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XXVII. ATTITUDES TOWARD RESTRICTION OF PERSONAL FREEDOM
IN RELATION TO FERTILITY PLANNING AND FERTILITY1

R u t h  R ie m e r  a n d  P. K. W h e l p t o n

THE small family pattern as it has developed in Western 
society has been intimately connected with individual
ism— a high valuation of the individual per se and the

demand for conditions in which his potentialities may be most 
fully developed. Within those segments of society where this 
pattern has most fully developed, the practice of contraception 
is widespread, and fertility differentials may be expected to 
correlate with ability to support children at desired standards 
and with the relative importance of family building in the 
individual’s scheme of values. Several of the hypotheses of the 
Indianapolis Study fit into this general theoretical framework. 
Among them is Hypothesis 7, with which this paper deals. It 
may be assumed that by reason of their value hierarchies some 
people feel the need for a kind or a degree of personal freedom 
with which child care interferes. According to this hypothesis, 
such people are motivated to practice contraception more ef
fectively and to plan smaller families than people whose value 
systems make less demand for such personal freedom. A more 
precise statement is: “ The stronger the feeling that children 
interfere with personal freedom, the higher the proportion of 
couples practicing contraception effectively and the smaller 
the planned family.”

To test this hypothesis concerning motivation for fertility 
control and small families by using the data of the Indianapolis 
Study, it is necessary to assume (1 ) that “ the feeling that chil-

1 This is the twenty-seventh of a series of reports on a study conducted by die 
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; r,.
Lowell Kelly; Clyde V. Kiser; Frank Lorimer; Frank W. Notestem; Frederick 
Osborn; S. A. Switzer; Warren S. Thompson; and P. K. Whelpton.
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dren interfere with personal freedom”  is so stable and basic a 
psychological factor that it persists relatively unchanged 
throughout varying experiences, including those of parenthood 
itself, and (2 ) that such “ feeling. . can, at least in some rough 
measure, be discovered and measured in responses to questions 
of the type used.

This paper reports very briefly the findings for the hypothesis 
that a “ feeling that children interfere with personal freedom” 
motivates fertility control and small families. At first glance 
the data appear to refute the hypothesis. However, both 
theoretical considerations and the findings of the analysis sug
gest that, rather than actually refuting the hypothesis, the data 
are not adequate to test it. An alternative hypothesis, that such 
“ feeling . . .”  is the result of experience with children, is then 
proposed and used as the frame for a more detailed examination 
of the data on couples with children. Finally the data on 135 
childless couples are examined for their bearing on both hy
potheses.
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T h e  D a t a

As in most other reports in this series, the data pertain to 
the inflated sample of 1,444 “ relatively fecund” couples. All 
of them were native-white, Protestant, with at least eight years 
of schooling; they married for the first time in 1927-1929 and 
were living with the same spouse when interviewed; wives were 
under thirty, and husbands under forty years of age at mar
riage; and they had spent most of their married life in a large 
city.2

The usual categories for success in fertility planning2 are 
employed. Childless couples are treated separately because 
they were asked attitude questions which were phrased differ-

2 See Whelpton, P. K. and Kiser, C. V.: Social and Psychological Factors 
Affecting Fertility, v. The Sampling Plan, Selection, and the Representativeness 
of Couples in the Inflated Sample. The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly, Octo
ber, 1945, x x i i i ,  No. 4, pp. 49-93 (Reprint pp. 163-207)

3 See Whelpton, P. K. and Kiser, C. 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).



ently and had meanings which differed from those asked of 
couples with children. Number of living children, rather than 
number of live births, is used as the measure of family size be
cause it is more appropriate for the alternative hypothesis to 
which most of this paper is directed.

Items designed to determine the “ feeling that children inter
fere with personal freedom” all come from the printed question
naires which were filled out by wife and husband separately at 
the interviewer’s second visit. A set of five questions deals with 
felt restriction of specific activities due to the presence of chil
dren. For couples with children, they refer to actual feeling of 
restriction:

Since your first child was born, how much more time would 
you have liked to have for:

a. Going to movies?
b. Taking trips to visit friends, relatives, and interesting places?
c. Going to clubs, lodges, meetings, dances, parties, etc.?
d. Entertaining friends?
e. Reading, resting, radio-listening, etc.?

(Five possible replies to each: “ very much more time,”  “ much,”  
“ some,”  “ little,”  and “ very little.” )

For childless couples these questions refer to anticipated feel
ing:

Everyone knows that people who have children are not as free 
to come and go as they were before the children were born.

If you had children and could not spend as much time on the 
following things, how much would you mind:
a. Going to fewer movies?
b. Taking fewer trips to visit friends, relatives and interesting 

places?
c. Going less often to clubs, lodges, meetings, dances, parties, etc. ?
d. Having less time for entertaining friends?
e. Having less time for reading, resting, radio-listening, etc.?
(Five possible replies to each: “ mind very much,”  “much,” 
“ some,” “ little,”  and “ very little.” )
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Two more general questions were asked:
How much has it bothered you to be tied down by your chil

dren?
(For childless couples: How much would it bother you to be 
tied down by children?)
(Five possible responses ranging from “ very much”  to “ very 
little.” )

and, as one of a series:
How much has . . . not wanting to be tied down more by 

children . . . discouraged you and your husband [wife] from 
having more children?
(For childless couples, omit “more.” )
(Five possible responses ranging from “ discouraged very much” 
to “ very little or not at all.” )

Two items in a series trying to measure the possible effective
ness of various measures to alleviate the problems of parents are 
relevant:

How much would you have been encouraged to have more 
children. . . .
(For childless couples, omit “ more.” )
a. If there were visiting nurses from the schools who would help 

take care of your children when they were sick in bed?
b. If there were nurseries organized by the schools where moth

ers could leave their children when they wanted to go out 
during the day?

(Five possible responses for each, ranging from “ encouraged 
very much” to “ very little.” )

As the final step in the interviewing of each couple, the inter
viewer rated wife and husband on a number of characteristics, 
one of which was “ feeling that children restrict freedom.” The 
alternatives she could check were:

Loss of freedom, if felt, of no consequence.
Loss of freedom felt, rarely bothersome.
Frequently bothered by feeling tied down.
Considerable feeling of restriction, sometimes rebels.
Feels tied down and rebellious most of the time.
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For childless couples the interviewer was instructed to use her 
judgment as to how the spouses would feel if they had children.

In addition to the items above referring directly or indirectly 
to the existence of “ feeling . . various kinds of information 
have possible usefulness in accounting for the degree of “ feeling 
. . or in “ factoring out” of it the influence of certain differen
tial experiences. Each spouse estimated the actual frequency of 
certain activities:

Since your first child was born, how often have you gone:
(For childless couples: During most of your married life how
often have you gone:)
a. To movies?
b. On trips to visit friends, relatives, and interesting places?
c. To clubs, lodges, meetings, dances, parties, etc.?
(For each, five possible replies ranging from “very seldom”  to “ very
often.” )

Wives reported the amount of paid domestic help after the 
birth of the first child or, if childless, after marriage. Informa
tion about the wife’s employment before and after marriage, 
her age at marriage, the pattern of family growth, and the sum
mary index of socio-economic status is also available.

Indices of Attitudes. Since the attitude items failed to yield 
a unidimensional attitude scale4, items were combined in the 
usual manner by adding the response codes to get summary 
indices. The items about possible encouragment of fertility by 
the availability of visiting nurses and school nurseries were 
omitted from the summary indices because the direction of 
relationships with other items was the inverse of that presup
posed by the response coding, indicating that these items were 
not measuring what had been intended. Matrices of contin
gency coefficients ( see Table 1) and latent structure analysis 
relating to the remaining eight items supported the view that 
the five “ more time wanted” items were on a somewhat differ-

4 For an account of attempts to use the methods of Guttman scalogram apd 
Lazarsfeld latent structure analysis, see Riemer, R.: Social Mobility and Mobility 
Aspiration in Relation to Fertility Planning and Fertility (Ph.D. dissertation, 
University of Michigan, 1953), Appendix A.
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C o e ffic ie n t  of C o n tin g e n c y  ( D egrees of F re e d o m )*
A t titu d e  Item

2 3 4 5 6 7 8

W iv e s

1. Discouraged . . . 
Avoid Being Tied

.385(6) .311(9) .260(8) .237(9) .168(8) .183(9) .251(9)Down
2. Bothered by Be

ing Tied Down
3. Interviewer

.359(6) .354(6) .314(6) .329(6) .312(6) .308(6)

Rating .235(8) .191(9) .279(8) .185(9) .269(9)
Wanted More Time 

For:
4. Movies .570(9) .506(8) .450(9) .403(9)
5. Trips
6. Clubs . . .

.555(9) .551(9) .423(9)

Parties, etc. .514(9) .358(9)
7. Entertaining
8. Reading . . . , etc. .152(9)*

HU8BAND8
1. Discouraged • . . 

Avoid Being Tied
.342(6) .333(8) .218(6) .233(9) .226(6) .179(8) .215(9)Down

2. Bothered By Be
ing Tied Down

3. Interviewer
.376(6) .380(4) .372(6) .340(4) .344(6) .357(6)

Rating .230(6) .238(9) .213(6) — .179(9)
Wanted More Time 

For:
.548(6) .470(4) .431(6) .365(6))4. Movies

5. Trips
6. Clubs . . .  Parties,

.547(6) .595(9) .518(9

etc. .502(6) .417(6)
7. Entertaining
8. Reading . . . » etc.

.543(9)

Table 1. Interrelationships among attitude items for all couples with 
children.1

* .02 <  P(X*) <  .05. All other P(X*) <  .01; in most cases P(X*) <  .001.
»N  *  1,301 — 1,309. A few wives and husbands failed to respond to some items.
* C = x m - 'N* C not computed where P(X*) >  .05. All chi-squares were reduced pro

portionately to the inflation of the sample. (The N in the formula for C is also reduced.) 
Because chi-square is so reduced, P values are only approximate. Although C values are not 
strictly comparable unless based on the same number of degrees of freedom (which are given 
in parentheses), the relative magnitudes of the C values are little affected by the varying 
upper limit for C. Corrections for the varying upper limit require assumptions not justified 
with these data.

ent dimension than the two more general items and the inter
viewer rating.6 Accordingly, two summary indices were formed 
which are referred to throughout this report as the summary

5 The item “ bothered by being tied down by your children” appears from 
Table 1 to fit equally well with either group. It was placed with the smaller group 
primarily because of its general reference, i.e., to limit the other group to “more 
time wanted” items.



Factors Affecting Fertility: Part X X V I I 69

I n d e x of “ F e e lin g  . . I n d e x  of “ M ore  T im e  W a n t e d ”

Sum m ary  I n d e x 1
Wives Husbands Wives Husbands

Number Per
Cent Number Per

Cent Number Per
Cent Number Per

Cent

0-3 (Most) 26 2 .0 27 2 .1 76 5.8 20 1.5
4 83 6.3 59 4.5 98 7.5 49 3.7
5 no 8.4 81 6 .2 287 21.9 188 14.4

- » 6 281 21.5 262 2 0 .0 234 17.9 183 14.0
7 527 40.3 623 47.6 301 23.0 315 24.1
8 282 21.5 257 19.6 141 10.8 208 15.9
9 (Least) 172 13.1 346 26.4

Total 1,309 1 00 .0 1,309 100 .0 1,309 100 .0 1,309 100 .0
Total With Strong 
“ Feeling . . . ”  or 
Wanting “ Much More 
Time”  (Codes 0-6) 500 38.2 429 32.8 695 53.1 440 33.6

Couples Couples

Number Per Cent Number Per Cent

Have Strong “ Feeling 
. . . ”  or Want “ Much 
More Time”  (Both 
Wife’s and Husband’s

Codes 0—6) 241 18.4 280 21.-4
Lack Strong “ Feeling
. . . ”  or Want “ Little
More Time”  (Both 
Wife’s and Husband’s
Codes 7-9) 621 47.4 454 34. 7
Mixed
Wife 0-6, Husband 7-9 259 19.8 415 31.7
Wife 7-9, Husband 0-6 188 14.4 160 12. 2

Total 1,309 1 00 .0 1,309 100 .0

indicates dichotomy points.
* Maximum range for index of “ feeling . . . 0-8;

1-9.
for index of “ more time wanted,”

Table 2. Distributions of couples with children on summary indices of 
“ feeling . . . ”  and “ more time wanted.”

index of “ feeling . . derived from three items, and the sum
mary index of “ more time wanted,”  derived from five items.6

« For the index of “feeling . . for each spouse the sum of item scores could 
range from 3 to 27. This sum was multiplied by three and the first digit of the 
product taken as the index, giving the latter a possible range of 0 to 8. For the 
index of “ more time wanted” for each spouse the sum of item scores could range 
from 5 to 45. This sum was multiplied by two and the first digit of the product 
taken as the index, giving the latter a possible range of 1 to 9. Indices for couples, 
used only in Tables 15 and 16 in the Appendix of this report, were obtained by 
summing the indices for wife and husband.



The two summary indices are moderately closely related to one 
another.7

In most of the analysis reported here, the exact index values 
were not used. Instead, the sample was dichotomized by classi
fying wives, husbands, and couples as having or not having 
strong “ feeling. . . ”  and as wanting or not wanting much “ more 
time.”  The distributions of wives, husbands, and couples on 
each index and the dichotomy point for each distribution are 
shown in Table 2.®
T h e  F e e l in g  T h a t  C h il d r e n  I n t e r f e r e  W it h  P e r s o n a l  
F r e e d o m  a s  M o t iv a t io n  f o r  F e r t il it y  C o n t r o l  a n d  Sm a l l  

F a m i l i e s  A m o n g  C o u p l e s  W it h  C h il d r e n

The first part of the hypothesis is: “ The stronger the feeling 
that children interfere with personal freedom, the higher the 
proportion of couples practicing contraception effectively.”  For 
couples with children summary indices of “ feeling . . .”  and of 
“ more time wanted” are clearly related to degree of success in 
fertility planning,9 but the direction of the relationship is the 
reverse of that hypothesized. In general the proportion of 
couples who planned both number and spacing of their children 
decreases, and the proportion of couples with excess fertility 
increases, with greater strength of “ feeling. . . ”  and with greater 
desire for “ more time” for various activities.10 The pattern is 
clearer if the “ number and spacing” and “ number planned”

7 For all wives with children, the coefficient of contingency is 379, for husbands 
.393, with 16 degrees of freedom each, and for couples .489, based on 9 degrees 
of freedom.

8 The skewness of the item distributions {see Figures 1 and 2) forces a somewhat
extreme dichotomous classification, especially for the index of “ feeling. . . .” E.g., 
two item scores of 7 (the next to least feeling of restriction) with the other score 9 
(least feeling of restriction) yields an index of 6 [first digit of “69” from 3(7 + 7 + 9) 
= 69] on the summary index of “ feeling . . and a wife or a husband with this 
response pattern is thus classified as showing strong “feeling. . . .” If both husband 
and wife show such minor evidence of feeling restricted, the couple is classified as 
having strong “feeling. . . .” The categories are labelled ‘having strong feeling . . /  ” 
and “lacking strong ‘feeling . . ” only to have simple labels for contiguous segments
of a continuum.

9 P (X 2) <  .001 for wives, for husbands, and for couples for both indices. C 
varies from .218 to .254, based on 12 degrees of freedom, for spouses separately; 
C is .287, based on 21 and 30 degrees of freedom for the two indices, for couples. 
When the variables are dichotomized so that d.f. = 1, P (X 2) <  .02 for all groups.

10 The detailed tables are given for reference in the Appendix, Tables 15 and 16.
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D e c r e e  of A t titu d e
I n d e x  of “ F ee lin g  . . . ” I n d e x  op

“ M ore  T im e  W a n t e d ”

Wives Husbands Couples Wives Husbands Couples

PER CENT OF FAMILIES !SUCCESSFULLY PLANNED*

Have Strong “ Feeling . . . ”  or
Want Much “ More Time” 31.2 30.1 27.8 32.7 29.3 28.2

Lack Strong “ Feeling . . . ”  or
Want Little “ More Time” 39.8 39.7 41.9 40.9 40.2 44.3

Mixed 33.8 34.4

AVERAGE NUMBER OF LIVING CHILDREN
IN SUCCESSFULLY PLANNED* FAMILIES

Have Strong “ Feeling . . . ”  or
Want Much “ More Time” 1.84 1.91 1.85 1.85 2.05 2.09

Lack Strong “ Feeling . . . ”  or
Want Little “ More Time” 1.78 1.75 1.73 1.75 1.70 1.69

Mixed 1.89 1.80

Table 3. Success in fertility planning among families with children, and 
average number of living children in successfully planned families with 
children, by indices of “ feeling . . . ”  and “ more time wanted.” 1

* ]for classification of indices, see Table 2. For numbers of cases, see Tables 2, 17, and 18.
Successfully planned families are number and spacing planned and number planned, 

excluding childless couples.

groups are combined. There are a good many irregularities, but 
this general pattern holds for wives, for husbands, and for cou
ples.11 When summarized with the variables dichotomized, as 
in the upper part of Table 3, the relationship is without ex
ception the reverse of that hypothesized.

The second part of the hypothesis is: “The stronger the feel
ing that children interfere with personal freedom,. . .  the smaller 
the planned family.”  For successfully planned families with 
children, chi-square tests show a significant association be
tween number of living children and attitude only for husbands 
on the “ more time wanted”  index. But since this lack of sta
tistical significance might be due in part to the small number of 
cases12 and in part to the necessity of combining in one category 
all families with three or more children, rather than to the ab
sence of association between attitude and planned family size, 
the data were examined further. Differences in family size by

11 One irregularity tends to support the hypothesis—a tendency for the propor
tion of successful planners to be higher among wives, husbands, and couples with 
the strongest “ feeling . . ”  than among those in the next category.

12 There are 478 successful planners with children in the inflated sample, of 
whom 251 are independent cases.
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summary index values are small, but quite consistently contra
dict the hypothesis. The average number of living children 
among successful planners clearly tends to be larger among 
wives and husbands expressing strong “ feeling . . or a desire 
for much “ more time” than among those not expressing such 
attitudes. The relationship may be examined in detail in the 
Appendix (Tables 17 and 18). It is summarized with the vari
ables dichotomized in the lower part of Table 3.

It is evident that the above data offer no support for the 
hypothesis that a feeling that children restrict personal freedom 
motivates couples to control fertility and plan small families. 
Consistent inversion of the expected relationships calls for ex
planation, however.

No one would seriously argue that people who feel strongly 
that children interfere with their personal freedom tend to be 
more careless in their use of contraception or would plan larger 
families than people not having such an attitude. Attention to 
the wording of the questions on which the attitude indices are 
based suggests that for couples with children these questions 
have little relevance to the motivation for fertility control. 
They refer rather to the experiences encountered in caring for 
children.13 For the deliberately childless couples, the questions 
asked are directly relevant and supply some evidence in support 
of the hypothesis. But the number of childless couples in the 
study is small, the time reference of their responses is indefinite, 
and their response frequencies cannot be compared directly 
with those of any other group. Accordingly, their usefulness for 
this purpose is severely limited.14

We conclude, therefore, that the data are inadequate to test 
the hypothesis originally formulated. The reasons may be sum
marized briefly. First, in the design of the Study it was assumed 
that the psychological factors which motivate fertility control

13 The item “How much has . . . not wanting to be tied down more by children 
. . . discouraged you and your husband [wife] from having more children?” is 
worded like a motivation question, but seems to have tapped the same experience 
dimension as the other items. See the item analysis in the next section.

14 Data on childless couples are analyzed in a separate section later in this 
report.
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and small families are sufficiently basic and stable aspects of 
personality to be discoverable after a variety of experiences 
throughout twelve to fourteen years of married life. Formu
lated as a distinct and separate psychological factor, a “ feeling 
that children interfere with personal freedom” is neither suffi
ciently basic nor stable to meet this requirement. Such “ feel
ing . . .”  makes sense as a common but variable expression of a 
value hierarchy in which family building has low rank. Such 
a conception, however, would have called for a different series 
of questions. Second, the questions were so phrased that, what
ever were the attitudes which conditioned fertility behavior in 
the twelve to fourteen preceding years, responses of couples 
with children tended to be made primarily in terms of their 
actual experience with child care.

T h e  F e e l in g  T h a t  C h il d r e n  I n t e r f e r e  W it h  P e r s o n a l  
F r e e d o m  a s  t h e  P r o d u c t  o f  E x p e r ie n c e  in  F a m i l y  B u il d in g  

A m o n g  C o u p l e s  W it h  C h il d r e n

If the data are inadequate to test a hypothesis about motiva
tion, they can be explored usefully in terms of variations in feel
ings of restriction among people whose experiences in family 
building have differed. Three main variables are used as indices 
of experiences in family building:

1. Success in fertility planning is taken as a specific kind of 
control over life conditions; lack of success in fertility planning 
is taken to indicate some degree of defeat and disappointment.15

2. Number of living children is taken as a rough measure of 
the burdens of child care, including the actual restriction of 
personal freedom.

3. The summary index of socio-economic status is used as a 
refinement for both of the above variables: it serves as a general 
index of control over life conditions, both past and present, and 
therefore reflects general conditions for modifying the burdens 
of child care. In addition, its strong relationship to fertility
15 This classification is not completely satisfactory since some “quasi-planned” 

families were quite successful in fertility control once they began to practice con- 
traception, and in some of the “ excess fertility” families only one spouse thought 
there were too many children.
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planning and number of children and to factors hypothesized 
as affecting them16 makes its control desirable.

In order to have large enough numbers of cases to examine 
the effect of each factor while holding the other two constant, 
almost the entire analysis is presented with dichotomized17 or 
in the case of family size, trichotomized (1, 2, and 3 or more 
children) variables.18 The specific hypotheses proposed are:

A. The proportions of wives, husbands, and couples express
ing a strong feeling that children interfere with personal freedom 
are higher; and

B. The proportions of wives, husbands, and couples express
ing a desire for much more time for various activities are higher:

1. among those unsuccessful than among those successful 
in fertility planning;

2. among those with larger than among those with smaller 
families;

3. among those in the lower socio-economic group than 
among those in the higher group.

16 See Westoff, C. F., and Kiser, C. V.: Social and Psychological Factors Affect
ing Fertility, xxi. An Empirical Re-Examination and Intercorrelation of Selected 
Hypothesis Factors. The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly, October, 1953, xxxi, 
No. 4, pp. 421-435 (Reprint pp. 953-967). See also Borgatta, Edgar F., and Westoff, 
Charles F.: Social and Psychological Factors Affecting Fertility, xxv. The Prediction 
of Total Fertility. The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly, October, 1954, xxxn, 
No. 4, pp. 383-419 (Reprint pp. 1087-1123); xxvi. The Prediction of Planned Fer
tility. The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly, January, 1955, xxxm, No. 1, pp. 
50-62. (Reprint pp. 1125-1137).

17 For dichotomy points for attitude indicies, see Table 2. “Number and spac
ing planned” and “ number planned” families are classed as successful in fertility 
planning, “ quasi-planned” and “ excess fertility”  as unsuccessful. (Some of these 
“ unsuccessful planners” did not practice contraception until after they had the 
number of children they desired, and were then successful in preventing further 
pregnancies.) High SES corresponds to 0-3, low SES to 4-6 on the summary index 
of socio-economic status. Note that “high” and “ low” are only relative; the range 
of socio-economic status is severely restricted in this sample. For details of the 
construction of the SES index, see Kiser, C. V., and Whelpton, P. K.: Social and 
Psychological Factors Affecting Fertility, ix. Fertility Planning and Fertility by 
Socio-Economic Status. The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly, April, 1949, xxvn, 
No. 2.

18 Analysis with dichotomized variables is appropriate only if the underlying 
relationships are assumed to be rectilinear. Curvilinear relationships may escape 
detection entirely or be very attenuated. With only rough indices for success in 
fertility planning and for attitudes, an absolutely restricted range of socio-economic 
status, too few cases in part of the ranges for attitudes and number of children, and 
a relatively small sample, the assumption of rectilinear relationships is not a very 
serious additional handicap.
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Discouraged toom Having More 
Children by Not Wanting to 5c 
Tito  Down

Bothered by Being Tied  Down 
bv Children

Interviewers Rating on Feel
ing That Children Restrict  
Freedom
How Much More Time Wanted For: 

Movies

Trips

Clubs, Pa r ties , Etc.

Entertaining

Reading, Resting , Etc.
Would Have Been Encouraged 
to Have More Children bv  : 

Visiting Nu r ses

S chool Nu r ser ies

W irt 
Husbano

Wire
Husband

Wire
Husband

Wire
Husbano

Pc r  Cen t

m v ^ r  Much (Mo re) | |  

V //A  Littlc  ( Moce) 
*No response, less thon 1%

Much (Mo re)  Some (More)
1;« llVeRv L it t l e  (Mo re)

Fig. 1. Percentage distributions of responses of 1,309 wives and husbands 
with children to questions relating to “ the feeling that children interfere 
with personal freedom.”

In this section data on couples with children are considered. 
First, the total distributions of item responses are examined. 
Then success in planning fertility, number of children, and 
socio-economic status are successively examined for their ef
fects on responses to particular items and on the summary in
dices of attitudes. Finally, additional factors which might have 
influenced the attitudes of wives are examined.

Total Distributions of Responses to Attitude Items. Figure 
1 shows the percentage distributions of responses by wives and 
husbands with children to the ten questions relating to the 
“ feeling that children interfere with personal freedom.”  The
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three component items of the summary index of “ feeling . . .”  
are given first, followed by the five component items of the 
summary index of “ more time wanted,”  and finally the two 
items not used in the summary indices.

Figure 1 shows the highly skewed nature of all the distribu
tions; relatively few persons gave responses indicating a high 
degree of feeling of restriction. This is especially true for the 
items about how much parents have actually been bothered by 
being tied down and how much time they would have liked for 
clubs, parties, etc. The greatest dissatisfaction was expressed 
regarding the restriction of the time available for reading and 
resting, and somewhat less for taking trips and entertaining 
friends. Figure 1 also shows that wives indicated more feeling 
of restriction than husbands on every item, and that the dif
ferences were greater on the same “ more time”  items which 
drew the more frequent responses of dissatisfaction from both 
spouses.

The last two items, concerning the extent to which parents 
would have been encouraged to have more children if visiting 
nurses and school nurseries had been available, are somewhat 
ambiguous. Comparatively large proportions said they would 
have been encouraged “ much” and “very much,”  but the pro
portions responding in the middle categories “ some” or “ little” 
are comparatively small. A 'priori it is not clear whether the re
sponse which manifests a feeling of restriction by children ought 
to be “ encouraged very much” (since the burden would be 
lightened by such facilities) or “ very little”  (since the day-to- 
day burden of child care would not be lightened very greatly by 
these facilities alone). The former was chosen because the re
lationship to success in fertility planning and size of family is 
then in the same direction as that of the other items, though 
not so strong.

Turning to the experience variables, Table 4 shows the de
gree of association between the attitude items and success in 
planning fertility, number of living children, and socio-eco
nomic status among all couples with children. None of the re
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lationships is very close. The desire for more time for clubs, 
parties, etc. is not related significantly to any of the experience 
variables, and encouragement by the availability of visiting 
nurses and of school nurseries is scarcely related to the fertil
ity variables. Of the items composing the summary index of 
“ feeling . . . ,” the only one significantly related to family size 
is the one about being bothered by being tied down, but all are 
related to socio-economic status. From the direction of the 
relationship ( see Table 20 in the Appendix), it appears that 
“ feeling. . . ”  in this general sense is associated with high status 
and unsuccessful planning rather than with the actual work of 
child care. On the other hand, all except one of the activities 
for which more time was desired are related to number of live 
births, and only one is significantly related to socio-economic 
status.

The Effect of Success in Fertility Planning on Attitudes. 1 2

Table 4. Degree of association between attitude items and success in fertility 
planning, number of live births, and socio-economic status, for all couples 
with children.1

Factors Affecting Fertility: Part XXVII 77

C o e f f ic ie n t  of C o n tin g e n c y  ( D egrees of F re ed om )*

A ttitu d e  Item
Success in Planning 

Fertility
Number of Live 

Births*
Socio-Economic

Status

Wives Husbands Wives Husbands Wives Husbands

Discouraged . . . Avoid 
Being Tied Down .150(9) .168(9) .165(12) .183(12)

Bothered By Being Tied 
Down .161(6) .197(6) .174(6) .221(6) .156(8) ____

Interviewer Rating .177(9) .181(9) — — .169(12) .165(12)
Would Have Liked More 
Time For:
Movies . 190(9) .148(6) .218(9) .206(6)
Trips .217(12) .182(12) .201(12) .179(12) .212(16) —

Clubs . . . Parties, etc. — — — — — —
Entertaining .198(12) .162(9) .186(12) .148(9) — —
Reading . . . etc. .194(12) .179(12) .214(12) .184(12) — —

Would Have Been 
Encouraged By: 
Visiting Nurses .187(12) .268(16) .275(16)
School Nurseries — .178(12) — — .212(16) .250(16)

1 N = 1,301-1,309. Some persons failed to respond to some items.
2 See Table 1, footnote 2. . , ... , . . . .8 These coefficients were computed prior to the decision to use number of living children 

as the measure of family size. Since there were few post-natal deaths, there seems to be no 
reason to believe that the coefficients would be appreciably different if number of living 
children had been used.
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Table 4 shows that success in fertility planning is significantly 
associated with all except one of the items composing the sum
mary indices. Table 5 shows the effect of fertility planning 
success on the incidence of item responses which indicate a 
feeling of restriction, when both number of children and socio
economic status are held constant.19

A quick survey of Table 5 shows that few differences are 
significant, but in sixty-nine cases, or almost three-fourths of 
the ninety-six comparisons, responses showing a feeling of 
restriction occurred less frequently among successful fertility 
planners than among unsuccessful planners. Husbands seem 
slightly more likely than wives to conform to the hypothe
sized pattern. On the whole, exceptions to the pattern are 
well scattered and represent small differences, so that they may 
be regarded as chance variations. One set of exceptions, how
ever, has a definite pattern. Among wives in the low socio-eco
nomic group with one child, successful planners have the higher 
incidence of responses showing a feeling of restriction on every 
item. Another five instances of such reversal occur among wives 
in the high socio-economic group and among husbands with one 
child. Thus half of the total exceptions occur among one child 
families.

This reversal for one child families may be less destructive 
of the hypothesis than appears at first glance, for it may be due 
in important degree to self-selection and the manner of classi
fying couples as successful or unsuccessful fertility planners. 
All successful planners with one child deliberately planned at 
least one pregnancy and most of them deliberately chose not 
to have a second.20 It seems reasonable, therefore, to suppose 
that this group includes a rather high concentration of those

19 The items about encouragement by the availability of visiting nurses and 
school nurseries have been omitted because of their lack of correlation with fertility 
behavior.

20 Planning categories were based on pregnancies. A very few of the “number 
planned” couples with one child had an unplanned first pregnancy ending in wastage, 
followed by a planned pregnancy and live birth. A very few other successful plan
ners had more than one pregnancy but because of pregnancy wastage or death 
had only one child. Some wives with one child said they intended to have another 
child later.
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whose experience with the first child was not what they had an
ticipated—perhaps because their freedom was more restricted 
than they had expected— and who were thus influenced against 
having more children. Unsuccessful planners with one child, 
on the other hand, include not only those cases in which the 
pregnancy occurred in spite of contraceptive measures but 
those in which contraception practice had not yet begun. Only 
about one-fourth of them (the excess fertility couples) claimed 
not to have wanted a live birth once the pregnancy was recog
nized, and all of them were successful in limiting the family to 
one child. It seems reasonable, therefore, that the “ unsuccess
ful”  planners with one child, being actually rather successful 
and including few who were disappointed in their expectations 
of parental freedom, would have a rather low incidence of re
sponses showing a feeling of restriction. Actually, both suc
cessful and unsuccessful planners with one child have a lower 
than average incidence of such responses (index below 100) on 
most items.

The summary indices of “ feeling . . .”  and “more time 
wanted,”  as would be expected from the consistency of item re
sponses, show the same pattern.21 When number of living chil
dren and socio-economic status are held constant, few of the dif
ferences between successful and unsuccessful fertility planners 
are statistically significant, but the direction of the relationship 
is clear. ( See Table 6.)

The incidence of strong “ feeling . .  .” is lower among success
ful fertility planners than among unsuccessful planners, with one 
minor exception, in both high and low socio-economic groups 
with two or more children. Reversal of the relationship among 
one child families in both socio-economic groups may be attrib
uted to self-selection by disappointment of expectations among 
successful planners with only one child, and to the classification 
as unsuccessful planners of couples who first began their contra
ceptive practice after having the one child they wanted. On

2i The statistical significance and direction of the total relationship were given 
in footnote 9 and Table 3 in connection with the hypothesis about motivation.

The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly



balance, therefore, the evidence appears to support hypothesis
A(1).

The proportions of wives, husbands, and couples expressing 
a desire for “ more time”  for various activities are higher 
for unsuccessful than for successful planners, with two excep
tions for wives (both high and low SES groups with one child) 
and two exceptions for husbands (high SES with two children 
and low SES with three or more children). For none of these 
exceptions are the differences statistically significant; two of 
them belong to the one child pattern noted above. With four-

Factors Affecting Fertility: Part X X V I I  81

Table 6. Effect of success in fertility planning on incidence of attitudes of 
couples with children, number of living children and socio-economic status 
held constant. Incidence of attitudes expressed in index numbers.1

D escription  of Sub-G roup
H a v e  Strong  “ F eeling  . . . ” W a n t  M uch “ M ore  T im e ”

Wives Husbands Couples Wives Husbands Couples

Proportion of All Couples With
Strong “ Feeling . . . ” .382 .328 .184
Wanting Much “ More Time” .531 .336 .214

Index Number For All Couples 100 100 100 100 100 100
r Child—High SES

Successful Planners 91 70 85 81 47 43
Unsuccessful Planners 82 66 50 77 80 54

r Child—Low SES
Successful Planners 74 70 48 92 52 41
Unsuccessful Planners 51 69 37 64 98 53

2 Children—High SES
Successful Planners 104f 97 102 f 94 101 91
Unsuccessful Planners 147 104 175 115 90 112

2 Children—Low SES
Successful Planners 39* 56* 27* 77 70f 85
Unsuccessful Planners 118 127 115 106 126 124

3 or More Children—High SES
Successful Planners 105 114 95 104f 119 128
Unsuccessful Planners 102 138 137 135 144 167

3 or More Children—Low SES
Successful Planners 94 110 65 113 155 131
Unsuccessful Planners 116 134 128 122 127 143

* P(X2) < .05, i.e. difference significant at five per cent level.
t .05 <  P(X2) < .10, i.e. difference approaches significance. These are reported because 

reduction of chi-square proportionate to inflation of the sample makes P values only
approximate. . . „  . .1 An attitude of strong “ feeling . . . ”  or of wanting much “ more time is present tor 
wife or husband if the summary index was coded 1*6, for the couples if the summary index 
was coded 1-6 for both wife and husband. The proportion of all wives with children, of all 
husbands with children, or of all couples with children who have the attitude is taken as the 
base (i.e. as equal to 100) for each column. The proportion which has the attitude m each 
sub-group is shown as a percentage of this base proportion. The number of cases and the 
proportion with the attitude in each sub-group are given in the Appendix* Table 19.
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teen of the eighteen possible comparisons being in the expected 
direction, hypothesis B ( l )  may also be tentatively accepted.

The Effect of Number of Children on Attitudes. Among all 
couples with children the relationships between number of live 
births and item responses are statistically significant for four 
of the five “ more time wanted”  items, but for only one ( “ both
ered by being tied down” ) of the three items composing the 
“ feeling . . .”  index {see Table 4). However, both summary 
indices show significant association with number of living chil
dren.22 The relationship is also significant28 among unsuccess
ful planners considered separately, but not among successful 
planners.

Table 7 shows the effect of number of children on item re
sponses when success in fertility planning and socio-economic 
status are held constant. Again a clear pattern emerges in gen
eral support of the hypothesis that the feeling of restriction 
increases with number of children. In only four of sixty-four 
comparisons do wives or husbands with one child have a higher 
incidence of responses showing a feeling of restriction than those 
with three or more children. Two of the exceptions are for in
terviewer ratings of successful planners in the high socio-eco
nomic group and may represent interviewer bias; two are for 
“more time wanted”  for clubs and for entertaining by wives 
among successful planners in the low socio-economic group. In 
an additional twenty-seven instances the wives or husbands 
with two children are out of line; in nine instances they have a 
higher incidence of responses showing a feeling of restriction 
than spouses with three or more children, and in eighteen in
stances a lower incidence than spouses with only one child. The 
last pattern is especially common among successful planners 
in the low socio-economic group and may be tentatively attrib-

22.01 <  P (X 2) <  .02 for wives on index of “ feeling . . P (X 2) <  .001 
for husbands on index of “ feeling . . .”  and for both wives and husbands on index 
of “more time wanted.” C varies from .176 to .238 all based on 12 degrees of free- 
dom. With attitudes dichotomized and number of children tnchotomized^ r ) 
<  .01 for wives on “ feeling . . .”  and P (X 2) <  .001 for all other groups, including 
couples.

23 P (X 2) <  .001 for both indices.



84
uted to a concentration among one child families of those dis
appointed in their experience with the first child. These excep
tions also fit with evidence scattered throughout reports on 
the Study that parents with two children tend to be better 
adjusted, on the whole, than those with fewer or with more 
children.

Table 8 shows the effect of number of living children on the 
summary indices when planning success and socio-economic 
status are held constant. Again the general pattern supports 
the hypotheses: The more children, the greater the incidence of 
a feeling of restriction.

For the incidence of much “ more time wanted”  the pattern 
is consistent and strong. Even among successful planners the 
one-child families, with one minor exception, felt least restricted

The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly

Table 8. Effect of number of living children on incidence of attitudes of 
couples with children, success in fertility planning and socio-economic status 
held constant. Incidence of attitudes expressed in index numbers.1

D escription  of Sub-G roup
H a v e  Strong  “ F eeling  . . . ” W a n t  M uch “ M ore T ime”

Wives Husbands Couples Wives Husbands Couples

Proportion of All Couples
With Strong “ Feeling . . . ”  
Wanting Much “ More Time”

.382 .328 .184
.531 .336 .214

Index Number For All Couples 100 100 100 100 100 100
Successful Planners—High SES

1 Child 91 70 85 81 47 43
2 Children 104 97 102 94 101 91
3 or More Children 105 114 95 104 119 128

Successful Planners—Loro SES
1 Child 74 70 48 92 52f 41
2 Children 39 56 27 77 70 85
3 or More Children 94 110 65 113 155 131

Unsuccessful Planners—High SES
1 Child 82* 66* 50* 77* 80* 54*
2 Children 147 104 175 115 90 112
3 or More Children 102 138 137 135 144 167

Unsuccessful Planners—Low SES
1 Child 51* 69* 37* 64* 98 53*
2 Children 118 127 115 106 126 124
3 or More Children 116 134 128 122 127 143

* P(X2) < .05, i.e. relationship between attitude and number of living children is sig
nificant at the five per cent level.

t .05 < P(X2) < .10, i.e. the relationship approaches significance. These are reported 
because reduction of chi-square proportionate to inflation of the sample makes P values 
only approximate.

1 See footnote to Table 6.
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and the families with three or more children most restricted.

However, for the incidence of the more general “ feeling . . . , ”  
the pattern is not quite so consistent. Among successful plan
ners in the low socio-economic group, the two-child families 
have the lowest incidences of strong “ feeling.. . . ”  If the reason
ing offered earlier about self-selection among successful plan
ners is correct, this “ exception” may be explained. Among the 
successful planners with one child there are a number of per
sons whose actual experience of parenthood disappointed their 
expectations and who therefore stopped with one child, while 
those with two children are self-selected from persons with a 
happier correspondence between anticipated and actual expe
riences. Why this should be true of successful planners in the 
lower socio-economic group but not of those in the higher group 
is puzzling, but may be due to selective factors operating on the 
SES classification. For two prominent exceptions to the hy
pothesized pattern among unsuccessful planners—the high inci
dence of “ feeling . . .”  among wives and couples with two 
children in the high socio-economic group—no explanation 
presents itself.

It should be noted that all the groups with only one child 
have lower than average incidence of strong “ feeling . . .”  and 
of much “ more time wanted,”  and that the highest or second 
highest incidence always occurs in families with three or more 
children. The index for families with three or more children 
is always higher than for families with one child, the excess 
varying from 10 to 113 percentage points.

That the feeling of being restricted in certain activities varies 
directly with number of children (hypothesis B ( 2 ) ) can there
fore be accepted as reasonably certain; the evidence that 
number of children influences the more general feeling of inter
ference with personal freedom (hypothesis A (2 ) )  is less con
sistent, but tends to support the hypothesis.

The Effect of Socio-Economic Status on Attitudes. As was 
noted earlier in Table 4, socio-economic status is significantly 
related to responses to the two general items and to interviewer

Factors Affecting Fertility: Part X X V I I
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ratings, but not to the “ more time wanted” items. Table 9, 
which shows the direction of the relationship when planning 
success and number of children are constant, offers no support 
for the hypothesis that a feeling of restriction is associated 
with low socio-economic status. The differences between the 
two socio-economic groups in incidence of responses showing a 
feeling of restriction are not significant.24 Moreover, only one- 
third of them are in the direction hypothesized.

When the items are combined into summary indices, the find
ings are somewhat different, but offer no more support for the 
hypothesis. The index of “ feeling . . .”  is not significantly as
sociated with socio-economic status among all couples with 
children.25 When planning status and number of living children 
are held constant ( see Table 10) the incidence of strong “ feel
ing . . . ”  seems to be slightly greater in the high than in the low 
socio-economic group. This reversal of the predicted relation
ship is quite consistent among successful planners. Six of the 
nine comparisons among unsuccessful planners also contradict 
the hypothesis.

The index of “ more time wanted”  is significantly associated 
with socio-economic status when each is treated as a variable,25 
but when each is reduced to a dichotomy, the relationship be
comes non-significant.27 As can be seen in Table 10, no very 
evident pattern of association shows up when planning status 
and number of living children are held constant. Eight of the 
eighteen comparisons support and ten contradict hypothesis 
B(3),  but none of the differences is significant at the five per 
cent level.

Hypotheses A (3 )  and B(3) therefore must be rejected. 
Such slight relationship as appears between indices of attitudes

24 Only eight of ninety-six comparisons are significantly different at the ten 
per cent level.

25 i <  p (X 2) <  .2 for wives, 2  <  P (X 2) <  .3 for husbands, 16 degrees of 
freedom respectively. Or, using dichotomized variables, .1 <  P (X 2) <  .3 with 
1 degree of freedom respectively for wives, husbands, and couples.

26 .01 <  P (X 2) <  .02, with 16 degrees of freedom, for wives and for husbands 
respectively.

27 See footnote 18,

Factors Affecting Fertility: Part X X V I I



and socio-economic status is the reverse of that hypothesized. 
It may be that restriction of the range of socio-economic status 
in this sample is responsible for the relative lack of association, 
but this seems unlikely in view of the association between SES 
and the fertility variables. In any event, it is clear that for this 
sample either the summary index of socio-economic status is 
not a good measure of the relative burden of child care and 
degree of control over life conditions, or these latter variables 
are not related to the attitudes in question. The first alterna
tive seems more reasonable, i.e. that socio-economic status as 
measured here is associated more closely with differences in

88 The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly

Table 10. Effect of socio-economic status on incidence of attitudes of couples 
with children, success in fertility planning and number of living children held 
constant. Incidence of attitudes expressed in index numbers.1

D escription  of Su b-G roup
H a v e  Strong  “ Feeling  . . . ” W a n t  M uch “ M ore T ime”

Wives Husbands Couples Wives Husbands Couples

Proportion of All Couples With 
Strong “ Feeling . . . ”  
Wanting Much “ More Time”

.382 .328 .184
.531 .3 36 .214

Index Number For All Couples 
Successful Planners—I Child

100 100 100 100 100 100

High SES 91 70 85 81 47 43
Low SES

Successful Planners—2 Children

74 70 48 92 52 41

High SES 104* 97 102* 94 101 91
Low SES

Successful Planners— 3  or More 
Children

39 56 27 77 70 85

H igh SES 105 114 95 104 119 128
Low SES

Unsuccessful Planners—i Child

94 110 65 113 155 131

High SES 82 66 50 77 80 54
Low SES

Unsuccessful Planners—2 Children
51 69 37 64 98 53

High SES 147 104 1751 115 90t 112
Low SES

Unsuccessful Planners—j  or More 
Children

118 127 115 106 126 124

High SES 102 138 137 135 144 167
Low SES 116 134 128 122 127 143

* P(X*) <  .05, i.e. difference significant at five per cent level.
t .05 <  P(X*) <  .10, i.e. difference approaches significance. These are reported because 

reduction of chi-square proportionate to inflation of the sample makes JP values only 
approximate.

1 See footnote to Table 6.
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personal value systems and ways of life than with the degree 
of difficulty experienced in raising children and the attitudes 
deriving from such experience. According to this interpretation, 
the personal values associated with high socio-economic status 
tend to produce a feeling of restriction among couples with chil
dren which partially negates the effect of their fertility planning 
success and small family size in minimizing such feeling of re
striction. Phrased somewhat differently, socio-economic status 
appears to reflect motivational factors more closely than it does 
child-rearing experience.

Additional Comparisons. Before proceeding to a considera
tion of certain other experience factors which may condition 
attitudes among wives, a few additional comparisons may be 
noted.

In the first place, the incidence of strong “ feeling . .  .”  on the 
summary index is somewhat higher among all wives (38.2 per 
cent) than among all husbands (32.8 per cent)28, and the 
incidence of much “ more time wanted”  is very much higher 
among all wives (53.1 per cent) than among all husbands (33.6 
per cent). This is what would be expected from the distribu
tions of responses to component items ( see Figure 1) and, since 
wives have primary responsibility for child care, from the gen
eral hypothesis that these attitudes are the product of expe
rience. When the comparisons are made within groups specific 
by planning status, number of children, and socio-economic 
status ( see Table 19 in the Appendix for the proportions), it 
appears that the incidence of strong “ feeling . .  .”  among wives 
exceeds that among husbands mainly in the high socio-eco
nomic groups, especially among the unsuccessful planners with 
one or two children.29 The higher incidence of desire for much 
“more time”  among wives than among husbands is common to 
all sub-groups.30

28 The difference is significant* at the one per cent level.
29 However, the difference is statistically significant only among unsuccessful 

planners with two children in the high socio-economic group.
30 But the difference is not significant at the five per cent level among successful 

planners with three or more children, probably due to the small numbers of cases, 
and among three of the six groups of unsuccessful planners.

Factors Affecting Fertility: Part X X V I I
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Examination of Tables 6 and 8 with a view to comparing 
strength and consistency of the relationships indicates a tend
ency for the relationships to be relatively strongest (the range 
of index numbers is greatest) and most consistent for couples, 
but the differences are not conspicuous. The relationship of 
attitudes to number of children is stronger and more consistent 
for husbands than for wives.

With regard to the discriminating power of the different 
questionnaire items, it can be seen from Tables 5, 7, and 9 that 
great variation between sub-groups in the relative incidence of 
responses showing a feeling of restriction occurs on the item 
"bothered by being tied down” for both wives and husbands, 
and for husbands on the items “ more time wanted”  for movies 
and for clubs, parties, etc. On each of these items, index num
bers for incidence of responses showing a feeling of restriction 
range from 25 or less to 200 or more. They are the items on 
which the incidence of such responses among all wives and hus
bands is low. Small variations between sub-groups in the rela
tive incidence of responses showing a feeling of restriction occur 
for wives on the items “ more time wanted”  for reading, resting,

The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly

Table 11. Association between summary indices of “ feeling . . . ”  and 
“ more time wanted”  among couples with children.

D e s c r ip t io n  o f  
S u b - G r o u p

N u m b e r

OF
C a s e s 1

C o e f f ic i e n t  o f  C o n t in g e n c y  
( D e g r e e s  o f  F r e e d o m ) 2

Wives Husbands Couples

Successful Planners With:
1 Child 178 — — —
2 Children 235 — .344(1) .305(4)*
3 or More Children 65 .296(1) .424(1) s

Unsuccessful Planners With:
1 Child 218 — — .363(3)
2 Children 306 .301(1) .352(1) .367(4)
3 or More Children 307 .250(1) .228(1) .272(4)

*.02 <  P(X*) <  .05. All other P(X*) <  .01; in most cases P(X*) <  .001.
1 Reduction factors used to allow for inflation of sample: .47 for families with one child; 

•44 for families with two children; .91 for families with three or more children.
* See Table 1, footnote 2.
• Too few cases of couples with both attitudes to test the association.



etc., for trips, and for entertaining, and for husbands on the 
item “ more time wanted”  for entertaining. On each of these 
items, index numbers have a range of 80 or less. They are 
among the items with high incidence or responses showing a 
feeling of restriction among all wives and husbands. In this 
sense of relative variation, the items with low total incidence 
may be considered the most discriminating. But it should be 
noted that they are also the items for which the distribution 
over the five responses is the most skewed.81

The degree to which the two summary indices are related to 
one another varies considerably ( see Table 11), but interpre
tation of the variation is hazardous because of differences in the 
numbers of cases (and inflation ratios) and the varying upper 
limit of contingency coefficients. In general, however, it ap
pears that among successful planners, especially among wives 
with less than three children, the indices are only slightly or not 
at all related to one another, whereas the relationship is closer 
among unsuccessful planners, especially among husbands and 
couples, and in the larger families. This suggests that for these 
latter groups the items tapped a more pervasive general atti
tude, while wives successful in planning very small families in
terpreted the items more specifically.

Other Factors of Possible Influence on the Wife*s Attitudes. 
We have sought to establish the general hypothesis that the 
feeling that children interfere with personal freedom—at least 
such feeling as is measured by the attitude data available for 
this study—is the product of experience with child care and 
family building; i.e., difficulty and disappointment tend to fos
ter dissatisfaction which is expressed as a feeling of restriction. 
So far, the data on success in fertility planning and number of 
children have tended to support the hypothesis. It may be 
tested further, however, with additional data on wives. Nine 
“ factors”  have been assembled, each with two or more degrees 
of “ being tied down”  or of “ deprivation” of the wife. The nine

31 Since no unidimensional scale was obtained from the application of scalogram 
or latent structure analysis, the criteria for discriminating power of items provided 
by these techniques were inapplicable.
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factors, with their alternatives listed from the most to the least 
“ deprived”  situation are:

1. Domestic help since marriage:
a. seldom or never any paid domestic help;
b. some help.32

2. Pattern of family growth in the first four years after mar
riage, i.e. the rapidity with which the wife had her freedom 
curtailed by child care:
a. two or more live births within four years of marriage;
b. one live birth in this period;
c. no live birth in this period.

3. Marriage age and pattern of family growth, i.e. restriction 
of freedom at a young age plus early and/or extended child
bearing:
a. wife younger than 22 years at marriage, and either had 

two or more live births within four years of marriage, or 
had live births in both the first and third four year periods;

b. wife older than 22 years at marriage and/or had less re
strictive pattern of family growth.

4. Employment after marriage due to economic pressure:
a. wife employed for a total of three years or more after 

marriage, some of it after the first four years and some of 
it full time work, because additional income was needed;

b. any other situation.
5. Combination of burdens:

a. early marriage and family growth plus employment after 
marriage through necessity (3a and 4a);

b. either early marriage and family growth, or employment 
after marriage through necessity (either 3a or 4a);

c. neither or these.
6. Occupation before marriage:

a. professional or proprietor-manager-official;
b. other occupation;
c. no occupation.
(The argument is that wives with high status work before 
marriage would feel more restricted and deprived by the

32 Unfortunately no information was obtained about unpaid help from friends 
or relatives as “ baby sitters,” probably one of the most important means of 
lessening parents’ restriction.

The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly



burdens of child care after marriage than wives who had low 
status work or had not worked before marriage.)

7. Occupation after marriage:
a. none;
b. all occupations except professional or proprietor-manager- 

official;
c. professional or proprietor-manager-official.
(The argument is that outside work, especially high status 
work, reduces feelings of restriction by child care.)

8. Participation in activities outside home since first child was 
born:
a. “ seldom”  or “ very seldom”  went to movies, on trips, or 

to clubs, parties, etc.;
b. “ seldom” or “ very seldom” to any two of these three 

activities;
c. “ seldom”  or “ very seldom” to any one of three activities;
d. “ sometimes”  or more often to all three activities.

9. Index of felt deprivation. A summary index constructed by 
comparing the reported frequency of participation in certain 
activities (going to movies, on trips, to clubs, parties, etc.) 
and the amount more time desired for each of them. The 
highest index of “ felt deprivation” is that for wives who re
port having gone “ seldom”  or “ very seldom” and wanting 
“ much”  or “ very much”  more time for all three activities. 
The lowest index is that for wives who report wanting little 
or no more time for any of the activities, regardless of re
ported frequency of participation. A trichotomy of the index 
was employed:
a. much;
b. some;
c. little.

Table 12 presents the data for examining the effect of each 
factor on the summary indices of attitudes among all wives 
with children. Four experience factors are significantly related 
to the incidence of desire for much “ more time,” and the direc
tion of relationship is as expected. The proportion wanting 
much more time is higher among the wives who bore two or 
more children within four years of marriage, who married young

Factors Affecting Fertility: Part X X V I I  93
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and experienced either early heavy childbearing or prolonged 
childbearing, or who reported having participated little in ac
tivities outside the home, than among the wives whose expe
riences are classified as less restrictive. Neither lack of domestic 
help nor employment through economic necessity appear to 
have such an effect, however. Insofar as the level of employ
ment has any effect— and it appears to be very slight—wives 
with professional or proprietor-manager-official positions, 
whether before (6a) or after (7c) marriage seem to be some
what less satisfied with their activities than wives with more 
routine work or with no work.

The experience factors are even less closely related to the 
summary index of a more general “ feeling. . . .”  Only one 
reaches the five per cent significance level. Two others ap
proach significance, but wives employed after marriage through 
economic necessity have a lower incidence of “ feeling . . . ”  than 
wives presumably less burdened. Perhaps employment was not 
really such a burden; perhaps it served to counter-balance any 
feeling of restriction by children. Wives reporting a high degree 
of participation in outside activities, as well as wives reporting 
a very low degree of participation, have a high incidence of 
“ feeling. . . .”  The incidence of “ feeling . . by occupation 
before and after marriage follows the same pattern as the inci
dence of “ more time wanted” : professional and proprietor-man
ager jobs are associated with more feeling of restriction by chil
dren. Such jobs, while in some respects permitting more 
freedom of time and movement than routine work, in other 
respects require more freedom since the work cannot be so easily 
confined to regular working hours. Perhaps they also foster a 
desire to be even more completely free.33

Factor 5, which was intended to measure the effect of com-
33 It is such fragmentary data as these last, together with the slight tendency 

among successful fertility planners with few children for responses showing a feel
ing of restriction to be associated with high socio-economic status, that tend to 
support the hypothesis about motivation for fertility control. Children inevitably 
interfere to some extent with the pattern of life desired by some people, and when 
and insofar as such people realize the fact, they try to control then: fertility in 
order to avoid interference with the way of life they desire.
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bined “ burdens”  of early marriage, early heavy or prolonged 
child care, and employment through economic necessity, points 
up the difficulty of interpreting the data. The greater the pre
sumed “ burdens” the more likely wives are to want much “ more 
time,”  but the greater the presumed “ burdens,”  the less likely 
they are to manifest the more more general “ feeling. . . .”  
Perhaps for the few wives heavily “ burdened”  in this sense, 
the “ more time wanted” index represents not so much dissatis
faction with a restricted activity program as an energetic desire 
for a forty-eight hour day to expand the whole business of 
living. That the indices of “ feeling . .  .”  and of felt deprivation 
tend to go together for the total sample, however, is quite 
evident, for wives who report having gone out little and having 
wanted to go out more quite consciously tend to express a 
strong feeling of restriction in the general index.

An attempt was made to re-examine the relationships be
tween attitude indices for wives and success in fertility plan
ning, number of living children, and socio-economic status 
with each of these additional experience factors in turn held 
constant. Unfortunately, the relationships are not strong 
enough and the numbers of cases are too small for such de
tailed analysis to yield reliable results. In general, holding 
constant these experience factors made little or no difference; 
therefore the effect of fertility planning success and family size 
on the attitudes must be independent of these experiences. In 
special cases, where the effects were reinforced or reversed, ex
planations can be proposed, but they all involve ad hoc inter
pretations of the selective nature of the particular experiences 
and the differential meaning of the attitude questions for wives 
with different experiences.

No consistent relationship could be found between the atti
tude indices and six different indicators of social mobility.34

These additional data, therefore, offer little further support 
to the general hypothesis that the attitudes expressed are the 
product of experience with family building and child care.

34 See Riemer, op. cit., Chapter VI.
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Neither do they conflict with it. They do point up once more 
the difficulty of trying to trace any causal sequence involving 
fertility and attitudes toward fertility when the available data 
have an indefinite time reference and when such objective facts 
as frequencies of activities cannot be separated from subjec
tive evaluations of them.

C h il d l e s s  C o u p l e s

So far as could be determined by non-clinical interview, all 
of the childless couples in this sample were fecund, i.e. they had 
no reason to believe themselves sterile. During all, or nearly

Fig. 2. Percentage distributions of responses of 135 childless wives and 
husbands to questions relating to "the feeling that children interfere with 
personal freedom."
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N um
D isco u rag ed  . . . W ould  B e I n te rvie w er

Socio- A vo id  B eing B o th ere d  B y R atin g
E conomic

B EK 
OP T ied D ow n B ein g  T ie d  D ow n

Statu s C ases Wives Husbands Wives H usbands Wives Husbands

Both Groups 135 31.8 27.4 52.6 39.3 73.4 60.3
High SES 95 33.7 33.7 58.9 46.3 70.4 62.6
Low SES 40 27.5 12.5 37.5 22. S 80.0 55.0

Both Groups 135 131 153 365 285 267 304
High SES 95 139 188 409 335 256 316
Low SES 40 114 70 260 163 291 278

Table 13. Index numbers and percentages of childless couples giving 
responses showing a “ feeling that children interfere with personal free
dom”  to attitude items.1

all, of the time since marriage they had practiced contraception 
regularly. None had had a live birth, for couples with a live 
birth but no living child were not interviewed. Eight of the 135 
childless wives had had at least one pregnancy, but in each case 
it had been terminated by a miscarriage or an intentional abor
tion. One wife was in the midst of an unwanted pregnancy 
when interviewed. The childless couples are therefore fairly 
homogeneous in being deliberately childless, and had no ex
perience in the care of their own children to modify their atti
tudes.

As noted earlier, the wording and meaning of questions re
lating to the hypothesis under consideration were not the same 
on the schedules for childless couples and on those for couples 
with children. For childless couples the questions refer to the 
spouses’ attitudes with respect to the potential restriction of 
their freedom if they had children. The attitude data for them 
are thus directly relevant to the motivation hypothesis. How
ever, analysis is handicapped by the small number of cases35 
and by the absence of any group with which they can validly 
be compared. A very rough comparison with couples with 
children has been resorted to, in spite of the difference in ques
tions, in order to get more perspective on the data.

35 There are only 135 childless couples in the inflated sample, of which 92 are 
independent cases.
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W ould  M ind  So m e , M uch , or V er y  M uch I f L ess T im e  A v a il a b l e  F o r :

Movies Trips Clubs . . . etc. Entertaining Reading . . . etc.

Wives Husbands Wives Husbands Wives Husbands Wives Husbands Wives Husbands

PE R C EN T AG E S

26.7 17.8 51.9 45.2 21.5 31.9 37.8 37.8 57.8 48.9
23.2 15.8 59.0 52.6 23.2 34.7 38.9 43.1 64.1 59.0
35.0 22.5 35.0 27.5 17.5 25.0 35.0 25.0 42.5 25.0

IN D E X  N U M B E R S 2

96 142 116 132 97 225 79 115 1 0 2 150
83 126 132 154 104 244 81 131 114 181

126 180 79 80 79 176 73 76 75 77

1 Responses taken as showing a “ feeling that children interfere with personal freedom”  
were “ some,”  “ much,” and “ very much” discouraged, etc.

2 Index numbers are computed to the base percentages given in Tables 5, 7, or 9 for 
responses of all couples with children. This is merely to facilitate rough comparisons; the 
items had different meanings for childless couples and couples with children.

Figure 2 gives the percentage distributions of responses by 
childless wives and husbands to the ten attitude items. It ex
hibits essentially the same features as did Figure 1 for couples 
with children. The distributions are highly skewed, except for 
the interviewer rating (the meaning of which is ambiguous in 
the case of childless couples) and the two items concerning 
encouragement to have children by the availability of visiting 
nurses and school nurseries (the ambiguity of which was noted 
earlier). Of the five activities, curtailment of time available 
for reading, resting, etc. and for trips would be minded more, 
the same activities for which parents with children wanted 
“more time.”  And, just as for couples with children, it is movies, 
and clubs, parties, etc., which seem the less attractive of the 
actvities listed.

In contrast to couples with children, the responses of child
less couples to the two general questions entering into the sum
mary index of “ feeling . . tend to show more concern for their 
personal freedom, and the interviewers attributed such concern 
to most of the childless couples but to relatively few couples 
with children. Among childless couples the husbands sometimes 
appear to be more concerned than the wives with possible re
striction of personal freedom, but whether this concern is pri



marily for self or spouse cannot be determined. The degree to 
which childless husbands claim they would have been en
couraged to have children if visiting nurses and school nurseries 
had been available suggests concern for the wife’s freedom, and 
perhaps an unrealistic appraisal of the effectiveness of such 
institutions.

To get more perspective on the attitudes of childless couples, 
it is helpful to assume that the questions asked them and the 
possible responses are roughly equivalent to those for couples 
with children. On this basis Table 13 gives the incidence among 
childless couples of responses showing a feeling of potential 
restriction, and also expresses them as index numbers to the 
base proportions of equivalent responses for all couples with 
children. Table 14 does the same for the summary index of the 
time desired for various activities.

The index numbers in Table 13 point up more strongly what 
a comparison between Figures 1 and 2 also shows, namely, the 
high degree to which interviewers judged that childless couples 
would resent having their freedom restricted by children; the
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Table 14. Attitude of childless couples toward restriction of activities: 
index numbers and percentages of those who would mind very much if they 
had less time for various activities because of children.1

S o c io - E c o n o m ic

S t a t u s

N u m b e r  
o f  C a s e s

W iv e s H u s b a n d s C o u p l e s

p e r c e n t a g e s

Both Groups 135 48.9 45.9 32.6
High SES 95 54.7 51.6 41.1
Low SES 40 35.0 32.5 12.5

i n d e x  n u m b e r s 2

Both Groups 135 92 136 152
High SES 95 103 154 192
Low SES 40 66 97 58

1 An attitude of “ mind very much” is present for wife or husband if the summary index
was coded 1- 6 , for the couple if the summary index was coded 1 - 6  for both wife and 
husband. , , . . _  ,

2 Index numbers are computed to the base percentages given in Tables 6 . 8 , or 10 for 
“ more time wanted” by couples with children. This is merely to facilitate comparisons; the 
items had different meanings for childless couples and couples with children.



high frequency with which childless couples, and especially 
wives, themselves judged that they would be bothered by being 
tied down by children; and the relatively high frequency with 
which childless couples admitted to being discouraged from 
having children by the desire to avoid being tied down. All 
these points favor the hypothesis that the desire to avoid re
striction of personal freedom may be an important motive for 
remaining childless.

The index numbers in Table 13 also suggest that the re
luctance among childless wives to have certain of their activi
ties curtailed by child care is not extreme, and appears realistic 
when compared with the reported experience of all wives with 
children. Childless husbands appear to feel relatively more 
strongly about having their freedom restricted.

It may be noted also that, with three exceptions, childless 
couples in the high socio-economic group have a greater inci
dence of “ feeling . . .”  responses than those in the low group, 
and that some of the differences are quite considerable. This 
is the same pattern found for couples with children. Its re
currence here lends additional weight to the argument that the 
summary index of socio-economic status is an indicator of dif
ferent value systems or ways of life, rather than an indicator 
of the economic burden of child-rearing. Possibly the child
lessness of couples with low socio-economic status is more due 
to economic causes, and that of the couples with high socio
economic status to a preference for a less restricted way of life.

Table 14 gives the percentages of childless wives, husbands, 
and couples who thought they would mind restriction of their 
activities by children, and also expresses these percentages as 
index numbers to the base proportions wanting much “ more 
time” among all couples with children. It may be observed 
that the percentage of childless wives who thought that they 
would mind having less time for certain activities is slightly 
smaller than the percentage of wives with children who actually 
wanted more time for those activities. For husbands and for 
couples the reverse is the case, i.e. the percentage of the child
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less who anticipated dissatisfaction is larger than the percent
age of those with children who claimed to have experienced it. 
This difference between childless wives and husbands is par
ticularly strong in the high socio-economic group; the wives’ 
index is no higher than that for successful planners with three 
or more children and lower than that for unsuccessful planners 
with two children, but the husbands’ index (and the index for 
couples) is higher than for any group with children. In the low 
socio-economic group the indices for childless persons are quite 
moderate, about the same as for unsuccessful planners with one 
child.

Since precise comparison of childless couples and couples 
with children is impossible, the main value of this rough com
parison is to suggest that (a ) deliberate childlessness is only 
moderately associated with the expectation that desired activi
ties would be too much restricted by children, (b ) the expecta
tion is stronger at the high SES level than at the low level, and 
(c )  it is held by husbands to a greater degree than would seem 
warranted by the experience of couples with children.

In summary, the data suggest that childless couples may 
have a more intense “ feeling that children interfere with per
sonal freedom” than do couples with children. But it is im
possible to determine to what extent this attitude of childless 
couples motivated their childlessness over the twelve to four
teen years of marriage and to what extent it is the product of 
new interests and habits which did not exist as a hindrance to 
family building in earlier years.

S u m m a r y

Hypothesis 7 of the Indianapolis Study refers to motivation 
for fertility control: “ The stronger the feeling that children 
interfere with personal freedom, the higher the proportion of 
couples practicing contraception effectively and the smaller 
the planned family.”  It was found, however, that the data are 
not adequate to test this hypothesis. Among couples with 
children, most of the questions which were to determine the
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“ feeling that children interfere with personal freedom”  refer 
explicitly to experiences since the birth of the first child.

Accordingly the alternative position was taken that among 
couples with children a feeling of restriction results from diffi
culties or hardships experienced in family building. Specific 
hypotheses are that the feeling of restriction— as manifested 
in a general index of “ feeling . . .”  and an index of “ more time 
wanted” for various activities— are associated with (1) unsuc
cessful fertility control, (2 ) number of children, and (3 ) low 
socio-economic status. In general the data confirm that lack of 
success in fertility planning and having three or more children 
are associated with a feeling of restriction. The association ap
pears to be closer when feeling of restriction is measured by 
the index of “ more time wanted” for various activities than 
when measured by the index of more general “ feeling. . . .”  No 
clear association exists, however, between socio-economic status 
and feeling of restriction among couples with children. A slight 
tendency for the feeling of restriction to be associated with 
high status prompts the interpretation that the summary index 
of socio-economic status used in this analysis does not indicate 
economic difficulty in child-rearing so much as it indicates dif
ferent value systems with respect to family building.

Additional information about domestic help, pattern of 
family growth, employment, and participation of wives in 
activities outside the home was examined for possible effects 
on the attitudes of wives with children. These data do not con
flict with the hypothesis that a feeling of restriction by chil
dren is the product of experience in family building, but they 
offer little additional support. They do serve to emphasize two 
points: (1 ) It is not success in fertility planning or size of 
family per se or the objective difficulties associated with eco
nomic position which determine attitudes, but the interpreta
tion of the experiences by the spouses. (2 ) If causal sequences 
involving fertility and attitudes toward fertility and toward 
personal freedom are to be unravelled, the data must have 
definite time reference and must distinguish more clearly be
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tween the objective events of parents’ experiences and their 
subjective evaluations of them.

Data on deliberately childless couples offer some support for 
the hypothesis that the “ feeling that children interfere with 
personal freedom” motivates fertility control and small families. 
But because there are so few childless couples in the sample 
and because the different questions asked of them make precise 
comparison with other groups impossible, only very limited 
analysis was feasible.

It may be suggested, however, that intensive study of the 
relationships between attitudes toward personal freedom and 
fertility control and planned family size may be concentrated 
most profitably on the attitudes of couples who have deliber
ately remained childless for varying periods after marriage, 
and on the expectations and experiences of couples directly 
before and after the birth of the first child.

The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly
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A p p e n d i x

Table 15. Fertility planning status among couples with children by sum
mary index of “ feeling . . . ,”  for wives, husbands, and couples. Percentage 
distributions.

F e r tility  P lan n in g  
Sta t u s1

I n d e x  of “ F ee lin g  . . . »»

(Much) 1-3 4 5 6 7 8 (Little)

Wives1 2 3

Number of Cases 26 83 110 281 527 282
Total 1 00 .0 1 00 .0 1 00 .0 1 00 .0 100 .0 100 .0
Number and Spacing
Planned 26.9 9.6 13.6 22.4 23.7 20.9

Number Planned 7.7 15.7 8 . 2 13.9 12.9 24.8
Quasi-Planned 26.9 40.9 20.9 32.7 34.7 39.4
Excess Fertility 38.5 33.7 57.3 31.0 28.7 14.9
Husbands2

Number of Cases 27 59 81 262 623 257
Total 1 00 .0 100 .0 100 .0 100 .0 1 00 .0 1 00 .0
Number and Spacing
Planned 0 . 0 11.9 2 2 . 2 2 0 .6 2 0 .2 28.0

Number Planned 11.1 10.2 8 . 6 13.0 17.5 16.3
Quasi-Planned 25.9 28.8 23.5 30.9 38.4 33.9
Excess Fertility 63.0 49.1 45.7 35.5 23.9 2 1 . 8

Couples8 4-9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

Number of Cases 64 69 103 142 228 394 190 119
Total 1 0 0 . 0 1 0 0 . 0 1 0 0 . 0 1 0 0 . 0 1 0 0 . 0 1 0 0 . 0 1 0 0 . 0 1 0 0 . 0
Number and Spacing
Planned 15.6 7.2 8.7 31.0 19.3 22.3 23.7 26.9

Number Planned 7.8 4.3 16.5 1 0 . 6 12.7 18.5 2 1 . 0 16.0
Quasi-Planned 26.6 42.0 29.1 20.4 37.8 35.0 36.3 43.7
Excess Fertility 50.0 46.4 45.6 38.0 30.3 24.1 18.9 13.4

Couples4 * * * Both 1-6 W. 1-6, 71 00 W. 7-8, H. 1-6 Both 7-8

Number of Cases 241 259 188 621
Total 1 0 0 . 0 1 0 0 . 0 1 0 0 . 0 1 0 0 . 0
Number and Spacing
Planned 19.5 17.8 17.0 24.5

Number Planned 8.3 16.6 16.0 17.4
Quasi-Planned 27.4 34.7 30.8 38.0
Excess Fertility 44.8 30.9 36.2 2 0 . 1

1 These are the same categories used throughout the Indianapolis Fertility Study, except 
that all childless couples are excluded.

2 Index obtained by summing, for wife and husband respectively, codes for responses to 
three items, multiplying by 3 and taking the first digit of the product as the index. The index 
is dichotomized (1-6, 7-8) to indicate presence or absence of strong “ feeling . . . ” .

3 For couples, index obtained by summing indices of wife and husband. These data are 
supplied for possible comparison with other studies in the series; no further use is made of 
them in this study.

4 Index dichotomized for wife and husband separately, and then cross-tabulated. “ Both
1-6” is taken to indicate strong “ feeling . . . ”  for the couple, “ both 7-8”  is taken to indi
cate lack of such “ feeling . . . ,”  and the cases where wife and husband fall in opposite
dichotomies are “ mixed.”
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Table 17. Average number of living children for couples with children, by- 

summary index of “ feeling . . . ”  and fertility planning status.

F e r t i l i t y  P l a n n in g  St a t u s 1

Wives1 2
Number and Spacing Planned 
Number Planned

All Successful Planners 
Unsuccessful Planners 
Husbands2

Number and Spacing Planned 
Number Planned 

All Successful Planners 
Unsuccessful Planners

Couples3
All Successful Planners 
Unsuccessful Planners

I n d e x  o f  “ F e e l in g  . . .

(Much) 1-4 5 6 7 8 (Little)

AVERAGE NUMBER OF LIVING CHILDREN

1.62
2.05
1.78
2.49

1.63
2.21
1.85
2.60

1.48
2.29
1.77 
2.34

1.44
2.17
1.77 
2.23

1.41
2.13
1.80
2.09

1.44
2.19
1.72
2.16

1.60
2.38

2.07
2.32

1.79
2.64

1.80
2.44
2.05

2.67 2.57

Both 1-6 W. 1-6 
H. 7-8

W. 7-8 
H. 1-6

Both
7-8

1.85
2.65

1.83
2.32

1.98
2.56

1.73
2.16

NUMBER OF CASES

Wives
Number and Spacing Planned 
Number Planned 

All Successful Planners 
Unsuccessful Planners 
Husbands

Number and Spacing Planned 
Number Planned

All Successful Planners 
Unsuccessful Planners

Couples
All Successful Planners 
Unsuccessful Planners

1-4 5 6 7 8

15 15 63 125 59
15 9 39 68 70
30 24 102 193 129
79 86 179 334 153

7 18 54 126 72
9 7 34 109 42

16 25 88 235 114
70 56 174 388 143

Both 1-6 T*
T

O
O

 O
N W. 7-8, 

H. 1-6
Both
7-8

67 89 62 260
174 170 126 361

1 These are the same categories used throughout the Indianapolis Fertility Study, except 
that all childless couples are excluded and quasi-planned and excess fertility categories are 
combined.

2 See footnote (2) to Table 15 for formation of index.
8 See footnote (4) to Table 15 for formation of index. Separate averages for the two cate

gories of successful planners would have required new tabulations.
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Table 18. Average number of living children for couples with children, by 

summary index of “ more time wanted”  and fertility planning status.

F e r t il it y  P l a n n in g  St a t u s 1

I n d e x  of “ M o r e  T im e  W a n t e d ”

(Much)
1-4 5 6 7 8 9

(Little)

A V E R A G E  N U M B E R  O F L IV IN G  C H IL D R E N

Wives2
Number and Spacing Planned 1.68 1.69 1.44 1.50 1.38 1.38
Number Planned 2.05 2.33 2.38 2.24 1.97 2.16

All Successful Planners 1.84 1.94 1.76 1.88 1.65 1.68
Unsuccessful Planners 2.82 2.66 2.28 2.16 2.10 1.85

Number and Spacing Planned 2.23 1.58 1.32 1.60 1.41
Number Planned 2.49 2.30 2.36 2.23 1.90

All Successful Planners 2.05 2.52 1.83 1.75 1.80 1.63
Unsuccessful Planners 2.62 2.67 2.40 2.45 2.20 2.01

Both W. 1-6, W. 7-9, Both
1-6 H. 7-9 H. 1-6 7-9

Couples3
All Successful Planners 2.09 1. 73 2.00 1.69
Unsuccessful Planners 2.74 2.45 2. 23 2.00

N U M B E R O F CA SE S

1-4 5 6 7 8 9
Wives
Number and Spacing Planned 28 61 52 48 40 48
Number Planned 21 39 26 50 34 31

All Successful Planners 49 100 78 98 74 79
Unsuccessful Planners 125 187 156 203 67 93
Husbands
Number and Spacing Planned 5 21 43 63 55 90
Number Planned 14 23 23 44 26 71

All Successful Planners 19 44 66 107 81 161
Unsuccessful Planners 50 144 117 208 127 185

Both W. 1-6, W. 7-9, Both
1-6 H. 7-9 H. 1-6 7-9Couples

All Successful Planners 79 148 50 201
Unsuccessful Planners 201 267 110 253

1 These are the same categories used throughout the Indianapolis Fertility Study, except 
childless couples are excluded and quasi-planned and excess fertility categories are

2 See footnote (2) to Table 16 for formation of index.
 ̂See footnote (4) to Table 16 for formation of index. Separate averages for the two cate

gories of successful planners would have required new tabulations.
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Table 19. Incidence of attitudes among couples with children, by success 

in planning fertility, number of living children, and socio-economic status.1

D escription  of 
Su b-G roup

N u m ber
of

C ases

P er C en t  of E ach  C ate g o r y

With Strong “ Feeling . . . ” Wanting Much “ More Time”

Wives Husbands Couples Wives Husbands Couples

Total All SES 1,309 38.2 32.8 18.4 53.1 33.6 21.4
High SES 695 40.9 31.1 20.3 52.8 30.9 19.9
Low SES 614 35.2 34.7 16.3 53.4 36.7 23.1

«0a. 1 Child All SES 396 29.3 22.5 1 0 . 6 41.2 23.5 10.4
3
O High SES 251 33.1 22.3 12.3 41.8 21.5 10.4

O Low SES 145 2 2 . 8 2 2 . 8 7.6 40.0 26.9 10.3

.S 2 Chil- All SES 541 42.1 33.3 2 1 . 2 53.5 33.6 2 2 . 6
a« dren High SES 309 47.9 33.0 25.6 55.7 32.0 21.7

E Low SES 232 34.5 33.6 15.5 50.9 35.8 23.7
< 3 or All SES 372 41.9 43.0 2 2 . 6 65.1 44.4 31.5

More High SES 135 39.3 43.0 23.0 66.7 45.9 33.3
Chil- Low SES 237 43.5 43.0 22.4 64.1 43.5 30.4
dren

Total All SES 478 32.6 27.0 14.0 47.5 27.0 16.5
High SES 315 37.8 29.2 17.5 47.9 27.6 16.5
Low SES 163 22.7 22.7 7.4 46.6 25.8 16.6

CO 1 Child All SES 178 32.6 23.0 13.5 44.9 16.3 9.0
a High SES 1 2 1 34.7 23.1 15.7 43.0 15.7 9.1
«

E
Low SES 57 28.1 2 2 . 8 8 . 8 49.1 17.5 8 . 8

*3 2 Chil All SES 235 31.1 27.2 14.0 46.8 30.2 19.1
COso
V dren High SES 154 39.6 31.8 18.8 50.0 33.8 19.5
OO
3

Low SES 81 14.8 18.5 4.9 40.7 23.5 18.5
CO

3 or All SES 65 38.5 36.9 15.4 56.9 44.6 27.7
More High SES 40 40.0 37.5 17.5 55.0 40.0 27.5
Chil Low SES 25 36.0 36.0 1 2 . 0 60.0 52.0 28.0
dren

Total All SES 831 41.4 36.1 20.9 56.3 37.4 24.2
High SES 380 43.4 32.6 2 2 . 6 56.8 33.7 2 2 . 6

Low SES 451 39.7 39.0 19.5 55.9 40.5 25.5
00
4) 1 Child All SES 218 26.6 2 2 . 0 8.3 38.1 29.4 11.5
a
3 High SES 130 31.5 21.5 9.2 40.8 26.9 11.5
<8

£ Low SES 88 19.3 22.7 6 . 8 34.1 33.0 11.4

”3•CM 2 Chil All SES 306 50.7 37.9 26.8 58.8 36.3 25.2
COV dren High SES 155 56.1 34.2 32.2 61.3 30.3 23.9
OO
3eo

Low SES 151 45.0 41.7 2 1 . 2 56.3 42.4 26.5
a

3 or All SES 307 42.7 44.3 24.1 6 6 . 8 44.3 32.2
More High SES 95 38.9 45.3 25.2 71.5 48.4 35.8
Chil Low SES 2 1 2 44.3 43.9 23.6 64.6 42.5 30.7
dren

l For dichotomy points on summary indices of attitudes, see Table 2.
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P er C ent of

D escription  of Sub-G roup

N um ber
OF

Cases

Discouraged . . . 
Avoid Being 
Tied Down

Bothered By 
Being Tied Down

Interviewer
Rating

Wives Husbs. Wives Husbs. Wives Husbs.

All Planning Groups Total All SES 1,309 24.2 17.9 14.4 13.8 27.5 19.8
High SES 695 28.5 18.0 17.3 12.7 29.3 2 0 . 0

Low SES 614 19.4 17.7 1 1 . 2 15.1 25.5 19.6

1 Child All SES 396 17.4 13.7 1 1 . 1 8.1 21.7 18.1
High SES 251 20.7 16.1 14.3 9.6 23.9 17.7
Low SES 145 11.7 9.7 5.5 5.5 17.9 18.6

2 Children All SES 541 28.8 14.8 13.1 10.4 30.7 19.0
High SES 309 35.6 16.8 14.2 8 . 1 35.0 20.4
Low SES 232 19.8 15.5 1 1 . 6 13.4 24.9 17.0

3 or More All SES 372 24.8 24.7 19.9 25.0 29.2 23.0
Children High SES 135 26.7 24.4 29.6 28.9 26.3 23.3

Low SES 237 23.6 24.9 14.3 2 2 . 8 30.8 22 .8

Successful Planners Total All SES 478 2 1 . 8 13.8 15.1 8 . 6 22.3 16.3
High SES 315 26.7 15.6 19.1 8 . 8 24.8 17.9
Low SES 163 12.3 10.4 7.4 8 . 0 17.5 13.1

1 Child All SES 178 16.9 12.4 14.0 5.6 21.9 18.3
High SES 1 21 18.2 14.9 16.5 6 . 6 23.2 19.5
Low SES 57 14.0 7.0 8 . 8 3.5 19.3 15.8

2 Children All SES 235 24.7 1 2 . 8 14.0 7.2 23.3 15.5
High SES 154 32.5 14.3 18.8 6.5 28.6 18.2
Low SES 81 9.9 9.9 4.9 8 . 6 1 2 . 8 10.3

3 or More All SES 65 24.6 21.5 21.5 21.5 2 0 . 0 13.8
Children High SES 40 30.0 22.5 27.5 25.0 15.0 12.5

Low SES 25 16.0 2 0 . 0 1 2 . 0 16.0 28.0 16.0

Unsuccessful Planners Total All SES 831 25.6 2 0 . 2 14.1 16.8 30.5 2 1 . 8

High SES 380 30.0 2 0 . 1 15.8 15.8 33.1 21.7
Low SES 451 2 2 . 0 20.4 1 2 . 6 17.7 28.4 2 2 . 0

1 Child All SES 218 17.9 14.8 8.7 1 0 . 1 2 1 . 6 17.9
High SES 130 23.1 17.2 12.3 12.3 24.6 16.2
Low SES 88 1 0 . 2 11.4 3.4 6 . 8 17.0 20.5

2 Children All SES 306 32.0 19.0 12.4 12.7 36.3 2 1 . 6

High SES 155 38.7 19.4 9.7 9.7 41.3 2 2 .6

Low SES 151 25.2 18.5 15.2 15.9 31.1 20.5

3 or More All SES 307 24.8 25.4 19.5 25.7 31.1 24.9
Children High SES 95 25.3 25.3 30.5 30.5 31.2 27.0

Low SES 2 1 2 24.5 25.5 14.6 23.6 31.1 13.6

Table 20. Incidence of item responses showing a feeling of restriction among couples with 
children, by success in fertility planning, number of living children, and socio-economic 
status.1
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Each Category  G iv in g  R esponse  Sh o w in g  “ F eeling  . . . ”  on Item

Some, Much or Very Much More Time Wanted For:

Movies Trips Clubs, Etc. Entertaining Reading, Etc.

Wives Husbs. Wives Husbs. Wives Husbs. Wives Husbs. Wives Husbs.

27.8 12.5 44.6 34.2 2 2 . 2 14.2 47.9 33.0 56.4 32.6
26.8 1 1 . 2 41.6 33.8 24.8 13.4 47.6 31.7 57.1 29.8
29.0 14.0 48.0 34.7 19.2 15.1 48.2 34.4 55.4 35.8

17.9 8.3 35.4 25.3 13.8 11.4 35.6 26.8 42.4 26.8
17.5 8.4 33.7 23.9 15.5 1 1 . 2 35.8 24.3 41.8 27.9
18.6 8.3 40.0 27.6 10.3 11.7 35.2 31.0 43.4 24.8

29.2 8.7 43.8 33.8 26.7 12.4 48.4 31.1 60.0 31.1
28.8 8.7 43.0 35.6 31.3 1 2 . 6 50.8 31.8 65.0 27.2
29.7 8 . 6 44.8 31.5 20.7 1 2 . 1 45.3 30.2 53.5 36.2

36.3 2 2 . 6 55.6 44.4 24.7 19.9 60.2 42.4 65.6 41.1
39.3 2 2 . 2 54.8 48.1 27.4 19.3 62.3 45.2 87.4 39.3
34.6 2 2 . 8 56.1 42.2 23.2 20.3 59.1 40.7 64.6 42.2

2 2 .6 7.7 40.0 28.7 21.4 12.3 43.9 28.0 53.8 24.9
2 2 .6 8 . 8 38.1 29.5 24.0 1 1 . 8 45.1 28.9 53.7 25.4
22.7 5.5 43.6 27.0 16.6 13.5 41.7 26.4 54.0 23.9

21.9 3.4 38.2 17.4 15.2 6 . 2 39.3 21.3 42.1 2 0 . 8
19.8 5.0 33.9 18.2 14.9 3.3 34.7 19.8 38.8 23.1
26.3 0 . 0 47.4 15.8 15.8 12.3 49.1 24.6 49.1 15.8

2 2 . 1 6 . 8 37.9 31.5 27.4 13.6 45.1 28.9 59.6 23.8
24.0 7.8 40.3 32.5 32.2 16.9 50.0 32.5 63.0 25.3
18.5 4.9 33.3 29.6 18.5 7.4 35.8 2 2 . 2 53.1 2 1 . 0

26.2 23.1 52.2 49.2 16.9 24.6 52.2 43.1 64.6 40.0
25.0 25.0 42.5 52.5 2 0 . 0 17.5 57.5 42.5 62.5 32.5
28.0 2 0 . 0 6 8 . 0 44.0 1 2 . 0 36.0 44.0 44.0 6 8 . 0 52.0

30.8 15.3 47.3 37.4 2 2 . 6 15.3 50.2 35.8 57.8 37.1
30.3 13.2 44.5 37.4 25.5 14.7 49.7 34.0 60.0 33.4
31.2 17.1 49.6 37.4 2 0 . 2 15.7 50.5 37.3 55.9 40.1

14.7 12.4 33.0 31.7 12.4 15.6 32.6 31.2 42.7 31.6
15.4 11.5 31.5 29.2 16.2 18.5 36.9 28.5 44.6 32.3
13.6 13.6 35.2 35.2 6 . 8 11.4 26.1 35.2 39.8 30.7

34.6 1 0 . 1 48.4 35.6 26.1 11.4 51.0 32.8 60.5 36.6
33.5 9.7 46.8 38.7 30.3 8.4 51.6 31.2 57.1 29.0
35.8 1 0 . 6 51.0 32.4 21.9 14.6 50.4 34.4 53.6 44.4

38.4 22.5 56.4 43.3 26.4 18.9 61.9 42.1 65.8 41.4
45.3 2 1 . 1 60.0 46.3 30.5 2 0 . 0 64.2 46.3 69.5 42.1
35.4 23.1 54.7 42.0 24.5 18.4 60.9 40.3 64.2 41.0

1 Responses taken as showing a feeling of restriction were “ some,”  “ much,”  and “ very much . . .  bothered,”  
“more time,”  etc.


