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XVII. THE INTERRELATION OF FERTILITY, FERTILITY PLANNING, 
AND FEELING OF PERSONAL INADEQUACY1

C h a r l e s  F. W e s t o f f  a n d  C l y d e  V. K is e r

GENERAL feelings of psychological insecurity which 
supposedly characterize modern competitive urban 
society have been suggested as factors at least par­

tially operative in the downward trend of the birth rate. Ex­
actly what role they play varies with the theorist. Corrado 
Gini, at one extreme, was firmly convinced that man’s fecundity 
was being reduced by the psycho-physical consequences of the 
competitive struggle. Modern gynecologists are pointing with 
increasing frequency to psychosomatic conditions as possible 
causes of sterility. Sociologists and psychologists, on the other 
hand, are more inclined to regard feeling of personal insecurity 
as a basic factor not in the impairment of fecundity but rather 
in a reduction of the motivation to have children.

Data on the relationship of these variables have been con­
spicuously absent. This has probably been due to both the 
subjective nature of “ psychological insecurity”  and to the lack 
of the interdisciplinary approach that such a study requires. 
To the authors’ knowledge, the data collected in the Indian­
apolis Study and presented in this paper represent the first at­
tempt at measuring the interrelationship of feeling of personal 
inadequacy, fertility-planning status, and fertility. Are feel­
ings of inadequacy detrimental or conducive to effective con­
traceptive practice? Among the couples who do practice con­
traception regularly are feelings of inadequacy associated with

1 This is the seventeenth of a series of reports on a study conducted by the 
Committee on Social and Psychological Factors Affecting Fertility, sponsored by 
the Milbank Memorial Fund with grants from the Carnegie Corporation of New 
York. The Committee consists of Lowell J. Reed, Chairman; Daniel Katz; E. 
Lowell Kelly; Clyde V. Kiser; Frank Lorimer; Frank W. Notestein; Frederick Os­
born; S. A. Switzer; Warren S. Thompson; and P. K. Whelpton. The first-mentioned 
author wishes to thank the Committee for the fellowship which facilitated the prepa­
ration of this paper.
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high or low fertility? What are the socio-psychological corre­
lates of psychological insecurity? These are the main questions 
raised in this analysis. The particular hypothesis under con­
sideration is: “The stronger the feeling of personal inadequacy, 
the higher the proportion of couples practicing contraception 
effectively and the smaller the planned families.”

T h e  D a t a

The general demographic criteria and the sampling plan of 
the Indianapolis Study have been described in previous arti­
cles.2 Briefly, the 1,444 couples in the “ inflated”  sample met 
the following eligibility requirements for inclusion in the Study: 
husband and wife native white, both Protestant, both at least 
eighth grade graduates, married during 1927-1929, neither 
previously married, husband under 40 and wife under 30 at 
marriage, and both residents of a large city most of the time 
since marriage. Furthermore, the 1,444 couples are those classi­
fied as “ relatively fecund.” 3

The fertility-planning categories, which were constructed 
from detailed pregnancy and contraceptive histories, including 
data on termination of pregnancies and attitudes toward each 
pregnancy, have also been described in earlier reports.4 In 
descending order of success in fertility planning, there are four

2 For a complete description of the eligibility requirements and their rationale 
see Whelpton, P. K. and Kiser, Clyde V.: Social and Psychological Factors Affecting 
Fertility, iv. Developing the Schedules, and Choosing the Type of Couples and the 
Area to be Studied. The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly, October, 1945, xxiii, 
No. 4, pp. 386-409 (Reprint pp. 139-162).

A detailed account of the sampling procedure may be found in Whelpton, P. K. 
and Kiser, Clyde V.: Social and Psychological Factors Affecting Fertility, v. The 
Sampling Plan, Selection, and Representativeness of Couples in the Inflated Sample. 
The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly, January, 1946, xxiv, No. 1, pp. 49-93 (Re­
print pp. 163-207).

3 All couples reporting four or more live births were classified as “ relatively 
fecund” regardless of other circumstances. Couples with three or fewer live births 
were also classified as “ relatively fecund” unless they knew or had good reason for 
believing that conception was physiologically impossible during a period of at least 
24 or 36 consecutive months since marriage (24 if never pregnant, 36 if ever preg­
nant). Failure to conceive in the absence of contraception practiced “ always” or 
“ usually” during periods of the above durations was considered “good reason” for 
such belief.

4 See Whelpton, P. K. and Kiser, Clyde V.: Social and Psychological Factors 
Affecting Fertility. VI. The Planning of Fertility. The Milbank Memorial Fund 
Quarterly, January, 1947, xxv, No. 1, pp. 63-111 (Reprint pp. 209-257).
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classifications: Number and Spacing Planned, Number Planned, 
Quasi-Planned, and Excess Fertility.5 The measure of fertility 
employed throughout this analysis represents the number of 
live births per 100 couples. This rate is not standardized for 
age because of the high degree of homogeneity of the couples 
with respect to duration of marriage.

The data collected to measure “ feeling of personal inade­
quacy”  constitute a series of thirty-five questions of the mul­
tiple-choice variety. In addition, there is the interviewer’s 
rating of each spouse on a scale of Personal Inadequacy. This 
rating was based on the interviewer’s over-all, subjective im­
pression of the respondent after the interview was completed. 
These thirty-five questions, along with a supplementary list 
of forty-two other questions (reduced to sixteen core items in 
the validity check, that is, not repeating the same question to 
or about the spouse) were subjected to tests of validity and 
item analysis. The validity test consisted in an item evaluation 
by a group of psychiatrists and the item analysis involved 
various statistical checks on the internal consistency of the 
items. The mechanical details of these and other tests and 
the original and supplementary lists of questions that were used 
are presented in the Appendix. The net effect of these refine­
ments was to limit the final number of questions to twenty-

5 The four categories may be summarized as follows:
“Number and Spacing Planned. The 403 couples in this group exhibit the most 

complete planning of fertility in that they had no pregnancies that were not deliber­
ately planned by stopping contraception in order to conceive. The group consists of 
two major subdivisions: (a) 121 couples practicing contraception regularly and con­
tinuously and having no pregnancy, and (b) 282 couples whose every pregnancy 
was deliberately planned by interrupting contraception in order to conceive.

Number Plamied. This group of 205 couples consists mainly of those whose last 
pregnancy was deliberately planned by stopping contraception in order to conceive 
but who had one or more previous pregnancies under other circumstances. Because 
of this, the couples are regarded as having planned the number but not the spacing 
of their pregnancies.

Quasi-Planned. This group includes 454 couples who did not deliberately plan the 
last pregnancy in the manner described above but who either wanted the last preg­
nancy or wanted another pregnancy.

Excess Fertility. This group is composed of 382 couples classified as least success­
ful in planning size of family because they neither wanted the last pregnancy nor 
another.”

Kiser, Clyde V. and Whelpton, P. K.: Social and Psychological Factors Affecting 
Fertility, ix. Fertility Planning and Fertility Rates by Socio-Economic Status. The 
Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly, April, 1949, xxvii, No. 2, p. 211 (Reprint p. 382).

Factors Affecting Fertility: Part X V I I
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eight: fourteen of or about the wife, and fourteen of or about 
the husband. From the responses of these two sets of items, 
indices of feeling of personal adequacy were then constructed 
for the wife and husband separately and a joint classification 
was derived for the couple.6

D i s t r i b u t i o n  b y  t h e  S u m m a r y  I n d ic e s  o f  P e r s o n a l

A d e q u a c y

It is evident from the distributions in Table 1 that a sig­
nificantly greater proportion of husbands than wives score high

The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly

I ndex of
P ersonal A dequacy

N umber P ercentage

Wives Husbands Wives Husbands

T otal 1,444 1,444 100.0 100.0
100 and Over (High) 33 76 2.3 5.3
90-99 138 226 9.5 15.6
80-89 273 355 18.9 24.6
70-79 375 399 26.0 27.6
60-69 417 297 28.9 20.6
50-59 138 65 9.5 4.5
Under 50 (Low) 70 26 4.9 1.8

Table 1. Numerical and percentage distributions of wives and husbands on 
the summary indices of personal adequacy.

6 Only the core items of the twenty-eight questions used in the construction of the 
summary indices of personal adequacy are presented below. The first number in the 
parenthesis represents the number of times the question was used in the index. There 
are four possibilities: asked of the wife about herself; asked of the wife about her 
husband; asked of the husband about himself; and of the husband about his wife. 
The second number in the parenthesis indicates the number of alternative responses 
provided in the questionnaire.

How often is it difficult for you to make up your mind about the things that have 
to be done day by day? (1:5)

Do you get upset easily? (4:5)
How much confidence do you have in yourself? (4:7)
Aside from financial matters, how good a job do you think you and your husband 

(wife) could do in bringing up several children? (2:5)
How much are you inclined to worry? (4:7)
Are you a good manager? (1:7)
On the whole, how good a chance do you have to express yourself and show 

what you are worth either in your homemaking (work) or in your outside (other) 
interests? (2:5)

How often has everything seemed to go wrong without any reason at all? (2:5) 
How much energy and pep do you ordinarily have? (4:7)
Do you usually feel cheerful and look on the bright side of things? (2:7) 
Interviewer’s Rating on a Personal Inadequacy scale. (2:5)



on the personal adequacy scale. Over 45 per cent of the hus­
bands are represented above the mean category (70-79) while 
only around 30 per cent of the wives are so represented. This 
is consistent with the findings on sex differences in most psy­
chological tests, particularly the so-called personality inven­
tories. The mean score is 78.7 for the husbands and 73.2 for 
the wives. The hypothetical range of the scores is from 14 to 
124 and the actual range extends from 30 to 114 for wives and 
from 36 to 119 for husbands. The correlation between the 
scores of wives and the scores of husbands is + .39, as measured 
by the Pearsonian coefficient of correlation.

S o c i o l o g i c a l  C o r r e l a t e s

Before proceeding to the analysis of the interrelation of feel­
ing of personal adequacy with fertility-planning and fertility, 
it may be well to review certain other relationships. Previous 
investigations have revealed various types of relationships be­
tween fertility, contraceptive practice, and such variables as 
occupation, net worth, shelter rent, education, and socio-eco­
nomic status in general. A definite positive association between 
these variables and fertility-planning status was discovered by 
Kiser and Whelp ton; the higher the occupation, net worth, 
education, etc., the higher the proportion of couples practic­
ing contraception effectively.7 More significantly, it was also 
ascertained that within the topmost fertility-planning group, 
the “ number and spacing planned”  category, a direct relation 
was manifested between fertility and socio-economic status. In 
other words, as status with respect to occupation, education, 
and the other above-mentioned variables increases, the fer­
tility of these families also increases. The degree of consistency 
of this relationship fluctuates but the trend is clearly apparent.

Feeling of economic insecurity is another variable whose 
theoretical connection to psychological insecurity seems ob­
vious. How obvious is it? Is socio-economic status the sole

7 Kiser and Whelp ton, op. cit., ix. Fertility Planning and Fertility Rates by Socio- 
Economic Status. Pp. 217-221. (Reprint pp. 388-391).

Factors Affecting Fertility: Part X V I I  243
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determinant of adequacy feelings? Or are feelings of personal 
adequacy more dependent upon the subjective evaluations of 
economic position— feelings of economic security? Or is feeling 
of adequacy independent of both these dimensions? The rela­
tionship of economic security to fertility and fertility-planning 
was the subject of a recent publication in this series, wherein it 
was found that both success in fertility-planning and the size 
of the “ number and spacing planned”  families are directly as­
sociated with feeling of economic security.8

In view of these findings and in consideration of the para­
mount analytical importance of these variables, it is pertinent 
to ascertain the nature and degree of the relation of several 
socio-economic variables to feeling of personal adequacy.

Occupation. The data on occupation are available in the 
Indianapolis Study in the conventional census classifications 
and refer here to the husband’s longest occupation since mar­
riage. As indicated in Tables 2 and 3, the pattern of association 
between occupational status and feeling of personal adequacy 
is a direct one. The higher the occupational status, the higher 
are the proportions of husbands and wives expressing feelings 
of psychological security. There are some irregularities, such 
as those shown by the proprietary and clerical classes, but the 
general relation is definite.

Net Worth. The meaning of this term is the same as its usage 
in the business and financial world. It is the sum of cash sav­
ings, market values of equities in real property, investments, 
business enterprises, and insurance policies, minus debts out­
standing.9 The direct relationship between net worth and feel­
ing of adequacy is not consistent but again it is fairly well 
established (Tables 2-3). In the “ $10,000 and Over” category, 
about 69 per cent of the husbands represented are above the

8 Kiser, Clyde V. and Whelpton, P. K.: Social and Psychological Factors Affect­
ing Fertility, xi. The Interrelation of Fertility, Fertility Planning, and Feeling of 
Economic Security. The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly, January, 1951, xxix, 
No. 1, pp. 53-62, 76-83 (Reprint pp. 479-488, 502-509).

9 Kiser and Whelpton, op. cit., ix. P. 212 (Reprint p. 383). Net worth was not 
asked as a single question but was computed on the basis of component data col­
lected specifically for the purpose.

The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly
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M e a s u r e  o f  
S o c io - E c o n o m ic  

St a t u s

N u m b e r

o f

C o u p l e s

P e r  C e n t  D is t r ib u t io n  b y  t h e  R a t in g  o f  t h e  W if e  
o n  t h e  S u m m a r y  I n d e x  o f  P e r s o n a l  A d e q u a c y

Total 90 and 
Over 80-89 70-79 60-69 Under 60

A l l  W iv e s 1,444 100 11.8 18.9 26.0 28.9 14.4
O ccupation  o f  H u sb a n d

Professional 153 100 18.9 13.1 24.2 28.1 15.7
Proprietary 189 100 23.8 22.8 24.3 16.9 12.2
Clerical 358 100 9.8 22.9 27.1 27.4 12.8
Skilled 298 100 9.7 2 0 .8 29.5 29.9 10.1
Semiskilled 375 100 5 . 9 16.5 24.8 35.2 17.6
Unskilled 29 100 3.5 10.3 17.3 31.0 37.9

N e t W orth  o f  C ou ple
310,000 and Over 97 100 19.6 23.7 36.1 12.3 8.2

6,000-9,999 109 100 19.3 25.7 20.2 30.3 4.6
4,000-5,999 114 100 20.1 21.1 28.1 22.8 7.9
2,000-3,999 281 100 8.9 22.0 29.9 26.0 13.2
1,000-1,999 203 100 10.3 24.1 16.3 34.5 14.8

200- 999 307 100 10.4 17.6 26.4 30.3 15.3
0 -  200 237 100 9.3 12.7 24.5 32.9 20.7

Net Indebtedness 94 100 7.4 3.2 32.0 34.0 23.4
Shelter R en t at In terview

360 and Over 156 100 17.9 28.2 16.7 27.6 9.6
50-59 110 100 17.3 27.3 25.5 19.1 10.9
35-49 367 100 12.8 21.0 32.4 21.3 12.5
25-34 389 100 11.6 15.4 27.2 31.1 14.7
15-24 328 100 8.2 14.9 24.1 36.9 15.9
Under 15 90 100 5.6 12.2 18.9 34.4 28.9

E du ca tion  o f  W i fe
College 44- 86 100 23.3 27.9 23.3 20.9 4.6
College 2-3 80 100 16.2 31.3 17.5 26.3 8.8
College 1 73 100 10.9 13.7 41.1 28.8 5.5
High School 4 489 100 10.8 20.9 28.4 23.9 15.9
High School 3 119 100 12.6 23.6 19.3 26.9 17.6
High School 2 231 100 10.7 14.3 28.6 33.8 12.6
High School 1 142 100 9.9 12.0 20.4 41.5 16.2
Grade School 8 218 100 9.2 15.1 24.8 31.7 19.3

Table 2. The relation of the wife’s rating on the summary index of personal 
adequacy to the husband’s occupation, net worth of the couple, monthly rent 
or rental value of the home, and education of the wife.

mean category on the adequacy scale as contrasted with 34 
per cent in the “Net Indebtedness”  class. With the wives, the 
corresponding figures are 43 per cent and 11 per cent, respec­
tively. We noted above that the husbands are more concen­
trated at the “ adequate”  end of the scale.

Shelter Rent. This term refers to the monthly shelter rent 
or rental value of the home at the time of interview (1941).
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M e a s u r e  o f N u m b e r

P e r  C e n t  D is t r ib u t io n  b y  t h e  R a t in g  o f  t h e  
H u s b a n d  o n  t h e  S u m m a r y  I n d e x  o f  P e r s o n a l  

A d e q u a c y

St a t u s C o u p l e s

Total 90 and 
Over 80-89 70-79 60-69 Under 60

A l l  H u s b a n d s 1,444 100 20.9 24.6 27.6 20.6 6.3
O ccupation  o f  H u sb a n d

Professional 153 100 26.1 37.3 17.6 16.3 2.6
Proprietary 189 100 36.0 20.6 28.0 10.6 4.8
Clerical 358 100 18.7 24.6 29.9 21.2 5.6
Skilled 298 100 18.8 26.5 28.2 22.5 4.0
Semiskilled 375 100 14.4 22.7 29.1 24.8 9.1
Unskilled 29 100 13.8 3.4 27.6 27.6 27.6

N et W orth  o f  C ouple
310,000 and Over 97 100 45.4 23.7 14.4 14.4 2.1

6,000-9,999 109 100 25.7 40.4 22.0 8.3 3.7
4,000-5,999 114 100 25.4 31.6 26.3 16.7 0.0
2,000-3,999 281 100 21.7 23.1 33.8 14.9 6.4
1,000-1,999 203 100 17.7 21.7 22.7 29.1 8.9

200- 999 307 100 18.2 25.7 31.6 17.6 6.8
0 -  200 237 100 13.5 20.2 24.9 34.6 6.8

Net Indebtedness 94 100 17.0 17.0 35.1 19.1 11.7
Shelter R en t at Interview

360 and Over 156 100 30.8 33.3 17.9 16.7 1.3
50-50 110 1 0 0 17.3 35.5 24.5 12.7 10.0
35-49 367 1 0 0 23.2 28.3 24.0 19.9 4.6
25-34 389 100 21.6 18.5 32.4 21.3 6.2
15-24 328 100 17.1 19.5 33.2 22.6 7.6

Under 15 90 100 11.1 24.4 21.1 30.0 13.3

E du ca tion  o f  H u sba n d
College 44- 174 100 27.0 33.9 17.2 17.8 4.0
College 2-3 102 100 31.4 33.3 25.5 7.8 2.0
College 1 58 100 19.0 24.1 34.5 13.8 8.6
High School 4 315 100 28.9 22.5 27.6 16.2 4.8
High School 3 118 100 17.8 24.6 29.7 26.3 1.7
High School 2 205 100 18.0 28.3 25.9 21.0 6.8
High School 1 134 100 11.9 21.6 29.1 28.4 9.0
Grade School 8 319 100 14.4 19.1 31.0 24.8 10.7

Table 3. The relation of the husband’s rating on the summary index of 
personal adequacy to occupation, net worth of the couple, monthly rent or 
rental value of the home, and education of the husband.

Again the relationship with personal adequacy is direct (Tables 
2-3). Of the husbands in the highest rental group “ 360 and 
Over” , over 64 per cent are above the mean on the summary 
index of personal adequacy as compared with only about 35 
per cent for those in the “Under 315” rental class. When the



wives are considered, the association is even more pronounced 
and the consistency is higher.

Education. The relationship between personal adequacy and 
education is not complete. The expectation of a direct relation, 
similar to that existing between adequacy and the above vari­
ables, is only slightly borne out in the intermediate education 
classes. However, for both wives and husbands the proportions 
scoring 80 or higher are about twice as high in the “ College 4+” 
group as in the “ Grade School 8”  class (Tables 2-3). The re­
lationship is again more sharply defined for wives than for hus­
bands. A possible reason for the lack of consistency in all the 
educational classes represented is that the difference between 
reaching the second and the third year in high school, for ex­
ample, is less meaningful sociologically than the differences be­
tween occupational or economic levels. Furthermore, because 
of the eligibility restrictions no educational class below the 
eighth grade is represented in the Study. This restriction 
doubtless affects the character of couples ranking lowest by oc­
cupation, net worth, rent, income, etc., but the scales for these 
items do start from the bottom. Therefore, perhaps one would 
not expect a highly regular correlation between subjective self- 
evaluations of feelings of psychological adequacy and educa­
tional levels of single years above the eighth grade.

Socio-Economic Status. The index of socio-economic status 
is an empirically constructed rating of the couples on the basis 
of their scores on eight social and economic variables.10 As 
such, the index is a very useful summary device.

The relation between the rating of the wife and the husband 
on the index of personal adequacy and their rating on the index 
of socio-economic status is apparent in Table 4 and Figure 1 
(top section). The relationship is clearly positive and, with but

10 These are: husband’s average annual earnings since marriage, net worth, shelter 
rent at interview, husband’s longest occupational class since marriage, purchase price 
of car, education of husband, education of wife, and rating of the household on 
Chapin’s Social Status Scale.

For the details of the construction of this index, see Ibid., ix. P. 244 (Reprint 
p. 415). A low index, in this instance, denotes high socio-economic status and vice 
versa.

Factors Affecting Fertility: Part X V I I  247
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I n d e x  o f

S o c io - E c o n o m ic  St a t u s  
o f  t h e  C o u p l e

N u m b e r

OF
COUPLE8

P e r  C e n t  D is t r ib u t io n  b y  t h e  R a t in g  o f  t h e  W i f e  
a n d  t h e  H u s b a n d  o n  t h e  I n d e x  o f  

P e r s o n a l  A d e q u a c y

Total 90 and 
Over 80-89 70-79 60-69 Under 60

WIFE

Under 20 (High) 224 100 20.2 25.4 24.1 22.3 8.0
20-29 243 100 16.1 22.6 27.6 21.4 12.3
30-39 323 100 10.5 20.7 31.3 24.1 13.4
40-49 403 100 8.9 17.6 25.3 33.5 14.7
50 and Over (Low) 251 100 6.8 9.2 20.3 40.6 23.1

HUSBAND

Under 20 (High) 224 100 29.9 37.0 17.9 14.3 0.9
20-29 243 100 28.4 27.6 27.2 11.5 5.3
30-39 323 100 21.4 23.2 32.5 17.3 5.6
40-49 403 100 17.6 20.1 28.5 25.6 8.2
50 and Over (Low) 251 100 10.7 19.1 29.1 31.1 10.0

Table 4. The relation of the rating of the spouse on the index of personal 
adequacy to the score of the couple on the index of socio-economic status.

a few minor exceptions, it is regular and consistent throughout 
the intermediate classes for both wives and husbands. For both 
groups, the proportion of respondents with above average 
(80f) scores on personal adequacy is well over twice as large 
in the highest as in the lowest socio-economic group. Con­
versely, the same pattern is apparent with respect to re­
spondents rating low on the adequacy scale.

Economic Security. The measure of “ feeling of economic 
security”  used here is the summary index constructed by Kiser 
and Whelpton for their publication on this subject.11 
The relation of the husbands’ scores on this index to their

11 Kiser and Whelpton, op. cit., xi. The Interrelation of Fertility, Fertility Plan­
ning, and Feeling of Economic Security. See pp. 45-47 (Reprint pp. 471-473) for 
analysis of the interrelation of these items, and pp. 112-114 (Reprint pp. 538-540) 
for the mechanics of the construction of the index.

The index represents the sum of the ratings of the wife and husband separately 
on the following items: interviewer’s rating of the wife and husband with respect to 
feeling of economic security; self-ratings of wives and husbands on extent to which 
economic security discouraged the couples from having (more) children; degree of 
confidence in ability to meet future expenses; frequency faced with possibility that 
husband would have his pay cut or lose his job; frequency of financial help to rela­
tives; and amount of financial help that could be expected from relatives in emer­
gencies.
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Index of Number

Socio-Economic Status Couples
of the Couple

Under 20 (High) 224
20-29 243
30-39 3*3
40-49 403
30 and Over (Low) 251

Under 20 (H igh) 224
20-29 243
30-39 3*3
40-49 403
50 and Over (Low) 251

Index of
Economic Security 
of Each Spouse 

Wife
90 AND Over (High) •*3
00-09 335
70-79 274
60-69 275
50-59 251
Unoer50(Low) 106

Husband
90 AND Over (H igh) 132
00-09 326
70-79 255
60-69 344
50-59 216
Under 50 (Low) ,.7*
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Fig. 1. Percentage distribution by rating of wife and husband on the index 
of personal adequacy, according to rating of the couple on the index of socio­
economic status and rating of each spouse on the index of economic security.

scores on the index of personal adequacy is positive, but not as 
high as might be expected on theoretical grounds.12 Neverthe­
less, a comparison of the two extremes of the adequacy con­
tinuum— the “ 90 and Over” and the “ Under 60” categories—

12 The Pearsonian coefficient of correlation is + .34 for husbands and + .27 for 
wives. The correlation coefficients in the Indianapolis Study have been very low as 
a rule. The extent to which this reflects inadequate techniques of measurement is 
unknown.
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I n d e x  o p

E c o n o m ic  S e c u r it y

N u m b e r

OF
COUPLE8

P e r  C e n t  D is t r ib u t io n  b y  R a t in g  o n  I n d e x  o f  
P e r s o n a l  A d e q u a c y

Total 90 and 
Over 80-89 70-79 60-69 Under 60

W ife
T o t a l 1,444 100 11.8 18.9 26.0 28.9 14.4

90 and Over 123 100 22.0 24.4 17.1 27.6 8.9
80-89 335 100 14.6 23.9 35.5 20.3 5.7
70-79 274 100 10.9 20.1 22.6 31.4 15.0
60-69 275 100 14.2 19.3 30.5 29.1 6.9
50-59 251 100 8 .8 13.1 23.5 30.3 24.3
Under 50 186 100 2.2 1 1 .8 16.1 39.2 30.6

Husband
T o t a l 1,444 100 20.9 24.6 27.6 20.6 6.3

90 and Over 132 100 40.9 29.5 20.5 8.3 0 .8
80-89 326 100 27.0 29.8 22.7 16.6 4.0
70-79 255 100 27.1 24.7 27.5 18.4 2.4
60-69 344 100 16.9 19.8 37.2 20.9 5.2
50-59 216 100 12.5 2 1 .8 25.5 30.6 9.7
Under 50 171 100 3.5 24.0 26.3 27.5 18.7

Table 5. The relation of the rating of the wife and the husband on the 
index of personal adequacy to their rating on the index of economic security.

indicates a definite and positive association of personal ade­
quacy and economic security (see Table 5 and bottom sections 
of Figure 1). Essentially the same relationship is evident when 
wives are considered.

It is interesting to note, however, that the relationship be­
tween personal adequacy and economic security is not uniform 
by the occupational class of the husband. The correlation is 
highest (r  = + .40) within the proprietary class and lowest 
(+.15) within the professional class. Although the differences 
for the remaining occupational classes are slight,13 sociological 
considerations might suggest a relatively high relationship in 
the proprietary class. The fact that the operation of a small 
business is so much an integral part of a man’s daily life would 
seem to increase the probability of a sensitive association be­
tween psychological and economic security. It is extremely

13 The coefficients of correlation between feelings of personal adequacy and eco­
nomic security of the husband within the remaining occupational groups are as 
follows: Professional, +.15; Clerical, +.28; Skilled, +.29; and Semiskilled, +.30. 
The small number of husbands classified as Unskilled (29) does not permit detailed 
analysis.
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risky to generalize in this manner, however, because it might 
also be argued that the professional person’s work is also an 
integral part of his daily life.

When socio-economic status is held constant, the positive 
relationship between personal adequacy and economic security 
is considerably weakened, but it still exists. There are, how­
ever, several irregularities in the consistency of the association. 
For example, the correlation is highest within the lowest socio­
economic status category. Nevertheless, the positive relation­
ship is still visible throughout all groups.14 Thus we cannot say 
that the test factor wholly interprets the original correlation 
between feeling of personal adequacy and feeling of economic 
security.

Summary. The relation of feeling of personal adequacy to 
the various socio-economic factors presented above may be 
summarized as a direct association. Whether the measures of 
socio-economic status are considered individually or collec­
tively, as the variable increases, the proportion of couples rated 
“ adequate”  also increases. Similarly, the relation of personal 
adequacy to economic security is also positive. Again this sec­
ondary relationship is partly but not entirely a function of 
socio-economic status. It exists independently. Although the 
relationship is not statistically high, the relative consistency 
and persistency of the association suggest that personal ade­
quacy and economic security are part of the same dimension 
and that “ security”  feelings, rather than being compartmental­
ized, are generalized in nature. This comes as no surprise 
with respect to American urban middle-class society where in­
dividual success is highly stressed and usually measured in 
economic terms.

14 The correlation coefficients are:

Factors Affecting Fertility: Part X V I I

Socio-Economic Status Wife Husband

High + .18 + .13
Medium + .12 + .23
Low + 29 + .29
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It must be kept in mind that the summary index of socio­
economic status does not consist of “ classes” in the social- 
psychological sense of the term, but rather in a series of dis­
crete continua highly objectified and quantitatively expressed. 
If anything, the limits to the range of this scale seem to indicate 
that the couples have been drawn from the middle class. There 
are only eleven couples in the entire sample in which the hus­
band’s average annual income since marriage was $6,000 or 
over. The average, of course, is lowered by the fact that it re­
lates to the first 12-15 years of married life and covers a de­
pression period. Nevertheless this hardly suggests the strong 
representation of an “ upper”  class in any sense of the word. 
On the other hand, the educational restrictions which limited 
inclusion to people with at least a grade school education, and 
the small number of husbands whose longest occupation since 
marriage was below the level of semiskilled15 strongly suggest 
the absence of a real “ lower” class. But yet, even within this 
relatively confined group, we have evidence of consistent 
psychological differences. In other words, the 1,444 couples 
in a selected sample stratified on the basis of objective criteria 
of socio-economic status, stratify themselves in terms of highly 
subjective evaluations of their own feelings of personal ade­
quacy.

The remainder of this paper will be devoted to extending the 
logic of these relationships to fertility-planning and fertility.

P e r s o n a l  A d e q u a c y  a n d  F e r t il it y  P l a n n in g

The first part of the hypothesis stated: “ The stronger the 
feeling of personal inadequacy, the higher the proportion of 
couples practicing contraception effectively. . . .” The meas­
ure of effectiveness of contraceptive practice employed is af­
forded by the four fertility-planning categories defined above. 
In this, and in the final section of this report, the component 
questions pertaining to personal adequacy will be considered

15 There are 29 unskilled laborers. Miscellaneous groups not included in the occu­
pational classifications are: Service Workers except Domestic and Protective, 23; 
Protective Service Workers, 13; Farmers and Farm Managers, 3; Farm Laborers and 
Foremen, 2; and Unknown, 1.

The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly
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P e r  C e n t  D is t r ib u t io n  b y  P l a n n in g  St a t u s

M e a s u r e  o f  
P e r s o n a l  A d e q u a c y

N u m b e r

OF
C o u p l e s Total

Number
and

Spacing
Planned

Number
Planned

Quasi-
Planned

Excess
Fertility

A l l  C o u p l e s 1,444 100 27.9 14.2 31.4 26.5
Chance fo r  S e lf-E x p r e ss io n : 

R ep lies  o f  W ives
Excellent 214 100 32.7 19.2 33.6 14.5
Good 560 100 30.9 15.4 32.7 21.1
Fair 618 100 24.6 11.7 30.6 33.2
Poor or Very Poor 52 100 15.4 11.5 19.2 53.8

R ep lies  o f  H u sba n d s
Excellent 253 100 36.4 15.4 27.3 20.9
Good 518 100 29.0 13.5 34.6 23.0
Fair 573 100 24.6 12.2 33.0 30.2
Poor 73 100 19.2 30.1 16.4 34.2
Very Poor 27 100 22.2 14.8 18.5 44.4

T h in gs go W r o n g : 

R ep lies  o f  W iv es
Very Seldom 278 100 34.2 15.8 31.3 18.7
Seldom 370 100 37.3 12.4 30.8 19.5
Sometimes 566 100 24.4 14.8 32.3 28.4
Often 149 100 17.4 8.1 32.2 42.3
Very Often 81 100 7.4 23.5 27.2 42.0

R ep lies  o f  H u sba n d s
Very Seldom 267 100 39.0 15.4 25.5 20.2
Seldom 459 100 30.9 14.2 33.1 21.8
Sometimes 539 100 24.5 13.5 34.1 27.8
Often 110 100 19.1 12.7 25.5 42.7
Very Often 69 100 5.8 17.4 31.9 44.9

Table 6. Fertility-planning status by self-rating of wives and husbands 
regarding opportunity for self-expression, and by the self-rating of wives and 
husbands on the frequency with which things seem to go wrong for no reason 
at all.

in addition to the summary index. For purposes of generaliza­
tion, primary attention has been paid to the proportions within 
the extreme fertility-planning categories—the “ number and 
spacing planned” and the “ excess fertility”  groups. Caution 
should be exercised in reading these tables because of small 
numerical totals on which the percentages are based, particu­
larly at the extreme parts of the response scales.

As indicated in Tables 6-16, the Indianapolis data definitely 
reject the first part of the hypothesis. In fact, just the opposite
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type of relationship is evident—the stronger the feeling of 
personal adequacy, the higher tends to be the proportion of 
couples practicing contraception effectively. Having previ­
ously seen that a direct relation exists between adequacy and 
socio-economic status and economic security, and knowing 
the positive relationship between these latter two variables and 
fertility planning, we should expect an invalidation of the first 
part of the hypothesis.

The direct relation of feeling of personal adequacy to fertility 
planning is clearly supported in most of the response-patterns 
to the various questions. Especially pronounced associations 
are apparent in the self-ratings of the couples on the question 
concerning the opportunity for self-expression whether in their 
work (homemaking in the case of the wife) or in outside in­
terests. Of those answering that they had an “ excellent chance” 
for self-expression, 33 per cent of the wives and 36 per cent of 
the husbands fall within the “number and spacing planned” 
group. Of those reporting only a “poor”  or “very poor”  chance, 
only 15 per cent of the wives and 20 per cent of the husbands 
fall within this fertility-planning category (Table 6). The re­
lationship is more striking when the proportions classified as 
“ excess fertility” are considered. In this instance the relation­
ship is maintained consistently throughout the intermediate 
classes of the response-scale.

It seems reasonable to assume that opportunity for self- 
expression is largely a function of socio-economic status, be­
cause this position might have bearing upon the amount of 
leisure time available and at least partially affect the range of 
outside interests.16 Although the coefficients of correlation be­
tween the index of socio-economic status and opportunity for 
self-expression are not high in themselves (+ .30 for wives and

16 When socio-economic status is discussed in a theoretical context here, we do 
not mean simply the particular standard of living but rather the whole complex of 
sub-cultural values, aspirations and motivations that different life-chances involve. 
On the other hand, when the summary index of socio-economic status is referred to 
in terms of its statistical relationship to a given variable we are obviously using a 
relatively crude and imperfect measure which is only inferentially related to the 
concept of social class.

The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly
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+ .32 for husbands) they are relatively high in comparison with 
the usual correlations found in the Indianapolis Study. Fur­
thermore, when the index of socio-economic status is intro­
duced as a constant, the lack of a markedly consistent relation­
ship between chance for self-expression and fertility planning 
clearly demonstrates the absence of a wholly independent 
relation. Only within the “40 and Over”  socio-economic cate­
gory17 is the positive association clearly maintained, and this 
only when wives are considered. At the other socio-economic 
status levels, the strength of the positive relationship is con­
siderably diminished.

An especially strong direct relation is also found between fer­
tility planning and the self-ratings of wives and husbands with 
respect to the frequency with which “ things seem to go wrong 
for no reason at all”  (Table 6). Of those replying “very sel­
dom,”  34 per cent of the wives and 39 per cent of the husbands 
fall within the highest fertility-planning group. Of the respond­
ents indicating “ very often,”  only 7 per cent of the wives and 
6 per cent of the husbands fall within this planning category. 
This question would seem to be probing both the degree of 
rationality (seeing cause and effect) and the extent of psycho­
logical adjustment to the personal problems of everyday life, 
both of which, of course, are included within the concept of 
“personal adequacy.”  The direct relation of the response to 
this question to fertility planning, therefore, theoretically would 
appear to be a function of the common denominator of ration­
ality which is the essence of planning in general. It has already 
been established that “ a considerable part, but not all, of the 
relationship between general planning and fertility planning

Factors Affecting Fertility: Part X V I I

17 The “40-49” and the “SO and Over” socio-economic status levels were com­
bined in order to enlarge the cells. These data are not presented in this report.

When the wives are considered, the relation of opportunity for self-expression to 
fertility planning at this level (“40 and Over” ) presents the following pattern: 55 
per cent of those who answered that they had an “ excellent chance” for self-expres­
sion are within the “number and spacing planned” and “number planned” classes 
combined, while only 22 per cent of those who replied that they have only a “ poor 
chance” or “very poor chance” are included in these fertility-planning categories. 
Conversely, the percentages are 21 and 56 per cent, respectively, for wives represented 
in the “ excess fertility” class.
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P e r  C e n t  D is t r ib u t io n  b t  P l a n n in g  Status

M e a s u r e  o f  
P e r s o n a l  A d e q u a c y

N u m b e r

o p

C o u p l e s Total

Number
and

Spacing
Planned

Number
Planned

Qnasi-
Planned

Excess
Fertility

A l l  C o u p l e s 1,444 100 27.9 14.2 31.4 26.5
Interviewer's Rating o f  W ife  

Self-Confident 271 100 31.4 20.7 29.5 18.5
Well Satisfied 478 100 27.8 17.8 31.6 22.8
Average 369 100 25.7 10.6 33.9 29.8
Dissatisfied 292 100 28.1 7.5 31.2 33.2
Strong Feelings of 

Inferiority 28 100 17.9 10.7 25.0 46.4

Interviewer's Rating o f  
Husband

Self-Confident 244 100 28.7 21.3 32.0 18.0
Well Satisfied 564 100 33.2 15.4 31.0 20.4
Average 372 100 22.8 9.7 36.3 31.2
Dissatisfied 201 100 19.9 11.4 25.9 42.8
Strong Feelings of 

Inferiority 54 100 33.3 7.4 25.9 33.3

Table 7. Fertility-planning status by the interviewer’s rating of wife and
husband on personal inadequacy.

results from their joint connection to socio-economic status.”18 
When the index of socio-economic status is held constant, how­
ever, the original positive association of fertility-planning 
status and the replies to the question on frequency with which 
“ things go wrong for no reason at all”  remains relatively intact. 
In other words, this criterion of “ rationality”  is directly related 
to fertility planning within each socio-economic status group as 
well as to socio-economic status itself.19 The intensity of the 
original relationship is again weakened, however, and this indi­
cates the intervening influence of socio-economic status.

The interviewer’s rating of personal adequacy similarly re­
veals a marked positive association with fertility planning, 
particularly when the rating of the wife is considered (Table 
7). With the exception of the husband’s opinion of the wife, a

18 Freedman, Ronald and Whelpton, P.K.: Social and Psychological Factors 
Affecting Fertility, x i i . The Relationship of General Planning to Fertility Planning 
and Fertility Rates. The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly, April, 1951, xxix, No. 2, 
p.233 (Reprint p. 564).

19 The coefficients of correlation for the replies to this question and socio-economic 
status are + .28 and + .27 for wives and husbands, respectively.
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P e r  C e n t  D is t r ib u t io n  b y  P l a n n in g  St a t u s

M e a s u r e  o f  
P e r s o n a l  A d e q u a c y

N u m b e r

OF
C o u p l e s Total

Number
and

Spacing
Planned

Number
Planned

Quasi-
Planned

Excess
Fertility

A l l  C o u p l e s 1,444 100 27.9 14.2 31.4 26.5
U p set E a s i ly :  

R ep lies  o f  W iv es
Very Calm 43 100 30.2 11.6 44.2 14.0
Quite Calm 245 100 29.0 13.1 28.6 29.4
Ordinary 694 100 29.3 14.1 33.0 23.6
Easily 324 100 27.5 13.9 30.2 28.4
Very Easily 138 100 19.6 18.1 27.5 34.8

R ep lies  o f  H u sb a n d s
Very Calm 170 100 35.3 8.8 32.4 23.5
Quite Calm 472 100 29.2 16.3 32.4 22.0
Ordinary 602 100 23.1 15.1 32.6 29.2
Easily 165 100 31.5 12.1 26.1 30.3
Very Easily 35 100 40.0 5.7 20.0 34.3

W ife 's  O p in ion  o f  H u sba n d
Very Calm 245 100 35.1 16.3 29.8 18.8
Q u ite  Calm 459 100 24.4 17.0 31.4 27.2
Ordinary 493 100 31.6 11.8 31.8 24.7
Easily 167 100 22.8 9.0 37.1 31.1
Very Easily 80 100 13.8 17.5 2 2 .5 46.3

H u sb a n d 's  O pin ion  o f  W ife
Very Calm 64 100 26.6 17.2 23.4 32.8
Quite Calm 300 100 29.3 15.0 32.7 23.0
Ordinary 635 100 29.0 12.9 31.3 26.8
Easily 319 100 24.5 16.6 33.2 25.7
Very Easily 126 100 28.6 11.1 28.6 31.7

Table 8. Fertility-planning status by self-rating of wives and husbands, 
and rating of the spouse, regarding tendency to get upset easily.

relatively consistent relationship is manifested when tendency 
to get upset easily is used as the measure of personal adequacy 
(Table 8).

The pattern of association between feeling of adequacy and 
fertility planning does not maintain equal intensity or con­
sistency for all of the individual questions. Although the data 
do not afford a single instance of a relationship of the type 
stated in the hypothesis, there are a number of instances in 
which the positive relationship is very weak and a few cases 
in which no relationship of any kind is evident. Illustrations 
of the former type may be seen in Table 9, where only a slight



trend is discernible in the self-ratings of the wife and the hug- 
band to the question on inclination to worry. An example of a 
lack of any trend is found in the same table in the rating of the 
wife by the husband on her tendency to worry. Apparently, 
inclination to worry is only slightly related to fertility planning. 
The same conclusion can be drawn with respect to the ex-

258 The M ilbank Memorial Fund Quarterly

Table 9. Fertility-planning status by self-rating of wives and husbands, 
and rating of the spouse, on inclination to worry.

P e i  C nrr D isteibutiob bt Plaevibg!

M easuee o r  
P eesonal A dequacy

NuUBEft
o r

Couples Total

Number
and

Spacing
Planned

Number
Planned

Quasi-
Planned

All Couples 1,444 100 27.9 14.2 31.4
In clin a tio n  to W o r r y :  

R ep lies  o f  W iv es
Very Little 90 100 27.8 22.2 31.1
Little 169 100 30.2 13.0 34.3
Less Than Average 119 100 21.0 20.2 35.3
About Average 522 100 28.9 11.7 32.2
More Than Average 225 100 31.1 14.2 32.0
Much 131 100 23.7 7.6 32.8
Very Much 188 100 26.6 19.1 22.9

R ep lies  o f  H u sb a n d s
Very Little 226 100 25.7 19.5 35.0
Little 208 100 31.7 13.0 28.4
Less Than Average 163 100 31.3 12.9 33.1
About Average 471 100 23.1 14.2 33.5
More Than Average 226 100 33.2 13.7 30.5
Much 88 100 36.4 10.2 14.8
Very Much 62 100 19.4 9 .7 35.5

W ife 's  O p in io n  o f  H u sb a n d
Very Little 160 100 31.3 IS .6 32.5
Little 232 100 28.9 15.9 29.7Less Than Average 165 100 33.9 17.0 25.5About Average 576 100 24.8 13.7 33.9More Than Average 159 100 35.2 6.9 35.2Much 69 100 17.4 8.7 24.6Very Much 83 100 22.9 2 2 . 9 27.7

H u sb a n d 's  O p in ion  o f  W ife
Very Little 55 100 21.8 23.6 30.9

28.5
36.0 
31.8 
32.2
35.1 
20.0

Little 186 100 31.2 14.0
Less Than Average 139 100 27.3 16.5
About Average 597 100 26.5 11.4
More Than Average 276 100 30.8 15.6
Much m 100 26.1 15.3
Very Much 80 100 28.8 18.8

Eacen
Fertility

26.5

18.9
22.5
23.5
27.2
22.7
35.9
31.4

19.9
26.9
22.7
29.1
22.6
38.6
35.5

20.6
25.4
23.6
27.6
22.6
49.3
26.5

23.6
26.3
20.1
30.3
21.4
23.4
32.5
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pressed self-confidence level of the respondents and its relation 
to fertility planning (Table 10). The ratings of husbands and 
wives on the “ pep and energy”  scale exhibit only a weak posi­
tive relation to fertility planning. The bearing of this particu­
lar variable on fertility planning has been discussed in a previ­
ous report.20 The self-ratings of husbands on the kind of man-

Factors Affecting Fertility: Part X V I I

Table 10. Fertility-planning status by self-rating of wives and husbands, 
and rating of the spouse, on extent of self-confidance.

P e r  C e n t  D is t r ib u t io n  b y  P l a n n in g  S t a t u s

M e a s u r e  o f  
P e r s o n a l  A d e q u a c y

N u m b e r

of

C o u p l e s Total
Number

and
Spacing
Planned

Number
Planned

Quasi-
Planned

Excess
Fertility

A l l  C o u p l e s 1,444 100 27.9 14.2 31.4 26.5
S elf-C on fid en ce  

R ep lies  o f  W iv es
Very Much 123 100 32.5 23.6 26.8 17.1
Much 139 100 23.7 12.9 25.2 38.1
Above Average 131 100 38.2 18.3 23.7 19.8
About Average 881 100 27.0 12.8 32.3 27.8
Below Average 121 100 24.0 7.4 47.9 20.7
Little 49 100 26.5 24.5 24.5 24.5

R ep lies  o f  H u sba n ds
V e r y  Much 281 100 28.5 18.9 27.0 25.6
Much 248 100 32.3 13.7 29.4 24.6
Above Average 248 100 30.6 10.5 38.7 20.2
About A v e r a g e 616 100 23.5 14.4 32.0 30.0
Below Average 40 100 40.0 2.5 25.0 32.5
Little 11 • — — — —

W ife*s  O p in ion  o f  H u sba n d
Very Much 219 100 26.0 23.7 29.7 20.5
Much 234 100 30.8 14.1 30.3 24.8
Above Average 197 100 33.5 13.2 29.9 23.4
About Average 720 100 26.8 11.7 33.1 28.5
Below Average 51 100 23.5 15.7 27.5 33.3
Little 23 100 13.0 8.7 30.4 47.8

H usba n d*s O p in ion  o f  W ife
Very Much 183 100 29.5 13.7 29.5 27.3
Much 183 100 35.0 15.3 26.2 23.5
Above Average 270 , 100 27.4 17.8 31.9 23.0
About Average 693 100 25.4 13.3 32.6 28.7
Below Average 76 100 31.6 9.2 38.2 21.1
Little 37 100 24.3 13.5 29.7 32.4

* Percentages not computed.

20 Cf. Herrera, Lee F. and Kiser, Clyde V.: Social and Psychological Factors 
(Continued on page 260)
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P er C ent Distribution bt Planning Status

M easure o r  
P ersonal A dequacy

N umber
or

Coupler Total

Number
and

Spacing
Planned

Number
Planned

Quasi-
Planned

Excm
Fatffitjr

A ll Couples 1,444 100 27.9 14.2 31.4 26.5

K in d  of M anager: 

Replies o f H usbands
Excellent 29 100 34.5 6.9 24.1 34.5
Very Good 99 100 29.3 15.2 27.3 28.3
Good 336 100 39.0 14.6 27.4 19.0
About Average 871 100 24.2 14.1 33.5 28.1
Less Thao Average 59 100 18.6 15.3 37.3 28.8
Poor 48 100 18.8 14.6 29.2 37.5

T ype o f Jo b  Could Do in  
R a isin g Several Children

Replies o f W ives
12.4Excellent 97 100 34.0 22.7 30.9

Very Good 295 100 25.4 20.7 27.1 26.8
Good 648 100 29.5 12.3 33.5 24.7
Fair 378 100 24.3 10.8 32.5 32.3
Poor 25 100 48.0 — 16.0 36.0

Replies o f H usbands
25.1Excellent 203 100 28.1 19.7 27.1

Very Good 394 100 24.9 15.7 33.0 26.4
Good 554 100 31.9 13.0 30.1 24.9
Fair 267 100 23.2 10.9 34.1 31.8
Poor 26 100 34.6 7.7 42.3 15.4

Table 11. Fertility-planning status by the self-rating erf the husband on 
his abilities as a manager and by self-rating of wife and husband on the type 
of job they could do in raising several children.

ager they feel they are presents a similar situation (Table
l l ) . 21

A  rather curious pattern of association with fertility planning 
is present in the distribution of responses to the question con­
cerning the type of job the wife and husband felt they could do 
in raising several children (Table 11). The replies of the wives 
exhibit a relatively consistent, direct relation to fertility plan­
ning except in the “ poor”  category which is represented by only 
twenty-five cases. The replies of the husbands, on the other
Affecting Fertility, xm. Fertility in Relation to Fertility Planning and Health of 
Wife, Husband, and Children. The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly. July 1951 
xxix, No. 3, p. 337-338, 345. . *  ’

21 See also Freedman and Whelpton, op. cit. x i i . Pp. 218-243 (Reprint p p . 5491.
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hand, exhibit little or no relation to fertility-planning status. 
A clue to this anomaly may lie partially in the fact that whereas 
41 per cent of the husbands rated themselves as capable of 
doing an “ excellent”  or “ very good”  job in raising several chil­
dren (aside from financial matters), only about 27 per cent

Table 12. Fertility-planning status by self-rating and by rating of the 
spouse on feeling of cheerfulness and optimism.

1 * r i ;.r ,, 4 *i ■ » P e r  C e n t  D is t r ib u t io n  b y  P l a n n in g  S t a t u s

M e a s u r e  o f  
P e r s o n a l  A d e q u a c y

N u m b e r

OF

C o u p l e s Total
Number

and
Spacing
Planned

Number
Planned

Quasi*
Planned

Excess
Fertility

. 1» 
■’; v :

A l l  C o u p l e s  

F eel Cheerful 

R ep lies  o f  W iv es

1,444 100 27.9 14.2 31.4 26.5

A;; U - i Extremely 55 100 43.6 18.2 25.5 12.7
V ! Very 221 100 30.3 17.6 29.9 22.2

Rather 496 100 31.7 14.3 29.4 24.61 Ordinary 607 100 22.2 12.0 34.1 31.6
i / &;
*/ &.M

Rather “ Blue”  
Very or Extremely

61 100 32.8 16.4 34.4 16.4

1; M ; 
: IT •

“ Blue”
R ep lies  o f  H u sba n d s

4 • • * • *

Extremely 68 100 42.6 5.9 38.2 13.2
Very 214 100 30.4 22.9 21.5 25.2
Rather 547 100 30.0 16.1 32.7 21.2~ j (1 -5 Ordinary 554 100 22.9 10.1 35.2 31.8
Rather “ Blue”  
Very or Extremely

59 100 28.8 13.6 13.6 44.1

“ Blue”
W ife 's  O p in ion  o f  H u sba n d

2 • • • • *

Extremely 77 100 32.5 15.6 33.8 18.2
Very 241 100 34.9 19.9 31. S 13.7

,i .J-v' —• Rather 499 100 28.3 13.2 37.1 21.4
Ordinary 526 100 25.9 13.5 26.4 34.2
Rather “ Blue”  
Very or Extremely

85 100 17.6 7.1 30.6 44.7

“ Blue”
H u sb a n d 's  O p in ion  o f  W ife

16 * * • • •

r̂ '.T.V Extremely 44 100 29.5 13.6 27.3 29.5
Very 257 100 38.1 13.6 27.2 21.0

e l f Rather 552 100 26.3 16.3 30.4 27.0

thm

Hat..
ty,t

Ordinary 488 100 22.7 12.9 35.2 29.1
Rather “ Blue”  
Very or Extremely

96 100 33.3 11.5 32.3 22.9

“ Blue” 7 • • • * •

Percentages not computed.
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of the wives so evaluated themselves. The difference may re­
flect the fact that a mother spends much more time with the 
children than does the father and because of her greater experi­
ence in facing the problems of child-rearing she may tend to be

Table 13. Fertility-planning status by the self-rating of wives and husbands 
on questions regarding share of good breaks and luckiness in friends, and by 
self-rating of husbands on whether they have been lucky in the people for 
whom and with whom they have worked.

P er  C e n t  D is t r ib u t io n  b y  P l a n n in g  St a t u s

M e a s u r e  o f  
P e r s o n a l  A d e q u a c y

N u m b e r

OF
C o u p l e s Total

Number
and

Spacing
Planned

Number
Planned

Quasi-
Planned

Excess
Fertility

A l l  C o u p l e s 1,444 100 27.9 14.2 31.4 26.5

Share o f Good Breaks: 

Replies o f Wives
Definitely Yes 280 100 39.3 14.6 27.5 18.6
Probably Yes 850 100 29.5 15.1 30.9 24.5
Doubtful 198 100 14.1 11.1 35.4 39.4
Probably No 77 100 10.4 10.4 35.1 44.2
Definitely No 39 100 15.4 15.4 43.6 25.6

Replies o f Husbands
Definitely Yes 260 100 34.3 15.0 28.8 21.9
Probably Yes 817 100 31.0 13.2 29.9 25.9
Doubtful 238 100 19.3 13.0 40.3 27.3
Probably No 83 100 14.5 15.7 37.3 32.5
Definitely No 46 100 6.5 30.4 17.4 45.7

Lucky in Friends: 

Replies o f  Wives
Very Lucky 457 100 34.4 17.5 33.0 15.1
Rather Lucky 633 100 28.0 12.6 29.5 29.9
Neither 297 100 18.5 11.8 33.3 36.4
Rather Unlucky 36 100 22.2 22.2 30.6 25.0
Very Unlucky 21 100 28.6 9.5 28.6 33.3

Replies o f  Husbands
Very Lucky 368 100 33.7 10.3 31.0 25.0
Rather Lucky 649 100 25.0 15.7 35.3 29.0
Neither 320 100 26.6 15.9 22.5 35.0
Rather Unlucky 64 100 23.4 14.1 42.2 20.3
Very Unlucky 41 100 36.6 12.2 29.3 22.0

Lucky in Employment: 

Replies o f  Husbands
Very Lucky 447 100 34.0 13.6 30.9 21.5
Rather Lucky 625 100 24.3 14.7 35.8 25.1
Neither 248 100 25.0 12.5 26.2 36.3
Rather Unlucky 83 100 27.7 20.5 16.9 134.9
Very Unlucky 37 100 27.0 10.8 35.1 27.0



less presumptuous than her husband about success in child- 
rearing.

Of the four questions asked about feeling of cheerfulness and 
optimism, only two were retained in the summary index of 
personal adequacy. The responses to these two questions, 
opinions of each spouse about cheerfulness of the other spouse 
(Table 12) exhibit only a moderate direct relation of “ cheer­
fulness” to fertility-planning status. The marked skewness of 
the distributions, with only sixteen and seven cases in the 
two “ very or extremely blue” categories is again noteworthy. 
The self-ratings of wives and husbands on “ cheerfulness” pre­
sent a similar situation. The slight relationship that does exist 
virtually disappears when socio-economic status is held con­
stant.

With respect to the other items excluded from the summary 
index on the basis of the item analysis, only the responses to 
the questions regarding “ share of good breaks” bear a fairly 
consistent positive relation to fertility planning (Table 13). 
It seems clear that whether or not a person considers himself 
lucky in this respect would be at least partially influenced by 
his socio-economic status. When socio-economic status is held 
constant, the direct association of “ share of good breaks” with 
fertility planning is considerably weakened but it persists. It 
is, of course, impossible to determine whether the feeling that 
one has had his or her “ share of good breaks”  precedes or re­
flects effective planning of family size. The same may be said 
of many of the other questions yielding positive associations 
with fertility planning. The remaining excluded questions 
which presume to measure luck in friendships and in employ­
ment situations (Table 13), and difficulty in making up one’s 
mind (Table 14) all fail to reveal any pronounced relationship 
to fertility planning.

It is significant to note that the positive relationship between 
fertility-planning status and feeling of personal adequacy, as 
measured by the questions in Tables 6-14, is most marked and 
most consistent when the replies of the wives and their
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P e r  C e n t  D is t r ib u t io n  b y  P l a n n in g  S t a t u s

M e a s u r e  o f  
P e r s o n a l  A d e q u a c y

N u m b e r

OF
COUPLE8 Total

Number
and

Spacing
Planned

Number
Planned

Quasi-
Planned

Excess
Fertility

A l l  C o u p l e s 1,444 100 27.9 14.2 31.4 26.5
Difficulty M aking U p M ind : 

Replies o f  Wives
Very Seldom 440 100 32.7 16.6 29.5 21.1
Seldom 460 100 27.4 13.5 32.2 27.0
Sometimes 414 100 24.4 15.0 30.4 30.2
Often 82 100 22.0 9.8 39.0 29.3
Very Often 48 100 29.2 — 37.5 33.3

Replies o f  Husbands
Very Seldom 401 100 25.9 18.0 32.7 23.4
Seldom 60S 100 28.1 14.2 32.7 25.0
Sometimes 348 100 27.3 10.6 30.2 31.9
Often 59 100 44.1 16.9 10.2 28.8
Very Often 31 100 25.8 — 45.2 29.0

W ife ’s  Opinion o f  Husband
Very Seldom 573 100 33.7 15.0 29.7 21.6
Seldom 511 100 23.1 13.3 36.2 27.4
Sometimes 280 100 27.5 12.1 27.9 32.5
Often 59 100 13.6 23.7 30.5 32.2
Very Often 20 100 35.0 10.0 15.0 40.0

Husband?s Opinion o f  W ife
V ery  Seldom 386 100 28.5 15.3 32.6 23.6
Seldom 604 100 27.6 16.9 30.1 25.3
Sometimes 355 100 26.5 10.4 32.1 31.0
Often 68 100 32.4 10.3 39.7 17.6
Very Often 29 100 27.6 — 17.2 55.2

Table 14. Fertility-planning status by the self-rating and rating of spouse 
on difficulty making up mind.

opinions of their husbands are considered. In decreasing order 
of positive correlation are the replies of the husbands and their 
ratings of their wives. The relation of fertility-planning status 
to husband’s opinion of the wife’s adequacy is extremely weak 
in all of the six instances presented.22

The summary indices of personal adequacy which were con­
structed for the wives and husbands represent the totals of their 
respective scores on all the separate questions presented above 
with the exception of those specifically noted otherwise. The 
relation of these summary scores to fertility planning is pre-

22 The interrelation of questions of these types is discussed in the Appendix.
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Index o r
Personal Adequacy 

Au . Couples

Wife

90  Ano  Ov er  
60-89  
7 0 -7 9  
60- 69
Unoer 60 

Husband 
90 ano Over

8 0 -8 9
70 -7 9
6 0 - 6 9
Under 60 

Jo/n t
W if e H u s b a n d

H igh H igh

Low H igh

High Low
Low Low

NumberCouples
1,4 * 4

30  4 0  50 6 0
P e r  C e n t

Nu m b e r  a n d  S pa c in g  P l a n n e d  V //A  Quasi- P lan n ed  

Iu m b e r  P l a n n e d  1* • I I Ex c e ss  Fe r t il it y

Fig. 2. Percentage distribution by fertility-planning status, according to 
separate and joint ratings of the wife and husband on the index of personal 
adequacy.

sented in Figure 2, Table 15. It is readily apparent that the 
relationship is direct, and that it is very consistent throughout 
the intermediate scale intervals. There is even a marked con­
sistency in the direct relation between adequacy and propor­
tions classified as “ number planned”— a fertility-planning cate­
gory which has been very irregular in previous instances. Thus, 
if we consider all “ planned families”  (the “ number and spacing 
planned”  and the “ number planned”  categories combined) we 
see that within the “ 90 and Over”  interval, 62 per cent of the 
wives are represented, as contrasted with only 34 per cent in 
the “Under 60”  class. The distribution by the scores of the 
husbands is similar, with 55 per cent of the “90 and Over”  class 
having “ planned”  their families and only 21 per cent classified
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P e r  C e n t  D i s t r i b u t i o n  b y  P l a n n i n g  S t a t u s

I n d e x  o f

P e r s o n a l  A d e q u a c y

N u m b e r

OF
COUPLE8 Total

Number
and

Spacing
Planned

Number
Planned

Quasi*
Planned

Excess
Fertility

A l l  C o u p l e s 1,444 100 27.9 14.2 31.4 26.5
Summary Index {W ife )

90 and Over 171 100 39.2 22.8 25.7 12.3
80-89 273 100 26.7 16.9 33.0 23.4
70-79 375 100 28.5 12.8 33.3 25.3
60-69 417 100 27.8 10.1 31.4 30.7
Under 60 208 100 19.2 14.4 30.8 35.6

Summary Index {H usband)
90 and Over 302 100 36.1 18.5 28.1 17.2
80-89 355 100 32.4 15.5 32.1 20.0
70-79 399 100 24.6 15.0 30.6 29.8
60-69 297 100 21.9 10.4 36.0 31.6
Under 60 91 100 17.6 3.3 28.6 50.5

Summary Index {Join t) 

W ife Husband

High High 453 100 35.3 19.2 28.0 17.4
Low High 205 100 31.2 11.7 35.6 21.5
High Low 368 100 24.0 12.5 36.1 27.4
Low Low 418 100 21.8 11.5 28.9 37.8

Table 15. Fertility-planning status by index of personal adequacy of the
wife, husband, and couple.

as “ planners”  in the “Under 60”  category. The relation is also 
sharply pronounced with reference to proportions within the 
“ excess fertility”  category.23

When the scores on adequacy of husband and wife are jointly 
considered,24 an interesting pattern appears (Figure 2, Table

23 A face examination of the criteria for inclusion in the various fertility-planning 
categories suggests that the “ quasi-planned” group (454 couples who did not delib­
erately plan their last pregnancy but who either wanted the last pregnancy or wanted 
another pregnancy) probably has the most heterogeneous composition of all four 
categories. It would seem that the above definition presents the greatest opportunity 
for post-factum rationalization (the unwanted pregnancy becomes the wanted child). 
This unavoidable weakness of die “ Quasi-planned” category probably accounts par­
tially for the lack of consistent relationships that have been apparent when presented 
for this group. Its intermediate status is another factor.

24 This joint index was constructed by dichotomizing the distributions of scores 
for husbands and wives and adjusting for the skewness of the distribution of the 
husbands* scores. Thus the “ both high” class is composed of the wives who scored 
from 70 to 119 and whose husbands scored from 80 to 119 on the summary index 
of personal adequacy; the “wife low, husband high”  category represents the wives 
who scored from 30 to 69 and their husbands who scored from 80 to 119; the “wife

(Continued on page 267)
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P e r  C e n t  D i s t r i b u t i o n  b y  P l a n n i n g  S t a t u s

I n d e x  o f

P e r s o n a l  A d e q u a c y

N u m b e r

o f

C o u p l e s Total
Number

and
Spacing
Planned

Number
Planned

Quasi-
Planned

Excess
Fertility

A l l  C o u p l e s 1,309 100.1 21.2 15.4 34.4 29.1
Summary Index  ( W ife)

90 and Over 147 100.1 30.6 26.5 28.6 14.3
80-89 253 100.0 22.1 17.4 35.2 25.3
70-79 336 100.0 20.5 14.3 36.9 28.3
60-69 385 99.9 22.3 10.4 34.0 33.2
Under 60 188 100.0 11.2 15.9 34.1 38.8

Summary Index  (Husband)
90 and Over 268 100.0 30.6 20.9 31.3 17.2
80-89 339 99.9 23.9 15.6 33.0 27.4
70-79 364 100.0 17.9 15.9 33.5 32.7
60-69 248 99.9 16.1 12.5 42.7 28.6
Under 60 90 100.0 10.0 3.3 28.9 57.8

Summary Index {Joint) 

W ife  Husband

High High 401 100.0 28.2 21.2 30.9 19.7
Low High 191 100.0 26.2 12.6 38.2 23.0
High Low 336 100.0 17.0 13.7 39.3 30.0
Low Low 381 100.0 14.9 12.1 31.8 41.2

Table 16. Fertility-planning status among fertile couples, by index of 
personal adequacy of the wife, husband, and couple.

15). A comparison of two extreme ‘ ‘personal adequacy” groups 
—husband and wife both high, and both low— exhibits the now- 
expected direct relation to fertility planning. A comparison 
of the two intermediate combinations indicates that the “wife 
low-husband high”  group is above the “ wife high-husband low” 
group with respect to fertility planning. The joint classifica­
tions, contrary to the results of the component items, suggest 
that the feeling of adequacy of the husband is a slightly more 
important consideration in determining the effectiveness of 
planning the size of family.

It has been suggested that since the childless couples are by 
definition virtually restricted to the “number and spacing 
planned” category and since childless couples are presumably
high, husband low” class combines the wives with scores from 70 to 119 with their 
husbands who scored from 30 to 79; and finally, the “ both low” class represents 
wives scoring from 30 to 69 and their husbands who scored from 30 to 79.
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very different from families with children with respect to social 
life, interests, home life, mobility, etc., they should be excluded 
from analyses concerning the relation of personal adequacy 
to fertility-planning status. Although this position can be 
argued,25 it is felt that it is a sufficiently important criticism 
to merit presenting the relation of feeling of personal adequacy 
to the fertility-planning status of the jertile couples only. The 
data (Table 16) do not support the view of the presumed im­
portance of the childless families, at least with respect to 
personal adequacy. Essentially the same pattern of association 
with fertility planning emerges for fertile couples as for “ all 
couples” : 57 per cent of wives in the “ 90 and Over”  category 
are classified in the two highest fertility-planning groups, and 
only 27 per cent of wives in the “ Under 60”  category are so 
classified; 52 per cent of the husbands in the “ 90 and Over”  
category as contrasted with only 13 per cent in the “ Under 60”  
group are in “ planned families.”  The results by the joint index 
of personal adequacy are also the same for fertile couples as 
for all couples.

A partial answer to the question of whether planning family 
size is related more to economic security or to personal ade­
quacy is provided in Table 17. With feeling of economic se­
curity held constant, the percentage of planned families still 
varies directly with position on the personal adequacy index. 
The direction of the relationship is completely consistent for 
both wives and husbands within each economic security class. 
On the other hand, when feeling of personal adequacy is held 
constant, the direct relation of economic security to effective 
fertility-planning is considerably weakened and becomes irreg­
ular. Feeling of personal adequacy would thus appear to be in­
dependent of feeling of economic security with reference to 
fertility-planning.

25 The opposing argument is that the “ number and spacing planned” category 
includes not only those couples who plan “ positively,” i.e., who plan the number and 
the spacing of their children and actually have children, but also “negative” planners, 
i.e., those who consistently and effectively take precautions not to have any children. 
In terms of both the degree of rationality employed and contraceptive success, the 
two groups may be viewed as basically the same.

The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly
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Previous investigations have revealed that a definite rela­

tionship between fertility planning and a given variable tends 
to be either weakened or to disappear completely when socio­
economic status is introduced as a test factor.26 In the preced­
ing sections of this report, we have seen that a direct relation 
exists between feeling of personal adequacy and socio-economic 
status. We have also noted a direct relation between adequacy 
and fertility planning. Is this latter relationship a real associa­
tion, with one variable to be explained in terms of the other,

Factors Affecting Fertility: Part X V I I

Table 17. Per cent distribution by fertility-planning status, according to 
joint rating of each spouse on index of economic security and index of per­
sonal adequacy.1

J o in t  R a t i n g N u m b e r

o f

C o u p l e s

P e r  C e n t  D i s t r i b u t io n  b y  P l a n n i n g  S t a t u s

Economic
Security

Personal
Adequacy Total Planned

Families
Quasi-

Planned
Excess

Fertility

WIFE

High High 186 1 0 0 54.3 29.0 16.7
High Medium 140 1 0 0 45.7 32.1 2 2 .1
High Low 132 1 0 0 38.6 34.1 27.3
Medium High 177 1 0 0 48.0 31.1 20.9
Medium Medium 146 1 0 0 39.0 32.2 28.8
Medium Low 226 1 0 0 35.8 31.9 32.3
Low High 81 1 0 0 48.1 30.9 2 1 . 0
Low Medium 89 1 0 0 38.2 37.1 24.7
Low Low 267 1 0 0 36.0 29.2 34.8

HUSBAND

High High 278 1 0 0 55.8 29.5 14.7
High Medium 101 1 0 0 44.6 30.7 24.8
High Low 79 1 0 0 38.0 36.7 25.3
Medium High 258 1 0 0 47.7 31.0 21.3
Medium Medium 198 1 0 0 34.3 33.8 31.8
Medium Low 143 1 0 0 30.1 36.4 33.6
Low High 121 1 0 0 47.1 30.6 22.3
Low Medium 1 0 0 1 0 0 45.0 24.0 31.0
Low Low 166 1 0 0 25.3 31.3 43.4

‘ In this table the categories are as follows: Index o f Econom ic Security: High, 80 and over; 
Medium, 60-79; Low, under 60. Index o f  Personal Adequacy: High 80 and over, Medium, 
70-79; Low, under 70.

26 Cf. Freedman, Ronald and Whelpton, P.K.: Social and Psychological Factors 
Affecting Fertility, x. Fertility Planning and Fertility Rates by Religious Interest 
and Denomination. The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly, July, 1950, xxviii, No. 
3, p. 318 (Reprint p. 441). See especially op. cit., Kiser and Whelpton. xi. The Inter­
relation of Fertility, Fertility Planning and Feeling of Economic Security. Pp. 62-69 
(Reprint pp. 488-495).
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or are both variables functions of a third factor, socio-economic 
status? The answer is not altogether clear. The data indicate 
(Table 18) that when socio-economic status is held constant,

The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly

Table 18. Fertility-planning status by index of personal adequacy of the 
wife, husband, and couple, subdivided by socio-economic status.

I n d ex  op

P er so n al  A d eq u acy

N u m ber

op

C o u ples

P er  C e n t  D istr ib u tio n  b y  P la n n in g  Statu s

Total
Number

and
Spacing
Planned

Number
Planned

Quasi-
Planned

Excess
Fertility

Summary Index INDEX HIGH SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS

W ife
(u nd er  20)

90 and Over 45 100 51.1 1 1 . 1 24.4 1 3 .3
70-89 1 1 1 100 52.3 19.8 15.3 12 .6
Under 70 68 100 41.2 8 .8 39.7 10.3

INDEX MEDIUM SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS
(20-39)

90 and Over 73 100 41.1 27.4 26.0 5.5
70-89 290 100 28.3 15.2 36.6 20.0
Under 70 203 100 32.0 11.3 36.0 20.7

INDEX LOW SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS
(40 AND OVER)

90 and Over 53 100 26.4 26.4 26.4 20.8
70-89 247 100 16.2 11.3 37.2 35.2
Under 70 354 100 17.8 1 2 . 1 26.8 43.2

Summary Index INDEX HIGH SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS

Husband (under  20)

90 and Over 67 100 50.7 22.4 14.9 1 1 .9
70-89 123 100 49.6 11.4 28.5 10 .6
Under 70 34 100 41.2 1 1 . 8 29.4 17.6

INDEX MEDIUM SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS
(20-39)

90 and Over 137 100 35.0 17.5 32.8 14.6
70-89 314 100 29.9 17.5 36.0 16.6
Under 70 115 100 30.4 7.0 34.8 27.8

INDEX LOW SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS
(40 AND OVER)

90 and Over 98 100 27.6 17.3 30.6 24.5
70-89 317 100 18.3 14.5 27.8 39.4
Under 70 239 100 13.4 9.2 34.7 42.7
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Table 18. (Continued)

I n d e x  o f   ̂
P e r s o n a l  A d e q u a c y

N u m b e r

OF
C o u p l e s

P e r  C e n t  D i s t r i b u t i o n  b y P l a n n i n g  S t a t u s

Total
Number

and
Spacing
Planned

Number
Planned

Quasi-
Planned

Excess
Fertility

INDEX HIGH iSOCIO-ECONOMIC STATU8
Joint Index Jot the Couple1 ( u n d e r  2 0 )

W ife Husband

High High 108 100 50.0 21.3 15.7 13.0
Low High 42 100 47.6 9.5 40.5 2.4
High Low 48 100 56.3 8.3 22.9 12.5
Low Low 26 100 30.8 7.7 38.5 23.1

INDEX MEDIUM SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS
(20-39)

W ife Husband

High High 194 100 33.0 19.6 33.0 14.4
Low High 87 100 37.9 12.6 35.6 13.8
High Low 171 100 28.7 15.2 36.2 19.9
Low Low 114 100 27.2 10.5 36.0 26.3

INDEX LOW SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS
(40 AND OVER)

W ife Husband

High High 151 100 27.8 17.2 30.5 24.5
Low High 76 100 14.5 11.8 32.9 40.8
High Low 149 100 8.1 10.7 40.3 40.9
Low Low 278 100 18.7 12.2 25.2 43.9

1 See text footnote 24 for meaning of high, medium, and low categories in the joint 
classification.

much of the original association of fertility planning to personal 
adequacy disappears, although the positive direction of the re­
lationship is, for the most part, still maintained. Chi squares 
were computed for the distributions of fertility-planning status 
by the indices of personal adequacy for the couple and each 
spouse separately, with socio-economic status controlled. With 
the exception of the distributions for the wives and husbands 
in the “Under 20”  socio-economic group, the association of the 
two variables (at the extremes)27 is statistically significant at 
the .01 level.

27 Instead of making individual tests of the significance of the differences between 
successive personal-adequacy classes with respect to fertility planning, chi squares 
were computed only for the relation of extremes of the indices—the “ both high” and

(Continued on page 272)



Thus, although the original relationship is considerably 
weakened, it is not sufficiently reduced (nor are the differences 
encountered statistically nonsignificant) to permit attributing 
the relationship entirely to socio-economic status. Unfortu­
nately, intensive analysis of these detailed data is impossible 
since the numbers involved become very small with successive 
subdivisions. This obviously renders impossible any definitive 
conclusion about the independence of the relation of fertility 
planning to personal adequacy. On the other hand, Table 18 
indicates that fertility planning consistently bears a positive 
relation to socio-economic status when personal adequacy is 
held constant. Thus a considerable part, but not all, of the re­
lationship between personal adequacy and fertility planning is 
due to their joint connection to socio-economic status. The 
index of s^cio-economic status only abbreviates a wide variety 
of cultural and psychological phenomena, such as competitive 
effort, success-drive, social mobility, sensitivity to social pres­
sures, and the like. It appears then, finally, that success in 
planning family size is positively correlated with both feeling 
of personal adequacy and the many factors reflected by the in­
dex of socio-economic status, although the latter seem defi­
nitely to be the more important.

P e r s o n a l  A d e q u a c y  a n d  F e r t il it y

The second part of the hypothesis states: “The stronger the 
feeling of personal inadequacy . . . the smaller the planned 
families.”  Or restated in a positive fashion—the stronger the 
feeling of personal adequacy . . . the larger the planned fami­
lies.

We have already seen that several relationships exist: a di­
rect relation between feeling of personal adequacy and fertility­
planning status which, we recall, is the opposite of the associa­
tion presumed in the first part of the hypothesis; a direct
“ both low” groups in the case of the couple, and the “90 and Over” and “Under 70” 
categories for the husbands and wives separately—to the “planned families” (the 
“ number and spacing planned” and “number planned” categories combined) and 
the “ excess fertility” group. This resulted in four-fold tables.
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relation between feeling of personal adequacy and socio-eco­
nomic status; and a direct relation of feeling of personal ade­
quacy to feeling of economic security.

With reference to fertility, previous analyses have also 
demonstrated a direct relation of fertility to socio-economic 
status and feeling of economic security within the “ number and 
spacing planned”  group and an inverse relation within the 
“ excess fertility”  group, with little or mixed association within 
the “ number planned”  and “ quasi-planned”  groups. It is well 
to re-emphasize that most of the hypotheses (including the 
present one) throughout the Indianapolis Study are concerned 
with the reproductive behavior of the planned families, the 
most important component of which is the “ number and spac­
ing planned”  group. The rationale of this is embodied in the 
attempt to isolate the social and psychological factors affecting 
fertility with planning differences eliminated as intervening 
variables.

These foregoing findings suggest the expectation of a similar 
direct relation of personal adequacy to fertility for the planned 
families, and an inverse relation for the less effectively planned 
families, i.e., a verification of the second part of the hypothesis. 
This is not an inevitable outcome, however, because, as we have 
seen, the interrelations of personal adequacy and socio-eco­
nomic status and economic security are far from perfect.

For purposes of comparison, the fertility rates of all couples 
in the sample will be considered first, although the reproductive 
behavior of the planned families is of primary concern. The 
relation of fertility to the various indicators of personal ade­
quacy among all couples is either non-existent or inverse. For 
the questions included in the summary indices, an inverse re­
lationship characterizes about half. For the ten questions 
excluded from the indices, eight exhibit an inverse relation. 
The data for the fertility of all couples are contained in the 
“ total”  columns (Tables 19-22). Only in the responses to the 
question about the type of job the husband and wife feel they 
could do in raising several children, is a direct relation to fer-

Factors Affecting Fertility: Part X V I I



Table 19. Births per 100 couples by fertility-planning status by ratings 
of husbands and wives on chance for self-expression, the frequency with which 
things seem to go wrong for no reason at all, interviewer’s rating on personal 
inadequacy, and inclination to worry.

F o e  R a t in g  o f  W if e F o r  R a t in g  o f  H u s b a n d

FERTILITY RATES BY FERTILITY-PLANNING 8TATUS
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A l l  C o u p l e s 203 106 228 199 296 203 106 228 199 296
Chance fo r  Self-Expression

Excellent 186 127 227 192 248 199 127 244 204 283
Good 193 103 224 200 281 201 116 244 196 296
Fair 218 101 236 202 313 201 89 204 201 291
Poor or Very Poor 229 • • • 28 6 230 65 227 • 338

Things Go W rong fo r  N o  
Reason A t A ll

Very Seldom 190 112 223 207 242 178 116 205 175 278
Seldom 191 118 235 195 294 182 111 229 201 255
Sometimes 209 99 214 196 314 210 96 233 205 304
Often 225 73 • 200 294 242 105 • 207 317
Very Often 248 * 242 218 303 283 • • 205 387

Interviewer's Rating on 
Personal Inadequacy

Self-Confident 196 129 220 199 296 211 143 215 212 318
Fairly Well-Satisfied 204 100 241 195 324 197 114 237 186 318
Average 202 97 195 212 280 208 78 247 214 285
Dissatisfied; Feels Inferior 206 101 256 188 295 201 65 204 189 276

Self-Rating on Inclination  
To W orry

Very Little or Little 198 104 224 211 289 204 100 217 217 305
Somewhat Less Than

Average 191 72 238 188 261 213 112 195 211 368
About Average 207 121 216 204 297 213 122 240 188 299
Somewhat More Than

Average 179 93 231 192 247 172 96 232 180 239
Much or Very Much 223 104 241 192 330 205 98 • 200 275

Rating by Spouse on Inclination  
To W orry

Very Little or Little 199 113 223 197 284 207 99 216 212 333
Somewhat Less Than

Average 188 105 222 174 300 195 109 229 205 285
About Average 209 115 243 194 293 205 108 234 189 299
Somewhat More Than

Average 195 100 230 212 280 194 127 • 198 264
Much or Very Much 213 83 206 222 336 202 87 216 208 255

"Rates not computed for base less than 20.
•See Appendix for exact wording of questions.



Table 20. Births per 100 couples by fertility-planning status by ratings 
of husbands and wives on tendency to get upset easily, confidence, and cheer­
fulness.

F o r  R a t in g  o f  W if e F o r  R a t in g  o f  H u s b a n d

FERTILITY RATES BY FERTILITY-PLANNING STATUS
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A l l  C o u p l e s 203 106 228 199 296 203 106 228 199 296
Self-Rating on Tendency 
to Get Upset E asily  

Very Calm 205 • • 205 • 205 110 • 222 320
Quite Calm 213 89 209 203 346 202 114 226 195 310
Ordinary 197 118 232 201 271 202 98 226 191 285
Easily 199 84 227 199 297 208 112 235 219 288
Very Easily 223 141 236 184 294 203 * • • *

Rating by Spouse on Tendency 
to Get U pset Easily  

Very Calm 213 • * * 281 212 129 218 215 357
Quite Calm 204 121 247 195 296 199 94 222 188 295
Ordinary 198 111 224 192 287 201 106 235 210 294
Easily 207 90 226 198 318 201 105 * 179 269
Very Easily 210 94 * 233 298 214 « * * 265

Self-Rating on Confidence 
V ery  Much 206 93 210 224 391 212 109 225 205 322
Much 199 88 • 203 247 199 101 218 203 313
Somewhat More Than 

Average 179 78 246 187 300 178 100 246 178 260
About Average 211 119 218 204 303 213 110 230 204 298
Somewhat Less Than Aver­

age to Very Little 191 95 267 174 260 184 118 * * *

Rating by Spouse on Confidence 
Very Much 192 89 188 180 318 208 100 227 205 329
Much 184 91 204 210 281 193 104 258 194 266
Somewhat More Than 

Average 192 111 225 190 266 193 126 196 190 291
About Average 217 117 237 210 302 209 110 223 200 305
Somewhat Less Than Aver­

age to Very Little 200 106 • 173 300 192 • * 214 243

Rating by Spouse on Cheerfulness 
Extremely or Very Cheerful 206 121 256 223 296 198 114 215 212 345
Rather Cheerful 191 96 224 173 285 194 97 221 201 294
Ordinary 213 108 219 214 292 211 110 239 191 293
Rather, Very, or Extremely 

Blue 205 100 • 188 383 220 * * 189 265

•See Appendix for exact wording of questions.
•Rates not computed for base less than 20.
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Table 21. Births per 100 couples by fertility-planning status by ratings 

of husbands and wives on feeling of cheerfulness, pep and energy, type of job 
couple could do in raising several children, and share of good breaks.

The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly
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A l l  C o u p l e s 203 106 228 199 296 203 106 228 199 296
Self-Rating on Cheerfulness

Extremely or Very Cheerful 192 99 241 198 295 217 107 225 222 368
Rather Cheerful 194 112 216 204 275 196 117 231 194 285
Ordinary
Rather, Very, or Extremely

218 112 229 200 308 205 98 216 196 288

Blue 177 65 • 167 • 185 67 • • 226
Self-Rating on P ep  and Energy

Very Much 202 97 222 190 365 205 109 238 195 298
Much 189 90 • 212 283 196 92 • 218 331
Somewhat More Than

Average 182 91 226 203 274 192 102 251 185 287
About Average 215 120 237 205 297 209 108 215 201 303
Somewhat Less Than Aver­

age, Little, or Very Little 193 105 222 162 293 197 125 • 210 235

Rating by Spouse on P ep  and 
Energy

Very Much 207 83 215 203 337 208 103 241 189 322
Much 201 117 204 216 282 187 81 208 209 265
Somewhat More Than

Average 188 107 255 183 268 187 101 238 193 279
About Average 205 105 228 200 293 212 113 222 204 305
Somewhat Less Than Aver­

age, Little, or Very Little 216 118 234 204 343 201 118 • 168 283

Type o f  Job Could D o in 
R aising Several Children

Excellent 214 112 214 277 • 208 116 213 206 309
Very Good 209 97 233 209 296 213 101 234 206 316
Good 202 111 235 195 302 196 112 225 203 282
Fair or Poor 198 104 215 183 283 199 93 245 181 287

Share o f Good Breaks
Definitely Yes 184 111 237 212 256 206 125 215 212 318
Probably Yes 197 108 231 197 284 194 106 233 191 284
Doubtful 225 96 196 189 313 210 74 226 210 297
Probably or Definitely No 256 * * 207 371 240 • 230 203 321

•Rates not computed for base less than 20.
•See Appendix'for>xact wording of questions.
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tility manifested (Table 21). This verifies the common-sense 
expectation that couples who believe that they could do an 
“ excellent”  job would have more children than those who as-

Factors Affecting Fertility: Part X V I I

Table 22. Births per 100 couples by fertility-planning status by ratings 
of husbands and wives on difficulty making up mind, lucky in friends, and 
ratings of husbands on how lucky they are in the people for whom or with 
whom they have worked, and on the question of how good a manager he is.

F o r  R a t in g  o f  W i f e F o r  R a t in g  o f  H u s b a n d

FERTILITY RATES BY FERTILITY-PLANNING 8TATU8
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A l l  C o u p l e s 203 106 228 199 296 203 106 228 199 296
Self-Rating on Difficulty
M aking U p M ind

Very Seldom 188 107 219 203 271 202 108 228 196 296
Seldom 201 113 218 199 284 195 99 222 193 290
Sometimes 223 108 237 202 329 208 112 216 212 284
Often or Very Often 197 75 * 182 288 240 124 • 210 381

Rating by Spouse on Difficulty
M aking U p M ind

V ery  Seldom 191 104 212 195 276 195 109 22 7 215 277
Seldom 198 98 239 198 281 203 114 218 187 291
Sometimes 219 130 230 208 305 218 91 247 199 334
Often or Very Often 226 97 • 194 407 209 93 • 181 278

Lucky in Friends
Very Lucky 197 116 240 205 312 190 111 221 186 288
Rather Lucky 203 106 218 194 295 206 101 244 198 302
Neither Lucky nor Unlucky,

Rather Unlucky, or Very
Unlucky 212 87 227 201 288 210 107 208 215 294

Lucky in Employm ent
Very Lucky 197 105 243 199 313
Rather Lucky 201 117 227 187 287
Neither Lucky nor Unlucky 218 95 210 237 292
Rather Unlucky or Very

Unlucky 207 85 219 215 297

K in d  o f  M anager
Excellent or Very Good 209 113 • 185 321
Good 190 119 241 206 275
About Average 203 98 223 197 292
Below Average 238 115 • 217 334

*Rate8 not computed for base less than 20.
•See Appendix for exact wording of questions.



sumed a more negative position. Thus, as far as the fertility of 
all couples regardless of planning status is concerned, where a 
visible association can be observed it is of an inverse nature; 
fertility increases with lowering of personal adequacy.

The association of fertility to ratings on measures of personal 
adequacy presents an entirely different picture within the 
“number and spacing planned”  group. The responses to the 
majority of questions for this planning group exhibit a positive 
relation of personal adequacy to fertility— as personal ade­
quacy increases fertility tends also to increase. Again there are 
some questions that yield no relationship between personal 
adequacy and fertility and even among the others the direct 
relation is not usually exhibited with complete consistency. 
It is also recognized that the interclass differences in fertility 
rates are not always statistically significant. Because of the 
skewness of the responses toward high personal adequacy the 
fertility rates for the groups at the other extreme, in particular, 
are based upon numbers too small to yield reliability. This 
holds true despite the combinations of response categories that 
were made. With these several limitations, then, we may say 
that the latter part of the hypothesis ( “ The stronger the feeling 
of personal inadequacy . . . the smaller the planned families” ) 
is supported by the data for the “number and spacing planned” 
couples.

It is significant to note that the direct relation of fertility 
to adequacy is strongest for certain questions for which the re­
lationship between fertility-planning status and adequacy was 
also very strong. These items are: chance for self-expression, 
the self-rating of wives on how frequently things go wrong for 
no reason at all, and the share of good breaks the couple felt 
they had received. High personal adequacy, therefore, is di­
rectly associated with effective planning and, moreover, even 
though successful contraceptive practice is inversely related 
to size of family generally, those couples who do rate them­
selves “ adequate”  and who claim successful planning have 
larger families than couples of similar fertility-planning status

278 The Milbcmk Memorial Fund Quarterly



279
who rate themselves “ inadequate.”  Thus, with planning de­
ficiencies eliminated as variables, those couples with a healthier 
personal adjustment are likely to be more motivated to have 
large families.28 As indicated above, Kiser and Whelpton previ­
ously demonstrated a similar association to exist for socio­
economic status. Socio-economic status, although generally 
inversely related to the fertility of “ all couples,” 29 is directly 
related to the fertility of the planned families.

On the other hand, items in which the association with fer­
tility-planning status was weak also maintain an irregular and 
inconsistent relation to fertility. Such items are the “ pep and 
energy”  rating scale, ratings on self-confidence, inclination to 
worry, and tendency to get upset easily. The responses to the 
questions on amount of pep and energy even suggest an inverse 
relationship with the fertility rates of the “ number and spacing 
planned”  families. Herrera and Kiser30 report traces of this 
inverse relation for the self-rating of the couple and the rating 
of the spouse, but a direct relation of the interviewer’s rating 
on “ pep and energy”  (not included in the present analysis) to 
fertility of the “number and spacing planned”  couples. In the 
face of this seeming contradiction, it is difficult to judge just 
what the actual, if any, relationship is. It is possible that the 
interviewer, in rating the couple on this trait, was influenced 
by the number of children the couple actually had. A home 
with several children may produce an effect of bustling ac-

Factors Affecting Fertility: Part X V I I

28 The position of cause and effect is again empirically an “ imponderable.”  Theo­
retically, it would appear that feeling of personal adequacy and satisfactory adjust­
ment are reflections of personality traits which are well structured by the time of 
marriage, although obviously one’s personality is never a static entity. Certainly, 
factors of marital adjustment are involved.

See Reed, Robert B.: Social and Psychological Factors Affecting Fertility, vii. 
The Interrelationship of Marital Adjustment, Fertility Control, and Size of Family. 
The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly, October, 1947, xxv, No. 4, p. 383-425 
(Reprint pp. 259-301).

29 More exactly, the association for “all couples” takes the form of an oblique 
“J” curve with the inverse trend stopping at the “20-29” socio-economic level. Above 
this level, the trend takes the form of a direct relation.

See Kiser and Whelpton, op. cit. ix. Fertility Planning and Fertility Rates by 
Socio-Economic Status. P. 238 (Reprint p. 409).

30 Herrera and Kiser, op. cit. xm. Fertility in Relation to Fertility Planning and 
Health of Wife, Husband and Children. Pp. 399-401 (Reprint pp. 599-601).
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Fig. 3. Number of children ever bom per 100 couples, by fertility-planning 
status and rating of the wife on the index of personal adequacy.

tivity. On the other hand, the constant demands of children 
on the energy of their parents (particularly the mother) may 
produce a feeling of inadequacy.

Since a large percentage (31) of the “ number and spacing 
planned” group is composed of childless couples, the question 
naturally arises as to whether the direct relation between ade­
quacy and fertility can be explained in terms of this select 
group. Although they are not presented here, fertility rates 
computed for the fertile couples alone in this planning cate­
gory, indicated, with some minor exceptions, a persistence of 
the direct relation. Consequently, we cannot say that the child­
less couples alone are responsible for the confirmation of the
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Fig. 4. Number of children ever born per 100 couples, by fertility-planning 
status and rating of the husband on the index of personal adequacy.

hypothesis. It is true, however, that the “ number and spacing 
planned”  couples are responsible for bearing out this part of 
the hypothesis. The persistence of a direct relation of fertility 
to adequacy for all “ planned families”  (i.e., the “ number and 
spacing planned”  and “ number planned”  groups combined) 
occurs only because of the greater number of couples in the 
former group. The relation is very irregular within the “num­
ber planned”  category alone.

The situation may be summarized by reference to Figures 
3-5 where fertility rates are presented by planning status and 
by the summary indices of personal adequacy for husbands, 
wives, and couples. For the sample as a whole (top sections of

ll
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Fig. 5. Number of children ever born per 100 couples by fertility-planning 
status and joint rating of the couple on the idex of personal adequacy.

the charts) there is clearly an inverse relation of fertility to 
adequacy. The range of the variation is not wide, but the rates 
are relatively consistent for the intermediate classes on the 
personal adequacy scale, especially for the wives.

When each spouse is considered separately, the direct rela­
tion of fertility to adequacy among the “ number and spacing 
planned”  couples is more striking for husbands than for wives. 
(Cf. Figures 3 and 4.) The irregularities are understandable 
when we realize that the responses to the individual questions 
themselves, which make up these summary indices, did not 
present consistent patterns of positive association with fer­
tility. This fact has several possible interpretations. It may 
be that some of the items retained were not valid measures of 
personal adequacy despite the various methodological precau­
tions. It is also possible that “ personal adequacy”  is not a
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unidimensional attribute. And, of course, there is always the 
possibility that fertility is simply not independently and con­
sistently related to adequacy. This possibility is strongly sug­
gested, for example, in cross-tabulations presenting fertility 
rates of planned families by “ personal adequacy— economic se­
curity”  combinations. The rates in Table 23 show the greater 
relative importance of economic security than personal ade­
quacy in relation to the size of planned families.

It will be recalled that just the opposite pattern prevailed 
with respect to fertility planning, i.e., feeling of personal ade­
quacy and effective fertility planning were directly related 
within each economic security classification, but the otherwise 
direct relation of economic security to fertility planning was 
considerably weakened when personal adequacy was held 
constant.

When the combined index for the couple is considered, the 
picture of fertility rates in the “ number and spacing planned”  
group is similar to that encountered when the relation of ade­
quacy to planning status itself was discussed. (Figure S.) The 
highest fertility rate (131) is exhibited by the “ wife low—hus-

Factors Affecting Fertility: Part X V I I

Table 23. Fertility rates of planned families by index of personal adequacy 
and index of economic security jointly considered for each spouse.1

I n d e x  of E co n o m ic  S e c u r it y
I n d e x  of  
P e r so n a l  
A d e q u a c y

Wife Husband

High Medium Low High Medium Low

FERTILITY RATES

High 172 138 110 161 160 107
Medium 166 132 118 149 159 104
Low 169 147 143 180 121 145

NUMBER OF COUPLES

High 101 85 39 155 123 57
Medium 64 57 34 45 68 45
Low 51 81 96 30 43 42

1See footnote to Table 17 for meaning of high, medium, and low categories.



band high”  class, again suggesting the greater importance of 
the personality and role of the husband in the combination of 
effective planning and larger families. This class manifests the 
highest fertility rates within each planning category except the 
“ number planned”  where it falls to second position. Within the 
“ number and spacing planned”  group, the other combinations 
assume a direct relation to fertility.

Feeling of personal adequacy, as measured by the various 
questions used in this analysis, thus would appear to be a gen­
eralized personality status which reflects not only reaction to 
economic circumstances but adjustment to many varieties of 
noneconomic interpersonal relations as well. Success in fertility 
planning thus would seem to be more dependent upon the pres-
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Table 24. Fertility rates among all couples and planned families by socio­
economic status of the couple and index of personal adequacy of the wife 
and husband.

I n d e x  o f

A l l  C o u p l e s P l a n n e d  F a m i l i e s

P e r s o n a l Number of Couples Fertility Rate Number of Couples Fertility Rate
A d e q u a c y

Wife Husband Wife Husband Wife Husband Wife Husband

IN D EX HIGH SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS (U N D ER 20)

90 and Over 45 67 187 175 28 49 168 161
80-89 57 83 160 169 42 52 155 167
70-79 54 40 167 163 38 23 179 148
60-69 50 32 160 187 30 18 160 •
Under 60 18 2 • • 4 — • —

IN D EX MEDIUM SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS (20-39)

90 and Over 73 137 155 180 50 72 120 136
80-89 122 143 185 171 50 74 162 142
70-79 168 171 162 171 76 75 118 125
60-69 130 84 192 155 55 38 135 113
Under 60 73 31 149 184 33 5 112 •

INDEX LOW SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS (40 AND O VER)

90 and Over 53 98 242 241 28 44 168 159
80-89 94 129 230 245 27 44 126 157
70-79 153 188 243 250 41 60 154 157
60-69 237 181 235 226 73 40 167 160
Under 60 117 58 263 257 33 14 161 •

*Rate not computed for base less thao 20.



285
ence of the emotionally stable, self-confident, well-satisfied, 
rationalistic personality than the more narrowly circumscribed 
confidence that accompanies a feeling of economic security. On 
the other hand, the actual number of children decided upon by 
husbands and wives who effectively plan family size is related 
much more to feeling of economic security than to personal 
adequacy. In other words, successful ‘planning of fertility is 
more related to personal adequacy than to economic security; 
the direct relationship persists with economic security con­
trolled. In contrast, the actual fertility of planned families is 
more related to economic security than to personal adequacy; 
the direct relationship persists with personal adequacy con­
trolled.

No systematic relation of fertility to index of personal ade­
quacy of either the wife or husband is found when the factor 
of socio-economic status is held constant. This holds true for 
“ all couples”  and for the “planned families”  considered sepa­
rately (Table 24). These various problems militate against any 
definitive or conclusive statement about the relation of fertility 
to feeling of personal adequacy.

S u m m a r y

The hypothesis considered in this report was: “The stronger 
the feeling of personal inadequacy, the higher the proportion 
of couples practicing contraception effectively and the smaller 
the planned families.”  Feeling of personal adequacy was meas­
ured by multiple-choice questions and summary indices which 
were constructed from the responses. The data clearly contra­
dict the first part of the hypothesis. Instead, a rather consistent 
direct relation of adequacy to fertility planning was found, al­
though not all of the responses to individual questions presented 
equally positive associations. With socio-economic status con­
trolled, the direct relationship persists but it is weakened. We 
interpreted this to suggest that fertility planning, although 
somewhat independently related to feeling of adequacy, is more 
strongly associated with the complex of variables reflected only 
in shadow form by the index of socio-economic status.

Factors Affecting Fertility: Part X V II
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The data on the fertility of planned families tend to support 

the latter part of the hypothesis. It was emphasized that this 
direct relationship is only slightly suggested and is, by no 
means, conclusively determined. With respect to both varia­
bles—fertility planning and fertility—the measures of personal 
adequacy possess only a very low predictive sensitivity.

A p p e n d ix

M e t h o d o l o g y

Validity and Reliability are the primary problems involved in the 
use of questionnaires designed to measure a given psychological com­
plex. In short, do the questions measure what they purport to meas­
ure (in this case “ feeling of personal inadequacy” ) and do they elicit 
consistent responses? Neither of these problems was dealt with ade­
quately in the original formulation of the questionnaire. The pretest­
ing of the schedules that did occur was done mainly for the purpose 
of eliminating irrelevant questions and changing those that were 
ambiguous, too difficult, poorly worded, and so forth. The limited 
attention given to the criteria of validity and reliability consisted in 
general appraisals of various questions in the light of any previous 
use of them and subsequently on the basis of the field trials men­
tioned above.31 In so far as validity itself is concerned, this procedure 
was not much less sophisticated than many of the modern efforts at 
validating personality inventories. It must, of course, be recognized 
that since 1938, when the Indianapolis Study was initiated, consider­
able advances have been made in psychological measurement. In ad­
dition, the substantive interest in the Study was more largely socio­
demographic than psychological. Nevertheless, this does not obviate 
the necessity for refining the tools of analysis used in the measure­
ment of variables hypothetically related to fertility and fertility 
planning.

31 The psychologists on the Committee combed the literature such as the studies 
of marital happiness for reports on previous use of questions in the Study. Dr. E. 
Lowell Kelly prepared for the Committee special tabulations from his longitudinal 
study of married couples recruited from announcements of engagements and mar­
riages (Kelly’s study was interrupted by his entrance into military service and it 
has not been completed). In addition, Dr. John C. Flanagan made available to the 
Committee the preliminary results of his study of Army aviators. S e e  Flanagan, John 
C.: A Study of Factors Determining Family Size in a Selected Professional Group. 
Genetic Psychology Monographs, 1942, xxv, pp. 3-99.
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As previously indicated, the Committee developed and used 

thirty-five questions (including the interviewer’s rating) to test the 
personal inadequacy hypothesis. These are presented in the follow­
ing pages. What followed may be described methodologically as a 
sort of “post factum” validation. The field work, it will be recalled, 
was carried out in 1941.

The problem of validity, in this case, was further complicated by 
the vagueness of the term “personal inadequacy.” A brief survey of 
personality inventories and psychological literature revealed that the 
term was not in standard use either in psychiatric diagnosis, concep­
tual classification, or textual description. The ideal procedure might 
have been to submit this group of questions both to a sample of 
people diagnosed by psychiatrists as “personally inadequate” and to 
a sample of a “normal” population, and thus empirically determine 
their capacity to differentiate between the two groups. However, 
both the unconventionality of the classification and the neurotic 
rather than psychotic nature of the complex rendered this alternative 
impossible. Even if it had been feasible, the difficulty involved in the 
variation of psychiatrists’ diagnoses would still have been a factor 
not easily overcome.32

The same lack of success resulted from attempts to locate similar 
questions in already validated tests. Not only was “personal inade­
quacy” rare in occurrence as a category,33 but even when the inquiry 
was extended to include such associated classifications as “psycho­
logical inadequacy,” “ inferiority complex,”  “ emotional stability,” and 
others which did appear more regularly, only a few questions were 
discovered which were very similar in content or wording.

The procedure finally decided upon was to submit the questions 
to a group of practicing psychiatrists for their evaluation. Twelve 
psychiatrists in Philadelphia were contacted in 1950 and they agreed 
to cooperate.34 The advantages of this procedure are definitely 
limited. Variations in the subjective definitions of personal inade­
quacy are still a problem. Also, the probable inexperience of many 
psychiatrists with objective tests possibly introduces an additional

32 For some interesting examples of this, see Stouffer, Samuel A., et al.: M easure­
m e n t  and  P rediction . Studies in Social Psychology in World War II, Vol. iv. Prince­
ton, Princeton University Press, 1950, Chapters 13-14.

33 Of the inventories surveyed, the closest category discovered was “ Feelings of 
Inadequacy”  in “Mental Health Analysis”—Adult Series, Form A (devised by Louis 
P. Thorpe and Willis W. Clark with Ernest W. Tiegs, Consultant).

34 These psychiatrists are of the so-called “psychoanalytically oriented” school.
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limitation. Nevertheless, the procedure does have the decided ad­
vantage of supplementing the Committee’s original selection with the 
opinion of the “expert.”

The items submitted consisted of the following:35
(a) the original set of thirty-five questions reduced to 12 core 

items, i.e., including only the one central question in each instance 
instead of all the possible combinations of the same question asked of 
the husband, of the wife, and of one about the other, etc. There are:

1. Have you been lucky or unlucky in the people for whom or 
with whom you have worked?

2. Have you been lucky or unlucky in the friends you have 
made?

3. How often is it difficult for you to make up your mind 
about the things that have to be done day by day?

4. Do you get upset easily?
5. How much confidence do you have in yourself?
6. Aside from financial matters, how good a job do you think 

you and your wife could do in bringing up several children?
7. How much are you inclined to worry?
8. On the whole, how good a chance do you have to express 

yourself and show what you are worth either in your work 
(homemaking) or in your other (outside) interests?

9. On the whole, have you had your share of good breaks?
10. How often has everything seemed to go wrong without 

any reason at all?
11. How much energy and pep do you ordinarily have?
12. Do you usually feel cheerful and look on the bright side 

of things?
(b) an additional set of sixteen core items selected from other 

questions on the schedules on the basis of their possible relation to 
the concept of personal inadequacy. These are:

13. Are you a good manager?
14. Aside from money worries, did your parents have much 

trouble in bringing up their children, for example, health, chil­
dren getting into trouble, etc.?

15. How happy was your childhood on the whole?
16. How much has the fear or dread of pregnancy and child­

birth discouraged you from having more children?
17. How much would (has) it bother(ed) you to be tied down 

by (your) children?
88 The multiple-choice responses were not included specifically but the form 

letter attached mentioned the type of answers provided for. All of these questions 
had from five to eight multiple choices.
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18. How much do you think having children helps keep a 

marriage from breaking up?
19. When the going gets tough, is one of your greatest com­

forts thinking of how much your children love and need you?
20. How happy were your parents in their family life?
21. How much did a feeling that children bring husband and 

wife together encourage you to have your last child?
22. If you had your life to live over, do you think you would 

marry the same person; a different person; or, not marry at all?
23. After your first child was born did you often think how 

much comfort a second child would be if the first one died?
24. Everything considered, how happy has your marriage 

been?
25. Is one of your greatest satisfactions in being a parent 

knowing that after you are gone, some part of you will live on 
in your children?

26. How much have you been interested in religion since 
marriage—when you were 10 to 15 years old?—

27. Do you feel that it is fine to be able to live over again in 
the lives of your children?

28. Do parents have the right to expect that their children 
will appreciate the sacrifices parents make for them?
In the form letter attached, the psychiatrists were requested to 

indicate by number whether they considered the question “very 
relevant” (a rating of 1); “relevant, but not very important” (a 
rating of 2); or, “ irrelevant” (a rating of 3) to the concept of “per­
sonal inadequacy.”

Results. The evaluations of the psychiatrists represented an almost 
complete endorsement of the Committee’s originally designated ques­
tions. When all the evaluated questions were ranked, the best fifteen 
items included ten of the total twelve original items. The two items 
not included in this group are—“Have you been lucky or unlucky in 
the friends you have made?” and “Have you been lucky or unlucky 
in the people for whom or with whom you have worked?”—which 
ranked 7th and 8th from the bottom respectively. As might be ex­
pected, no question averaged worse than 2.0 ( “relevant, but not very 
important” ). The mean evaluation for all items was 1.6. The aver­
age of the ratings for the items to be excluded was 1.8; for the items 
to be retained, 1.5, indicating some relative improvement.

In accord with these evaluations, the following fifteen items were 
included on the punch card (they are listed here in descending order 
of validity rank; the numbers preceding the average evaluation refer
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to lists of questions above): No. 3 had a mean evaluation of 1.0; Nos. 
5 and 6, a mean evaluation of 1.4; Nos. 7, 8, 9, 10, 13, 14, and 17, a 
mean evaluation of 1.5; Nos. 15 and 16, a mean evaluation of 1.6; 
and Nos. 11 and 12 had a mean evaluation of 1.7. The two items 
referred to above (lucky in friends and in employment) which ranked 
relatively low in the estimation of the psychiatrists, were also in­
cluded on the punch card in order to give complete coverage to the 
Committee’s questions. They were not included in the summary 
indices which were later constructed. The Interviewer’s Rating Scale, 
which was not submitted to the psychiatrists, was retained and in­
cluded in the summary indices.

Item Analysis. Since the evaluations of the psychiatrists only 
roughly established levels of relative validity for a large group of 
items and provided the basis only for their tentative acceptance for 
inclusion in an index, it was necessary to check their judgments 
against the internal consistency of the responses to the questions. 
The procedure adopted was not intended as a test of reliability. The 
conventional methods of measuring reliability (the test-retest, split- 
half, and odd-even item methods) were not applicable under the 
circumstances.36 A statistical evaluation of the internal consistency 
of items is not a test for reliability,37 although it is occasionally in­
terpreted as such. Using the upper and lower groups of the distribu­
tion (the technique used here and described below) which is one 
form of item analysis, actually comes closer to an analysis of validity 
than reliability. In the absence of an external criterion, the total 
score is substituted with the assumption that the score on all the 
questions is a more valid index than the scores on individual ques­
tions. This type of analysis, thus, seeks only to refine the validity 
of the indices to be derived.

The problem was met in the following manner. After adjusting 
for coding, all forty-nine scores for each of the 860 couples (the unin­
flated sample) were simply added. No differential weights were 
assigned. The scores derived were those for couples.

The highest possible score, hypothetically representing the most 
“adequate” was 437; the highest observed score was 401. The lowest 
possible score, or hypothetically the most “ inadequate” was 49; the

36 The odd-even item method was the most feasible one of the three, but the 
small number of questions prohibited its use.

37 For discussion, cf. Sletto, R. F.: C onstruction  of P ersonality  Scales by  
C riteria of  I nternal C onsistency, Hanover, N. H., Sociological Press, 1937.
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lowest observed score was 174. The hypothetical average score, i.e., 
that score in a “neutral” position with respect to the adequacy-in­
adequacy continuum was 235—the mean of the actual distribution 
of scores was 293. The distribution was thus very definitely skewed 
in the direction of feelings of adequacy.

The next step was to select from the sample those cards above the 
90th percentile (which we shall subsequently refer to as Group A) 
and these below the 10th percentile (which we shall designate Group 
I). Group A consisted of that 10 per cent of the sample expressing 
the strongest feeling of adequacy and Group I, conversely, refers to 
that 10 per cent of the sample expressing the strongest feeling of 
inadequacy. These cards were then run on all questions, separately 
for husband and wife, and distributions by responses were plotted for 
each. The logical premise of this procedure is that any question on 
which Group A cards exhibit a preponderance of scores below the 
average or on which Group I cards exhibit a preponderance of scores 
above the average, is not measuring the same thing as the entire 
battery of questions. We are concerned here with ascertaining which 
questions are not consistent parts of the general constellation that 
we term “personal inadequacy.”  This method does not tell us which 
questions actually measure this psychological phenomenon, but only 
whether particular questions are correlated positively with the total 
score that we assume, for operational purposes, to be a valid criterion. 
Thus its function here is to act as a retest of the opinions of the psy­
chiatrists and to refine further the battery of items.

Results. Group A exhibited no instance of the distribution on any 
question having a greater frequency below than above average. With 
reference to Group I, however, the most “inadequate” 10 per cent of 
the couples indicated feelings of above-average adequacy in responses 
to twenty-one out of the forty-nine questions. These questions are 
thus inconsistent on the basis of the above criteria. To reiterate: the 
level of discrimination employed was the midpoint, or neutral posi­
tion, of the response-scale. To illustrate: as indicated above, one of 
the items ranking low in the estimation of the psychiatrists was— 
“Have you been lucky or unlucky in the friends you have made?” 
Five possible responses were provided—very unlucky, rather unlucky, 
neither lucky nor unlucky, rather lucky, very lucky. Among the 
wives in Group I, only 7 per cent scored in the “very unlucky” and 
“rather unlucky” categories combined, while 56 per cent appeared in
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the “rather lucky” and “very lucky” categories. Since this group 
presumably is composed of women with strongest feeling of inade­
quacy, it is rather evident that this particular question is not dis­
criminatory. Consequently, it was excluded from the index. Twenty 
other questions were similarly disqualified, leaving twenty-eight ques­
tions for inclusion in the index. These are evenly distributed: four­
teen asked of or about the wife, and fourteen of or about the husband. 
Of these twenty-eight questions, listed in footnote 6 of the text 
twenty-seven are from the Committee’s original list of thirty-seven, 
and one is from the additional set of twelve questions.

Relation of Psychiatrists’ Ratings to Test of Internal Consistency. 
To determine this relationship, it was necessary to derive rank orders 
for the items that were: (a) evaluated by the psychiatrists and 
finally included on the punch card (referred to as Group P); (b) 
tested for internal consistency in Group I; and (c) evaluated for 
internal consistency in Group A. With the Interviewer’s Rating Scale 
again excluded from consideration, each of these rank orders con­
tained seventeen items. Coefficients of rank-order correlation were 
then computed. The correlation between the psychiatrists’ evalua­
tions (Group P) and items tested in Group I was + .46. Thus, items
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Table 25. Percentage of identical agreement, identical and approximate 
agreement,1 and no agreement between the wife’s self-rating and the husband’s 
rating of the wife and between the husband’s self-rating and by the wife’s 
rating of the husband.

I t e m 9

W if e ’ s  S e l f - R a t in g  a n d  
H u s b a n d ’ s  R a t in g  o f  W if e

H u s b a n d ’ s S e l f - R a t in g  a n d  
W if e ’ s R a t in g  o f  H u s b a n d

PER CENT AGREEMENT PER CENT AGREEMENT

Identical Identical and 
Approximate None Identical Identical and 

Approximate None

Difficulty Making Up Mind 31.3 77.2 22.8 32.9 79.3 20.7
Get Upset Easily 33.9 82.0 17.9 33.6 81.9 18.1
Self-Confidence 42.4 71.5 28.5 48.6 75.6 24.3
Inclination to Worry 33.1 66.7 33.2 38.1 68.8 31.2
Kind of Manager 38.1 81.8 18.1 43.8 83.7 16.3
Pep and Energy 43.3 75.3 24.6 41.7 77.3 22.7
Cheerfulness 39.4 86.7 13.3 39.9 87.3 12.7
Mean Percentage 37.4 77.3 22.6 39.8 79.1 20.9

^‘ Identical and approximate agreement’’  includes identical agreement plus one scale point 
removed in both directions. The percentage of “ identical and approximate agreement”  plus 
the percentage of “ no agreement”  equals lOO per cent.

*The multiple-choice questions having more than five-point intervals on the response- 
scale were converted to five points for purposes of this tabulation. Four of these items were 
originally on six-point scales and one item was on a seven-point scale.
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that ranked high in one group as measures of inadequacy also tended 
to rank high in the other group. The correlation between items 
ranked in Group P, and those in Group A was -  .49. In other words, 
the items rated high by psychiatrists are those capable of differentiat­
ing between adequacy and inadequacy. This is even further borne 
out in the correlation between the rank order of items in Group I and 
those in Group A, which was -  .77. The net effect, therefore, of this 
entire process of refinement has been basically to improve the pros­
pective index with reference to the capacity of questions to discrimi­
nate between adequacy and inadequacy.

Intercorrelation of Selected Items. An additional partial check on 
the validity of some questions was possible. Fourteen of the ques­
tions under consideration were accompanied by identical questions 
asking the husband and wife to rate their spouse on the same trait 
on which they had rated themselves. These fourteen questions (actu­
ally only seven items in that the same question was asked of husband 
and wife) are those listed in Table 25. For example, the question 
“Do you get upset easily?” was asked of each wife and husband. The 
question “Does your wife (husband) get upset easily?” was also 
asked of both separately. The responses to these pairs of questions 
were then correlated.38 Each percentage is based on a total of 860 
couples which is the original, uninflated sample.

It is evident from this list that the relationships between self-rat­
ings and ratings of the spouse are relatively low and certainly fall far 
short of a desired high confidence level with reference to validity.

In an attempt to explore some of the possible reasons for this ap­
parent lack of agreement, some additional tabulations were made. 
It is necessary, first of all, to consider the actual distribution of re­
sponses to these types of questions. These data, which are assembled 
in Table 26 in the form of summary mean distributions of responses 
for all seven items, exhibit the following patterns when the various 
comparisons are made:39

1. The self-ratings of husbands are significantly higher than 
the self-ratings of wives. Although the actual pattern of rela­
tionship for each individual item is not included in this paper
38 Originally, intercorrelations were prepared by the conventional Pearsonian 

technique. However, in view of the usual vagueness surrounding the interpretation 
of these coefficients and because the data lent themselves so readily to percentage 
analysis it was decided to use percentages of agreement.

39 Similar comparisons of frequency distributions for these types of self-ratings
(Continued on page 294)
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A v e r a g e  R a t in g  
o f  S e v e n  

Q u e s t io n s

T y p e  o f  Q u e s t io n

Wives’
Self-Ratings

Wives’ Ratings 
of Husbands

Husbands’
Self-Ratings

Husbands* 
Ratings of Wives

T o t a l 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Very High 16.9 25.7 22.3 20.5
High 20.8 24.0 26.0 25.1
Neutral 46.5 40.3 41.7 39.5
Low 9.4 6.4 6.7 10.0
Very Low 6.4 3.6 3.4 4.9

Table 26. Percentage distribution of average rating of responses to seven 
questions, by type of question.

(Table 26 only summarizes average frequencies for all seven 
items), the higher self-ratings of husbands are found for all traits 
except “kind of manager.”

2. Husbands rate wives slightly higher, on the average, than 
wives rate themselves. This is consistent for all of the seven per­
sonality traits in question.

3. There is no appreciable difference between the distributions 
of husbands’ self-ratings and wives’ ratings of husbands.

4. Wives rate their husbands significantly higher, on the aver­
age, than wives rate themselves. This is consistent for all items.

5. Husbands rate themselves higher, on the average, than they 
rate their wives on all traits except “kind of manager.”

6. On all traits except “kind of manager” the wives’ ratings of 
husbands are higher, on the average, than the husbands’ ratings 
of wives.

In view of the above findings husbands would seem to have the 
dominant images of themselves and their self-images appear to be 
accepted to a considerable extent by the wives. Conversely, wives’ 
self-images are much more modest even than the husbands’ opinions 
of their wives’ personalities. This whole pattern is completely re­
versed on the question concerning the kind of manager the respondent 
believes himself to be, i.e., wives rate themselves and are rated by 
husbands significantly higher than husbands rate themselves and are 
rated by wives. It may very well be that the perceptual frame of 
reference on the subject of management is more concrete and real for 
the wives, in terms of the domestic scene, than it is for the husbands.
and spouse ratings on personality traits were made by E. Lowell Kelly in “ Marital 
Comparability as Related to Personality Traits of Husbands and Wives as Rated by 
Self and Spouse.”  Journal of Social Psychology, 13, 1941, pp. 193-198. Most of his 
observations, which are based on the mail-questionnaire replies of a rather hetero­
geneous group of seventy-six couples, do not coincide with ours.
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In the light of these comparisons, perhaps part of the reason for 

the observed low agreements discussed above (Table 25), may be 
that the questions elicited different perceptual frames of reference 
for the wives and the husbands. Additional interpretations are af­
forded in Table 27. The average relationship between self-ratings of 
wives and self-ratings of husbands is the lowest of all (only 34 per 
cent identical agreement). A low relationship would be expected 
here (but a positive one, since the married couples have lived together 
12 to 15 years), because two different people rated themselves inde­
pendently.

The average percentages of identical agreement between self-rating 
and rating of self by the spouse on the same item are also relatively 
low, 37 per cent and 40 per cent identical agreement, respectively. 
One might expect the agreement to be higher in view of the fact that 
two people are rating the same person. Perhaps the results should 
be interpreted as a lack of agreement between two persons’ perceptual 
images of one person. To the extent that this is true they afford no 
test of validation of either the self-ratings or the ratings by the spouse, 
since we have no external criterion for deciding which is the “ correct” 
perception. It may be that questions of this type throw light on the 
way people rate each other in relation to the way they rate them­
selves but do not provide trustworthy information about individual 
personalities.

The last two pairs of interrelations in Table 27 are the most en­
lightening. When the interrelationships of wives’ ratings of selves 
and their ratings of husbands and husband’s ratings of selves and
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Table 27. Average1 percentage of identical agreement, identical and ap­
proximate agreement, and no agreement between self-ratings, between self- 
ratings and ratings by spouse, and between self-ratings and ratings of spouse.

P e r  C e n t  A g r e e m e n t

T y p e  o f  I n t e r r e l a t e d  R a t in g

Identical Identical and 
Approximate None

Wife (Self)—;Husband (Self) 34.4 70.3 29.7
Wife (Self)— Husband (Wife) 37.4 77.3 22.6
Husband (Self)— Wife (Husband) 39.8 79.1 20.9
Wife (Self)— Wife (Husband) 52.4 78.5 21.5
Husband (Self)— Husband (Wife) 52.6 80.4 19.6

*These are mean percentages representing the averages for the seven items, shown in Table 
25. For instance, the second Tine shows the extent of agreement between wife’s rating of her* 
self and husband’s rating of the wife on the same items.
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their ratings of wives are considered there is a significantly high 
amount of agreement. (52 per cent and 53 per cent identical agree­
ment, respectively.) In other words, when the perceiver or rater is 
constant and the stimulus or ratee is different the agreement is strong­
est. This suggests the possibility of a transfer of self-image, i.e., an 
inability to divorce one’s own personality from the rating of one’s 
spouse. Involved here may be a kind of mental or perceptual “ lazi­
ness” on the part of the respondent who rates himself on a given 
personality trait and then immediately rates his spouse on the same 
trait. Unfortunately for comparative purposes the self-rating ques­
tions always preceded the spouse-rating question in the interview 
schedule. It seems highly likely that as a result the perceptual frame 
of reference already established is difficult to “break.” However, 
some evidence that this type of agreement reflects a happy marriage, 
i.e., that one sees one’s self in one’s spouse if there is high compati­
bility is contained in a recent study.40 It would seem definitely to 
suggest the relative strength of the perceptual reference over the 
stimulus.

Construction of Summary Indices of Personal Adequacy. The 
original plan to construct an index of personal adequacy for the 
couple by adding the individual scores of the husband and wife was 
abandoned. This procedure would result in “average” scores for 
couples with an extremely “adequate” husband and an extremely 
“inadequate” wife, and vice versa. Although this would affect only 
a minority of cases, it was nevertheless considered inadvisable in view 
of its sociological unrealism. Instead, it was decided to construct 
separate indices for the husband and wife and to combine these into 
a joint index for the couple. As previously described, the index for 
each spouse was derived simply by adding the fourteen rating scores. 
The hypothetical and actual limits of these distributions are described 
in the text.

The levels of adequacy are presented as numerical intervals and 
are to be regarded as relative rather than absolute scales. It would

40 Preston, Malcolm G.; Mudd, Emily Hartshorne; Peltz, William L.; and 
Froscher, Hazel B.: Impressions of Personality as a Function of Marital Conflict 
Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, Vol. 47, No. 2, April, 19S2. These 
authors conclude that their similar results are “ a direct consequence of the fact that 
people on the opposite side of a conflict situation have more opportunities to take 
note of their opponent as different rather than similar to themselves, whereas per­
sonalities with strong affective feelings (such as love) promoting a wish of identifi­
cation, tend to see their partners as similar rather than dissimilar to themselves.”
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be highly presumptuous to identify these points on a scale in terms 
of absolute concepts of adequacy or inadequacy, since a definition of 
a cutting score is meaningless without an external criterion of valid­
ity. Also, it must be kept in mind that these indices reflect a self- 
expressed, subjective feeling of personal adequacy.

Evaluation. The various attempted checks on the validity of the 
items used in this analysis have been described in some detail. The 
technique of utilizing the judgments of psychiatrists for validating 
questionnaires is not orthodox procedure and is at best only a very 
rough check. The tests of internal consistency revealed a large number 
of items to be deficient with respect to the criteria established. And 
finally, the correlation of selected items involving self-ratings and 
ratings of the spouse indicated relatively low relationships. As ex­
plained above, tests of reliability were impossible under the cir­
cumstances. These methodological limitations, therefore, preclude 
conclusive interpretations of the relationships between “personal ade­
quacy” and the variables discussed.

Factors Affecting Fertility: Part X V II  297


