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INTRODUCTION ) ‘
. . - _ ¢
Today, family planning ic a much uscd practicq.in'our soClety.

The ccdnomic~si£uétion, ovcrpopplation;&cncrgy crisis and the necd «

for two'breadwinners‘pcr family have all contributed to this nrcd fof
' ’ \ . » . s

| family planhire’ (Fawcett, 1970). So wheh a young couple tegins to think

. atout a family they are bombarded with all kinds of advice. Some .
. g . ~
te]l them to have only two children to replace themselves. Others

say to have at least three children. Still othcrs'say, don't have
qu at all. Scldpﬁ doés a youny couple ever get the-advice to have
only one child (Hawke, 1974). B

< 3 * ‘ V . * v,
Justification . : .
- S . )
Perhapst a- reason fer this is that nany people in the past be-
S ) - _

1ieved that.the only child was tound: to prow, up voth spoiled ~nd

-lonciy. Parcnts considerine only one child EaVe haA‘to dcfené tgem—-,

selVes to well- neantnp friendg and relativcs (Haw?c, 1974) Accord-

ing to popular opinion, the child ygho grows up as an only child is ’
*  1likely to find it extremcly difficult to make adequate social ad just-

ment ou;side the hore. I the minds of "'many people this opinion

l
A

. is{go firmly established that the tare knowiedge that an individual

is an only child is for many people quite a suffic*ent basls upon
- J .

- whieh to account for any eccentricitles of conduct which the only

v [

. fchild may shg% (Coo@gnough, Leahy, 1927). ‘ . :

\ 'Very”1§¢tlc research on the only child has beCn‘dbnc in the past

' ' ' 4




fifteen ycaré. Parents have had to rely on articles in lay megazines, R

v I3 ‘ ’
'_beliefs from pagt decadcu, personal opinlons and values, and fate, in

° ‘
making their decdisions concerning the nunler of children to have.
a Y o
The problem of this study is to show through research which, ~

) o
attributes contributed to only childrcn are facts and which ones'
4

are fa]lacies.ﬂ The purpose of this « tucy is to help couples make Lo

Stategent of -the Probiem

4

S informed choices when considering the number of children to have. ‘

- : - M ! ! i'-
. The major limitation of the study centers around the fact that

“approximately 25% of the research has been written in foreign journals

. “,. and'tbe investigator has relied‘nfavily on translations and abstracts
| pf these particular studies. Andther limitation is\that”most of the
research is dated hith very Tew articl(s written since 1960.
Hhat doe 1esearch say about theonly chilld? Pp ‘only children
grov up boih spoiled and lonely? Do only children have diffiqulty

in soclal adJustments. flow cormon are only children? Are 0n1y

children overly. dependent? A search through the axperimental .re-

search of the past seQenty—five yeais'prOVides somg of the answers - L
. e r ] . .
*  to these questions. B < e
K )?:‘""*‘
1 " ) & .
- N * . P . ?/"
- . “ / .
. ’ o ¥
v (.
- 4 x h




" REVIEW OF LITERATURE

<
*

Rescarch on the only child goes back to 1898 wheh‘E;w._Bogannod

© studied 481 ch;ldren; 381 children of whom were only childrén. The

study was' conducted at Clark University'undcr G; Stanley Hall. &Bo—
s . ' ’

. , * A
hannon found that only chtldren were below average in health and

di,orders' thab they entered cchool latcr were less regular in

attendance and did below averare york; that they did not usually joih

in ordlnary ardqp blay; that thei preferred adults and youngex .

Y- - .
~chi}dren; that many times their soclal relations were charactgrized

' . . . . I .
by friction; that their home ireatment had been one of in@glgence;

and that they wére noticcable for peculiarities, prococities, self-

NG =
ishness, and affection.
. ’ P

a

The study vas conducCted by schdina questionnaires td students

in collepges and ndrmal sbhools“fequéstinc 1dTormation,abou% twins,

Only'children,'br only toys or girls in a family c?mposéd of several

L]

/

student himself but atout someone known to him (Bohannon, 1898).

/
Such a qucstionnaire could be opcn to a puychological falla

. hany times the child who stands out ‘clearly enbugh to be re;nrted en
. in a questionnairc may not te the averaae only ghild but may be
-onc who 1s different in one or nore ways. Such a child makes ‘a

greatef-impressiod toth favorable and ﬁnfavérable, than one who fits

into the general group. With queotionnaircs, some students have a

s, v

. _vitality and wcre more frequently afflicted with ncrvoué,and phyoical ,

, members of the other sex. The information reported was not. about the f
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.(otuart 1926) ' : a
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tendenoy to pive answers that they think will be most intcrtnting for

a rencarch otudy If the abéve criticisms of Bohannon study are

’
L4

valid then thc ntudj wWaS mudf on a selected rather than on a Tcpr<~

uentative EToup of only children (uard 19‘0) S .

Not much interest in studying the ¢haracterieptics of only chi]dren )

followed Bohannon's'studyz The Iitcrature contirued to warn oﬂ,the.

a

- ' . .
dangers of VYeing an only child. $tudies on only children Logah to

-

apﬁéar arain in the 1920's.

In 1926 the Colgate l'ental Hyricne K Tests were given té 465 young
meh, 81 of whom were only children. On the responses to that test, -

the only children showed no variations from the group as a whple

2 - \

Two studies on ordiral position whioh rivou data atout the only
child were conducied by Goodcnourh ard Leahy (1927) In the initizl
utudy, authors ottainrd data fron the filec of the Dewonstraticn
Child Fuidance'Clinic, two which had bveen coqducued in h;nncapoliu-
St. Paul during 1823 2i.  They studied 322 consecutive cases to
determine (a) tre proloxtlon of ch*ldrcn falling into the four
groups which vere oldest children in families of more than one,
youngest ch*]dr%g in fanmildes of\morc than one, only children, and

N

children occupy*ng internediate posit¥ons in families of three or

FS

more called middle children; (b) whether or not clinic findings would

'

reveal any signifﬁcant differcnce in the characteristic Lehavior of

the four proups. They found that the oldest childrer héﬂe up 30.45%

of the proup, middle children-31.7/%, youngest.qhildfen-25.2% and

only chtldrep712.7ﬂ.

"
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The chronological, ages ranged frof 2 to 19 years and the IQ ranged

o from 25 to 156. ~Some.came from extreme poverty, othcrs from ncalthy .

[

backgrounds, Some of the subjecis' parents were completely illiter-

‘afe while 6thers held Ph.D.'s. The authors were not surprized that
very few statistically reliab1e~differcnces in the type's of charact-

) eristid behavior of the various groups could be estabdished. They
. S
did find certain pos,ible trends )

L Only childrcn showed high repo;ts ofsncrativism, disobedience in

- 9

home and ‘school and temper tantrums as thege characteristics were
. 3

v

reported for 71 percent of the only chiﬁdrcn. Poor sleep, nervous-

ness, nigh® terrors and fear of varipus sorts, feeding probdb ems and
bed- wetting also seemed to be more cKaracteristic of only children.

P .
Goodenourh and Leahy did suggcst that because of the nature of the

A
»

data .the amount of reliance which ray safely be placed upon the
findings i /bmall.

In the. second study a (raphic rating scale was filled out for .

N

.293 children in ten public ochool kindcrgartens located in a superlor -
" residential section of Iinneapolis. The teacher rated each child on
* the fourteen folloying traitsz apgressiveness, self—confidence,.
- suggestibility, demonstrativeness, gregariousness, social adcquacy,
attitude toward property, attitude toward facts‘ mood (type), "
. mood (stabfﬁity), emotional response, emotional stability, attention
. s
‘ (type), attention (intensity) The ratingg were indicated by means
’ , of a graphic scale where each of the fourteen traits was reprcsented
. .y

e on a seeparate line.. The center of the line represented the ideal

" norm and the ends of the llnes indicated the undcsirabie extrcmes.

Y
]

F
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v . N -.'>
A ‘ep¢rmte chart was f11lcd out for .cach chllﬂ A]l the children

had bvecn knowq to the teacher for a poriod of not less tHan five J\\ /
months and wére for the mo,t part botwcnn thL apes of five and a

half and six yvars. Intollip&ﬁce'tcsts wcre given t@all thc child-

ren and the rc)ults “howmi that the’ averape’iqtollectUAl level was

distinctiy above that of the rencral population as 75+ had IQ's of

.

100 or above,

o 4

Porty six of the 293 cases were only children. JIn this kinder-

-
-

parten mroup, thny found less und(slrablc behavior amqgg the on)y

childrcn than amony the group of the eldc st proup of only children.

The only, childrcn wqfe more ar"rccsive and more sclf-confident than
P

any of jhe other proups. lany of the 0n11L° showed an extreme fond-

e

\
1

® ness for affection. They were gregariousjﬁh their soclal interests
and di*playcd sore instavility of mood. The ratings also showed e

" them to be cafily exch tcd with thelr a*ten{icn veling fliﬁhty ang -
\ F
distractable. The authoro concluded that it is not Jﬂﬁt the only
) N v ',5‘* :

child vho is in da inger of developing nderir&bT/ personal&tp trait*

becausc there is Trobably no pdbitidh in.the fanily circle which
v : ., &
doev ‘not 1nvolve certain problems of ad justmsat as a conseqhénce.of

3

i1ts own peculiar nature. rIn fact tho oldest child in the family

P

is the child most likely to bo suqupted to conditions which render

satiofactory adguvtmonv particularly difflcult aCcording to the data
of the study (Poodcnourh & Leahy, 1927).

Neal (1927) stated that some parents of only children, 1nterfcre

19

. in gverythiﬁn the child does because they have such a desjre to have

" him do -things pegfectly a@d to act in the correct manner. Thércforc,

o

o

SU |
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- others. She quoted Dr. 5. Stanley hall,qqzm eminent puy01olevi,t %

'Itttle tendency for,only children as a yroﬁp to be more self-confident

e .

ety

b4 t ' &

hﬁcy constantly exert their authority to make him'cgnform. This type

of paront i*~ cither vcry efficicnt or a fallure who wants the only '

child to realivze all of hi° own unfilltd ambitions ththor thc

-

child becomc ‘ubmisgive and loses hils 1n1tiativc or whnthcr he puts

up azrressive opposition’dcpcnd( on his pcrsondlity inake-up.

-

Neal stated that the only child s more likely to prcoent a gper

v

clal problem than the child of.a larger family. Since the only child

i

dcmando much attpntion and usually recelves 1it, hc 1s commonly found

to be Jealous, selfish, erotistical, dependent, argressive, domineer-

-

ing, and‘quarrélvomé "he onl} child was described as unpopular and
*

.

spoilod.« Hc also seened to have difficulty ff%tin" into 1ife with

) 3 ',
as havine said, "Zelnr an only child is o disease in itself.",

Fenton (19?”) stuiied two rrotips of individuals, Thc first r'rc;up

,
-

coTLaincd 193 children from kinderrarten throuh #rade 6 of which B

thirty-four were only children. The nethod used to study the child—
' LR

ren was to have each subject ratod on a rating ucale b/ one or two

teachers who had known them for at least one semester, Fenton

found that only children as a rrbup are slightly more likely than

othcr children both to bc leader and to .be uﬁpopular but the apount

of diffcrcnce is quite small. ‘It was also found that, there was a

¢

than other children; a 1itt1e'more 1ikely than other children to be

aggressive, to bully and to insist upon having their own way; a s1lirht,

tendency to be happler and more optimistic as a groups Lo ve'more

-~

self—assured or concelted; and to be less obedient. Again the amount

¢ ’

- 11
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of differecnce is quite small, .

. . . . v |
In addition to the rating scale, the tcachers were asked~¢o*undcr-

*

line common nervous symptoms present in cach child they rated. -Cnly

“
d iy

322 of fhe only children showed. any nervous symptoms whilch was a

s
- ’

smaller proportion than thc'oldcst, intermedlate or youhgcstfgroups.

However, the only children, who were'ndted as nervous, displayed a

larser pumber of symptoms. The averase number of symptoms for™ egch

\

child rnotel as having one or more nervous traifs was 2.4 for the

oldest, 2.0 for the youngest, 2.0 fof the intermcdiate and 3.5 fbr s
’ ) ’ ) .

the only child. A

‘_ The seccond. group Fenton studied consisted of twe groups of uni=

versity students fatalinr éﬁzlsubjepts of which'?73 were only children,

e
The students were iven 101 of the 116 questions of the Woodworth
. [y t

Quentionpaire or Tuychoncurotic Inventory as a group test. Cn the @?

anoyrous rrturns- the stulents whHo were only children ~ave mere responses

indidative of poychopathic or ncurotic tendenclés than did the other

students, However, on the returrns containing names the findinss. ,

were reversed with the only children riving fewer responses Indicative
of psychopathic or neurotic tendencics, This reversal provided

. ) : -
much difficulty for the autmer_in interpretins the meaning of the Lﬁ/

data,

The names on the questionnaire did allow the author to look up o
the -scores on the intelligence test piven when they were admitted
to thc‘univcrsity. He found the median percentile rank on the Chio

State University Psycholory test for the students who were only

’

children was (2.5 while for unselectcdstulents 1t was 50,0,

»

'
.
N 3




e - o '

, . " - Case records of one huhdred only childrenviiging at home with _

- " both parents were studied by Anne Waxrd (1930) - The case record were
from the Ins titute for Child Guidance in Jéw York“and five.Common-

wealth Fund Demonstratidn Child Guidance Clinics. The‘grbup }thuded

i * v

e
Seventy-three percent of the cases were boys while twenty-seven

. @ . . i .
percent were gir1° The mean age of children in the four clinics

. ﬁas 11.2 years, while the only children had a mqgn age of Just 8.2

éar‘ ".years. The greatest difference getween the two groups occurred below

-

seven when there'were.thirty—three percent of the only children and ten
\ '
percent of the total group andﬁgetween~e1eVen and fourteen when there

ﬁere‘thirty;seven percent of the latter and only eighteen percent of

. ?
. variation in age between the groups. The most obvious is that parents

of only children are more apt to be over concerned about the’ child s

degelopment and are thus more aware of problems when they first appear.
. .

: Do al v . N
Another dauké“iE~that the .only children in the study come from economi-

cally‘well—to-dd'fﬁmilies where the parents would -perhaps be more

~ .
alert to difficulties appearing in the child. The third exp{gnation

por . L , . . - ’ : “u
) ‘hard offered wa§ thé&most.interesting, but the least probable, Could

' .o e ‘ 4
%& be that only children become moré capable of -adjustment as he
> T < )

gets older; since he pas been associating with adults guite contin-

* * uously? She suggested that 4t would seem natural that he would-learn
N » . . .
by experience what behdVvior was socially accéptable&andfact in this

"particular manner. e

>%{

is
x

L ]
@%
4
a7
]

~all the only ‘children who were patients in the clfnics up to June, 1929,

o . the former group. The author gave three possible‘explanatfbns‘for thej

¥




‘e

£ /) 10 ... i
. o . |
The. ability to adjust from eleven years onvard would be heightened

]

iﬁlthe children were of superior intelligence since their ability to

+ v ‘ - - i .
reason would more rapidly apprgach adult level. The intelligence

’

test findisigs of the children in*the clinic group showed that the.only

[y

chiddren were superior to the rest of the group and this fact could

have helped account for some of * the variation in the age group. The

¢
mean intelligence quotient of the only children was 109.8 while that

of the total group was 103.3. The total groupsconsisted of four huod-
red and siity-three children which was‘the total number admitted to ’
the,Institute for Child Guidance during its first 'year. |

The author offered the followin explanations for the difference

in intelligence quotients. One explanation ‘was the economic superior-

ity of the families involved which some psychologists believe to be

‘associated with intellectual sdperiority. Another explanation was{

A

the age of the parents at the time of the child's birth, Forty-four
children had an intelligence quotient of 110 and ovér and of these
sixty percent had parents one or both of whon were over thirty years'
old. The third explanation vas the constant adult association. o
Hhen the child spends much time with adults he tends to have increased
language ability which 1is a factor of some importance in the Stanford-
Binet tests. . - ‘ ' . .
The problen behavior displayed by the only’children‘was quite
similiar to that of all the clinic children 1iving at home withYtheir ;

parents except for stealing, lying and truancy. However it ‘must be

remembered that the group of only children were yodngcr than the total
¢ . .

' -
v

“elinie group. , Even in spite of this there was less enuresis., The age

~
v 14
v, [




" results should not be considerég conclusive (Ward,,1930).

A

factor alone could have accounted for the decrease in stealing, lying,

-

and truancy since these are usually problemu of 01der children. Another

) , #
reason.for the de rease in the factors was attributed to the~on1y‘

o , ) BN
child living in a pmore sheltered environment where his wants were
usually over-suppliled and his contacts 1imited.

3

« g

When cdmpared to a control group bf three-child_families the
only chiidren showed a higher percentage of resﬁiessness and\g#er-
activity, crying, nail-biting; and scnool difficulties: -

One needs to keep in mind several facte when considering the
conclusions from the Va study; Personal bias may have influenced

, .
the findings. . The case Ristories were written by a widely spaxtered

&roup of soclal workers; the examinations were made by different ex-

perts and the original informatign had been objained from a great
variation of sources. Also mafdy of the terms used in describing be- - ’

havior could have varied because of interpretations. Since'only one

"hundred cases were studied,'this was really too'small a number to

make very general statements.\ihefefore, the author stated the

Busemann (1929) studied 400 German children between’the ages of”
ten and seventeen: According to teachem's judgments, in general the
children with more siblings had better records in behavior, industry,
attention and deportment. The only children were found to be char-
acterized by self—dissatisfaction, wiggliness, reflectiveness, and

PoOY . success in school. He found that girls particularly benefitted

‘from having brothers.and/or sisters.

Typicality and atypicality in views on various questions were

L4




pg'

’ ' 12 - ~

’ ) ‘ ’ ’
measured by Vetter (1930). The author found that more than a’ chance

u.

number of the twenty-one only children fit into the atypical, reaction-

- >

children. He state

ary and radical grigil. The more extrene.positions contained more only

that the only children had a reputation for more ,
. .

unusual é;otional development. AT, SR -

N b %g } o . -~ N
Guilford and Horcester (1920) “studied one hundred sixty-two child-

-

ren of grade 8 in a Qunior high school in Lincoln, NebﬁaSRa. The .
children were divided into two grogos cons isting of €;enty one\only
children and one hundred forty-one other children for thé purpose of
making a comparative study of the two groups.

The investigators obtained information on fifteen different char-
acteristics or measurements for each child. The first measurement‘
was the I.9Q. det}rmined b{ythe Terman Group Test of Mental Abllity.
The test was glven and corrected hy trained -Andividuals. The second
measurement taken was each child's a%erage of his school marks in®
English, history, science, arithmetic and Junior bdsiness. The
occupational status;g{ the father of the child as rated by the Ban
occupational scale was the thifd‘measurement._‘The fourth ﬁeasurement
was the student's participation in extra—curricular activities
determined by the’efficiency credits earned by the studegts. The
remaining eleven characteristics for each student were rated by at .
least six different teachers. The items were courtesy, truthfulness,
industry,initiative, self—control, ccoperation, dependability,
health attitudes and habits, personal orderliness and cleanliness,

~

conformity to‘iaw and order,and fairness.,

,&%4
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The investipators found that theé only éhildren are equal to or
superior to non-only children in 14 of the 15 measuremepdts conuidered.
The eutgare came to the followi‘g conc}usions; <ﬂ P

1) The only child is definitely shper}or in (a) occupational
$tatus of rhe father, (b) marks received in his school studies, and
. _ . "
(¢) health attitudes and habits, with the chances -being 1000 to 1 that
oA

>

this' is the case.

2) The only child is quite certain to be superior in (a) initia-

9 A
tive, (b) self-control, (c) persona orderliness and cleanliness, (d)
industry, (e) truthfulness, £f) courtesy, and (g) dependability with
the chances being 19 to 1 in his favor. w ' -
¥ . y

3) The only child rates higher in (a) 1.Q., (b)lcooperation, and
‘ (c) conformity to law'and'order, with the chance being 9 to 1 that he 1is
N ‘
superior. ’
'h) The only child is slightly superior to the nonfonly.child
in fairness, with the chances being 3 to g in his favor. : ’
5) The only child is either equal to,or slightly inferior lo the
non-only child in voluntaxy participationwin,extra-curricular activities.
Worcester (1930) sthdied the schoolroom attitudes ani}achievements
of only childreh. He pointed out that it seems to be an almost i@;/
possible task to classify adequately only and nen-only children.

Therefore. no investigatio? of traits of only children can claim high

»

4

reliability. Since so,muph has been saild and very little done on
the subject he stated that it did seem worthwhile to investigate some
of the traits of so-called only and’ n0n-on1y children, even though

the classification is at-best crude. It .was decided to make the

17 | B
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" the classification on the basis of 0n1iness or,non- 0nliness at the

Aime of the study. This had Leen the basic clas sification uscd b/

previous investigatorg.

Worcester studied the school marks of both,only and non-only >

>

c¢hildren in Urades K- GB in a large school in Lincoln, Nebraska. The

report cards of the schools include both an estimate of a child'
Pl \
achlievement and a rating of his soc&al and health traits. The cards

give a general rating and provide a scheme where special factors
1

which are in need of attention can be checked by the teachcrf The
study took . up the two types of ratings separately._-The.first part

reported an investigation of the final semester marks glven to the
~ - . . ‘

children in each of the traits, for the year 1928-29. The second ’

.

portton summed up a’ count which:was made of the check marks given.at
the end of the first quarter of the school year 1929-30. All the

data was gathered after the marks had been assigned. v

The average mark for only and non-only children was computed sep-

[N P

~ arately. for each tralt or subject and for each grade. For the first

semester, in 103 out of 140 comparisons, the only children show super-(

jority over the non-only children. In three more comparisohs the}.

two groups of children showed no difference in their averages. In
114 out of 160 conparisons in the second semester, he only ehildren
were superlor with one group showing no differenge. For 306 compari—
sons,' for the whole year, 221 of these favor the. only chfld;

The study also found that the only child was more consdstantly

superior in the lowver grades. One hundred twenty~five of 152 cop-

parisons- were in his favor, in the lower grades while only 9 154

-
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'\' comparisons were thus 1in the upper grades. This was particularly .
noted in the social traits where in the-earlier half of the,grﬁdes “

.

J .
the only child was superior in 58 of 72 comparisons while in the
uppcr grades the dnly child was superior in only 38 of 66 comparisons.
| ‘In the second portion of the study, the records for thc first:

quarter reports of 1929~30}bf 99 only and 633 non-only children were

investipated. The percentages of both omly children and non-only child—

ren who recelved check marks opposite items wefe found. In 41 out

of 50 comparisons (82ﬂ), the difference is in favor o{ the only

_child. From the in:estigation, Worcester surmises that it is very ¢
doubtful that many of the charges hurled at“on}y children concerning ’
cooperative‘success/in school can be substantiated. He feels a few
- extreme cases have probably established the‘pregudice in-the minds

of observers. . .
3lonsky (1930) studied first grade children from % large school
j"in Moscow which was considered to be an "averafie" school. Thele
was a total of f93 children_ in six parallel classes in the first:
grade of yhicﬁ.BB (17#) were only children. Twenty were boys and
thirteen were girls. On the basis of accodplishment 20 of the only
children ranked in-the uppermthizd of the class,«‘eight in the middle
third and five in the lower tnird. The intelligence of the only
W children also stands outhas almost halkf of the only children are two
or more sigma above the mean. ’The average'IQ for the onl& children is

one half sigma hi(her than the average for the rest of the group. . )

Blonsky concluded that the only child is an 'ultra charaéter )

19 . .
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~elther very in&rpverted or eitremely extroverted. He found the .only
¢ v ’ v D

«

child to be nervous and oometimes'nave poor motdr contfol; he'is in-
tellectu&llj advanced; his lo"icaI thinV‘nﬁ is above ages he learns ~

and comprehéndo easily, he 1is poor in practiqal intell1gencc, organ17ing

'and physical dexterlty, and he has a high opinion of himself. ﬁe :

rarely wins the affection of his clas mates Because he 1s either

domineeriny or Jhut 1n. In ocpool he either proves a dioturblng

element or remains baohfully in the the back(round. Blon“§y recommend -,
ed education of the parents but much of the work to further soclial ‘

: - ’ @ .
contacts’and to forestall the development of excessive importunity or

timidlty would have to be done by thé school.’

The behavior problems of 785 Chicago school children were stulied

by Levy (1931). He compared the incidence of only childre; among a
large eroup of clintc cases and among a control group of 35,000 non-
problem children. He concluded that the distribution of children'o
behavior appeared to be independent of the size of the family. He
aid find.a-tendemcy toward malad justment in a group of only‘children

wof \wealthy parents. | ‘ " > S

A study of the only child‘at schcol haé done by Hooker (1931).
The investigator tried to_discover whether the only child at sthool
differs in social and exotional ad justmemt from one with siblings,

P

Every effort was made to select cases which were free. from the possible

N

influence of broken homes, presence in the home of relatives other

“than the immediate family or amy other factors which could have a
. 2
bearing on the child's behavior.  The homeroom. teachers were asked

o 1ist the children in their rooms whom they knew to be only children.

20 . ‘
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From the names submitted ‘personal interviews were conducted and :30-

children vere selected who lived in homes where there were no relatives,
except the father ano mother and vho had‘heser had siblings.

The following criteria were used to match an only child’;ith a
child having siblings: (a) school grade within one-half grade, (v) sex,
(c), chronolbgical age W thin six months, (d) family organization,

(e) not more than one child from any one family, (f) intelligence
quotient within ten 1.Q. points and (g) natiqnality when this could be
fulfilled in addition to other criteria. The schaol files were used
to determine'what child matched a given‘only «<hild in most of the

- . - 4
factors. ' . , , )

- . -

) Each child was interyieﬁed alone and asked 17 ques&ions from a .

~ questionnalire from Terman's adaptation of the WOcdworth—Hatthews Per-
Y . sy

sonal Data Sheet and one question added by the investiﬂator. In

"additionw to the questionnaire, two rating socales adaptéd from wickkan

4*

were used. Three teachers who had known. the children at least four
months rated each ‘child and his match. ?he results of the questionnaire
,found that for only children, 81% of the answers were typical, 9% .
of the respOnses were atypical and 10% of the responses were scored
uncertain while for the non-only children,88%of the answers‘were
typical, 6% of the responses were atypical and 6% of the responses Were
scored uncertain. . | |

’The investigator found'that 42% of all the ‘children in the grades
used in the study and 57% of the.only children were exceptionally ¢

well-ad justed, 41% of all and 40% of the only children presented

.minor behavior difficulties, 145 of all and 3% of the only children

- t.‘,.‘{’;’ . - | ‘ 2 1 | ’. 4
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showed difficulties of some importance while 3% of all-and none of the

only childryen were considered to present extremely serious behavdor
b

Aproblems.f She also foundz only chilgfen are slightly less 1ikely to

be neglectful forLetful or irresponsible in duties which they have

— ,

been asked to~ or expected to perform only children are less likely to

become sullen or sulky, rude, impolite, or impudent to others. only \

14

children are less iikely to be nervous and dishonest. They are more
likely to show signs of being tomboys ‘or sissies. The differences
in all the other traits between .onky and” non~- iny children were not
significant. .
»l v A questionnaire concerning imaginary playmates was given to ‘
701 high school and college students by Hurlock and Burstein (1932)
The inVestigatorﬂ found that the size of the family did not influence
thepcreation of imaginary companions among the subJects: The only ‘
children were not found to be more subject'to imaYinary playmates
than were the non-only children.
ﬂ ‘ The Bernreuter Personality Inventory and Cason's Annoyance test
were given to 200 college students by Campbell (1933).. In the com-
parative'stuyy of only and intermediate children, the subjects were
paired -for high school grade record! college entrance examination
o score, ser and class in the university. A difference in mean scores
of the twg groups on the four measures of the Bernreuter Inuentory
indicated a slightly gré&terhiniidence of atypicalitj among the only

‘children, especially the femalesf but in no case was the critical

ratio significant. The scores of the only child group on these four -

»

~ '

N
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scales had greater variability than the paired group of intermediate

children. - A A (” - 2 “
Witty (19)332', studiced a group of 153 only children five ycars of

age in Kansas City, Missourl. The childrcn.éame fromAfami;i;s of better* j
thén average sﬁcio—economig status. Statistical comparisons were made

between ratings and measurements thfhls group and various control

g{oups. The only children were superior to other children in health,

physical deQelopmcnt, intelliﬁénce and character tralts. OCn ratings
of courtesy, truthfulness, self-control, initiative, orderliness,
cooperation and(dependabiliéy the number of only children reaching or
exceeding the median of the control group was somewhat»grcatef than.
50 percent. It was found that a relatively large percentage of only
children were‘Lubject £o'spccific feafs.

Witty (1933) also selecied one hundred only and one hundred
intermediate chiiﬁren from the eleventh and twelfth grades of two
Chicago hifh schools. Parentg provided health and developmental

. histories and socio-economic information and data‘conccrning physical
grovth and devclopm;nt were secured. The children were asked to
report their activities and interests. The home-rcom teachers adminis-
trated the Otié Intelligence Test and écrnreuter Persohality’Inventory
and also rated each child on character traits afid provided sutject
marké.

The means and standard deviations were studied and revealed that
the groups wcrevapproximately equal in 18 measures and r;tings of ’
physical development, sbcio-economic status, test-intelligence, schodl

marks, and in 21 comparisons relating to social or emotional adjustment.

t
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Even thoush the croups differed in mean scores on the personality

.’
;

measurcs, the critical ratlo wias silonificant in no instance.

DcCampos‘(lQ}b) ;tudied four case hintoriesband cencluded that
the only child suffers from the %xtrcme.wétchfulncss and care of' the =
parents and the fact that he has no young'companions.aAd lcarn§;tg.
imitate adults, Therefore, he lacks the normal joys of childhood '
“and must liQe a 1ife of day dreamin; and vain'imaginipz. He suggestbd‘

that the best way to treat the only child 15 to'1ive in a neighbor-
hood where playmates for the chfldwére avallavle. If this ié impossi-
ble, he then recommends adoption of another child and the education

of the only child outside the home.

’

.

wﬁlker (193&) reported on {he single-child sroup in a girl's
high school im,a bilg city. Of the total group of 527 students, 14% or
27.57% were only children. The work of all the ;upils vere rétcd above
average, average and below averare. For the total group 18,0 had

" work fated above averare, 6£.77% had work that was averase and 13.37
h;d work rated hélow'averaﬁc.- For fbe only children the figures

were 18,55, 68,07 and 13.5) respectively. The investigator stated
that the slight difference bet;een'thc two groups seemed to dlsprove
the often advanced theory that sincle children usually place ablove
averaze due to more favorable home conditions'dp to special attention
received from anxious parents. He also found that behavior’in school
and participét n in school activitics of‘thc‘only—chlld deviated

very little frem that‘of the total group of sthdents.

Delinquency was studicd by Sletto (1934). He found that de-

linquent boys in the only child positibn did not differ much from
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other delinqucnt boys in the types of 6ffense° committed. He did find

A largcr proportion of only boys were charged with being unvovcrnable'

) which uupportv:» the view .that parental control over the only Loy

.

- ' breaks dowﬂ more often than it does for toys i; other po sitions. He
e

! _ 7 also found that a gggitcr proportion of only rl offenders was

-
.charged with thcft and a much lower proportion was char"ed with sex

offenses than for offenders from other size families. o

- -~

Two hundred hirh school junio}s and seniors were studied by Witty-

'(1937). le wanted to ascertain whether the typical ohly child fn the
high school is physically underdevelgped, mentally reported, education-
ally handicapped and socially malad justed. One hundrfd students :
were only children who had n;vcr ha&déablingsfaéd’thé other.100- were '
1ntciﬁcdiateé. A Ehof; case histqry,of*physical dévclopéént and health,
records fron the Otiéléelf—Adm;nistcring Test of Mental Ability, the
educational record and acadcmic histéfz, 1ntérest questionnﬁifcs |
s filled in by both parents and the child, the Bernreuier FPersonality
Inventory and teaéher ratings on nine charéctep‘traits were assembled
‘for each childs
The bulk of. the evidence indicated that the onliness factor is
of 1little significanca }n the dg?elopment and adjustment’of‘senior
higb school studegts.' Litt}e diff¢fcncé’in hcélth and.physical »;
dévelopment and in£cllcctua1 dévelopment was Shown by the daté.;.The
Bernreuter scale did not diéoriminate betweernr fhe'only childréh\a;d
intermediates. 1In the rating of traits, only‘éirls Shoﬁed some

superiority over only boys and intermediate girls and boys, suggest-

N ‘ ing that the only girls were somewhat better ad justed in school than

"
)
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their classmates, but in no case did the superlprity have high and B
reliable statistical significance. '
— Stott (1939) studied children in city homes, small town homes,- and
farm homes with respect to the followinﬁ personality traits,’ (a) ra-
tionality of thinkin(, (b) personal adjustment, (c) honesty (d) ethical

judgement, (e) personal independence, (f) group resourcefulness, and

(g) personal responsibility. The investigator’ £oundithatbonly children
in farm homes differed little frow non-only children.'.In the city
home, the only children appeared to be superior to the non-og%y'child-
ren in personal adjustment, indeperdence, and personal responsibility
but were inferior with respect to rationality ofhthinkfng. -The

author stated that any conclusions reparding the effects of cnliness

A
or ‘non-onliness can ue drawn only in terms of the particular environ-

Y

mental setting and the par;icular culture in which the ctudy was wade.

) Hart and Axelrog (1941) charted the behavior traits of 3? only

) children and 133 boys from families of five children or more in the

New, York State Traiming School for Delinquents. The traits were also

submitted to statistical treatment by the Hollerith technigue. They

found the only child tended to b“e more neurotic, non-social, less -

aggressive€>immature, and addicted to lying, running away and staying

S out’ whilerihe large family child was MOre%eften anti-social, revenge;' 4

" ful, suspiclous, predatory,\subject to nostalgla and temper outbdrsts
and moxre lihﬁﬂy to ta<e part in gang activities. I&lw%s concluded ~

tha¢ the factors which make for delirgqueney were not those that

T distinpuish the only child from the child from a large fam.iy but . -
’ \ P v

rather those that were common to both which were neglect reJection,
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d’ instabflify, inadequacy and inconsistency*of discipline and'a lack of
undegstanding on the part of. the parents or parent substitutes.

yr

A stuuy concerned with the relationships between social success . .

T and three other factorsi family size, soclo-economic home background
., and intelligence was conducted by Bonney (1944). Thé.third fourth,

and fifth grade pupils of three schools - in Dento&f Texas were the

A ‘ subjects for the study.. Soc}al success _was asured byapupil choices
where some of the choosing situatiOns vwere @in act\{classroom
) situations while others'were obtained'for research purposes only.
The data showed that there was a strong tendency for the more
popular children to come from the smaller family units in each of the '
grades studied. The figures on the only children were very consistant
' showing the greater social success of the only child. jénly\child
families made up approximatﬁlh\twenty-five tercent of the total th\rd
-grade population.' COqsequently it would beoexpected that twenty-five ‘Q
percent of the family-size representation in each soclal acceptance
quartile would consist oftonly child families but in- the highest‘
popularity group, thirty-nine percent;were‘enii children. At the
fourth grade level‘onIy child families madé up fifteen of the total .
population while the highest popularityagroup consisted of twenty- nines,
percent only children. At the fifth grade level, only child families made .
up sixteen‘percent of the tota population while the highest fourth -~ o ;
';g§%§v in social ‘mcceptance consisted of nineteen’ percent only children. o
Dexter (1949) found evidence contrary to Bonney's findings.

9

The 1nvestigator formulated a bricf questionnalre and administered it
, ~ A

2

4
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;,to approximately\two hnndredicollege students. The questionnaire se-
cqred information on nicknamesiﬂnhmber of Brothers and sisters and’
.homesickness. Theglast item of “information gecured was a rating.of
popularity which was defined rather loosely'as merely how well the

~student wasjlihed by his associates and‘to what extent he was well-

*.  adjusted socially with'peopieohiS"Bwn age. The social dean's office

. \
. N v

furnished this information and it inqlu&éd campus life and activities,
. dates'and all other pertinent aspects of behavior. JChecks‘were mad e

in every case about which there was any doubt.

Dexter found the only child turned out to be unpopular to a
definitely*éreater'extent than the non—only child. No statistically
reliable differences were obtained for the only and the non-only group
.concerning homesickness ‘tut the only child tspds to be less subJect '
’to homesickness than is the non-only child. .

Case histories of: only children were studied by Taylor (1945)
" _over a period of some years.. The case histories consisted of the§
individual's life history recorded in his own words, accounts from
family,and friends and supplementary material drawn fromxthe author's
own observations. Vhen possible, contro;f.}!tories of members of
- large familieﬂ\were used. The case his}ories of thi/pnly children
were classified on the basis of normal social adJustment.

The author found a group of cases where the “social adgustment

. was apparcntly normal a group where there was almost no social ad-
justment as the individual was complctely'unassertive and a group
where the individuals -tended toward such aggressive exhibitionism as
to be antisocial. . The author predicted the increase of thg day nursery

N
\' -
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socializing influence. ¥ith the increase of the day nursery, tpe

~author suggested that many of the children who do not attend these

2

nurseries would be confronted with adjustment problems when fhey reach
school. age. The problem is the same as the only child which is an ad-
Justment to a secondary group whose members are activated by a scheme
of reference not their own. ‘The child whose Wehavior is derived from
a scheme of reference unlike that of members of the secowdary group is
faced with a problem he tannot soy!g? Therefore, social maladgustment
or the development of/per?%hality dieorders may be expectedi
One hundred only and 100 non-onl& college freshman were paired

/

according to chronologféal age, socioeconomic backgrourd, educational

td

"and occupational levels of their parents, home locality and high

school activities. Dyer (1945) gave the Bell Adjustment Inventory to

_the student%: The only children appeared to be well ad;ugted as the ot-

her children. The only children showed somewhat better ad justment
than the other children in both the Home Area and Emotional Area ﬁarts
of the inventery. 1In academic adjustment, no differences were noted
between the two grgups.-'

. 4 @
B'rakhyahu (1948/49) administered a questionnaife to teachers

. and social'jprkers.dealing with the behavior of only children who were

pupils in thevéecondary schools, The author did not .find the traits

' characteristié of only children'in the Palestinlan youths. The k}ndcr-

garten was sald to be the pedazogical agency‘yhiéh was most successful
in 1hproving the negative influence of belng an oénly child. He found
onlyéghiId girls to be more helpful, more sociaf{ less anxious and more

obstinate than only child boys.

] - -
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Althoug%/xaiious 1nvestig;{orsahave‘agreed that oniy chiidren.are
more inclined‘towards‘psy;honeuroses than non-only children,‘opinions
m@ave differed as to time of onsct; frequency of occurrence and the
special form of the il¥fiess. Van Krevelen (1949) gathered materialv

' %4
Y
on 2,400 children from surveys made in schools, in a psychlatric clinic

for children and in a psychiatric'clinié for adults. Teachers reportéd

that the only child aﬁ?eared to be mqré.nervous than tge other children,
especially in the younger age groups. The author suééested that the
teacher's opinions mighi have been influenced by the theories of the
times, :He concluded that there is no é&idenbe to suggest any special
predisposition,£o neuroses for the only chiid, elither from a psychia-
tric, psychoanalyt;c or psychopifhologic,sfandpoint.

However, clinical studies did show that psychoneurosis of only
children spems from on; source in spite of a-~variety of sympfoms. The
source is the fear to grow up. As the children recoil from maturing,

N

their emotional growth requires a prolonged period and they do not
/ }

feel at par in the daily struggle for life. Blographies of only child- -

ren have shown their need to\leah others for support. Even after
they reach adulthood they may feel dependent and lack self-assurance.
Wattenbérg (1949) studied the fairly “détéiled information avail-
able on 2000 juvenile offenders in Detppii. He indicated that a re-
view of studies of delinquency revealed contradictory findings con-
_ céfning the effects of being an only child as generallzatlons usually‘
overlobk factors of ;ée, socioeconomic stétus, bréken home or selective

criteria of delinquency. From his sfudyﬁit appeared that only children

are only half as iikely as non-only=children to bécomegoffendérs.

30
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However, only children are just as iikéiy to belong‘tb gangs. Hg‘con—\

fqugd that culpural factors are so important that ogliness or non-

onliness’appeaf to be much less;rmportant than p$ychoanalysts’ contend.
Kallmann, J. DePorte, E. DePorte, & Feingold (1949)‘studied twenty-

seven twin pairs with sulcide in one member. To elimiA;te the 1ikli-

hood of sibling rivalry as a factor in suicide, sulcide in only child- -

ren was also studied. It was found that the incidence of sulcide in

only children §oes not differ significantly from the gdheral population.
Even ihough fhcre is no psyéhoneuroéis peculiar to only children

and onlg a small percentage of children brought to the Child Cuidance.

- clinic are only children, Van Krevelen (1951) indicates that certain\

COnditiOns exist in the family situation éf the only child thatmfavor

psychoneurotic developments. The author stated that the Qedipus complex®

is éarticularly intensified and it makes for sutsequent difficulty

in marriage and marital adjustment. The only child\;uffers,from

solitude and takes refuge in the world of fantasy. le also suffers

frpm theiféar of develogment, growth and matur;ty due to overprotection

of his ﬁarents. ' ~ !

14

Mauco and Rambaud {1951) studied two hundred children brought .
. .
to a clinic for behavior problems. The children were examined for °

1
9

the effects of birth order. Tﬁe authors found 33% weTe only children,
v27% weré the eldest,:%o% were intermediates and 19% were the youngest.
The'authors discovereq that the fathers of oniy children t;hded to
exhibit poorer he#lth than the fathers ?f other children. The mothers .
of only children had more difficult pregnancies. The eldest children

revealed the Oedipus conflict,,suffercd heavier respdnsibilitics and

a\. 3@ K
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enjoyed the confidence’of his parents. The intermediate children

~

_presented spcech problems and the youngest children exhibited nervous-

ness and dcmands for attention. . . ) )

1 -

“Brachjahu (1956) indicated that only children are frequent among
thevIsrag}i. He aitributed th; ear]y grnup life/and lack of excessive.
parental concern to the fact that the only children in Israel do ot
suffer from the customary effects of the sit;ation.

- Forty psyckiatric clinic patients who were only children were
reviewed by Clark and Capparell (1954). The patientsﬁgan"ed in age

from eighteen to sixty-two. Thirteen were women and twenty-seven were

. Jnen. They had many pfobtlems of the type found in any series of psychia-

tric patienté. A varyinz derree of isolation from children their own
agé/was a frequcnt finding which appeared to be largely due.to onliness.
Isolation was accentuated ty such factor% as over-protection, diffcrences
from the ayerage in health and appearande, early and prolonged 111-

3

ness, and frequént changes in school and neighborhood. Dependencies .
: >

and resentments were 4ntensified by being a member of a small closely

7 e

€

knit family £TOup. 'Frequent difficultiéé in group identification and
acceptance played a significant part in the development in late .
adolescence and early adulthood, of neuroses, ‘Dsychoses, sexual
deviations, an® maladjustments in school, career, and marriage.
The authors termed the adult only child with a psychiatric con-
dition as a‘“peripheral'person", who has great difficulty in feeling
) -
accepted in any group. They encouraged early and healthy sqcial

contacts for only children and indicated that psychotherapy for, the

adult only child helped many patients in clarifying their relations

32
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llentincr (195&) stuldied 2000 children in an institute of voca- .
tipnal ghidance. He found forty~-three in cent of the children who
‘were omly thildren possessed ‘characte? traits not favorable to scho-

: »
fc sslonal progress or to social 1life. He blaned the

lastic or
presence of t ege iraits on situations peculiar to one-child families.
Three of hc original iwenty-threc hypotheses from the Study of
-Social and Psychotqglcal Factors Affecting bertility were analyzed
by Solomon, Clare,\énd Jestoff (1956). They weres (1) the desire to

insure against child éssness is an important reason for having a second

child; (2) the bellef }\at an only child is handicapped is an important

reason for having a secogd child; and (3) the interest of children in
and their desire for broth rs and sisters affects the size of a family.
The data to tesi the three rothesis were collected in 1941 vy a

struciured questionnaire distgibuted to 1,440 relatively fertile

\"

couples.,

The main focus fnr the 1956 study; was on specific motivations for
wanting and having the second child. The analysis was restrictéd to ,
the 239 couples who deliberately flanned tneir second child by 1n£er—
"rupting contraception téfhave the child. Hypothesized factors were,
compared in their importance ir notivating couples to have a secnnd
child by disiributing replies of nusbands and wives to.a multiple
choice listing of the three most important reasons for planning the
'second child. Not wanting an only child ranked second as "the most

importént reason, for encouragement in having the second child only ~

being outranked by a strong liking for children.




) | - 30 .

-~ [l

The desire to avoid having an only child was by far the most
imporiént reason for having a(second child among the threq hypoiheses .
Pndeg con§ideration. The aqthors indicaicd a recent public opiﬁion
poll showed that sevéntyifive,pcr cent of theAgeneral public considered
beipg an only child to be a disadvantage. Socio-economic stétus was
also~conéidgred. The investigators found that parents in the upper g \
socip-egonomtc group were the most concerned with avoiding’an on1§ child.

P

This was thought to be due to the fact that there is a-higher inci-

dence of one child families among the hirher socio—economic\groups and
/ ‘ - : -
one-might assume that families who had mpre contact with one-ch}ld

-

- families would be more conscious of the attendant liability. Another

- ]

* factor could be a manffestation of a greater éwareness through educa-

“tion of the problematic potential of one child families.-

The authors found that wives and husbands who thgmselves were
only children do Aot consider this factor a sreat handicap; at lcast
" the proportions -influenced very much in having their second child

for this reason are not greatly affected by whether or not thep them-
D

selvés,were only children. The proportions, however, are greater for
L3 .
those whose spouses were gnly children. Although the differences .

. " were not étatistically significant, the authors reasoned that indi-

\ ¢ )
viduals who were'only children themselves do not consider the situation

a great handicap with respect to feeling’towérd £heir oﬁn\offspring,

.but individuals who were‘not oﬁly children might attribute faults

-

P
perceived in their spouses to the fact that the spouse was an only

child. I L ' :

. R ~
Fifty white female college underpraduates, twenty-five of whom were & :

2
-
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/ oniy children and twenty-five who were non-only children were selected

from a larger group of 2,200 University of Pittsburg students by
+
Burke (1956) by means of a questionnaire z2nd a personal interview. Carc

Was tgken to eliminate subjects whose family background was in any way
abnormai or unusual. Palrs'of on and non-oniy subjects were closely

matched in resard to scores made on the American Council on Education

»

Examination, religion of;%ubgects, level of educa{igk of parents,

—

" national origin of parents, and sociocconomic status of the family.

PN

Cenerally speaking, the two groups were representative of the population

’ ,;éf the university.
The $e1qctidq’of the fifty students was made to test a number of
loosely formulated hypotheses rerarding certain personality and be-
havioral characteristics in which the "normal" only child might on
r the averare be exfectcd io differ from tHe Jnormal" non-only child
. .
which had beén deduced from the think™g and research of certain large-
iy psychoanalytically-oricAted students'of persohality. The individual
Rorschach Test, the‘Minnesota ultiphasic Personalﬁiy Inventory, and a
’ specially'de;ised questionnaire termed Data Sheet which was designed to
b give™a rough estimatc'ofvthe genergl 1life style of the subjects during
thelr high school +and coliege yearsrhere selected to test the hypo- i
theses. . i, . )
The investigator found that the instruments as appficd failed for
the most part to reveal the hypothesized diffezsences betyween .the two
‘groups, of "normal" only ané non-only subjects. The few significant
. differences which did emerge along with certain.patterns that were
//r,hon-significant but favored the hypothescs, suggested the desirability

-

. L]
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of replication. Further it was judged possible that the use of other
methods, technigues or instruments might show.differences where this

J .
particular study had falled to do-so. - '

Two hundred forty Duke University\mile fresnman were studied by
tteitz and Wilklnson (1955—59) to determine the influence, if any, of
home organizatlon and seCOndary school.organization upon academic success.
o The authors found that only children, military academy graduates do
significantly poorer work in colleye than do other students.
. . In 1953, Lees and Stewart (1957) administered questionnaires to
the Vys in four large modern schools and two grammar school® in a Mid-

land City. The questionnaire was deslgned to elicit grade in school,

age, size of family and position 1n the family. The findings suggested.

N that scholastically only.boys are the most able but are almost equalled
in ability‘by eldest boys. In 1955, the authors were able to test
thehtentative conclusions by ootaininw and analyzing returns whigh
Were completed by all the boys and girls age eleven and over in attend-
ance at all the secondary schools in two local authoritleg™ areas

, designated Small City and Midland Borough. The c}assificS:ions.were
the same as in the Midland City study. \f

o ‘ .

The authors found that the school populations of both Small City :
and Midland’ Burough. were almost identical in regard to proportions con=
tributed b& the size of family, the two sexes, theufamily-position
groups of only, eldest, intermediate and youngest children, and the | 4

’

average size of family from which the sex and family-position groups

were drawn. The only and eldest children were most able scholastically

‘and significantly more able than either the youngests Qr intermediates.
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The authors stated that on%y children tend to have experienéeé
opposite those of intermediates because they are'only, lonely, childfen,
surrounded’hy adults. ‘They become more acsimilable té and assimi-

- late more from adults than from children to whom they are liabie to

feel superior and of whom they are liable to be suspiclous. For many - - Ny

only children they have to face many things alone and they come to

-

depend on their mothers.., By adults they are liable to be more pushed,
and pfotected, and more praised and blamed. They are also more likely
than other children to regard'thémselves as important because in theé home}
they have a stage on which they often are the central figure.

Four studies of only children were contained ‘in a book written
‘by D'espa{licr (19575. The studies all reviewed previously dealt with
an examination of the files of a Qedico psychological clinic, use of ,
the Bernreuter Personality Inventory, usé of the Rorschach test, and
use of a socliometric sfﬁhy. ,D'espallier’s main conclusion was that be-
.ing an only ¢hild 1nflugnces behavior but that”tﬁfreﬁis not an only :
child personality pattern. Each child reacts to his isolation as an
only child aégording iqxﬁis sex, his heredity, his character, -and his
environment. o

Hangion‘and Cross (1959) conducted én experiment to study the RS
sharing behavior in children as }t is hffected ty age, sex, and only

J .
or non-only status., Eighteen nursery and kindergarten children and

/
public school were the subjects.' The children were grouped into two

[4

twenty-five children from the fourth, fifth and sixth grades of a

separate groups and wé%e put into a situation where they were to share

with .asmomentarily absent partner, in the presence of an adult, an

N | | /
. (3'1 ,
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Qnevenly.divisible reward earned by performing a cooperative task.

The study yieidcﬁ the following resulis: (1) a significant variable in
sharing behavfor wa; age. Giving the partner thé'greate; share of an
ugquhlly divisible numter of objects increased with age, (2) the
highest degreé of s?lfishqess was demonstrated by the pre-séhool group,
(3) the transition between selfishness and generosity gegankbetween the
fourth and fifth grades and was complete by the sixth grade, (4) the
sex of the child did.not influence sharing beh@yfbr, (5) the sharing
behavior.of children was not affected by the faét that a child was an

A3

only child or had siblings. ,
D'espallier (1960) feportpd on fou; separate studies concerning

.only children. Case histories from.a medico-psychol'al Antwerp Clinic

off fifty only children and fifiy nonfonly children with a mean age

of 12 years were compared. Forty-six oniy boif’&ere compared with |,

. R
the Bernreute ersonality Inventory. The Rorschach was used to com-

forty-six qg:;j;ii boys (are range for both groups 17-20 years)_ysing
pare 100) nly children with 100 non-only children in the age range of
17-20 ye{is.\»?ifty in each gr&up were male and fifty were female.
.Sociometric data on sixty only and non-only boys chosen at random

from 587 pupils’of an elementary, technical and secondary s?hool were

. also studied. The author came to the following conclusions: (1) Being
an only childhin a family does affect ch;idren,'(Z) each child réacts '
toward isolation in thé family according to his own disposition, there

is no invariable type of only child, (3) the influence of being an’

only child is different for both boys and girls, (4) only children

tend to go from one extreme to another in regard to diffcreht traits
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of character, (5) during the years'betwcén seventeen and twenty;'ihe )

\

influence of being-an only child is clearly visible in the %ndings,'.

Matsubara (1964) administered & 180-item questionnaire to mothers

of 3000 nursery school, kindergarten, and elementary sc?ool children

ages four to eight.- The questicnnaire was designed to assess soclal
maturity. The author found that urban children were superior 6% rural

. ' \
chil%ggn in soclal competence, but there were no significant sex diff-

eréhcés. It was also found that social competence developed more
rapidly among children who had siblings then In those who were the

s N . . -
only child.

Rosenbefg-(4965) stated that the perils and problems of being
an only child aré abundant.’ However, as ‘far as(@elf esteem is concern-
ed, the advantages seem to outwelght the disadvaﬁtages. Fiftf—one
per&entdof the only children had high self-csggem while thig vas true
for only forty-four pe}cent of children with siblings, It is the
rale only child rather than the female only child who érexéspécially
likely toﬁpave high self-esteem. Fifty-four percent_gf the only boys’
had high self-esteem while only forty-four percent of the boys with
siblings hgd high self-esteem. For the only giri, apparenily‘there
is no general self-esteem advantage as forty-éeven percent of the
only girls had high self-esteem compared to forty-four ‘percent of.
the girls with siblings. “For the only boys, 1t was the Jewlsh only
boys vho had'conspicuousiy high self-esteem. Rosenberg indicaﬁe& '

that the child's birth order in the family has little assoclation with

self-esteem. The différenpe in self-esteem is whether the child has any

brothers or sis%ers.

- ‘- 89

-
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Newsweck (1969) repogted that of the twenty-three astronauts who
. \ . .
have traveled in space, at least twenty-one were eitheéggnly children

s {
or'firstfborn children. The thrée members of the Apallo crew, Eorman,

\

Lovell and Anders were ald only children. Tﬂe auvthors stated that the

unique only-child syhdrome of the astronauts Xﬁémed to be due to elther

first-born and only children bveing better abld to survive the vigorous

mental and physical training requi;ed of the astronauts.or to the fact

that the judges of candigates for tHe team u;consciously believe this

‘is the case and consequently discriminate apainst younger bro£ﬁers.
Tge authors cited thé ‘work of Norma Cutts and)Nicholgg Moseley,

1

f
co-authors of The Cnly Child, who intervicwed several hundred only

‘children and their parentsf Cutts and MOSeley also talked with school

. principals and studied the educational achievcmentg“of only children“
attending Yale. Their ¥escarch revealed that only children develop.a
greater sense of indeperdence and afc then more cre;tive and self-
reliant than those children who have sibl?ngs. The oniy child is‘alonﬁ
mére and has a room-of his own and, therefore, learnf not to be afraid -

’,

a;h to tolerate a certain amount’ of lonliness, But when the oplys%hild-
ren marry, their family patterns aré revealing as many oﬁly children have
two or more children.® Astronauts Bormén has two childrén, Léyell, ha;'
four, and Anders has five.

4 Sharryl Hawke (1974) interviewed more than two hundred children
and parénts of one-child families and also many adult; who were -only
children; Hawke found that only children are not rare. Only children

comprise about twenty perceni of our population. One child in‘every

five is an only child and .one family in every six is a one-child family.

49 o )
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R : The author also found-that.only children were not spoiled. The
'interviews Edeed that oq&y children were not overly dependent. ﬁan&

. felt belng an only child had helped them develop oelf—confldence. dnly
6hildren nere not unpopular. Hawke surgested this was due 40 the fact
that gnly children had to go out and make friends wnile children with '
siblings alwa&s had instant companions. The 1nterv1eys also revealed

A 1Y

thatgmore than sixty percent of ‘the parents of only children would

A

“recommend the onqunild fanily to others. Litt%e research has been

done on only children as adults, but the author reported on two studies.
' ¢

. Burgess and Cottrell found only children have no better or worse chance .

of a successful marriace tnan any other group. Cutts and Noseiey
found in thelr records on Hundreds of oqu chlldren that ‘there was no

W‘ indication of poor vocational adJustment. hawke found ‘that the prlmary

-

2’ advantage of belng an only child was to grov and develop in an uncon-

petitive atmbsphefe} | : . o X

11




: L | CONCLUSIONS | )
P . o -
The subject of the only child has through the years'stimulatea a
great dealjff experimentation vhich reveals that pertinent experiments
'began even before the turn of the century.. If in an effort to summarize
the studies over the past seventy-five years, a tally of the findings
uith respect to“all of the various traits were made, it would be found
v
that, while oocasional sivnificant trait differences arise between
fgroups of only and non-only children, the studies as a whole tend to
N eigh against the existence of differences (3urke, 1956).
| By 1930, most of the research was not supporting the theory that

. the only child was somehow "different" in psychological make-uplfrom~

" children who had sitlings (Campbell, 1934). However, the theory per-

sisted and was more widely held by the public at large than by the .
<7
members of any selected group. How much of its sustenance came from

the wellsprings of folklore and tradition and how much from first-hand -

observatlons of behavior is impo ssible to saye . '

- In reviewing the~nany studies done in the past, several of the .
studies have a number of flaws which make their findinvs questionable.
Many of the experinenters have measured purely arbitrary and very

vague traigs. Some of the traits have been‘selected'without rationale..

The measuring instruments employed have sometimes been, coarse and
. . \ A N .

superficial., In spite of the limitationshhthe experimentalfevihence

f
,does contribute to the research on the only child (Burke, 1956). .

.

Most researchers arree theeriS an only chiid syndrome made up

s
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‘brother and sisters.

"Many parentshf£e§ children give them a second -chance at 1ife so that

th€ parents have certain expectations for their children.’ When there

.them, but when there is only one, the only child feels he alohe must -

meet his parents' expectations.

39

of both positive end negative characteristics of the only child. The .
child has his parents® complete attention. He is never slighted in

favor of a brother or sister (Messer, 1968). The extra attemtion can ’

-

be an overindulgence of whims or it can mean an enrichment of the child's

C-

' eg%irongent. ‘This extra attention can make the only child and even the

the oldest child who, remains an only child for for several years fegl
very special (Krameé, 1972). \

The only chil& is more oriented toward adults then toward his .
peers. This is natural as he has just his parents to respond to (Kramer,
19?2). This‘associatien witp adults explgins the evidence that only
cnildren have larger voeabularies (Loomer, 1967), The association with
adults leads to more cempanionship with parents. There 15 also lese\
likelihood that the perspnelitx‘wili bé distorted by competition with

. - ' q

The only child is subjected to an adult culture more than to a
peer cnlture. If the parents' social goals are peer oriented and they
want théir child to thinn and act as a membetr of the group, they are
m;;e likely to get that type of eniid in a multiple—ehild family,
whereas the only child is more likely to be an achiever and a doer who

strikes out on his own (Kramer, 1972).

The\only child tends to have a heightened sense of responsiﬁility,'

Ny
are two or three children, these aspirations can be divided between

-~

- y
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. Only "chtldren can and do develop into wholesome and well-ad justed

individuals. Only children as well as first born rank high on any

..

roster of important scientists and creative artists (Messer, 1?68). There

is also a disproportionately high nuﬁshg of the two groups in such groups
' s
as National Ferit Scholars, Westinghouse sc¢ience-prize winners, astro-

nauts, doctors, and those listed in such directories 6f'distinguished

individuals as %ho's Who in America. ~*

Despite the statistics.that show only children very often grow up
to be outstanding, there has been‘a long-standing prejudice against the
only child., Parents have come to feel that they had to have a second

.child to save their first (Kramer, 1972).

There are also advantages for parents’in héving only one child.
They ha§e~less financial stfain. Théy are less restricted thanypar-
ents with two or more children. They can devote more time‘and energy
to thae one‘child. . THey can contribute to zero population growth
(Hawke, 1974). The& #re also spared the wear and tear of dgaling with
sibling rivalry (Messer, 1968). Oﬁe child familles also permit mofhers

to realize their own ambitions in life and still enjoy the experience

~
i

of motherhood (Kramer, 1972).

Onliness by itself is not the determinin§ factor in how an 6nly
child behaves. It does affect a child .but not to any greater degree
than being the eldest, middle; or youngest child. There are potential

K

problems in the one-child family, just as there are in any family size.

The dangers are different, but they are not worse.

-




- RECOMMENDATIONS

\

It is £ime that theory and research come together on the subject
of the only child. Resea?ch has shown there is basically nothing
wrong/;itﬁ having only one child if the parents so desire. It is time
for weil meaning friéhds and relatives to become informed on the sub~
jeét of only children and quit pressuring people about having a second
and third child. A second child can be a valuable learning experience,
but parents should not have children in order to provide certain
experiepces for those wnich they already have. A child is not a tool,
but an end in itself. |

Parents can have a happy,‘well-roun@éd and successful .only child.
A couple does not have to have two children to have a rich family life.
People should not feel that:they héve'to have eilther no children or
two as a mininum which is what man& people feel today. One~child
families need to be added to the range of possibilities of family size,
because one child families can better meet the needs of some people.
The pressure to conform to the two and th;ee'children families of the
past should be changed.

The one~child family is a @Zry good solution to the population
problem, Dr. Margaret Mead (Kramer, 1972) recommends that people
. 8hould either remain childless, have one child or have many children
because_in the two-child familj, one alwgys suffers because the com-

petition is so intense.

In the one-child family, parents should provide opportunities

4
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- for the only child to have close contacts with children his own age

“and children of other ages. ~The only child can also pnofit from

&

nursery school experiences. Farents gan also make sure they have per-

sonal llves aside from their child.

A

Throw out the old myths about only children. Revolutionize the

thinking concerning family size in geﬁeral and the one-child family in

particular.
ing experience for both the parent and the child.

Future research concerning the only child 1s recommended in the

area of vocatlional adjustment in adulthood. Fost of the previous

research has dealt with the only child from birth through age 20. There

has been only one study dealing with vocational adjustment and it was

done prior to 1954.

Chddsing to have only one chlld can be a positive, reward- -

“




' _8_9" 71"\(14'

BIBLIOGRAFHY,

-

Blonsky, P. P.,.The only child in his first year at school., Zsch. f.
pad. Psychol,, 1930, 31, 84-97, "

Bohannon, E. W, The only child in a family. The Pedapozical Seminary,
April, 1898, 5, 306-310, ‘

Bonney, M. E. Relationships between soclial success, family size, socio-
economic home background, and intelligence among school children in

grades 11T to V. Sociometry, 1944, 7, 26-39.

Brachjahu, . The mental health of the only .child in Israel. Z. Kinder-

B'rakhyahu, HM. Abéut ihe mental health of -the only child in Israel.
Higena ruhanit, 1948/49, 6, 125-132.

‘Burke, M. 0. A scarch for sysiematic personality differentiae of the
only child in young adulthood. Jourral of Tenetic Fsycholosry, 1656,

Busemann, A. Die familie als erlebnis-milieu des kindes. Zsch. f.
Kinderforsch, 1929, 36, 17-82.

Canmpbell, A. A. Fersonality adjustments of only and intermediate child-
ren. Journal of Tenetic Fsycpolosy, 1933, 43, 197-205.

Campbell, A. A. The personality adjustmentg_of only children. Fsycho-
logical zulletin, iarch, 1934, 31 (3), 193-203.

Clark, R. A., & Capparell, H. V. The psychiatry of the adult only child.
American Journal of Psychotherapy, 1954, 8, 487-439.

De'Campos, ¥.. The only child and mental hygiene. Arch. brasil. hyg.
ment., 1934, 7, 3-17.

D'espallier, V. A contribution to the psycholory of the onlv child.
Antwerp, Zelgium: Standard rpockhandel, 1957.

D'espallier, V. The psycﬁglogy of childhood of the only child. Resher-
ches sur la famille, Antwerp, iHollands Studia Psychologica, 1960,

67-92. '

Dexter, &, S. Three items related to personality: populapity, nicknames,
and homesickness. Journal of Sociolprical Fsycholory, 19&9,-29,

155-158, \

. ‘ ,‘1’7 .

]




i

~ . ‘

Dyer, D. T. Are oply children dif}crent?' Journal of kducational Isych-
olory, 1945, 34, 297-302.

Faycett, & T. Psycholosv and population; behavioral research issues
in fertillity and funily planning. ropulation Council, liew York,

1970.

Fenton, N. The only child. Journal of Genetic Psycholory, Dec., 1928,
35 (&), 546-555.

.Goodenough, ¥. L., & Leahy, A, ¥. The effecct of certain family re-
lationships upon the developnent of personality. The Pedarorgical

Seminary, liarch, 1927, 24, 45-71.

. @
Guilford, R. 5., & Worcester, D. A. A comparative study of the only
and non-only child. Journal of Cenetic Psycholory, 1930, 38,
L11-426. e

Handlon, B. J., &-Gross, P. The developmenf of sharing behavior;
Journal 'of Abnorrmal and Secial Psycholowy, 1959, 59, L25-428,

"Hart, H. H., & Axelrad, S. The only-child delinquent contrasted with

delinquents in larre farilies. Journal of Crinirnl law and Crimi-

nology, 1941, 32, 42-66. BN

Hawke, S. Deburkines the myth of the lonely only child. Farent's
hacazine, liovemver, 1974, 49, 30-3&#. >

Hooker, H. F.v A study of the only child at school. gournal of
Genetic Psycrclory, 1931, 39, 122-126.

Kallmann, F. J., De Foxte, J., De Porte, B., & Felnesold, L. Sulcide
in twins and ‘only ch®™Ndren. American Journal of iuman Geretics,

1949, 1, 113-126.

Kraper, R. A fresh look at
tober 15, 1972, 77+.

e only child. New York Times larazine,
"&

" Lees, J. P., & Stewart, A. H. Fanmily or sibship position and scholastic

&.3

ability: An interpretation. Soclological Review, 1957, 5, 2, Dec.,

173-190. (;’

Lees, J. P., & Stewart, A. H. Family or sibship position and scho-
lastic ability, Sociolorical Review, 1957, 5 (1), July, 85-106.

Levy, J. A. Comparative study of behavior problems in relation to
family constillation. American Jo@;pal of Fsychiatry, 1931, 10,

637-654.

‘Loomer, A. liyth ®f the only child. Farent's Farazine, Farch, 1967, Eg,
=55+, -

A

i8 .




A s

5

Matsubara, T. The development and effective factors in social maturity
of children. Japanese Journal of Yducational Psychology, 1964, .42,
152-165. N . . '

Mauco, G., & Rambaud, P. The child's raus in the family. Rev. franc.
Psychanal,, 1951;°15, 253-200.

Messer, A. A, Only chilq syndrome, Neéw York Times Marazine, February 25, B

1968, B4+,

Y Neal, E.; The only child. Kéntal Hyriene Bulletin, November, 1927, 5, @r
‘ 1"3- *

~

Newsweek. Is first best? January 6, 1969, 73, 37.

Roseqberg, e Society and the adolescent self-imace. Princeton, Ney
Jersey: Princeton University Fress, 1965: -~

Sletto, R. F. Delinguency and the only child. Sociology and Social
Research, 1934, 12, 519-529. -

Solomon, E. S., Clare, J. ®., & Vestoff, C,.F, Social and psycholorical
factors affecting fertility YXXI. Fear of childlessness, desire to
avold an only child, and children's desires for siblinegs. iilvank
Femorial Fund Juarterly, 1956, 34 (2), April, 160-177.

Stott, L. M. Cecneral honre setting as a factor in the study of only
versus the non-only child. Character and Fersonalitv, 1939, a2,

156-162,

Stuart, J. C. Data on the alleged R§ychopathology of the only child.

Journal of Abnorral Psycholo~y and Soclal Psycholory, January, 1926, v
20, Lu6.

Taylor, L+ Social adjustment of the only child, American Journal of
Sogjology, lovember, 1945, 51, 227-232.

Valentincr, T. lotivational characteristics of the only child. 32ijds-
- chr. Studie- en Reroevsorient., 1954, 1, 123-130,

van Krevelen, A. Psycho-neurosis of the only child. Ztschr. f. Kinder-

Esychiat.,§1949. 16, 43-55.

- van’Krevelen,’A}x Fsycholopy of the only child. Enfhncc, 1951, 4,167-174.

Vetter, G. B, leasurement of social and political attitudes. Journal
. of Abnormal and Social Fsycholory, 1930, 25, 149-189. -
’ < N \ -

Vard, A. Tke only child: A study of one hundred only children livins
- ~< at home with both parentis, recferred to a child puidance clinic, Snmith
- Collere Studies®ockal Work, Geptember, 1930, 1 (1), 41-65. *

A

49 :




L6 ’

-~

Vattenberyg, W, ¥. Delinquency and only children: Stuly of a Ycategory".
Journal of Avnormal and Oocial Foycholory, 19549, 44, 356—366.

4

Weltz, H., & Vilklinson, K. J. Relationship tetween certain nonlntollcc-
tive facters and academic success. Jovrnal ol Counselins Fsycholory

1955-195h.

Witty, P. A. The only child of five. Fsycholorical Clin., 1933, 22,
73-87. e

Witty, P. A, "Only" and "intermediate" cnildren of hign school area.
Psycholormical Bullctin, 1924, 31, 734, .

» .

Hitty, P. A, Only.and internediate chi]drén'in ihe senior high school.
Journal of ixperimental slucaticn, 1937, &, 150-18C,

Horcester, D.¥A. The schoolroomfattitudes,and achievements of only
children. Jourhal of Cenetic Huycholory, 1930, 3¢, L75-54E0.

Wilker, L. The sinple child. Zischr. padec. Isychol., 1934, 35,




‘ VITA

Graduate Schoo>l
Southern Illinois University

~ Names Marcia Ellen McGuire Allen Date of Births March 22, 1947

Address: 192-8 Evergreen Terrace
Carbondale, Illinois 62901

Urtiversities Attended: Years: Depree Field:

Earned
Southerﬁ I}linois University 1965-68- B.S. Home Economics,
' ) . Bducation
Southern IXlinois University 1969-present' Child Develop-

meat and Fam-
ily Relatlons

Special Honors or Awards:

\ Kappa Omicron Phi - 1967
Iota Lambda Sigma - 1974 e
Educations Professiona)l Development Act (E.P.D.A.)
Fellowship Recipient - 1974-75

Research Paper:

£
The Only Child |
Advisor - Dr. Michael Zunich

-

Publications: & *

Hitor of Home Economics Alumni MNewsletter - Winter, 1973

Fditor of Home rconomies Alumni Newsletter -~ Summer, 1973

Co-author of Occupational ducation Frogram Cost Accounting, Reporting
and Data Retrieval Cost Differential Analysis Project-fhase II.
Dept. of Occupational Education, Southern Illinois University,
Carbondale, Illinois, 1974,




