (Financial success) 10.248 2 5.124 2.097! (2/549)
AB 43.421 19 2.285 0.935!  (19/549)
Error 1341.289 549  2.443

*significant at .007
'not ng’ficant
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Table D.21 Summary table of analysis of variance with relative
income (husband) and extent of post-secondary
support. Criterion variable: wanted completed fertility
1. ’

Source of variance ’ S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Relative income

[husband]) 58.585 10 5.859 2.536* (10/510)
B (Post-secondary " 4

support) 47 .671 2 23.83 10.318** ( 2/510)
AB 46.036 19 2.423 1.049!  (19/510)
Error 1178.155 510 2.310
**significant at .001 )

*significant at .006
Inot significant

Table D.22 Summary table of analysis of variance with relative
income (husband) and ownership of high status items
(standardized for income and actual family size).
Criterion variable: wanted completed fertility 1.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Relative income

[husband])  70.575 10 7.057 3.091*  (10/534)
B (Status items) 59.190 4 14.797 6.481*  ( 4/534)
AB 64.851 33 1.965 0.861! (33/534)
Error 1219.215 534 - 2.283 Y

*significant at .00l
tnot significant

)

Table D.23  Summary table of analysis of variance with proportion
< of years worked by respondent and implied work years
lost through childbearing. Criterion variable:.
wanted completed fertility 1.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Years worked) 55.240 10 5.524 2.666** (10/592)
B (Years lost) 54.360 3 18.120 8.745%** ( 3/592)
AB 86.527 29 2.984 1.440*  (29/592)
Error 1226.628 592 2.072

***significant at .001
**significant at .005
*significant at .065
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Table D.24 Sunnnry table of analysis of variance with respondent's
education and extent of post-secondary support.
Criterion variable: wanted completed fertility 1.
Source‘;f variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Education)

52.975 3 17.658 7.668** ( 3/861)

B (Post-secondary

support) 23.605 2 11.802 5.125* ( 2/861)

AB 18.668 6 3.1 1.351! ( 6/861)
Error 1982.646 861 2.303
{
**significant at .001
*significant at .006
Inot significant ’
Table D.25 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
relative income (husband). Criterion variable:
wanted completed fertw 2.
Source of variance s.s..  df  M.S. F df
A (Cohort) 59.197 6 9.866  3.994** ( 6/564)

B (Relative income

[husband] 44,204 10 4.420 1.790*  (10/564)

AB 38.148 10 - 3.815 1.544! (10/564)
Error 1398.083 564 2.470
**significant at .001
*significant at .059
'not signifi t
n ignifican - ~_
Table D.26 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
financial Success. Criterion variable: wanted
completed fertility 2.
Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Cohort) 99.152 6 16.525 7.203* ( 6/680)
B (Financial success) 44 649 2 22.325 9.731* ( 2/680)
AB 77.493 12 6.458 2.815*  (12/680)
Error 1560.098 680 2.294
*significant at .00l

473

-



\J ) Ji ' .. \ B IR -
. . \ 474

| 4 !

Table D.27  Suswary table of anal{sis of variance with cohort and
ownership of high status items (standardized for
income and actual family size). Criterion variable:
wanted completed fertility 2.

Sourde of variance S.S. df M.S. F df .
A éCohort) 108.523 6 18.087 B8.256* ( 6/594)
B (Status items) 565.740 4 13.935 6.361* ( 4/594)
AB §8.024. 26 2.418 1.104! (24/594)
Error 1%01.287 594 2.191

*significant at .00]
- Inot significant

Table D.28 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
proportion of years worked by respondent. Criterion
variable: wanted completed fertility 2.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Cohort) 33.049 6 5.508  2.311* ( 6/537)
B (Years worked) 67.140 10 6.714 2.817*** (10/537)
AB 191.446 N 3.754 .575** (51/537)
Error 1279.807 537 2.383

***gignificant at .002
**significant at .008 -
*significant at .032

Table D.29 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
respondent's education. Criterion variable: wanted
completed fertility 2.

Source of variance S.S.  df M.S. F df

A (Cohort) 44,443 6 7.407 2.913* ( 6/757)
B (Education) 67.274 3 22.425 8.818** ( 3/757)
AB 63.463 18 3.526 1.386! (18/757)
Error 1925.094 757 2.543

**significant at .00}
*significant at .008
'not significant
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Table D.30 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
extent of postTpecondary support. Criterion variable:
- wanted completeéd fertility 2. -

475

Sburte of variance $.5. df M.S. F7 df

A (Cohort)

76.815 6 12.803  5.656** ( 6/644)

B (Post-secondary

support) 40. 306 2 20.153 8.903** ( 2/644)

AB 61.141 12 5.095 2.251*  (12/644)
Error 1457.732 644 2.264
**significant at .001
*significant at .009
]
Table D.31 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
implied work years 1ost through childbearing. Criterion
variable: wanted completed fertility 2.
Source of variance .S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Cohort) 38.031 6 6.338 2.715*  ( 6/567)
B (Work years lost) 36.528 3 12.176 5.216** ( 3/567)
AB 48.403 18 2.689 1.152! (18/567)
Error 1323.594 567 2.334
**significant at .002
*significant at .013
Inot significant
Table D.32 Summary table of analysis of variance with relative
income (husband) and financial success. Criterion
variable: wanted completed fertility 2.
Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Relative income

[husband]) 69.002 10 6.900 2.661** (10/549)

B (Financial success) 13.732 2 6.866 2.648*  ( 2/549)

AB
Error

35.288 19 1.857 0.716!  (19/549)
1423.728 549 2.593

**significant at .004
*significant at .070
'not significant

PR -
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> Table D.33 Summary table of analysis of variance with relative '.
income (husband) and extent of post-secondary support.
Criterion variable: wanted completed fertility 2. .

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Relative income ,

[husband]). 68.358 10 6.836 2.813* (10/510)
B (Post-secondary '

support) 50.568 2 25.284 0.405** ( 2/510)
AB 60.856 19 3.203 318! (19/510)
Error 1239.280 510 2.430

**significant at .00l
*significant at .002
not significant

“ LA -

Table D.34 Summary table of analysis of variance with relative -
income (husband) and ownership of high status items
(standardized for income and actual family Aize).
Criterion variable: wanted completed fertility 2.-

L 3

Source of variapce S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Relative income . .
[husband])  80.690 10 8.069 3.411* (10/534)

B (Status items) 62.880 4 15.720 ' 6.645* ( 4/534)
AB 75.142 33 2.277 0.962! (33/534)
Error 1263.331 534 2.366

*significant at .00]
Inot significant

Table D.35 Summary table of analysis of variance with pr‘op&on
of years worked by respondent and implied work years
lost through childbearing. Criterion variable:
wanted completed fertility 2.

Source of variance : S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Years worked) 46.318 10 4.632 1.832* (10/592)
B (Years lost) 38.947 3 12.982 5.135* ( 3/592)
AB 78.745 29 2.715 1.074! (29/592)
Error 1496.765 592 2.528

**significant at .002
*significant at .052
Inot significant P



TabJe D.36 Summary table of analysis of variance with respondent's

Y education and extent of post-secondary support.
~ Criterion variable: wanted completed fertility 2.

. Source of wariance S.S df M.S. F df
A %Education) 66.841 3 22.280 8.687** ( 3/861)
B (Post-$econdary :

support) 35.441 2 17.7 6.909** ( 2/861)
AB N\ 18.469 6 3.078 1.200! ( 6/861)
. krror 2208.199 861 2.865 |
® o
**significant at .00] 1
Inot significant ”
L
14
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L ARPENDIX E

*

SUMMARY TABLES OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR CHAPTER 6

Table E.1 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and

’ mother role. Criterion variable: expected family size.
Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Cohort) 102.952 6 17.159 7.372**  ( 6/716)'
B (Mother role) 19.591 2 9.796  4.208® ( 2/716)
AB 36.800 12 3.067 1.318! (127716)
Error 1666.430 716  2.327

**significaht at .001
*significant at .015
'not significant

Table E.2 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
traditional female role., Criterion variable: expected
family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Cohort) 109.818 6 18.303 7.759* ( 6/716)
B (Female role) 7.611 2 3.806 1.613! ( 2/716)
AB 26.211 12 2.184 0.926!. - (12/716)
Error 1688.999 716 2.359

*significant at .001
Inot significant
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Table E.3 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
tolerance of large families. Criterion variable:

expected family size. N
Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df ®
A (Cohort) 107.360 6 17.893 7.786* ( 6/716)
B (Large families) 58.030 2 29.015 625* ( 2/716)
AB 19.291 12 1.608 0.%99! (12/716)
Error : 1645.500 716 2.298

*significant at .00l
'not significant

Table £E.4 Summary table of an,?ysig of variance with cohort and
egalitarian attituges. Criterion variable: expected
family size. .

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Cohort) ) 103.438 6 17.240 7.374** ( 6/716)
B (Egal. attitudes) 22.702 2 11.351 4.855* ( 2/716)
AB 26.133 12 2.178 0.931! (12/716)
Error 1673.986 716 2.338

**significant at .001 -
*significant at .008
'not significant

Table E.5 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
traditional childbearing motivation. Criterion variable:
expected family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Cohort) 119.821 6 19.970 8.635** ( 6/716)
B (Childbearina) 8.326 2 4.163 1.800! (2/716)
AB 58.564 12 4 .880 2.110* (12/716)
Error 1655.931 716 2.313

**xsignificAnt at .00l
*significant at .015
'not significant
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Table E.6 Summary tab)e of analysis of variance with cohort and
traditional sex preferences in children. Criterion
variable: expected family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Cohort) 123.083 6 20.514 B.678* ( 6/716)
B (Sex preferences) 2.979 2 1.490 0.630!' ( 2/716)
AB 27.267 12 2.272 0.961! (12/716)
Error 1692.575 716 2.364

*significant at .001
'not significant

Table £.7 Summary table of analysis of variance with mother role
and tolerance of large families. Criterion variable:
expected family size.

N\
‘§9urce of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Mother role) 10.742 2 5.37 2.207! (2/961)
B (Large families) 89.698 2 44 .849 18.429*  ( 2/961)
AB 10.516 4 2.269 1.080! ( 4/691)
Error 2238.709 961 2.434

*significant at .00]1
'not significant

< &
Table E.8 Summary table of analysis of variance with mother role
and egalitarian attitudes. Criterion variables:
expected family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Mother role) 23.634 2 1817 4.731* ( 2/961)
B (Egal. attitudes) 31.522 2 15.761 6.310** ( 2/961)
AB 7.108 4 1.777 0.711! ( 4/961)
Error 2400.294 961 2.498

**significant at .002
*significant at .009
Inot significant



Table E.9 Summary table of analysis of variance with mother role
orientation and traditional childbearing motivation.
Criterion variable: expected family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F - df

A (Mother role) 34.790 2 17.395 6.890* ( 2/961)
B (Childbearing) 1.757 Z 0.879 0. 348! (2/961)
AB 11.077 4 2.769 1.097¢ ( 4/961)
Error 2426 .090 961 2.525

*significant at .00)
'not significant

Table E.10  Summary table of analysis of variance with mother role

orientation and traditional sex preferences in children.

Criterion variable: expected family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Mother role) 45.505 2 22.753 9.082** ( 2/961)
B (Sex preferences) 20.877 2 10.439 4.167* ( 2/961)
AB 10.402 4 2.601 1.038! ( 4/961)
Error 2407.644 961 2.505

**significant at .00]
*significant at .016
'not significant

Table E.11 Summary table of analysis of variance with mother role
orientation and traditional female role orientation.
Criterion variable: expected family size.

Source of variance S.S. daf M.S. F df

A (Mother role) 20.297 2 10.148 4.050** ( 2/961)
B (Female role) 13.817 2  6.909 2.757* ( 2/961)
AB 16.758 4 4.190 1.672! ( 4/961)
Error 2408.348 961 2.506

**significant at .017
*significant at .062
'not significant

v
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Table £.12  Summary table of analysis of variance with traditional
female role orientation and egalitarian attitudes.
Criterion variable: expected family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Female role) 16.834 2 8.417 3.358* ( 2/961)
B (Egal. attitudes) 31.202 2. 15.601 6.225** ( 2/961)
AB 5.598 4 1.400 0.558! { 4/961)
Error 2408.604 961 2.506

**significant at .002
*significant at .034
'not significant

Table £.13  Summary table of analysis of variange with traditiqnal
female role orientation and traditional childbearing
motivation. Criterion variable: expected family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Female role) 29.470 2 14.735 5.839* ( 2/961)
B (Childbearing) 2.917 2 1.458 0.578! ( 2/961)
AB 17.485 4 4.3 1.732! { 4/961)
Error 2425.002 G961 2.523

*significant at .003
'not significant

Table £.14 Summary table of analysis of variance with traditional
female role orientation and traditional sex preferences
in children. (riterion variable: expected family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Female role) 39.882 2 19.94) 7.920** ( 2/961)
B (Sex preferences) 21.734 2 10.867 4 316" ( 2/961)
AB 4.133 4 1.033 0.410! { 4/961)
Error 2419.537 961 2.518

**significant at .00l
*significant at .014
'not significant
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Table £.15 Summary table of analysis of veriance with tolerance of
large families and traditiona! childbearing motivation.
Critertion variable: expected family size.

Source of variance S.S. df Mm.S. f df

A (Large famlijes) 115.498 ° 2 57.949 23.674* ( 2/96})

B (Chilidbearing) 3.909 2 1.95%% 0.798! ( 2/961)

-Ag 3. 4 0.928 0.1379 ( 4/961)

Error 2352.348 961 2.444
*significant at .00l
'not significant

-

Table £.1b Summary table of analysis of variance w'th tolerance o
large families and traditional sex preferences 1n
childmen. C(Criterion variable: expected famly s1ze.

Source of variance S.S. af M.S. F df

/

A (Large families) 116 .61C 2 58.305 Z23.901** ( 2/961

B (Sex preferences) 13.026 2 6.513 2.670%  ( /961)

AB 2.662 4 0.665 0.273! ( 4/9¢€)

Error 2344 .280 961 2.439
**significant at . 00!

*significant at .068 n
'not significant

Table £.17  Summary table of analysis of varrance with egal tarar
attitudes and traditional childbearin; motivat or.
Criterion variable: expected family size.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F af

A (Egal. attitudes) 41.787 2 20.893 B.351** ( 2/9€1,

B (Childbearing). 0.966 2 0.433 0.173! ( 2/9€1,

AB 25.733 4 6.433 2.571*  ( 4/961

Error 2404.437 961 2.502

**significant at .0Q]
*significant at .036
‘not significant
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Table £ '8 Summary table of analyirts of vartance with egaltitartien
sttitudes and traditiona! sex preferences in children.
Criterion variable expected family size.
Source of verlance 5.5, gt LY f qaf
A (Egal. ettitubes) 51.31% D 2%.6%7  10.278°* ( 2/961)
B (Sex preferences) 18.799 S 9 399 3.76%* ( 2/961)
AB 13.18) 4 3.29% 1.320! ( 4/961)
t rror 2399 .0%) 9¢ ! . 496
e 1gnifrcant at O
's\qﬂi'\(lnt at 0.3
'not signifrcant
vable t 13 Summary table of analys's of variance with cohort and
mother role orientation. (r terion variable: wanted
(ompleted fertility 1.
,ource of vartan.e oL at M f af
A (Lomort, B, 6HL & 131 ] b 26B** | 6/,
B (Mother role LU 852 . 10.426 4. 74:" {27716
At 38.279 1. 3,130 1,481 (127716
trror 1574 298 716 . .199
"s\qn!f\gdn! at .00 v *
*si1gnificant at  OQ9
'not s'gmificant
)

Tat'e £ U Summar, table of analys's of variance w''r cohart ard
traditional female role orventation. (r>terior
vartable wanted comgpleted fertilvt, |

Sour.e of varran.e S.S. df ™S ¢ af

A Cohort Y ) ¢ 14.59. 6.556%** 1 6/71¢
B (Female role 10 367 S 5.184 ¢ 329* 2/ 1€,
AB $9. 399 10 2.450 IR 7€
trror 1493 EB2 e 2.22¢

**sigrrfrcant at 00!
*significant at 096
‘not s gnificant



Table E.21
. tolerance of large families.
wanted completed fertility 1.
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Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
Criterion variable:

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
)
A (Cohort) 85.906 6 14.318 6.574* ( 6/716)
B (Large families) 54.824 2 27.412 12.587* ( 2/716)
AB _ 19.244 12 1.604 ° 0.736! © (12/716)
Error 1559.361 716  2.178
*significant af‘.OOI
Inot significant
‘1‘
Table E.22 Summary table of ariitysic uf variance with cohort and

egalitarian attitudes.
completed fertility 1.

Crit.rion variable: wanted

“+Source of variance S.5. df  M.S. F df
A (Cohort) 8. ,483 6 13.914 6.291** ( 6/716)
B (Egal. attitudes) 26.4¢3 2 13.213 5.974* ( 2/716)
AB 23.368 1.947 0.880! (12/716)
Error 1583.635 2.212
**significant at .001
*significant 2t .003
'not significant
» Table £E.23 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
traditional childbearing motivation. Criterion
variable: wanted comrieted fertility 1.
Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Cohort) 96.346 6 16.058  7.325%** ( §/716) '
B (Childbearing) 10.172 2 5.0%% 2.320* ( 2/716)
—~ AB 53.722 12 «4.477 2.042** (12/716)
Error 2.192

1569.534 7o

***significant at .00]
**significant at .019
*significant at .097
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Table £.24 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
traditional sex preferences in children. Criterion
variable: wanted completed fertility 1.

T

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Cohort) ~101.081 6 16.847 .#§7.508* ( 6/716)

B (Sex preferences) 2.520 2 1.260 0.562' ( 2/716)

AB 24.402 12 2.033 0.906! (12/716) ’
Error 1606.507 ~ 716 - 2.244 .

*significant at .001
'not significant

Table £.25 Summary table of analysis of variance with mother role
orientation and tolerance of large families. Criterion

variable: wanted completed fertility 1. 5
Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Mother role) -10.235 - 2 5.117 2.231! (1 2/7961)
B (Large families) 88.789 5 44.395 19.354* ( 2/961)
AB 8.712 4 2.718 0.949! ( 4/961)
Error 2204.405 961 2.294

*significant at .00
Inot significant

Table E.26 Summary table of analysis of variance with mother role
orientation and egalitarian attitudes. Critipjon
variable: wanted completed fertility 1.

Source of variance S.S. df -M.S. F ' df

A (Mother role) 234457 2 11.726 4 .982* ( 2/961)
B (Egal. attitudes) 34.703 2 17.351 7.372** ( 2/961)
AB 5.411 4 1.353 0.575! ( 4/961)
Error 2261.792 961 2.354

**significant at .00l
*significant at .007
'not significant
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Table £.27 Summary table of analysis of Lariance with mother role
orientation and traditional childbearing motivation.
Criterion variable: wanted completed fertility 1.

Source of variable S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Mother role) 31.797 2 15.899 6.679* ( 2/961)
B (Childbearing) 3.302 2 1.651 - 0.694! ( 2/961)
AB - 11.134 4 2.783 1.169! ( 4/7961)
Error 2287.470 961 2.380

*significant at .00]1
'not significant

P

Table E.28 Summary table of analysis of variance with mother role
orientation and traditional sex preferences in
children. Criterion variable: wanted completed
fertility 1.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Mother role) 43,382 2 21.691 9.165** ( 2/961)
B (Sex preferences) 17.279 2 8.640 3.650*  ( 2/961)
AB 10.147 4 2.535 1.071! ( 4/961)
Error 2274.485 961 2.367

**significant at .001

*significant at .026
'not nificant

1

Table £.29 Summary table of analysis of variance with mother role
orientation and traditional female role orientation.
Criterion variable: wanted completed fertility 1.

Source of variance S.S df M.S. F df

A (Mother role) 18.049 2 9.024 3.825** ( 2/961)
B (Female role) 16.519 2 8.259 3.501*  ( 2/961)
AB 18.136 4 4.534 1.922! ( 4/961)
Error 2267.251 961 2.359

**significant at .02¢
*significant at .030
'not significant
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Table E.30 Summary table of analysis of variance with traditional
female role orientation and egalitarian attitudes.
Criterion variable: wanted completed fertility 1.
Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Female role) 20.707 2 10.354 4.390* ( 2/961)
B (Egal. attitudes) 33.489 2 16.744 7.100** ( 2/961)
AB 3.467 4 0.867 0.368! ( 4/961)
Error 2246.479 961 2.358
I d
**significant at .001]
*significant at .013
'not significant
Table E.31 Summary table of analysis of variance with traditional
female role orientation and traditional childbearing
motivation. Criterion variable: wanted compleced
fertility 1.
Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Female role) 31.343 2 15.672 6.598* ( 2/961)
B (Childbearing) 4.378 2 2.189 0.922! (12/961)
AB 16.634 4 4.159 1.751! ( 4/961)
Error 2282.424 961 2.375
*significant at .002
'not significant
N
Table £.32 Summary table of analysis of variance with traditional
female role orientation and traditional sex preferences
in children. Criterion variable: wanted completed
fertility 1.
Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F . df
A (Female role) 43.059 2 21.529  9.077** ( 2/961)
B (Sex preferences) 18.486 2 9.243 3.897*  ( 2/961)
AB 5.617 4 1.404 0.592! ( 4/961)
Error 2279.333 961 2.372

**significant at .001
*significant at .020
'not significant
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Table E.33 Summary table of anmalysis of variance with tolerance
of large families and traditional childbearing
motivation. Criterion variable: wanted completed

—fertility 1.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A ELarge families) 108.959 2 54.479 23.620*  ( 2/961)

B (Childbearing) 1.909 2 0.954 0.414! ( 2/961)

AB 4.911 4 1.228 0.532! ( 4/961)

Error . 2216.531 961  2.306
*significant at .001
'not significant

Table E.34 Summary table of analysis of variance with tolerance
of large families and traditional sex preferences in
children. Criterion variable: wanted completed
fertility 1.

Source of variance S.S. df - M.S. F — df

A (Large families) 114.978 2 57.489  25.005** ( 2/961)

B (Sex preferences) 10.321 2  5.161 2.245!  ( 2/961)

AB 3.608 4 0.902 0.392! ( 4/961)

Error 2209.421 961 2.299
**significant at .001

Inot significant

Table E.35 Summary table of analysis of variance with egalitarian
attitudes and traditional childbearing motivation.
Criterion variable: wanted completed fertility 1.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Egal. attitudes) 41.843 2 20.921 8.871** ( 2/961)

B (Childbearing) 2.096 2 1.048 0.444! (2/961)

AB 22.127 4 5.532 2.346*% ( 4/961)

Error 2266.431 961  2.358

**significant at .00]
*significant at .052
Inot significant
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Table E.36 Summary table of analysis of variance with egalitarian
attitudes and traditional sex preferences in CRildren.
Criterion variable: wanted completed fertility 1.
Source of variance | S.S. df M.S. F ' df
A (Egal. attitudes) 52.99 2 26.495 11.258** ( 2/961)
‘B (Sex preferences) 15.637 2 7.819 3.322* ( 2/961)
AB 13.223 4 °3.306 . 1.405! (4/7961)
Error 2261.794 961 2.354
N
**significant at .00]1
*significant at .036
Inot significant
Table E.37 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
mother role orientation. Criterion variable: wanted-
completed fertility 2.
Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Cohort) 78.343 6 13.057 5.387** ( 6/7f§)
B (Mother role) 14.449 2 7.225 2.959* ( 2/716)
AB 34.973 12 2.914 1.194! (12/76)
Error 1743.302 716 2.442
**significant at .00l
*significant at .05]
'not significaht
Q
Table £.38  Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
traditional female~role orientation. Criterion
variable: wanted completed fertility 2.
Source of variance , S.S. df  M.S. F df
A (Cohort) 88.343 6 14.724 5.590* ( 6/716)
B (Female role) - 1.378 2 0.689 0.278! ( 2/76)
AB 24 .516 12 2.043 0.826! (12/716)
Error 1771.831 716 2.475

*significant at .001
!not significant



Table E.39 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
tolerance of large families. Criterion variable:
wanted completed fertility 2.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Cohort) 82.764 6 13.794 5.709* ( 6/716)
B (Large families) 49.056 2 24,528 10.152* ( 2/76)
AB 18.690 12 1.558 0.645! (12/716)
Error 1729.978 716 2.416

*significant at .00l
Inot significant

Table E.40 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
- egalitarian attitudes. Criterion variable: wanted
completed fertility 2. :

%8urce of variance . S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Cohort) 79.623 6 13.271 5.417** ( 6/716)
B (Egal. attitudes) 19.357 2 9.679 3.951* ( 2/716)
AB 24.272 12 2.023 0.826! (12/716)
Error 1754.095 716 2.450

**significant at .001
*significant at .019
'not significant

Table E.4) Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
traditional childbearing motivation. Criterion
variable: wanted completed fertility 2.

Source of variance _ S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Cohort) 91.150 6 15.192 6.243** ( 6/716)
B (Childbearing) 7.368 2 3.684 1.514! ( 2/716)
AB 47 .968 12  3.997 1.643* (12/716)
Error 1742.389 716 2.434

**significant at .00}
*significant at .075
tnot significant

e
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Table E.42 Summary table of analysis of variance with cohort and
traditional sex preferences in children. Criterion
variable: wanted completed fertility 2.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Cohort) 93.875 6 15.646 6.329* ( 6/716)
B (Sex preferences) 3.014 2 1.507 0.610! ( 2/716)
AB 24 .626 12 2.502 0.830! (12/716)
Error 1770.084 716 2.472

*significant at .001
Inot significant .

Table E.43 Summary table of analysis of variance with mother role
orientation and tolerance of large families. Criterion
variable: wanted completed fertility 2.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Mother role) 4.013 2 2.006 0.762! ( 2/961)
B (Large families) 78.111 2 39.055 14.838* ( 2/961)
AB 7.527 4 1.882 0.715! ( 4/961)
Error 2529.489 961 2.682

*significant at .00l
'not significant

Table E.44 Summary tabie of analysis of variance with mother role
orientation and egalitarian attitudes. Criterion
variable: wanted completed fertility 2.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Mother role) . 11.389 2 5.695 2.121! (12/961)
B (Egal Aai;:udes) 29.176 2 14.588 5.432* ( 2/961)
AB \ 5.336 4 1.334 0.497! ( 4/961)
Error 2580.615 961 2.685

ticant at .005
ignificant
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Table E.45 Summary table of analysis of variance with mother role
. orientation and traditional childbearing motivation.
Criterion variable: wanted completed fertility 2.
Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
- .
A (Mother role) 16.126 2 8.063 2.972* ( 2/961)
B (Childbearing) 1.021 2 0.510 0.188! ( 2/961)
AB 6.544 4 1.636 0.603! ( 4/961)
Error 2607.561 961 2.713 ’

*significant at .050
Inot significant

Table £.46  Summary table of analysis of variance with mother role
orientation and traditional sex preferences in children.
Criterion variable: wanted completed fertility 2.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Mother role) 22.147 2 11.073 4.135* ( 2/961)
B (Sex preferences) 25.887 2 12.944 4.834** ( 2/961)
AB 15.812 4 3.953 1.476! ( 4/961)
Error 2573.427 961 2.678

. **significant at .008
*significant at .016
'not significant

Table E.47 Summary table of analysis of variance with mother role
orientation and traditional female role orientation.
Criterion variable: wanted completed fertility 2.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Mother role) 11.038 2 5.519 2.045! ( 2/961)
B (Female role) 3.353 2 1.677 0.621! ( 2/961)
AB 18.412 4 4.603 1.706! ( 4/961)
Error 2593.361 961 2.699

'not significant

- ‘ .
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Table £.48 Summary table of analysis of variance with fraditiona]
female role orientation and egalitarian attitudes.
Criterion variable: wanted completed fertility 2.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Female role) 3.857 2 1.929 0.715! ( 2/961)
B (Egal. attitudes) 29.329 2 14.665 5.438* ( 2/961)
AB 1.821 4 0.455 0.169! ( 4/961)
Error 2591.661 961 2.697

*significant at .005
'not significant

Table E.49 Summary table of analysis of variance with traditional
. female role orientation and traditional childbearing
motivation. Criterion variable: wanted complieted
fertility 2.

Source Of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Female role) 9.084 2 4.542 1.672! ( 2/961)
B (Childbearing) 1.664 2 0.832 0.306! (2/961)
AB 11.375 4 2.844 1.047! ( 4/961)
Error 2609.772 961 2.716

'not significant

~

Table £.50 Summary table of analysis of variance with traditional
female role orientation and traditional sex preferences
in children. Criterion variable: wanted completed
fertility 2.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Female role) 14 .426 2 7.213 2.674* (2/961)
B (Sex preferences) 25.852 2 12.926 4.792** ( 2/961)
AB 4 .906 4 1.227 0.455! ( 4/961)
Error 2592 .053 961 2.697

**significant at .009
*significant at .068
Inot significant
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Table E.51 Summary table of analysis of variance with tolerance of
large families and traditional childbearing motivation.
Criterion variable: wanted completed fertility 2. '
Source of variance .S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Large families) 94.988 2 47.494 18.051* ( 2/961)
B (Child bearing) 5.785 2 2.892 1.099! ( 2/961)
AB 6.702 4 1.676 0.637! ( 4/961)
Error 2528.541 961 2.631
*significant at .001
'not significant
Table E.52 Summary table of analysis of variance with tolerance
of large families and traditional sex preferences in
children. Criterion variable: wanted completed
fertility 2.
Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df
A (Large families) 88.785 2 44,393 16.923** ( 2/961)
B (Sex preferences) 18.428 2 9.214 3.512* ( 2/961)
AB 1.660 4 0.415 0.158! (12/961)
Error 2520.940 961 2.623
**significant at .00]
*significant at .030
'not significant
Table E£.53 Summary table of analysis of variance with egalitarian
attitudes and traditional childbearing motivation.
Criterion variable: wanted completed fertility 2.
Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df ’
A (Egal. attitudes) 33.052 2 16.526 6.152* ( 2/961)
B (Childbearing) 0.160 2 0.080 0.030! ( 2/961)
AB 15.535 4 3.884 1.446! ( 4/961)
Error 2581.644 3961 2.686 ’ s

*significant at .002
'not significant



Table £.54 Summary table of analysis of variance with egalitarian
attitudes and traditional sex preferences in children.
Criterion variable: wanted completed fertility 2.

Source of variance S.S. df M.S. F df

A (Egal. attitudes) 38.41°2 2 19.206 7.2248** ( 2/961)
B (Sex preferences) 24.365 2 12.183 4.582* ( 2/961)
AB 18.017 4 4.504 1.694! ( 4/961)
Error 2554 .957 961 2.659

**significant at .001
*significant at .010
'not significant
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10. What is your prese~t maritai 9
status?  (READ {ARcounitl
1. Single 4 Married cr living 1F &, CIRCLE APPROFRIATL
2. Separated with soregne C/TEGORY
3. wWidowed 5. Divorcec —
n. Have you ever been gainfully Yes 1
employed? SKIF TL Q13 - - - - - - - - - NO 2
12. ] would Yine to mabe a 1°5® 5° ¢ ' tne reisiar Jobg thel you have re'c¢ ans trat
have lastec mcre thar six ~murifs
SN ) - - R Co T T
(1) What xing of jor o (g amoloT2l Doy PIE FEESBATTRRE SR PR
was 1t? begir?  wrat crte ' or part-tive
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L] 4

Are you now ‘ a housewife |
a student 2
unemployed 3

Other . . _ {specify), ar unpu-d family worker 4

would you prefer tc be working now 1

or not warking 2

ng preference w 3

Cupioce 8 worar e (ffered a good

ob erc cun arrarne 1o nave her

Crgren carel tor oacecuately,

Whel oul Shoy > ter youngest crle

te tof ¢ e tares the Job on @

L bas1s? Age

wWrat age shou'l her child be

Lefure oree lares the JOb on 2

part twme basis? Age

.

what 1y the Ricnest grade Or SKIP 10 G 19 - - - here 0

year ©f € evertar, r osecondary vr - Grace 12345

s nutl yuu ever attencec’ 678910

111213
vew M, vears of schooling droversttly 123456
rave vy ral crie celementary Otrer C123

gr eninzary tsenccl?

what o tre ra'r so.ur.e from \
Whe ot siw usws 1y learr cf
ratiina ard wir Conews’?
REL0 TATIOORILS
1N
T4 & Fraerds
. Newgaper S Mgpazynes
oo rane
gtner __lspecfy;

Wre LT S 0o corsoder most
trgstw m U7, Loe previous codes
or spe.tty cLtirer One chotce only.
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~y

~
o

26

S
¢

What 1s your religion or
denomination?
01 4dnglican 0?7 Pentecostal
Cz Baptist 08 Presbyterian
03 Grees Orthocox 0% Roran Catrolnc
04 Jewrsr 1C Saivatior Army
(5 Lutheran 11 Ukrainiar Catholic
U6 Mennunite © 12 Urated Crurch IF NONE
02 None  Qtner (specrfy) SkIP 10 Q 23

Tr the lagt morth how often did you
atient rel1gi0us services {other than
wedcings, funerals, etc.)?

To what ethnic or cultural aroup
¢1a you or your encestor f{on tne
rale si1de’ belong on coming to
this continent?

01 English 08 Native Indian
0?2 french Non-Band

03 Germar 0Y Netherlands
04 Irash 10 Norwegian

05 Italiar 11 Polish

06 Jewish 12 Scottish

07 Native Indrar Bard 13 Ukrainian
Other (specify,

Was your mother of the same ethnic
or cu turad) group?

1f not., of which group was she®

what larjuaye do you speak at home now’

(o]

Engtish 06 Hungarian
o Fremcr C? Dutch
03 German 08 Polish
L4 lrchar 0% Uxraynian
L oltaviar 10 Yadaish
Otrer {specify)

'n what cther languages can you
(urverce {use above (0ding and/or
spec1fy otner)

¢ of times

‘ 501
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Yes 1
No 2
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“The 'next group of questions deals with the chiidren ycu have or might like to have”

27. First of all, have you ever
adopted any cmildrer or 40 you Yes 1
have any step children? oy 1P TO INSTRUCTIONS- - - = - - No 2
PRECEEDING § 29
28 What were (his/ner/their) agels)
¢n {mis/ner/their,; last birtnday?
NCTE IF Two RESPONDENT IS SINGLE, £ whEh MAiL-BACY OR RANDOM RESPONSE
QUESTIONNAIRE 1S LSED sklt 10 G 30
29 Are you or have you ever beer skiP T0Q 31 -« - = - - =~ - = Yes 1
pregnant? No 2
1F R HASN'T ADOPTED CHILDREK AND HAS NEVER BEEN PREGNANT ASK:
30. Do you want to have children SHIP TO Q105 - - =~ - - - - -~ Ves 1
evantually? SylP TG VI3 - - - - - - - - - No 2
. sipP YO Q13 - - - - - e Don't know 3
3. How many children of your own -
those that you have actually S
porne - now live with yOu N your '
owr household’ N
32 How many of your children now

live somewhere else’

33 How many of your own children
have died’

15 RESPONZENT HAS NO LIVING CHILDREN, GO 10 Q 54

“1 want to make a tist of the names of all these (rildren, 1r order from eldest
te soungest whether they nOw 1ive with you 07 somewhere else ’



o
7
CwllD L1987 LLDEST
n What 1% the name of your {e'dest--) cniig?
3 (1 rct obvicus® 1s thet @ grr) or & boy’ LI LI [
it Ir what mOntr NG year was he/she bo-r? o
ans ——— T —
3 Mow 01d wat he/she on his/her Tast birtnday’?
'V‘l. if! i'l
36 How much d1d ne she weigh at birth?
41N _
33 wha! wai the iengtr of pregnancy’
(4 J33
&L w .10 you have preferred thig chitd
I Lariaer « Later
3 tame tine 4 wnot at all 1234 1234 1234
0 would your huiband’/pariner have preferred
tras cmid
1 Larlter 2. Lat
3 Same time 4 wot at 81l 1234 1234 12134
47 D¢ you breast feed him/her? L) L ] A}
43 FoYES to Q &2
For Row many months? _
44 Drc you smoke during the pregnancy’ A Y N Yo
4 [1d vou becor= pregrart while vsing same
meincs of birtn control? YN vou Yon
o Pyt e C4¢
wrat e nes of prrth contret? SKIP TC C 49 _
& Ton to G4
& . 310D uding a method to become pregnant”? A ] A ] Ym
N T e
EEERE A crg o@rC 't tave 1o bet ome D'ﬂ'\lﬂl
e w. cac stopoed’ “Wors Wons “Rons
< L, tnat re @ Tiving with you now? Yy n L ] Yo
e recp R T Te vl Wl oregrart pefore L ]
Lre pregnancy TESL L T, N0 ndTe of the
v eyt HOow TN U ey '
> wo, "huTe 8Ty ''me yOu were I"P‘]ﬂ."! be t weer ~
__ere S {Ask L eat sucCesiive Dpregnancy ) v W Y Y ¥
How many times’
T T I
57 was there any Lime yOu were pregrant since the
Lot nane 0f youngest)’

now many Uimes?

If WL OTHER PREGNANCIES SKIP T0 Q 68

L UF OTHLR PREGMANCIES

“Now | wnld lrhe 1o s Betlaricd questions ADOLT ed.
.

* of these Other pregnrancies

1] °
I

YOUNGE ST

|
P

1234 1234

234 1234

Y N
L |
A ]
A |

A
YW
—

L ]
e
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IF RESPONCONT MAS 0 LIVE CHILDREN, ASK Q 54

[

62

How mary Limes have yo. been pregnant?

0rg tre (15t ) pregnancy occur
wroe using some metnud of birge

cortro}
It ves what metno2’”
[0 DC ytL sl using & method

1. becw ¢ pregrart’

R S S A Y
32 3% tave you 1o becre pregrant’

In wtat nortr and year did the

Tst Y pregrancy end? (1t
pregrariy s current ask when baby
13 Oue and GO ON TC C 6B}

What was the length of the pregnancy’

copts
D1¢ you have a baby then, i e |
dig 1t cry afier birth> 1€ NC
SLIp to tnstructicns preceeding G 67
wWas L 8 boy or @ girl?
S e rLIr @rd the ch11] wet g
at toep?
€o0EY
< o.e Yooy ne wher
fo s € 300
[ va.a Arpterrgs trg
AR
fa e tue It et aliy
. CouLt Lt L artrer Pave
. seel tGy
T . -
. a € . PN T R
AL
A WHEN G ING MR -BACY OR
BA T o RESE ot ESTIORNAIRE,
F IR 3
.- Love Lt re Lre angy
NPT I S S S 1 L

-

1F R MAS LIVE CHILDREN

sk1p T0 Q S5.

LIS OF OTHEP PREGRANCILS

Farst Second Third Fourth Fifth Sizth

Y Y \ Y Y \

L] ] N " [] (]

Y \ y ¥ Y Y

N ] N ] [] L3
Hons Rory.  Hons Hons Mons Wors
Mon Fon Mor Ron Hon Fon
19 v 9 9 . 9_

Y \ y Y Y Y

n ] (] ] ] n
noF LI LI "nr LI nF
Ho/Vry™ Mo rry Woivey  Ro vy mo/ves RolVer
1234 V234 1234 1234 1234 12134
V234 V23 T2 1234 1238 1234

" " [ ] " L}

M S M $ $ S
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FOR [V[R‘PARF‘A[D WIS 02 LIVING WITH SCEOYE.  (IF SINGLE AND PREGHANT SKIP TO Q 70.

IF SINGLE AND KOV PREGLANT SKIP TO Q 82.)

68. Drd you ever live separated
from your husband/partner during
your marriajge(s) for a period S¥1P TO INSTRUCTIONS - - - - -
Tonger than 3 months? PRECEEDING Q 70
»
69. for what period?
From To \
19 19
19 19
_-\ —
19 19
19 19

ASK QQ 70 TO 81 IF R IS CURRENTLY PREGNANT (AS INDICATED BY Q 59)

70. Are you hoping for a girl or Girl
a boy? N Boy
Eitner
7. Is your husband/partner hoping Gir)
for a girl or a boy? Boy
Either
72. How many more chiléren do you
wart to bear 1n additien to the 1F NONE
one you are no expecting? SKIP IO Q 74 - - -
-
73. How rmuny years from now do you
want tc have your rext child? SKIP TOQ 79 - - -
74. Would you have more children if Yes
day care services were inexpensive No
and readily avairlable? Don't know
75. Woulid yos have rore childrea f
your annual incume was increased
by 92,000 (that sy without a SKIP TOQ 77 - - - VYes
rase 1n taxes or increased No
workin, hours )’ Don't know

—

WP -

w A e

w A -

N
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76.

77

7E.

7.

80.

B1.

What would you now do with
the extra money?

01 buy 8 car

02 go on a vacation

03 invest or save the money
04 pay debts

Other

would you have preferred to have
borne fewer chiidren?

How many in 811 would you like
to have borne?

How many (more) children do you
thiny your husband/partner wants
you to bear n agdition to the

one you are now expecting’?

Would he prefer you to have borne
fewer children in all?

How many would he prefer you to
have borne?

- v -+ fow ProTpeees R RO Sl

SKIP T0Q79 - - -= ===+~ No

1F ONE OR MORE
SkIP 70 Q 100

Def nitely yes
‘Probably yes

Syip 10 Q 0y - - - Probably no
SKIP 10 Q 101 - - - Definitely no
SKIP TO Q 101 - - - Don't know

SK1P 70 Q 101 - - -

FOR RESPONDENTS WHO ARE NOT CURRENTLY PREGNANT

82.

83.

” Ba.

Have you had an operation which
makes 1t ympossibie for you to
become a mother in the future?

In what year did that operation
occur?

Q

Was that operation done at least
partly so that you would never
become pregnant again?

SKIP TC Q85 - - - - = - - .- - No
skiP 10 Q 86 A

IF CUKRENTLY MARRIED <7

OR S»:P TG Q 105 ~ . No

If NOT CURRENTLY MARRIED

e N~

—_

Cwem——
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11
ec Some women are unatle to have 3 . Yes 1
child because they have so~e P
physical or medrcal problem cr 1P 10 0 175 - _ . -No 2
3 pernaps because tney have reacred e QUi RONTLY . -
their change of 11fe M-I TED On NGT T T = - - Uncertain 3
Do you think this may be the case LIVinG WITH
for you? SUMLONE

FOR RESPONDENTS CURRENTLY MARRIED{CR LIVING WITH SOt 2NEYAND NOT PREGNANT

86. Has your hustend/partner ever
Razi ar Operatio~ whiCch mawes 1° SYIE TCOINSTRUCTIONS Yes 1
wpossible for him to becore a PREZEELING QBY - - - - - - - - N 2

fatner 1n the future?

87. what was the year of that
operation? 19
88 . Was that operation done at least SKIP TC G 96 - - -« = - = « - - Yes 1
partly so you would never become SKIP 1C Q96 - - - - - - = - - - NoO 2
pregnant agan’
1F ORESPONDENT AND HUSBAND ‘PARTNER ARE R77W AF.E TO &, f CHILDREN (%0 TC G 82
+ Br: AS) QG B9 - 100 IF ONE CR BUTr ARE NUT ABCE 10 WAVE CHILDKEN SKIP TO Q 101,
89. Do you wart to girve birth to Yes 1
\a, anotner) c¢mld? SxIP10 Q93 - - - - - - - - - -No 2
SKIP TO Q93 - - - - - - - - - - Don't know 3
93 would you prefer a gir! or a boy Gird 1
(next t\me§7 Boy 2
fither 3
93 How many (more) children would

you like to have?

92. How many vears from now do you
wanl to have the (next) one’ Sklp 10 Q 98 - - -



T

12
S3 Would you rave —are) c(hildren of Yes
dly (are seryvi_es were Ynerpensive No
and rcacily avarlatle? Don't know
95, would yo. have imcrel craildren if SkIP 10 Q 96 - - - Yes
your anr.a’ rrilTe was increased No
by .00 trat as wittout 2 Don't know
racy. v tgaes (v oInCredsed wOrking
hoursj’
9% . What wuu 2 you NCw dO with the
extra morey?
0! b.y a car
Ci gr or a vacation
U3 trvest or save the money
2 puy Sitts
Other _ .
96 . Would yo, prefer to have borne Yes
fewer children? . ¢ SkJP T0Q 98 -« - - - - - - - - - No
97 how many 1 all would you like
to have borne? R »
98 Mow mary (more) children do
you th*rs your rostlang, partner
wants you tC 9've birth to? L
99 Wo.ld he prefer you to have borne Definitely yes
fower (rilgren 1n 3117 Prctably yes
Svif Q0 - - - Pretadly no
SH1F TC 00l - - - Lefanately no
SkiF TD G 101 - - - Don't know
(e Hew many weu'd he prefer you W0
have borne’ e
4

FOR MARFITZ (OR .iviND> wiTH SCMEONE ), SEFARATEC, DIVORIED, OR wiDOW(D RESPONDENTS
(PRECHANT O NOT)

N V¢ you could start life over
a3ja1r, at wat age woulcd you
prefec to rarry (or begin living
with sereore;?

WAy

—_

U N —

- -

508
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13
D11 you Pave a‘ . 1dea about Yes 1
P ow mar, ntldier you warted SEiP T0 Q104 - - - No ?
wher you first rarryed’ SkIP 10 ¢ 1048 - - - (an t remember 3
Hew reny Qtrls and how many Girls .
teys did you want’ ° Bovs

[rther

g yGu Reve ary drscussion at Yes 1
e tame of y(ur rarriaje witre Nc 2
y .+ gresent tast) Pusband on Can't remember 3
tre o, Ler ut (hrijren he
warted’
TH oy, Lt N Tl exa tly Girls A'ﬁ
tre ngher 5t vt 3ver e have Bevs .
a)t _ootmar o ar ynur tofetare, how Erther
mary S'rls and Nuw mary boys would
you choose’
Mow mary, cirls and beys do you Girls -~
thor . g0 ar irresert/last) Bovs
rustand/partner would choose’ Ertner i
Somet 'me soor couples will be able Yes 1
Ve ¢ sese oo advance whether they No 2
wi S we tC .tue uarir t_ g toy or a gir’ Jor't know 3
w.uiC you Tive tC do ths?
Wras gC yoo trone s the desyrabie
¢ ner (4 v srer for people n
yoLTosDc r o and eConomIC
Crriumstaties? o o
wrat 4C you *Tonb 1S the 12edt age
s worat to Maee her ‘irstocn i’

A wnat - 're 1deal age for her 1o
nave her last chiigd?

Te yLur LEYTOF hGw many years or

moctr, gtl 13 there Ydedliy be

Letwon - nelaren (1€ drtferent Years
Uiriy yiver take avers °) Mon s




>
j

15

e

Do vuu erie t ot Vive witn one of
yoor P irer a0 ytat Cld age’

RESPUNDENTS

Whe 40 gl fee’ thogid dechde the
nurber 6f (h1idrer a4 weman wil' have’

Otner [specify’

what do you thirk 1s the 1deal
nurber of (Yo igrer focr the average
Lanadiar family today?

How mary «F1ldren would there be
vr 8 (ana‘ ar farmily before you
would say tnere are 100 many?

What 15 your atttude towards
(nuiles trat dechice not to
nave c(hildren’

Other

Mar, cour'es Lre sore methoed of
poetr o _ortrl tT Sulay ororewent

a precnaniy L. yOu approve Or
drsaiiries 3¢ such conduct’

Yes }
NO 2
Dor ‘'t ¥nOw 3

‘\\/{

wWoma n 1
HusLand ur partner s
Bot» 3l
W' happer without
dgec1son 4
(naderstanding \
Erey 2
Ne oproor 3
Disaporoval 4

Approve \

To.approve 2

Ne''rer approve or
drsagprove 3

510
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~

the menstrua’ cycle?

(CIRCLE AS MANY AS GIVEN gy R,

b}
Here 'y 4 Lard w th e Yt reat (TN wh ot o1s tre most
impx T tant redscr frroylut gt e r oean st
GO otrat the .u. @ ar have the e Mg 8t vy good LIE4
nurner Of tUTs AT daughters trey (ensda
want 1
The qw.-vnm-" w' | Pt have
The oulle d.es not wart to have vy 4 gy mary scne o8 and
(h1ldgrer l rusprtels
Lo that the woman Lan wuTd ! L ocarral re, uroen mttlo
onger
GO otrat tre oupie (an Nave trpr
(v gren wner tney wart tner 4 ey e amet witr fewer
fabaurer s
wea tr of the mother -0
P TY SRR v te at'e tO
de. e tre' v te'e tremselves
[SELARES
Qther Gl Jther
mere Y5 8 ATt witr tw Tigre 2F rea 0TS Wwhiot 'y the most
ymportant reasor tor ylur drsdpproval 1r ee N [RESA
Against reingron ! Large puou 800 goed for Caneda
jmmoral 2 we ree: perc e "o leve 0D Carada
nature: reSOuT’ €3
‘Harmful to health 3
indLstr e, aTe more eflrcient
Too much trouble 4 wher produs Ty for e larger
popu'a’tron
Tpo expensive 5
_ess Jreml Tyment w'th more
Large famiiy desirab’e ) (crsumer s
Other - . . Otner -
00 yOu nDDro*o' the rrytnm method’ Yes
. NC
Oor U snow
NC™ MARKIED OR LIVING wiTh SoMEND P T D 127
Does your husband pariner approve Approve
or d'sapgrove of birtn cortroi? Ovsapprove
Dor t &knOw
wher 40 yOu th'ne s the greatest Aoring merstruatinn
riga of jettony pregnant dur '3 "oy the da,s preceed'ng

merstruation
O g 'hne davs after
merstruston
Jur NG the i3 pertod of (y e
Dor U tnow

11¢

7

]

P

ry -

-
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Me tnod ALt tc e w

ALt rence

ke, orm (vete period ‘ A N ‘
Cowtrirawe : ' ) -
4 Jore 4 [} 4 b}
sreast ‘eeding ¢ ¢
v wondom sate . t ¢
Diaprraym L ! N
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127. Using the same 1ist of
contraceptive methods please
tel]l me what methods you Or
your partner usec during the R
following years and what methods
you aPe presently using. Agan
you can tell me by number.

(MN%R CHART OF YEARS AND RLCORD ANIWERS O% USAGE CHART)

&
Between Event
USAGE CHART and _ Y — — —— — =
- Event U ’
(Code) o o o
1933- 1945 1985 1960- 1G€L- 1968-  1910- 1972-
Me thod 1944 1954 1959 - 1964 1967 1969 1971 Current
Abs nence ] 1 1 1 1 | ] 1
I Rhytrm y(sate per «<C 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
3 Withdraws! 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 k}
4 Douche 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
5 Bresst feeding 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
¢ Condom (safe) 6 6 [ 6 6 6 6 6
7 Uraphrage 7 ? 7 7 7 7 7 7
& Foerm 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
4 Jelly or Lresm 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
10 Suppositories 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
' Tampun or Sgonge R N n n N A 1 n
UL tcov., looy. etc.) 17 < 12 12 12 12 12 12
P 13 7 13 13 13 13 13 13 13
4 [T 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 Y4
Vo var lertinzation
(vasectomy) 15 15 ) 15 15 15 15 15
¢ female sterilization
{tubal ligation) 1¢ 1€ 16 1€ 16 16 16 16
17 Abortion Q 17 1 17 V7 V7 V7 17 i}
1€. Other -
- Tspecify) 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18
19. None used 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19
>
1 NC METHOL EVER USED SKIF TO Q 130
128 In cases where R has replied
. that she and/or her partner

hes used mure than one method
\n any Lime 1nterval ask

Durng e
Tinsert appropriate years)
which method wa: used the most?

(Record answers by circling the

meLhod Lwice 1n the usage chart. ) v




18
129 Fur eacn nethod that R has 4
StWpped usiny ask for each:
Method Ressons (use coces or specify other)
Why d1d you stop using
Why did you stop using [, — _——
Why d1d you stop using .

Why d1d you stop using

»hy d1d you stop using

Reasons

U1 Te becrme preanant
e :"C alouwl sice effects
Eaper-ercea s1de effects
<~ irnconver.ert for me
Loinconveniert for partner
06 Menopause
07 Sterilaty
UF Religious reasons
C4 roral reassons
10 WOt navin, intercourse
T oloncern witr effectiveness
teopoCter Ty recommendation

TERONC LOTGER NEELS BIKRTH (ONTROL (0 & because of ster>1zathor, mencpause, etc.)
SroET0 @ 13e

[FROMES ™77 LUEl THE PiLL ASY

130 WOulC you Corsyder using the SKlP "L Y32 - - - Don't know 1 .
cille Srib T U132 - - - Yes 2
NO k]
I ary NGt? rarardcuc tc health !
Mora. or religious
reasons 2
Inconventent to use 3
Uther L
. o ) _lspecrfy)

f:.v >~
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. 19
’ “
1F R HAS NOT USED THE JUD ASK
132. would you consider using the SKkIP TO Q 134 - - - Don't know 1
1UD if it were inexpensive and SKIP 710 Q 134 - - - Yes 2
easy to obtain? No 3
133 wWhy not? ' Kazsrdous to health 1 ’
Mor.) or religious
. reasons 2
Inconvenient to use 3
Other
(specify)
134 would you corsider having your SKIP TG G 136 - - - Don't know 1
tubes tred 1f this were easy SkiP TQO Q 136 - - - Yes 2
and 1nexpensive to have done? NO 3
135. Why not? . Hazardous to health i
Moral or religious
reasons 2
Might want more
children later . 3
Interfere with sexual 2
relations 4 s N
Other
e (specify)
IF MARRIED OR L1VING WITH SOMEONE ASK: Q 136.
136 would your partner consider Don’'t know 1
navirg an operatior to prevent . Yes 2
pregnancy’ No 3
137 Why not? Hazardous to health 1
Moral or religrous
reasons 2
. Might want more
“ children later 3
Interfere with sexual
relations 4
Other

(specify)




138.

139

142.

V4] .

20

whereido you obtain most of your
wnformation on birth control?
One choice.

01 Mother

02 fFather

03 Husband or partner

04 Other relatives

05 School

0¢ fracnds & Neighbors

07 Doctor or hurse

0B Family Planning or Birth
Control Clinic

09 Marriaqe Advisory Centre

YC ke:1gious Advisory Committee

11 Newspapers or Magazines

V2 Books

13 Radio

14 T.v.

15 Falms

16 No Information
Other

1f a coutle decrdes on
ster1lyzaticr 1n order to
prevert unwanted children
should 1t be the man or the
woman who gets sterilized?

ry trat our government
she ! X3¢ 1t their business
tc <pread tirth control information?

Do you think our government
shoulc help rare contraception
available to people who want it?

Do you think the jovcrnment of
Lansda s$houid nelp citer countries
with their by~th control programs
1 they ask us’® g

Do you think the government of
Carada should only give aid to
those courtries that have birth
control programs?

Man

wWoma n

Don 't know

Not applicable

Yes
No
Don't know

Yes
NO
Don't kncw

*
Yes
No
Don't know
Yes

No
Don’t know

- A~

o~ —

516



1464,

145

146.

148,

149.

150.

153

21

Do you think we should change our
laws to discourage couples from
having large families? for
example, laws referring to 1ncome
tax exemptions, family allowance
and housing priorities.

Should our laws be changed to
ymprove living conditions for
larger families?

Do you belreve birth control
education should be given In
high schools?

Do yuu feel that contre.eptives
should be made readily available
to unmarried persons age 18 or
more?

To those aged 16 to 182

What is your general feeling
toward an unnarried woman who
has a child and keeps 1t?

Other

What is your general feeling
toward an unvnarried woman who
has a child and gives it up for
adoption?

Other

Have you ever personally known:
an ummarried¢ woman who has hed a
chrid and kept it?

And an ummarried woman who has had
a (htld and given 1t up for adoptron?

Should there be additional
taxation exemptions n order to nake
the lot of a single parent easier?

Yes

Don't know

Yes

Don't know

Yes
No
Don't know

Yes
No
Don't know

Yes
No
Don't know

Sympa thy
Support
Condemnation
Indifference

Sympa thy
Support
Condempation
Indifference

Yes

Yes

Yes

Don’t know

w N -

— o — - - [N N —

—_
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157

22
As you know, many women choose to
end 3 pregnancy by having an ,
abortion. Qut of 100 women you
might see on the streel, about (ALSO WRITE
how many of them would you quess ANSWIR INTO
have wanted at some lLime to get BLANY. IN
an abortion? Q 15%)

Abcut how many of these
woner would you Guess have
actuclly nad an abortion’

Do you think that there should be
law which prohibits abortion - the
deliberate interruption of a pregnancy

- except when the woman's life 15 1n Law prohibiting
danger, or do you think that womer abortion
should be able to obtain a lega! Be able to obtain a
abortion 1f they want one? legal abortion
Other .

- _ (specify)

If you became pregnant and abortions
were legal and avairlable would you have
an abortion under the following condytions? Yes No Don't Know

- 1f the pregnancy seriously endang red

Sour physical health? 1 ? k)
- 1f the child was likely to be abnormial’ 1 Z 3
- ' you were unmarried’ } 2 3
- if you had been raped? . ) 2 3
- f you could not afford another cmld’ l 2 3
- 1f you had al) the children you wanted? Vot 3
- 1f 1t would interfere with your career? 1 2 3

- f your husband seriously objrcted to

the chilg? 1 < 3
Do you think the govermment should Yes uynder any
help make abortion availlable to crrcunstance
women who want 1t? No under no

Circuistance
Don 't know

Depends on caircumstance

IR 3 T T

£ o )

518
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IF RESPONDENT WAS NEVER MARRIED AND NOT LIVING WITH SOMEGKE SKIP T0 Q 194

“I would now like to ask some questions about your present/last husband or partner.”

159.

160.

161.

162.

163.

164.

165.

166.

In what year was your husband
born?

wWhat province or country was he
born in? .

01 Nfid. 05 Que. 09 Alta.
02 P.E.1. 06 Ont. 10 8.C.

03 N.S. 07 Man. 11 Yukon
04 N.B. 08 Sask. 12 NX.T.
13 U.K. 16 Poland 19 France

14 Germ. 17 Ireland 20 ukraine
15 1taly 18 U.S.A.

Other (specify)

In what year did he first immigrate
to Canada?

Were your husband's parents born
in Canada?

1. Both were 3. Mother only
2. Neither were 4. Father only

How long has/did he live(d)
in Edmonton?

How many sons and daughters did
your husband’s parents have?

wWhat was the highest grade or year
of elementary or secondary school
your husoand ever attended?

How many years of schooling did he
have since (elementary or secondary)
schood ?

SKIP TO
Q 162

SKIP 1O Q 167 - - -

19

AV life
¢ of yrs.

Sons 1+
Daughters

———

None 0

Yr. or Grade 1 2
67
1

University 0123456+«

Other 0123

519
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EVER MARRIED RESPONDENTS
167. What is/was your husband's

religion or denomination?

01 Anglican 07 Pentecostal

0¢ Baptist 08 Presbyterian

03 Greet Orthodox 09 Poman Catholic

G4 Jewirsh 10 Salvation Army

05 Lutheran 11 Ukrarnian Catholic

06 Mennonite 12 United Lhurch

00 None

Other (specify)
168. To what ethnic or cultural group

@1d your husband or his ancestor

{on the rale sice) belong on coming

to this continent?

01 English 08 Native Indfan-

02 French Non-Band

03 German 09 Netherlands

04 Irish 10 Norwegian

05 Italian 11 Polish

06 Jewish 12 Scottish

07 Native Indian-Band 13 Ukrainian

1F RESPONE)[NT 1S NOT CURRENTLY MARRIED ASK Q 169 AND 170. IF CURRENTLY
MARRIED SKIP TO Q 171.

169. Here is a card showing amounts of
income. Please indicate by numier
what group would apply to your
income before taxes in 1973?

170. what was your or your family's
annual 1ncome for each of the
following years?

Don't Refusec Question Own Income
Know to Not or
Answer Applicable Family Income
1970 1 2 3 01 Fl
1967 1 2 3 01 Fi1
1964 1 2 3 01 Fl
1961 : 1 2 3 01 Fl

SKIP TO Q 194

SODIPL N

X



172.

173

174.

176.

177.

178

25

Is your husband ¢ainfully employed S¥IP TO G 173 - -

at present?

Is he

Other (specify)

Duryng the last twelve months how
many weeks was he gainfully
employed?

what type of work does/did he do?
Tobtain specific information)
{reserved for coding)

Here 15 a card showing amounts of
income. Please indicate by number
what Group wGulC apply to your
hustand's income before taxes in 19737

what group would apply to your incor e
befcre taxes n 19737

Which group would the total income
of your fam:ly fall into for 19737
(before taxes)

What was your fa=ly’'s annual income
for eacr of the following years?

Dor't Refused
Know to
Answer
V970 _ 1
1967 y 2
1964 1 2
1961 } 2

Question
Not
Applicable
3

Yes
No

a student

unemployed

retired

an unpa1d fanoly worker

Bon™t know
Refused to answer

't know

Refused Lo answer

Bon't know

Refused to answer

&~ -

— —

-
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179.

180.

181.

182

183.

185.
186.
187

189

130

26
wWher did you ard your present
nusband or partner start living
together?
How 0ld were you at the time?
How 01d was he at the time?
Have you been married more than
once? SrlPp 710 Q190 - - -
How many times have you been
married altogether?
when di1d your (1st, 2nd...)
marriage begin? Yr
How 01d were you at that time? Age
How 0l1d was he at that time? Age
How di1d the mar-iage end?
1. Death 2. Divorce 3. Other
1f Death:
when did he die? Yr
1f Divorce or Other:
wnen did you stop living
together? Yr

Suppcse your husband/partrer lost
h1g Slt tomorrow and net_her he nor
you could find work for ove month.
Dc yo. feel trat you could manage
to pay &)l your usual bDills for that
month out of the family savings?

How often do you deny yourself and
your family things you and they
woulc 1rae because 0f provisions
you are raking for the future?
wWould you say (READ CATEGORIES)

T TR W * R LR L7 NN

522

19

Yes 1
No 2
fFirst Second Third Fourt
19 19 19 19

y 1 1 1

2 2 2 2
a3 3 3 3
1919 1919
9 191919
Yes 1
No 2
Don’t know 3
Of ten i
Sometimes 2
Seldom or Never 3



193

FOR

194

195

19¢

197

AL

27

How at Ll youm MNusbard’partrer,
now cfler aces he ac tm1s?
would you say (KtAC CATEGORIES)

In aeneral what kind of s.ccess 3o
you ‘eel ,ou and your rucband/
partrer are nNaving financially’
(READ CATEGCRIES)

RESPONDENTS

Wo. 4 you ‘and r partner’ be
w:l.rg to provide the major
source of financral support 1f
you” ch1ld was 3ttenaing post
secondary education?

How much, 1f anry, wo.1d you be
willing to contribute?

How 1ong wculd you be willing
to contribute this support?

whatever 1t 1% you feel you

swant out of 11fe, how closely
do yo. feel that you are
approaching 1t?

SKIP 70O Q 197

Often
Somet imes
Seldom or Never

Yery good
Good
fair
Poor

Yes
Ko
Don't knNow

T T T Tearsy

very closely

Farrly close'y

Or"y to sore extent
Not at all

- N -

-y —

- —

- —

L

e
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OPINIONS
we would like tc get your opinton On some matters concerning family life and
the status and r Ghts of womer Flease te!! me 'f you strarjly agree, agree,
dor U krow, 2rscjree. OF stron.ly @rsajree with the toilowing statements

The tirst s

Depends on

circumstances
Strong'ly uncertan Stroryly
llr(pe A‘umf NI f\'-)airﬂ! C/Vs_agrs:g

COTRIUE oMbERY

198 A mar (ar make long range ®
(any for hs 1aife, but
worar has to take things as

they come 1 2 3 4 5
199 A pre-schos) cnmild is dikely

to suffer 1f mis mother works 1 2 3 4 5
20C A work ng mother car establish

Just as war™ acd secure 8

relat ionshif w'th her children

of elerenty scnoc) age as 8

not work. 1 2 k) 4 5

201 It is mu tter for every-
the man {§
tre achever ouftege the
nome and the woman takes

care of the home and family 1 2 k] 4 S
23 1f a womar wants a career, she

¢hCcu'C space the children to

§.°1 tre career or not have any 1 2 3 4 5

(re'dren at all
2C3 women are much napprer if

they stay at home and take

care of therr cmildren 1 2 3 4 5
e e e = —e e e e e -
204 Young girls are entitled to

as much tndependence as

young boys 1 2 3 4 5
205 Sex seans Lo exist ma'nly

for the mar s pleasure 1 2 3 4 )
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Depends on
Lrrcumstances
Strungly Trcertann
lyvcv Aivoo - L ™
Cimok s
women sho.ld be considered
8% »eruusly ay men for
JoUs as eselutives OF
poiticrans ! 2 3
Lt e thing sert(Ls happened
te cre of the (P Aren wh'le
trhe Qther wds wura'ng, she
(G -d never torgive herself 1 : 3
w887 s 0t shou'd be
ve.t coer for her when she i3
R
nayv'ng & baby 1 P 3
You usud'lly find the
ravivest famiives are s
troce with a large
nurber of children. 1 2 3
e e PO e
“Many 0f those 1n women's
rights organizations
today seem tc be unhappy [
misfits 1 2 k]
R e & - -
ﬁr};mwa be &
gn 1fecare 1 %, .
ehay wdmen ake , -
J“‘Q‘ o3 ! N ? 3
-—— ..-«...f_._. —— e - -

S
¢ -

la

~ N .
The v‘d ofou aﬁon prob‘a’*x\"_ T *

s seréous i X 2 3

Lar\odvla m\qﬂ(\on Tawsihry

100 18X Rd agmit too many . .
‘peopte unsutted Lo our ; sulqro.

ﬂ——«nﬁe-——-w -

AN &

Sweoer e autwr!q shcmN".w

the right to fire men.

e —— —————————  ——

Strongly
sa ree Drssjree
4 S
4 5
q S \
4 $
4 S
4 H
4 S
. /
4 $
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"we would llse to re urd & 'ew (Naractertsticy of your hume”

e

[}
1

U0 you Nave o Clored T ¥ !
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