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ABSTRACT

This paper discusses the research methodology used to
determine the main dime:sions of satisfaction-dissatisfaction
(fertility values) associated with family size. A survey instrument
was used to interview approximately 300 white women with none, one,
two, or four chi.dren. Within the survey instrument, three different
approaches were ised to elicit the respondents! fertility values: (1)
“why" questions which probe the motivational bases underlying answers
to other structural gnestions, (2) an eight-part, open-ended guastion
used *o elicit fertility values for specific family sizes, and (3) a
card-sorting task that measured respondent judgments on a
pre-established list of potential fertility values. It was concluded
that the administration of the three methcds was worthwhile since the
analysis of the dacta indicated each method produced some results in
common as well as some unique results. The examination of the
comparisons between methods, illustrated by three tables, include:
(1) an outline of the fertility value coding scheme for concent
analysis, (2) the 10 top responses in each of the three approaches to
revealing fertility values, and (3) a listing of the likes and
dislikes of family sizes. Indications for future research are
discussed. (SDH)
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Nonc of us needs to be reminded that children bring pains as well as
Pleasures to parents. Writers throughout history have commented upon the dual
consequences of parenthood, though they have disapreed as to whether, or
balance, the goods of children cutweigh the bads. (Cicero waxed rhapsodic in
asking, "Of all nature's gifts to the human race, what is sweeter to a man
than his children?" The answer of Thomas Otway is ominous: "Children bless-

ings scem, but torments arc; When young, our folly, and when old, our fear."”

More of the ambivalence of parenthood is voiced in Braithwaite's assertion,
"Children reflect constant cares, but uncertain comforts."

Moving from literature to science, an important and interesting

question for research is whether the net satisfactions and dissatisfactions of
C:fz children, as viewed by parents and prospective parcnts, are seen to vary with

family size. And if so, along what dimensions do those satisfactions - dissatis-
li:: factions vary? Such may be stuff out of which family-size desires are formed.

These concerns aré the subiect of a study I am currently directing and on which

I shall report today. This paner will be a progress report, for the analyses
‘:::>are not completed nor all conclusions drawn. But since the study's purpose is

to examine method:, T can desciibe to you the mcthods we have employed and our
mevaluations of them so far. T shall illustrate what the methods do with substantive
Q‘results, but it should be clearly understood that the results cannot be generalized
. beyond our sample, sugrestive though they may be for hypotheses tov be examined

in studies with truly representative samples. Our study is limited to 300 married

* 13 I3 . -
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Toronto, Canada, Aprril 15, 1972, The research unon which this publication is
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white women with none, one, two, or four children, living in the Buffalo, New York

metropolitan area.

Defining the Problem

Essentially, our study attempts to dctermine: (a) What are the main
dimensions of satisfaction and dissatisfaction associated with family size,
(b) how satisfaction-dissatisfaction on those dimensions variecs with family-size;
and (¢) what kind of model best relates satisfaction on separate dimensions to
the net perceived satisfaction with different family sizes. The part I shall

discuss today is just the first -- the main dimensions of satisfaction - dissatis-

faction with family size. I call these fertility values, which implics their
relation to the general value concept, but I shall not go into that today. The

main cenceptuczl point here is the dimensional nature of fertility values, which

means that they can vary in the degree of satisfaction or dissatisfaction
associated with them at different family sizes. Taking a simple example,
financial costs can be a fertility value, for commonly people associate different
degrees of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the financial costs of different
family sizes. Our first prchlem, then, is to find the main fertility v. lues,

which methedologzically converts to the problem of how to determine what the

fertiiity values are that people use.

Methods Imploved

Within our survey instrument, three dif{ferent approaches werc used to

reveal the respondents' fertility values.

The first approach relied vron the survey rescarchors' time-honored
question of "Why?'' to probe the motivational bases underlying the answer to
a previous question. In our case the previous question asked the respondent
for her desired fumily size. After she had answcred, she was asked '"Why
did you choose that number?" Although it could be assumed that fertility values
are likcly to be mentioned in the answers. in fact little uscful inform:ition

was expected from this question. A pilot attempt with the question
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at our local Planned Parenthood clinic revealed that respondents often scemed
to grope desparately to utter something sensible and the answers were

generally uninformative, such &s "We always wanted two children" and "Three
secems like a nice sized family", Nevertheless, the question was included in
our survey hoth to prepare the respondents for later questions and to ascertain
whether the question would cal) out fertility values that the other questions
did not.

The second approach used an eight-part open-ended question,
introduced as follows:

Now T would like to learn some of the reasons
for your family-size preferences. As with most things
in life, -vou may feel that therc are things you like
about having a certain number of children, but also
some things you wouldn't. That is, there are pleasures
and advantages, as well as disadvantages and things you
would prefer to avoid.

Suppose now that you had exactly three children when
your family was completed. What things would you most
like about having that many children, instead of more or
less?

After the respondent answered, she was asked "What wouldn't you like?"
The word "dislike" was intentionally avoided to minimize overtones of rejection
of children. These questions were subsequently repeated for families of no
children, six children, and one child. By asking about « wide range of family
sizes, it was felt that the eight-part question would elicit fertility values
that may be salient fer some family sizes but not for others. It thus casts
a wider net than does the "why' question of the first approach, with an |
expected increased prohability of eliciting the respondent 's main fertility
values.

To determine fertility values from the first two approaches, content
analysis of the respondent's verbal answers was made. One coding scheme was
developed to apply hoth to the explanations of familv-size desires and to the

tikes and dislikes for particular familv sizes, with only minor modifications
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between each. It is a hierarchical scheme, in which the fertility valucs are
first grouped by their reference to either children's welfare, husband-wife
welfare, welfare of the family as a whole, and society's welfare. Within
e.ch of these groups are categories and items (subcategories) as illustrated
in Table 1. The coder's task was to assign the appropriate items tc the
respondents' answers, a procedure which automatically placed the answers into
the categorics and groups as well. Analysis at any of the three levels is

possible.

The second approack was included in our survey primarily to complement
the third approach, which more directly mecasures the importance of fertility
values by using respondent judgments on a pre-established list of potential
fertility values. (These were obtained from a literature review.) Example

statements of the potential r>~tility values were the following:

"Having well-adjusted, normal children”
"Avoiding confusion 2nd mess in my home"

"How hard I must wor. s a mother"

Unlike the general, abstract, labels for vi es usually found in the social
science literature, it can be seen that we used specific, concrete phrases

with first person references* It was felt that the respondents coculd more

readily understand and rclate to the values in this form. It is important

to note the methodological point, however, that nonc of the descriptions

referred to family size. To tie the value descriptions to family size would

prejudge the question of which of them are fertility values. That we wanted

to learn from the respondents, which we did by asking them to sort the values,
presented to them on cards, in each of two ways. First, the respondent was
required to sort the cards into five piles by which she would indicate how
important cach itew was to her; the response catepories ranged from "Ant
important” to "Extremely important". Next, the respondent sorted the

cards into five piles again, this time to indicate the percecived effect of

family size on cach of the values. The instructions carcefullv exptained ‘te tock,
with examples given for added clarification. The specitic question the: respon-
dent was to consider was '"How much difference would the numher of my children

make?" (to each value); the respornse categories ranged from '"No difference”

. -
The high'y specific references scem best called value manifestations, reserving
the value label for the central dimensions or factors (as in factor analvsis)
underlying the specific manifestations. Throushout this paper, howcver, we

shall use the term value as a shorthand label for "valu» manifestations'.
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to '"Very big difference". By assigning a score from 0 to 4 to the response
categories for each sort, the product of the two scores for ecach value is
then used to incicate its importance as a fertilitv value. In other words,
to be an important fertility value, a vaiue must be both important to the
respondent and be perceived as strongly affected by family size.

The Methods Compared

Although each of the three approaches we have described was included
in the survey to serve its own particular purpose, the approaches can be com-
pared for the common purpose of revealing the respondents' most important
fertility values.

A brief comparison of the facility of administering the threc methods
is worthwhile. As anticipated, the respondents usually gave terse answers
when asked to explain their family-size desires in the first method, and the
interviewers reported occasional signs of respondent anxicty when trying to
explain their preferences. A marked contrast was shown with the second method,
for the respondents had much to say about what they liked and disliked aboit various
family sizes. True, nearly a third of the respondents could think of nothing
they would like about having six children, but generally most were sufficiently
articulate to require a fairly complex content analysis scheme to code the
variety of concerns. 9f the three approaches, the third presented the most
problems in administration., The two card sorts tend to be tedious, and some
respondents had difficulty understanding the difference betwcen the two tasks.
In addition, the entire purpose of the sorts is lost for those respondents
who did not discriminate among the values, indicating, for example, that they

are all important or are much affected by family size.

Let us turn now to substantive result; with the three methods. Our
chief concern here is whether the different approaches lead to similar or

different conclusions about the respondents' most important fertility values.




Immediately apparent in the results of the opcn-ended questions is
the fact that the interests of the parents and of the children overwhelmingly
predominate; concerns ahout the family as a whole and ahout socicety are
uncommon. Preliminary indications are that parental interests outweigh
mentions of children's welfare, although that is due in large me-sure to
parental interests in financial matters. Society's interests arec reflected
almost exclusively as overpopulatiocn concerns, which were mentioned by
sliphtly over 10% of the respondents. (That demographic knowledge is filterirg
into the gencral population is revealed by one respondent's assertion that she
should have exactlv 2.2 children.)

Suppose we were to use cach method independently to conclude what were
the ten most important concerns of the respondents with respect to family size.
Table 2 comrares the results we might use for that purpose. Th2 first column
on the left shows the results of the respondents’ explanations for their family-
size desires. Our expectations about this approach are confirmed, for it can
be seen that the most frequently mentioned concerns are rather trite; if those
were the only results in our study, we would strongly doubt that parents or
prospective parents rcally give much thought to rewards and costs. After the
most popular response about economic matters, the sccond most frequent
response is that family size desires result from a preference to have a
certain balance of boys and girls. Next in the order are the family of orienta-
tion refercnces, typified by the statement "I want a larpe family because 1
come from a large family". Following that is a category of "Non-answer,'"
in which the respondent merely asserts, in effect, that her desired family
size is a good size to have. Finally we get to nopulation concerns and other
thin;s mentioned in the hottom half of the list which we night consider rewards
and costs dimensions, but few respondents mentioned those items. Perhaps more
intensive follow-up probing by the interviewers would have produced explanations
of grcater substance, but it is apparent that the first replies to the

question "Why did you chonsc that number?" are not very informative.



In the second column are the concerns mentioned as likes and dislikes
for one, three, or six children. (Responses about childlessness will be
presented later.) It is difficult to distill in onc column of fipures the
complex data set produced by these questions, but as one useful way, we
have chosen to list the items according to the maximum proportion of
respondents mentioning the item in~gﬂx of the like and dislike qucstions
about the three familvy s.zes. For example, economic concerns were mentioned
most frequently when the respondents were asked what they would not like about

having six chil:lren.

The first thing to be noted in column two is that the percentages
are subsrantially hipgher than in column one, which reflects the fact that
the respondents had more te sav when asked about their likes and dislikes.
Moving down the list, it may he noted that cconomic concerns and the last
three items all fall witkin our general catep °y lahelled "Mental and physical
demands on parents', The remain.ng six items 411 refer to the single catepory
"Children's welfare”! Thus, of the dozen categories within our content analysis
scheme (see Table 1), two catcpories exclusively cover the 'top ten®

items in the results of the second method.

Two other observations may be made about the results in column two
of Table 2. First, all but onc of the items was mentioned with respect to
cither one child or six children, which sugpests that the concerns tend to
peak at the extremes of family size. Only onc concern is most frequently
expressed for three children, and that is the item about conflict among the

siblinps. From a perusal of the original answers, the respondents seem to

*
The interpretation should not be made that children': welfare dominates the

answers in the second method. Although the proportions mentioning anyv one
itemof parents' welfare were nenerally smaller, there were more different
items of parents' welfare mentioned, so the total mentions of parents’
welfarc were comparabic to the mentions for children's welfare.



refer here mainly to the idea that in a three-child family, one child tends
to be left out or caught in a twvo-against-one situation. The sccond
obscervation about the answers in column two is that cipht of the ten items
are dislikes, which indicates that the respondents were more in agreement on
what tney didn't like about family sizes than about what they did like. The
significance of that is left to the reader's speculation

Turning now to the third column, we sce the kind of results pro-
duced by the card sorts. (Plcase note that these results are from a 1-in-4
subsample of our total; this special analysis was made solely for this paper.)
The most striking aspect of the rcsults from this method is that no concerns stand
out as decidedly more important to the ruespondents than others. This seems
partially due to the carlicr-notice tendencies of some respondents not to make
much distinction among the card items. A second noteworthy aspect of the
results is that some items appear in the top ten which were infrequently
mentioned in the open-ended questions. For example, the respondents gave
very high ratings to the item "low hard my husband must work", yct any statcment

to that effcct was a rarity in the answers to the open-ended questions,

Overall then, the three methods produce some results in common and
some unique results. Perusal of Tabie 2 reveals that the following tend to stand
out as important fertility valuc manifestations in at least two of the three
methods:

1. Ecuonomis concerns in general: providing for the children in
p.rticular
. Parental attention to each child
.  Companionship of siblings

2

3

4. The mental strains and worrics of parenthood

5.  The physical work and cnergy requirements of parenthood
6

. Overpopulation concerns.



The first method contributed neplipgibly to this list and for reasons that are now
apparent, it shoild not bhe relicd upon to learn about fertility values unless,
possibly, extensive probing is used. The questions on likes and dislikes tend
uniquely to elicit concerns about social relations among siblinps, while the

card sort methods uniquely sunfests the importance of concerns about the

hushand as well as crowding and privacy in the houschold.

“he last set of results for presentation here are in Tanle 3,
which shows more clearly how different concerns become most salient at particular
family sizes. (We have presented data on whole catepories for clarity.) One
peint particularly to he noted is that for the first four value catepories, the
per cent differences among one, three, and six children are small in comparison
with the difference in mertiors bhetween childlessness and the rest. Such values
seem to be more relevant to the question of whether to have children or not than
to the question of hﬂﬁ.ﬂlﬂﬁ.to have. For the other value cateporics in Table 3,
numbher of children cicarly is relevant. It may be noted, however, that the
categories of physical living conditions and family social relations were
associated mainly with a six-child family, so we would not expect those values
to much affect relative prefer~nces among the smaller family sizes. Note that
of the three methods for studying fertility values, only the sccond is able to

reveal such gomplexities.

Conclusion: Where Do e Co From Here?

A aa— - — — — ——

We have only begun to digest our data and determine the significance
of them all, so that process will continue. One foremost need with respect
to establishing the most important fertility values is to reduce the size of
our lists by usins methods such as factor analysis and cluster analysis to
determine major dimensions., We suspect that this effort may also reduce some
of the seeming disparities amongt the results of the different methods. For
example, the high ratings of "how hard the hushand must work' in the card sort

may reflect the same fertility value as economic concerns.
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Once we have established what we helieve are the main fertility
values of our respondents, we shall he ready for a second survey of similar
respondents. At that time we shall endeaver to determine utility functions
for each main fertilitv value with respect to family size, then go on to use
those utility functions to understand the respondents' relative preferences
among; family sizes. Ambitious? Probably. BRut in another part of our study
we have alrecady established the fact that our respondents have rather clear-cut
preferences amonp different family sizes, so the evaluative bases of these

preferences must be explainable.




ustiv{nuocdioay Y

A314023s ade pro S
mmwssopmvu»mscwuhuuu:o\aucx c~
e
v

-11-

A3J120S 10j SUOLIBIIPISUO) 31T oM S,A391508

sjudaud jo ssourddey saning
S1udIed UO SPULLIP TEITSAYL/TEIUD}

FIT ATtuey potauva ‘Sutissroiu] UILPTIYD L4 siuoaed jo uoijvpnuiily
Ssuotle[adl [ellitu jo L3T[ENy UC U3JAPTTIYD 30 $3133333 ‘olviaayy \ alejlom 93 IM~-puUBqSTY|
U0 uaapyiys
931 103 J9daed ‘yop 9 30 5130339 swopadsiy y satritunizoddpy
u0sxad /29430 0 I fuTiion fuourl rInjy-319s S SUIJdUUd 319y
USIpTIYd> Aq parol sutaq/3uraog L SUOTIDBISTILSSIP/SUOTIDLISTIES [ruolowy
I03[8oU *SA UOTIUIIIE JrIUIJIEY 01 3ICITOM S, USIPIIY) SIBI[3M S,U32PTIYD)

391nb § JJvdd *SA UOISNLOD b SOV c
uorlenlsdaod Ajruey <

pd

LTtuel e se UOIILOIdIL § uny ¢
LOIf drduLxg A103331y
ut
swal]
111 T4A31 30 daquny

SLOY Y3 UT SUOIIIPLOD BUTAIT [edIsiyy

SNIBIS pub AIL[IYBIA A]tluey
SUCIIEIO TTIdOS Aftuny

Jlej oM Allued

Il 13a371 I 73A97

SISATVNV INILINOD 404 !HIS 9NIGOD INTVA ALITILYI4 40 ANI'TLAO "1 21qel

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



-12-

3o drysuotuedwod pauoliudw piaed

1 03 0

(SBUTIq1s

1S31055s jJO O8UEX OIQISSO(es

atdues p/1 JO siSAleur AIeutuiiaid,

*uotrysanb uv az21s

ATiUeY 9yl put 9YIISIP JI0 3YI] ® St sem
UOTIUdW WNWIXBW I3YIIYm MOYS sassyjuaiey,

.
o~ o~ ~ ™~

siaquauw Afruey 1oy ASeAl. g
UO 13 TNUOUIING
sasuadxa Aeplionrg

duisnoy ajvubape Lururrlqy

SIUIIBG JOJ UIBIS [LIUDY

USIPIIYD 20 vUIILINPY

"€ UDIPTTIYD 103 Surtplaodu A[[ridale;,

9] In pLT pregsny
UOaMIBY UOTIILSIIL JO JULOLY

<24 ISNU pUBQSNY pITY MO[|

“C PITYD y>Td 03 UOTIUIIIL [eIUDIR

onpory
3utlvy
uea,,

«3993]7]
921y ATlweq{ 4 oduuyl
-dcdu] U0 $3405 pIR) ‘]Il

(9-241151p)
» (9-3y11S1Y)
_ (9-2%1ts1p)
(1ot

| (t-a%1rs1p)
b (c-ax1151p)
| (1-9%11)

281 [ea3udy-uaping jesrsiyd/resusy
%02 d3Yylou 10j SI1II0M/SII0J30 TBIUD;
%17 JIayjow woly pairnbox A8isua/yioy

0,6 UBIPITUD 0] durpraocad Apferaaie}:

4LT SSUTIYTS 3O SITIoUdY [E1D0G

%1€ SUUTIIGIS SUOLE UCTISHIDIX3/ISTI[3u0)
€

— %9 PIIYd Yors 03 uOoTIU3IlE [BIUDIRY
T (1-24T1S1P) 95§ SSUTTqQIs jo diysuotucduo)
I .

| (1-9AYISTP) 4SS PITY2 jo Suryrods
maﬁo-oxwﬁmmfu °8s JBIOUSYH ISUISDUOD DTWOUOD]
I

X SUTUCTIUD

T siuapuodsdy ¢

" wruixef,

SOZ1§ ATlwWEq 934yl
JO Ss}UIstig 3 saq171 ‘Il

of UdIplIyd J0jJ uoIIEINP]
°q SSutrqrs jo drysuoturduos

%9 UdIPITIYD 03 Surptraoad Ajrerrsivy:

€9 Tedsusy-udpany resrsaud/resus;y

(,uo2prIYd dr01 1,.)

o8 [E13U3)-UOTIDTFSIILS [TIUIIL

%11 SUIdOU0d uolendodisay

o’ *332 ‘Auew 003 3j0u ‘IySta 3Isng

¢l UOTIEJUDIIL JO AJtuwey

(soxds 30 asanyxiL:

°92 JT1 ATtuejy Hurisaasaiuj

°0¢ TEI3UDY  SUIIDUCD ITLOUODT
LUTUOTIUSJ;

Sjuapuodsa:; o

$31159Q 371S-A[ ey JO suotjvueldxy -

SIMIVA ALITILYAL ONITVHAdY 4O

SIHIVOY¥d4dY JIGHL 40 HOVE NI SISNOASTY dOL NIL

¢ 3lqey

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



-13.

UsIprIys 1 %1¢ YIT %6 LT %€  SYTLISIP %S
Jo Joyunu
YItu SALISIP %L SYLISIP % ML %P LT %S
po3viIaCsse
Ar3ucuruop INITSTIP %LP MLT %89 IYTISIP %26 ITISIP %¢
axd santey ﬁ. .
P %6L LT %6¢€ INIT %82 INTT %2
\\ LT %¢ AT %I TISIP 4T MLISIP %02
UaLpriys
30 ALISIP %¢v “AMT 4e LT ST IqLISIP %0C
3dussqe
/d3uasald T3¢ ALY %€ ML %L MNIISTIP 52§
Hilm
pajrioosse T %81 AMIT %91 MTISIP %12 SLISIP %19
ATIUBUTWOP
-axd santey
P %0¢ 9qlT %01 MIT %L2 LT %L
U3IpIIYyD g UQIpPTIYd ¢ PITYS | USIPTITYD O

130 9YIISIQ I0 3 IT SE SUOTIUI & UMWIXE)

d4MSKNY INO LSvdT LV NI SINIANO4S3Y

SSOUI3YIaJ0] {SuUOTIB[AL [RIDUS AJluEq
SWOY UT SUQLITPUOD BUTAL] [¥IISAYyd
SIBJIOM S,UdIPIIYD

sjudaed uo spuvwap [edrsAyd/[ejudyy

SN3els § AI[IqelA ATrwey

ddvTI4BW Y U0 SID3333
(JuaurTT3(N3~318S) SuI3duLd 319§

“SIP/SUOTIDBISTILS [BUOTIOWD [BIUIIEY

33TM-pueysny 103 wopaday § sarirunizoddg

Alo3da3en

40 %0C NVHL F4OW A9 QINOLINIW STIYOOILYD :3ZIS ATIWVd 40 SINITSIQ ANV SINIT £ 8lqel

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



