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Troponfints of ; ouerni'ratlori tbeor5.e-f5 o-̂  xerti.lity as as structural 
history theorists, ex-pücitly or iriplicitl̂ ' tp.n\ to assure that all adults 
have •'•rell .iefine-i fari-ly si^e nreferences. Seekinf; to i^eronstrate that this 
assu'^ption r̂ ay not necessaril}' he true, ?t least iv. rural areas vrhere fer-
tility is at or near natural levels, the '"•eanin̂ 'fniness of family size fre-

• ferences to respondents and the validity of preference measurements were 
analyzed in terras of tv70 components' existence and veracity. The first 
involves the respondent's ability to counts whether she/he has the concept 
of family size and if so, whether she has the family size preference concept, 
and if that exists, whether she has a well defined preference or ranfe of 
preferences. For those havin» well defined preferences, one then can atter̂ nt 
to deterw-ine the decree of veracity of the response, taken here as the extent 
to which the stated preference is consistent with other related attitudinal 
variables. 

Usinfi data frow 106̂ -̂69 national samples (PECFAL-Rural Fertility surveys) 
of currently mated women with at least one livinĵ  child, in rural areas or 
places of less than 2 0 , 1 0 0 population in Colombia. Costa Pica, '̂ exico and 
Perus it was found that TR>ost woraen apparently had the underlyinp; concepts of 
famly size and family size preference, but only between A5 and 63 percent 
(dependin<̂  on the country) of the least educated women and to percent 
of the best educated probably have a well defined preference as measured bv 
an ideal family size question. The relationship? to education as well as in-
ternal consistency and other checks snnported the findings. ''̂ ith res'̂ ect to 
veracity, it was found that between 55 and 77 percent of those with defined 
preferences showed at least partial consistency with other related variables. 
Suramin."; UT> ; of all currently mated 

wo'pen with at J.east one live chil<': r onlv 
between to ¿7 percent depending on the country, appeared to be '̂ ivinc 
valid responses to the fardly si?e preference question and even lower ner-
centa^es were found arronr the least educated. 

Given the theoretical inportance of the existence and veracity co-̂ n̂onents 
of fatT'ily size preferences narticularly in rural lobulations which tray be iu«?t 
bepinninp to control their fertility^ future surveys should not force 



nunserical r e p l i e s ot do so only a f t e r recordin<^ the ori«»infil response and 

should u t i l i z e a d d i t i o n a l q u e s t i o n s to b e t t e r a s s e s s the e x i s t e n c e and 

v e r a c i t y components. P a r t i c u l a r emphasis should he p laced on s t u d i e s usin?' 

ánthropolopiical approaches t h a t p r o v i d e i^ore d i r e c t in forr ia t ion both on 

p r e f e r e n c e s as w e l l as on t h e i r r e l a t i o n to t h e c o n t e x t s i n which the 

f a m i l i e s l i v e . 

I 

I 



ACTWOTTLTDGHtETITS 

The authors wish to ackncn-iledt̂ e the helpful connents and suppiestions 
made by Tir. Alan B. Simmons and Dr. Shea ''.utstein. the staff of the 
CELADE Fertility Sector, Cesar Torrealba, Vifuel Villa and various raembers 

t of the Research and Traininp, Seminars held at CELADE. Gratitude is also 
expressed to Barbara Donoso and Olivia Berner who typed various versions 
of the paper. 

The data was collp.cted under a f̂ rant from the Population Council. 
CELADE coordinated the work done by the following centers (Study Directors 
in parenthesis): 

Asociación Colombiana de Facultades de 'tedicina (ASCOFÂ ffi) 
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r ' n o D u c T i a : 

In the e f f o r t t o e x p l a i n f e r t i l i t y l e v e l s aiv". chan^-s ruch e i iphasis 

has been p l a c e d on f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e s . Aponp r e s e a r c h e r s vorkinp; i n 

what m i f h t be termed a m o d e r n i z a t i o n t h e o r y a p p r o a c h t h e i n t e r e s t has been 

q u i t e e x p l i c i t w h i l e ansonp; t h o s e u t i l i z i n p an a l t e r n a t i v e approachj f ' e n e r a l l y 

termed s t r u c t u r a l h i s t o r y ( e s t r u c t u r a l i s r o o h i s t o r i c o ) the i r iportance of f a m i l y 

s i z e p r e f e r e n c e s would seem t o be i m p l i c i t . 

Within the m o d e r n i z a t i o n approach, s t u d i e s o f t h e v a l u e of c h i l d r e n ( e . g . . 

' the a r t i c l e s i n F a w c e t t , 1972; 1973) and the development o f economic t h e o r i e s 
» 

of f e r t i l i t y ( e . g . , E a s t e r l i n , 1973^ Kamboodiri , 1974^ Freedman and M u e l l e r , 

I* 1974) have l e d t o more s o p h i s t i c a t e d measures (CoombSj 1 9 7 3 ' Terhune, 1972) 

of p r e f e r e n c e s and g r e a t e r t h e o r e t i c a l s p e c i f i c a t i o n . Most of t h e s e s t u d i e s 

seem to t a k e f o r granted t h a t t h e respondents s t u d i e d a lways have p r e f e r e n c e s . 

Terhune and Kaufman (1973^ p. 599) s t a t e : 'By t h i s t ime i n the s tudy of popu-

l a t i o n we know w e l l t h a t p e o p l e f o r m u l a t e p r e f e r e n c e s f o r completed f a m i l y s i z e 

and t h e s e p r e f e r e n c e s b e g i n t o d e v e l o p w e l l i n advance of r e a c h i n g t h e a s p i r e d 

f a m i l y s i z e " . T h i s c o n t e n t i o n may be g e n e r a l l y t r u e f o r t h e United S t a t e s , the 

only country f o r which they c i t e s t u d i e s , but t h e r e i s r e a s o n to s u s p e c t t h a t 

mjiny respondents i n the d e v e l o p i n g c o u n t r i e s , p a r t i c u l a r l y t h o s e i n r u r a l a r e a s 

w i t h l i t t l e o r no e d u c a t i o n and not d e l i b e r a t e l y c o n t r o l l i n g f e r t i l i t y j have 

not formed p r e f e r e n c e s and may l a c k t h e n e c e s s a r y c o n c e p t s , or they have v e r y 

ambivalent a t t i t u d e s on the m a t t e r . 

R e s e a r c h e r s working i n t h e s t r u c t u r a l h i s t o r y framework, p a r t i c u l a r l y i n 

L a t i n America , w h i l e not e x p l i c i t l y f o c u s i n g on f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e s , would 

seem i n many c a s e s t o presume t h a t f a m i l i e s choose t o have the s i z e f a m i l y 

t h a t appears most s u i t a b l e g i v e n the t-cononic c o n t e x t i n which they l i v e . For 

example, Dû i ue and P a s t r a n a (1973) have hjrpothesized t h a t c h i l d r e n a r e seen i n 

the lower c l a s s as not s imply i n c r e a s i n g the c o s t s to the f a m i l y but as a po-

t e n t i a l a s s i s t a n c e i n t h e home economy: e n t e r i n g the l a b o r market a t an e a r l y 

a g e , they t h e r e f o r e have a r o l e i n t h e f a m i l y s u r v i v a l s t r a t e g y . S i n c e t h e r o l e 

v a r i e s to the f a m i l y ' s i n s e r t i o n i n t h e economy, the number of c h i l d r e n i s 

expected t o v a r y w i t h the r o l e i n the economy. >iore e x p l i c i t l y , de Janvry 

( p e r s o n a l communication) has s u g g e s t e d t h a t one must b e g i n w i t h the premise 

t h a t most c o u p l e s , however p r i m i t i v e , a r e i n d i v i d u a l l y r a t i o n a l i n a d j u s t i n g 

the nmaber of c h i l d r e n they have t o the e c o n o n i c , p o l i t i c a l , l e g a l and i d e o -

l o g i c a l c o n d i t i o n s under which they l i v e " , ' 'e n o t e s t h a t t h e economic s t r u c t u r e 
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u l t i í n a t e l y tends to be the ?ia.ior determinant of b e h a v i o r es-oec ia l ly a t low 

l e v e l s i n d i v i d u a l econoi i c r a t i o n a l i t y , in t u r n , i s condit ione. ! by the s o c i a l 

p o s i t i o n of the household r e l a t i v e to p r o d u c t i v e r e s o u r c e s an'l the s o c i a l 

d i v i s i o n of l a b o r . l ience, s t r u c t u r a l h i s t o r y proponents e x p l a i n i n g f e r t i l i t y 

l e v e l s and change i m p l i c i t l y seem t o a c c e p t , as do modernization t h e o r i s t s 

more e x p l i c i t l y , t h a t f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e s e x i s t . 

Most f e r t i l i t y s u r v e y s i n c l u d e q u e s t i o n s on i d e a l f a m l y s i z e , d e s i r e d 

f a i a i l y s i z e or o t h e r v a r i a t i o n s of what w i l l be c a l l e d here p e n e r i c a l l y " f a m i l y 

s i z e p r e f e r e n c e s ' . In the p a s t , t h e r e has beén o c c a s i o n a l c r i t i c i s m of the 

concepts and q u e s t i o n s ( e . g . , Mauldin, 1965; Hauser, 1967) and some a n a l y s i s 

of the q u a l i t y of t h e data ( e . g . . H i l l , S tycos and Back, 1959, p . 74-92) but 

l i t t l e concern whether the q u e s t i o n s were "meaningful ' ' to the respondents 

md the answers v a l i d . A r e c e n t paper by ICnodel and Prachuabmdh (1973) i s one 

of the f i r s t i n the p r e s e n t decade to e m p i r i c a l l y e v a l u a t e w^hether f a m i l y s i z e 

q u e s t i o n s a r e meaningful t o respondents . They concluded t h a t ' ' in Thai land, 

a t l e a s t , responses to f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e s need to be i n t e r p r e t e d wi th 

c a u t i o n but n e v e r t h e l e s s can be of use t o the p o p u l a t i o n analyst'^ (p. 6 1 9 ) . 

S i n c e f i n d i n g s a r e l i k e l y t o be c u l t u r e dependent, and t h i s t o p i c has been 

l i t t l e s t u d i e d i n L a t i n America, we s h a l l p r e s e n t a secondary a n a l y s i s of 

d a t a from t h a t r e g i o n . The majair source of the data presented a r e l a r p e s c a l e 

comparative f e r t i l i t y s u r v e y s conducted i n the r u r a l and small urban a r e a s of 

f o u r L a t i n American c o u n t r i e s i n 1968-1969. 

B e f o r e p r e s e n t i n g our a n a l y s i s of the data we s h a l l t r y to c l a r i f y and 

s y s t e m a t i c a l l y d e f i n e the r a t h e r vafjue n o t i o n of meaningfulness . The framework 

developed then w i l l be employed in t h e e m p i r i c a l a n a l y s i s to es t imate the 

p r o p o r t i o n of a l l respondents t o whom the p r e f e r e n c e q u e s t i o n s are l i k e l y to 

be meaningful and t o eifci-luate the o v e r a l l v a l i d i t y of our measurements. S ince 

t h e d a t a employed were not c o l l e c t e d e x p l i c i t l y f o r t h e s e purposes, our e s t i -

mations w i l l be r a t h e r crude. Our aim i s not to p r o v i d e a d e f i n i t i v e statement 

f o r t h e p o p u l a t i o n s s t u d i e d but to sow doubts t h a t should lead to more c a r e f u l 

use of e x i s t i n g d a t a . We a l s o hope to demonstrate the need f o r s p e c i a l i z e d 

r e s e a r c h on the v a l i d i t y of f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e measurements e s p e c i a l l y i n 

p o p u l a t i o n s a t n a t u r a l f e r t i l i t y l e v e l s j u s t bei^inninp: to c o n t r o l t h e i r f e r t i l i t y . 
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DEFINING Î IEANINGF JLNESS MTD VALIDITi 

One convenient way of d e c i d i n g when f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e q u e s t i o n s 

are meaningful t o respondents , i s to determine i f the respondents were a b l e 

to g i v e numerical answers; did not g i v e answers which were r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n s of 

t h e i r p r e s e n t f a m i l y s i z e ; and showed some c o n s i s t e n c y w i t h q u e s t i o n s on 

the number of a d d i t i o n a l c h i l d r e n d e s i r e d and on the use of b i r t h c o n t r o l 

(Knodel and Prachuabmoh, 1973, p . 6 2 1 ) . But the convenience and s i m p l i c i t y 

^ of the d e f i n i t i o n l e a d s to s e r i o u s problems. " R a t i o n a l i z a t i o n " of o n e ' s own 

» family s i z e i s only one example of the many forms of e l u d i n g or misunder-

standing the q u e s t i o n s . Furthermore, s i n c e the r e l a t i o n s h i p between a t t i t u d e s 

and behavior i s complex and a f f e c t e d by other f a c t o r s , c o n s i s t e n c y w i t h the 

use of b i r t h c o n t r o l i s a r e s e a r c h matter t h a t should only be asked a f t e r 

determining t h a t the p r e f e r e n c e q u e s t i o n s a r e meaningful t o the respondent. 

A person spacing could use c o n t r a c e p t i o n x^ithout having a f a m i l y s i z e 

p r e f e r e n c e . 

F i n a l l y and most important , the above d e f i n i t i o n i m p l i c i t l y changes 

i t s po int of r e f e r e n c e from the meaningfulness of the q u e s t i o n s to the 

respondent to the meaningfulness of t h e answers to the r e s e a r c h e r . I f a g iven 

respondent has a conceptual v o i d i n t h i s a r e a of c o n t e n t , the q u e s t i o n s w i l l 

not be meaningful to h e r , however w e l l designed the q u e s t i o n s ; hence, i f 

a numerical response i s o b t a i n e d , the measurement i s i n v a l i d . I f the quest ions 

are meaningful to h e r , but she l i e s about the answer, the measurement aga in 

w i l l be i n v a l i d . 

From the above d i s c u s s i o n i t appears t h a t o v e r a l l we should be con-

cerned w i t h the v a l i d i t y of our p r e f e r e n c e measurements, one a s p e c t of which 

i s the meaningfulness of the q u e s t i o n s to the respondents . For a n a l y t i c a l 
I" 

« purposes and to s y s t e m a t i z e the p r e s e n t a t i o n we s h a l l c o n s i d e r two major 

components of the v a l i d i t y of f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e measurements, e x i s t e n c e 

and v e r a c i t y . The e x i s t e n c e component w i l l be f u r t h e r subdiv ided i n t o a 

number of subcomponents. The presence of the e x i s t e n c e subcomponents are 

required f o r p r e f e r e n c e q u e s t i o n s to be meaningful to the respondent , w h i l e 

the v e r a c i t y component takes the observer as the r e f e r e n c e . The components 

and subcomponents are shown in F i g u r e 1 , 

F i g u r e 1 about here 
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Since we b e l i e v e t h a t our approach i s e q u a l l y s u i t a b l e f o r the many 

v a r i a t i o n s of f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e s t h a t a r e s t u d i e d the g e n e r i c term 

" f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e " w i l l be employed throughout. This i s not to say 

t h a t the e m p i r i c a l f i n d i n g s w i l l not be d i f f e r e n t when d i f f e r e n t v a r i a t i o n s 

a r e s tudied or when d i f f e r e n t wordings are used i n q u e s t i o n s — o b v i o u s l y 

t h e r e w i l l be d i f f e r e n c e s — but r a t h e r to say t h a t t h e approach to the 

a n a l y s i s should be e s s e n t i a l l y the same. 

The E x i s t e n c e Component and i t s Subcomponents 

A p r e c o n d i t i o n t h a t must be p r e s e n t even t o b e g i n to cons ider the 

t o p i c under d i s c u s s i o n , i s t h a t the respondent be a b l e to count . In the 

absence of t h i s , any q u e s t i o n c a l l i n g f o r a numerical answer would be 

meaningless t o the respondent . I t i s assumed throughout the f o l l o w i n g 

d i s c u s s i o n t h a t t h i s a b i l i t y , the f i r s t subcomponent, e x i s t s f o r a l l r e s -

pondents . 

A respondent mwst have the second subcomponent, the concept of f a m i l y 

s i z e , i n order t o have a f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e , s i n c e i t i s d i f f i c u l t t o 

c o n c e i v e of her wanting a g i v e n number (or range) of c h i l d r e n when she does 

not or can not t h i n k of f a m i l i e s i n terms of numerical s i z e . 

I t i s probable t h a t persons who l a c k the concept of f a m i l y s i z e a r e 

r e l a t i v e l y f r e q u e n t i n c e r t a i n s i t u a t i o n s i n L a t i n America. Using a p r o -

j e c t i v e t e s t i n r u r a l H a i t i , S t y c o s (1964) found t h a t a m a j o r i t y of r e s -

pondents did not mention f a m i l y s i z e when asked to n o t e any d i f f e r e n c e s 

among p a i r s of photographs. Employing a more s o p h i s t i c a t e d v e r s i o n of 

t h e same t e c h n i q u e , Simmons (1971:346-347) found t h a t about 13 p e r c e n t of 

lower c l a s s w i v e s i n Bogota did not mention s i z e a t a l l . On the othér hand, 

the h igher s t a t u s women i n h i s sample a l l netted s i z e a t l e a s t once, l l h i l e 

the r e s u l t s a r e s u g g e s t i v e , the procedure may be p a r t i a l l y r e s p o n s i b l e f o r 

the r e s u l t s . B r i s l i n (1973, p . 1 1 5 ; 1 1 6 ) c i t e s v a r i o u s authors who suggest 

t h a t p i c t u r e and model t e s t s a r e the most d i f f i c u l t t o use i n c r o s s - c u l t u r a l 

a n a l y s i s because of the d i f f e r e n t frames of r e f e r e n c e t h a t may e x i s t among 

c u l t u r e s and the u n f a m i l i a r i t y of respondents w i t h the " r e a d i n g " of p i c t u r e s . 

Supposing t h a t the concept of f a m i l y s i z e e x i s t s f o r a respondent , one 

must next ask whether she understands what a f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e i s and 

r e c o g n i z e s t h a t i t i s p o s s i b l e to have a p r e f e r e n c e . Even though i t w i l l be 

K 
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convenient to think of t h i s t h i r d subconponent i n terms of a dichotoi^y — 

having or not having the concept of a ^ r e f e r e n c e — n nore d e t a i l e d a n a l y s i s 

would accept t h a t d i f f e r e n t parsons v̂ py have achieved d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s of 

understanding^ of the concept . 

Given t h a t the respondent has the concept of f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e 

does not n e c e s s a r i l y imply t h a t the person h a s , i n f a c t , the f o u r t h sub-

component , a w e l l de f ined f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e or ranpe o f p r e f e r e n c e s . 

That t h i s i s p o s s i b l e i s e v i d e n t from a c o n s i d e r a t i o n of examples from o t h e r 

a r e a s of c o n t e n t . For example, one may have the n e c e s s a r y concepts to g i v e 

an opinion on who should be p r e s i d e n t of a country and one may be acquainted 

wi th a l l p o s s i b l e c a n d i d a t e s . Y e t havinp the n e c e s s a r y concepts does not 

mean t h a t one i s a b l e to choose f o r whom to v o t e . Returning to f a m i l y s i z e 

p r e f e r e n c e s , Simmons (1973) s t a t e s t h a t c o n s i d e r a b l e p r o p o r t i o n s of r u r a l 

L a t i n American respondents are ambivalent about p r e f e r e n c e s s e e i n g advantages 

both i n smal l and l a r g e f a m i l i e s . Under such c ircumstances they may be 

unable t o g i v e a p a r t i c u l a r p r e f e r e n c e . Any response t h a t might be f o r c e d 

from them would be an i n v a l i d measurement. I t i s a l s o p o s s i b l e t h a t some 

persons c l a s s i f i e d as ambivalent may not have any p r e f e r e n c e and t h e r e f o r e , 

e a s i l y see advantages to both l a r g e and smal l f a m i l i e s and have d i f f i c u l t y 

dec id ing whether they p r e f e r l a r g e or smal l f a m i l i e s . T^are (1974) i n a paper 

t h a t t r i e s to argue t h a t i d e a l f a m i l y s i z e q u e s t i o n s are almost u n i v e r s a l l y 

meaningful s u g g e s t s t h a t responses can be obtained from the most r e l u c t a n t 

respondents by asking " I f you could choose how many c h i l d r e n God vrould send, 

how many would you c h o o s e ? ' (p. 5 6 ) . The author f e l t t h a t doubting readers 

would p e r c e i v e a c l e a r l o g i c t o the simple d i s t r i b u t i o n s of i d e a l fami ly s i z e 

f o r h y p o t h e t i c a l s i t u a t i o n s v a r y i n g from p o v e r t y t o v/ealth (p. 6-20) . But i t 

i s d i f f i c u l t to be f u l l y convinced by s i n g l e v a r i a b l e d i s t r i b u t i o n s and one 

must be s c e p t i c a l whether the i d e n t i c a l numerical answer has the same meaning 

to a person who knows her own p r e f e r e n c e and one who must be f o r c e d to say 

what she would do i f she could p l a y God. From our p o i n t of v i e w , the l a t t e r 

does not have a c l e a r l y d e f i n e d p r e f e r e n c e . 

We have presented the f o u r subcomponents and show them i n Figure 1 as 

though each i s a p r e c o n d i t i o n of t h e n e x t . In terms of an a n a l y t i c a l framework 

t h i s seems c o r r e c t , but the sequence should not be taken t o r e p r e s e n t the 

way i n which fami ly s i z e p r e f e r e n c e s come to be formulated i n the minds of 
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p e r s o n s . Everyone has exper ienced s i t u a t i o n s i n which a concept which was 

w e l l understood suddenly becomes confused i n the mind only t o be gained aga in 

perhaps a t a h i g h e r l e v e l of understanding. The path i s not mbnotonical ly 

upwards even though the s i t u a t i o n a t any g i v e n motaent may be represented 

adequate ly by the a n a l y t i c a l model presented h e r e . 

V e r a c i t y Component 

The e x i s t e n c e component r e f e r s to the meaningfulness of our q u e s t i o n s 

to t h e respondent and hence a f f e c t her a b i l i t y t o answer. But even i n 

s i t u a t i o n s where the e x i s t e n c e component i s f u l l y p r e s e n t , we s t i l l may make 

an i n v a l i d measurement,because the v e r b a l answer does not correspond to the 

" r e a l " p r e f e r e n c e . We s h a l l c a l l t h i s a s p e c t of v a l i d i t y the v e r a c i t y 

component. 

Both the response t h a t one r e c e i v e s i n answer t o a q u e s t i o n t h a t i s 

meaningful to a respondent as w e l l a s how we i n t e r p r e t and use t h a t response 

should depend on the importance o r s a l i e n c e of the matter to the person. 

Unimportant a t t i t u d e s a r e l i k e l y t o have l e s s e f f e c t on behavior than h i g h l y 

s a l i e n t ones . However, s i n c e most f e r t i l i t y s u r v e y s , i n c l u d i n g those used 

i n t h i s paper , do not c o n t a i n i n f o r m a t i o n on the importance of p r e f e r e n c e s 

to the respondent , we s h a l l not e m p i r i c a l l y c o n s i d e r the matter h e r e . 

We s h a l l c o n s i d e r t h a t t h e - v e r a c i t y of a r e p l y may f a l l i n t o one of 

three, c a t e g o r i e s : ( a ) , c a r e l e s s , ( b ) . r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n or ( c ) . " t r u e " . The 

c a r e l e s s r e p l y i w h i l e perhaps not random i n the s t a t i s t i c a l s e n s e , i s o f f -

handed perhaps because the s u b j e c t i s of l i t t l e importance to the respondent 

and might be any number w i t h i n a reasonable r a n g e . R a t i o n a l i z a t i o n i n c l u d e s 

the s i t u a t i o n i n which the respondent g i v e s her own f a m i l y s i z e presumably 

to avoid acknowledging the d i f f e r e n c e between a c t u a l fami ly s i z e and her 

p r e f e r e n c e and, more g e n e r a l l y , i n c l u d e s g i v i n g any answer o ther than the 

" t r u e " f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e , i n order to meet some e x p e c t a t i o n during the 

i n t e r v i e w . One would e x p e c t t h a t i f the matter i s unimportant to the r e s -

pondent the response i s more l i k e l y t o be c a r e l e s s than r a t i o n a l i z e d , w h i l e 

i f h i g h l y important , a r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n i s more l i k e l y than a c a r e l e s s response . 
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Hcní should the " t r u e ' v a l u e be d e f i n e d ? While somewhat a problem of 

semantics , t h e word 'true'" tends t o imply t h a t t h e r e i s a r e l a t i v e l y p e r -

manent p r e f e r e n c e , perhaps changing only from p a r i t y to p a r i t y or a f t e r 

major events l i k e the death of a c h i l d . Y e t g i v e n the complexity of f a c t o r s 

t h a t no doubt determine the v a l u e a t any c i v e n moment and a c c e p t i n g that i n 

many c a s e s the p r e f e r e n c e e x i s t s as a range of v a l u e s , the i d e a of the " t r u e " 

v a l u e £&ases to be v e r y u s e f u l . Furthermore, the v a l u e s t a t e d may be more or 

l e s s c o n s i s t e n t w i t h o ther r e l a t e d a t t i t u d e s because of a m b i g u i t i e s or uncer-

t a i n t i e s on the p a r t of the respondent . 

I t i s convenient both t h e o r e t i c a l l y and o p e r a t i o n a l l y to s u b s t i t u t e 

the not ion of " c o n s i s t e n c y " f o r t h a t of " t r u e " v a l u e . The s t a t e d f a m i l y s i z e 

p r e f e r e n c e w i l l be c o n s i s t e n t o r i n c o n s i s t e n t w i t h a s e r i e s of o ther a t t i t u -

d i n a l v a r i a b l e s such as a d d i t i o n a l c h i l d r e n wanted, the c h o i c e of a l a r g e or 

small f a m i l y , e t c . The advantage of t h i s o r i e n t a t i o n i s t h a t i t a l s o a l l o w s 

us to speak of degrees of c o n s i s t e n c y as compared to the dichotomy of " t r u e " 

v s the " f a l s e " , an advantage s i n c e the b e h a v i o r a l e f f e c t of the f a m i l y s i z e 

p r e f e r e n c e a t a g iven l e v e l of importance s u r e l y i s l i k e l y to depend on the 

degree of c o n s i s t e n c y w i t h o t h e r r e l a t e d v a r i a b l e s . Another advantage of t h i s 

approach i s t h a t i t lends i t s e l f t o e m p i r i c a l a n a l y s i s and does not r e q u i r e 

an a c t of f a i t h to connect the t h e o r e t i c a l concept w i t h i t s o p e r a l i z a t i o n . 

Both the o p e r a l i z a t i o n of the v e r a c i t y component as w e l l as the sub-

components of e x i s t e n c e w i l l be developed i n the course of the a n a l y s i s . 

DATA Aira THE MEASUREMENT OF THE FAMILY SIZE PREFERENCES 

Source of Data 

The a n a l y s i s i s based almost e n t i r e l y on data from a s e r i e s of comparative 

f e r t i l i t y s u r v e y s , known as P e c f a l - R u r a l conducted in 1968-1969 i n the r u r a l 

and small urban a r e a s ( l e s s than 20,000 p o p u l a t i o n ) of Colombia, Costa R i c a , 

Mexico and Peru, using a r e p r e s e n t a t i v e sample of women i n a l l m a r i t a l s t a t u s e s , 

15 to 49 y e a r s o l d . For our purposes , u n l e s s o therwise mentioned, we have 

u t i l i z e d only data on women i n l e g a l or consensual unions and w i t h a t l e a s t 

one l i v e b i r t h or s u b s e t s of these xromen. More d e t a i l s on the surveys and the 

q u e s t i o n n a i r e i s piven by Conning (1972 ",1973). 
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To make comparisons of our r e s u l t s w i t h in format ion from other c o u n t r i e s 

more f r u i t f u l , the r e l a t i v e l e v e l s of l i v i n g and development i n the r u r a l 

a r e a s of the f o u r c o u n t r i e s a r e presented i n Table 1 : the in format ion r e f e r s 

t o a l l women i n unions . I t w i l l be seen t h a t on most of these i n d i c a t o r s the 

r u r a l a r e a s of Costa Rica had the h i g h e s t rank and Peru the l o w e s t ; the 

d i f f ' ^ r e n c e s between the i n t e r m e d i a t e c o u n t r i e s was s l i g h t . R e l a t i v e l y few 

women were u s i n g c o n t r a c e p t i o n i n any of the c o u n t r i e s except Costa Rica and 

i n a l l f e r t i l i t y was v e r y h i g h . 

t a b l e 1 about, here 

Data from a 1964-65 s e r i e s of comparable s u r v e y s conducted i n the metro-

p o l i t a n a r e a s of seven L a t i n American c a p i t a l c i t i e s i s a l s o presented when 

r e l e v a n t . These s u r v e y s , known as P e c f a l - U r b a n , sampled women of a l l m a r i t a l 

s t a t u s e s between ages of 20 and 50 i n the d i f f e r e n t c i t i e s . Further i n f o r -

mation i s g i v e n i n Miro and Rath ( 1 9 6 5 ) . 

The Measurement of Family S i z e P r e f e r e n c e s 

In the P e c f a l - R u r a l surveys t h e r e i s only one e x p l i c i t q u e s t i o n t h a t 

measures f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e : " I^at i s the b e s t number of c h i l d r e n f o r a 

woman to have?" See Appendix A f o r Spanish and E n g l i s h v e r s i o n s of t h i s and 

o t h e r r e l e v a n t q u e s t i o n s . T h i s q u e s t i o n i s our c e n t r a l concern. We want t o 

know f o r which respondents i s the measurement v a l i d ? 

According to the survey manuals the q u e s t i o n was intended to measure 

a g e n e r a l i z e d i d e a l wi thout any s p e c i f i c r e f e r e n c e . Hence, the context of 

thé q u e s t i o n i s d i f f e r e n t from t h a t used, f o r . i n s t a n c e , i n Thailand (Knodel 

and Prachuabmoh, 1973) where the women were asked to g i v e t h e i r p e r s o n a l 

i d e a l s by c o n s i d e r i n g the number of c h i l d r e n they would have i f they could 

l i v e t h e i r l i v e s o v e r . The l a t t e r q u e s t i o n i s more s p e c i f i c but r e q u i r e s a 

c a p a c i t y to a b s t r a c t o n e ' s s i t u a t i o n , a t a s k which many r u r a l women w i t h 

l i t t l e educat ion may f i n d r a t h e r d i f f i c u l t . S i n c e our concern i s w i t h the 

e x i s t e n c e of g e n e r a l concepts r e l a t e d t o f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e s r a t h e r than 

wi th the comparison of s p e c i f i c numerical p r e f e r e n c e s , d i f f e r e n c e s i n the 

q u e s t i o n s a r e of second order importance and our c o n c l u s i o n s should apply 

f . 

i 
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i n varyin'^ cle^-ree to raost f o m s of the q u e s t i o n s . 

The f iercentare d i s t r i b u t i o n of the n u n e r i c a l i d e a l fai^i.ly s i a e of 

T?oi'en i n unions i n each country i s shoim by the s o l i d l i n e i n Pifrure 2. 

UoKen t i i th v e r y low educat ion (not shotm) have d i f f u s e p a t t e r n s w i t h 

c l e a r e r sawtooth s t r u c t u r e s i n each country than f o r a l l women i n c o n t r a s t 

w i t h the o ther e d u c a t i o n a l extreme {primary complete or over) vrhich has pro-

nounced c o n c e n t r a t i o n s w i t h l i t t l e sawtoothing . This s u g g e s t s t h a t the l e a s t 

educated women may have l e s s w e l l formed f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e s than the 

most educated. 

F i g u r e 2 about here 

A s e r i e s of quest ions on a d d i t i o n a l c h i l d r e n wanted, r e f e r s more 

s p e c i f i c a l l y to the respondent h e r s e l f : ''Do you want any a d d i t i o n a l c h i l d r e n 

or n o t , or i s i t the same to y o u ? " , and i n the a f f i r m a t i v e c a s e , ''How many?" 

The d i s t r i b u t i o n s i n the f o u r c o u n t r i e s a r e shown in Table 2. Between around 

15 and 25 percent d id not g i v e a numerical answer or did not respond even 

though the i n t e r v i e w e r was i n s t r u c t e d to i n s i s t on a numerical response 

(see b e l o w ) . 

Table 2 around here 

Three other q u e s t i o n s r e f e r i n d i r e c t l y t o f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e s . 

Two asked the respondent to d e f i n e the s i z e s of l a r g e and smal l f a m i l i e s and 

the t h i r d asked f o r the r e s p o n d e n t ' s p r e f e r e n c e between t h e s e : "IJhich do you 

l i k e b e t t e r , a small f a m i l y , a l a r g e f a i r i l y or i s i t the same to you?" 

Figure 2 shows the percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of the d e f i n i t i o n s of l a r p e and 

small f a m i l i e s . Not unexpectedly smal l f a m i l i e s a r e more c l e a r l y d e f i n e d 

( t h e r e i s a n a t u r a l lower boundary, zero) than l a r g e f a m i l i e s . On the l a t t e r 

there a r e savjteeth a t the even numbers; the peak a t 15 c h i l d r e n may i n d i c a t e 

that some respondents simply choose a l a r p e , not t o t a l l y unreasonable number 

with the u s u a l p r e f e r e n c e f o r the d i p i t " 5 " . The apparent d i f f i c u l t y of 

some respondents to d e f i n e l a r g e f a m i l i e s might account i n p a r t , f o r the 

g r e a t e r p r e f e r e n c e f o r small f a m i l i e s when the women were asked to i n d i c a t e 
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t h e i r n r e f e r e n c e 1 etween. larr.e anc' s - ' a l l f a m i l i e s ( s e e Table ?.). 

r i r l i c i t A.hsw.' ' i t ions 

Tor otir nur' o s c s the i - ; r>l ic i t assu-"ntions i n the q u e s t i o n n a i r e a r e o*̂  
« 

r a j o r c o n c e r n . The assur-.-r'tiorts a r e corrcfon t o ruanv f e r t i l i t y a u e i j t i o n n a i r e s 

such as the riodel recoraien-.lec! hy t h e Ignited I' 'ations (107'^) and the lUr.f^F ( 1 ? ' ? ) , 

t h a t of t h e P o p u l a t i o n C o u n c i l (1970) , as w e l l as t h a t of r.o"ue ( l O ? ! ) an<l to 

sor>e e x t e n t t h a t proposed f o r the ^ o r l d F e r t i l i t y Survey ( 1 ^ 7 4 ) . The KAP-

f e r t i l i t y s u r v e y s have been enployed Bsany t i r ies and w i t h f requency has come 

a c e r t a i n a c c e p t a n c e of m n y q u e s t i o n s t h a t has l e d r e s e a r c h e r s to t a k e t h e i r 

v a l i d i t y f o r g r a n t e d . Simrions ( 1 9 7 1 , p . 340) i n an a r t i c l e which s e e k s t o 

examine some of the major assumptions of i d e a l f a m i l y s i z e q u e s t i o n s , s t a t e s 

t h e s e t o be t h a t the concept of f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e e x i s t s i n the riinds of 

the r e s p o n d e n t s , t h a t the respondents have such p r e f e r e n c e s and t h a t the 

p r e f e r e n c e s a r e numer ica l and s i n p l e numbers r a t h e r than ranges w i t h i n which 

any number i s a c c e p t a b l e . 

The P e c f a l - R u r a l q u e s t i o n n a i r e has a p r i n t e d i n s t r u c t i o n statin»», • 

I n s i s t t h a t t h e respondent p i v e s a s p e c i f i c number. 

I f the woman r e p l i e s ^ " t h o s e s e n t by Cod- or those 

t h a t come", ask" ''How many c h i l d r e n i s i t b e s t t h a t 

God send 7 (our under l in infr) 

Only i f the xioman cont inued t o K i v e a non-numerical anŝ ^ êr a f t e r t h e s e 

probes was t h e i n t e r v i e w e r t o a c c e p t the non-numerical code. The q u e s t i o n n a i r e 

a l s o c o n t a i n s s i m i l a r i n s t r u c t i o n s concerninfr t h e q u e s t i o n s about a d d i t i o n a l 

c h i l d r e n d e s i r e d and t h e s i z e s o f l a r ^ e and smal l f a m i l i e s . 7?he o r i g i n a l 

r e s p o n s e was not recorded b e f o r e i n s i s t i n g ón the numerica l answer. 

There vms an at tempt t o reduce non-restionse t o a minimum. The 

l e v e l of non-response on moat q u e s t i o n s i s visry low i n a l l the P e c f a l s u r v e y s 

e x c e n t Peru. The averape nOn-response on a t e s t s e t o f soc io-economic and 

b e h a v i o r a l q u e s t i o n s was between 1 and 3 p e r c e n t . On a t e s t s e t of a t t i t u d i n a l 

q u e s t i o n s e x c l u d i n r f a m i l y sisie p r e f e r e n c e s , Costa P i c a , Colombia and 'Tey.ico 

had around 3 p e r c e n t non-response and Peru around 1? p e r c e n t . 

! 'e e x c l u d e d q u e s t i o n n a i r e s i n which no response was piven on 7 or ri\ore 

o f the combined s e t of 1?. socio-econom.ic, b e h a v i o r a l and a t t i t u d i n a l t e s t 

q u e s t i o n s s i n c e such q u e s t i o n n a i r e s would seen' t o be i n c o r r e c t l y a p p l i e d . 

* • 
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Seven c a s e s each i n Costa Rica and Colombia, 1 1 i n Mexico and 16 i n Feru 

were l e f t out of the a n a l y s i s . 

Peru i s the only country i n which languages o ther than Spanish were 

used: t h r e e types of Quechua and a s imultaneous t r a n s l a t i o n from Spanish to 

Aymará. One would expect t h a t a g r e a t e r p e r c e n t a g e of non-response would be 

found i n these non-Spanish i n t e r v i e w s both because of the d i f f i c u l t i e s of 

t r a n s l a t i o n as w e l l a s because of the v e r y low l e v e l s of l i v i n g and educat ion 

of the respondents (approximately 95 percent o f the non-Spanish speaking 

respondents l i v e d i n houses wi thout e l e c t r i c l i g h t and/or running w a t e r , com-

pared t o 76 percent of the e n t i r e Peruvian sample) . Y e t , on a l l t h r e e t e s t 

s e t s of q u e s t i o n s the Aymara speaking respondents i n the most r u r a l a r e a s 

showed s u s p i c i o u s l y low l e v e l s of non-response; X'íith a number of e x c e p t i o n s 

the three Quechua groups have r e l a t i v e l y h igh percentages of non-response 

p a r t i c u l a r l y on a t t i t u d i n a l q u e s t i o n s compared to those conducted w i t h 

Spanish speaking respondents (Table 3 ) . 

Table 3 about here 

I t must be noted t h a t t h e r e i s a d i f f i c u l t y i n i n t e r p r e t i n g the quest ion 

on the a d d i t i o n a l number of c h i l d r e n wanted. For pregnant women i t was never 

made c l e a r how they should c o n s i d e r t h e i r y e t unborn b a b i e s (De Jong, 1 9 7 3 ) . 

The q u e s t i o n n a i r e has no e x p l i c i t i n s t r u c t i o n and the I n t e r v i e w e r Manual 

simply s ays t h a t i n such c a s e s , the q u e s t i o n s should be put "Not c o n s i d e r i n g 

the present pregnancy". The same problem i s p r e s e n t i n the UN-IUSSP q u e s t i o n -

n a i r e (United Nat ions , 1970, p . 42) and the v a r i a t i o n s based on i t . Eence, 

a n a l y s e s which consider i n d i v i d u a l numerical responses must exc lude the 

pregnant women to avoid ambigui ty . S ince we s h a l l not use the s p e c i f i c 

numerical responses i n most a n a l y s e s but r a t h e r s h a l l compare women who 

g i v e numerical responses to those who did nots we normally do not have to 

e l i m i n a t e pregnant women to avoid ambigui ty . 

A n a l y s i s Procedures 

Our aim i s to determine t o what p r o p o r t i o n of respondents the i d e a l 

f a m i l y s i z e quest ion i s meaningful and to d i s t i n g u i s h which of these r e s -

pondents a r e l i k e l y to be g i v i n g v a l i d r e s p o n s e s . Our e m p i r i c a l a n a l y s i s 

w i l l f o l l o w the s t e p w i s e procedure diagrammed i n F i g u r e 1 i n which only r e -

pondents pass ing the p r e v i o u s s t a g e w i l l be considered a t the next s t a g e . 
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The o p e r a t i o n a l d e f i n i t i o n of each subcomponent w i l l be represented during 

the a n a l y s i s i t s e l f . 

I t i s important to r e i t e r a t e t h a t the procedure s e r v e s an a n a l y t i c a l 

purpose and we make no c l a i m t h a t f a m i l y s i z e concepts are formed i n t h i s 

manner. 

The Sub-sample Analyzed 

We l i m i t e d our data s e t to women i n unions w i t h a t l e a s t one l i v e c h i l d . 

The l a t t e r c o n d i t i o n i s n e c e s s a r y s i n c e we employ the v a r i a b l e a d d i t i o n a l 

c h i l d r e n wanted"' a t some p o i n t s i n our s t e p w i s e procedure and t h a t v a r i a b l e 

was only c o l l e c t e d f o r women vrith a t l e a s t one l i v e c h i l d . This e l i m i n a t e s 

about 5 t o 7 p e r c e n t of each c o u n t r y ' s sample of women i n unions; é i n c e some 

of the women without l i v e c h i l d r e n are l i k e l y to be subfecund, confusinf» the 

i s s u e of f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e s , t h e r e a r e t h e o r e t i c a l as w e l l as p r a c t i c a l 

reasons f o r t h i s e l i m i n a t i o n . 

As a means of determining the r e a s o n a b l e n e s s of our ass ipnnents of 

women i n each subcomponent of the e x i s t e n c e component, we compared the r e -

s u l t s f o r extremes of educat ion i n each c o u n t r y . We ass\aned t h a t xromen with 

the lowest l e v e l of educat ion would be l e s s l i k e l y t o f i n d the p r e f e r e n c e 

q u e s t i o n s meaningful than those w i t h h i g h e s t l e v e l o f educat ion . ífnen t h i s 

i s found to be t r u e , - i t can be taken as c i r c u m s t a n t i a l ev idence of the 

c o r r e c t n e s s of our procedure . In each country the lowest educat ion ('"low") 

c a t e g o r y c o n s i s t s of persons without a f u n c t i o n a l educat ion (from no formal 

educat ion up to and includinp. 2 y e a r s of primary educat ion) w h i l e the hip;hest 

e d u c a t i o n ("hip.h") c a t e g o r y i n c l u d e s persons w i t h primary educat ion complete 

or o v e r . I t should be noted t h a t c a t e g o r y of " a l l " respondents i n the t a b l e s 

i s not the sum of the two educat ion l e v e l s g i v e n s i n c e the intermediate l e v e l s 

a r e not shown. 

AN ANALYSIS OF PREFERENCE RESPONSES IN RURAL 

LATIN AÍÍERICA 

In the p r e s e n t a t i o n of our f i n d i n g s i n t h i s s e c t i o n we fo l lowed the 

s t e p w i s e procedure of Fip.ure 1 , e l i m i n a t i n g c a s e s as we moved s u c c e s s i v e l y 

to more s p e c i f i c c o n t e n t s of f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e s . More a t t e n t i o n w i l l be 

paid to the e x i s t e n c e than t o the v e r a c i t y component s i n c e the informat ion 

r e l e v a n t to the former t o p i c i s somewhat more adequate i n t h e P e c f a l - E r t r a l 

d a t a . 
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Tha E x i s t e n c e Component 

The Concept of Family S i z e 

For t h e concept of f a m i l y s i z e t o e x i s t , the respondents must not only 

be a b l e to count , which probably a l l could do, but a l s o must th ink about 

f a m i l i e s n u m e r i c a l l y . A v e r y low l e v e l of consc iousness of f a m i l y s i z e might 

be represented by the c a s e of a respondent who, asked f o r her number of 

l i v i n g c h i l d r e n , l i s t s the names of her c h i l d r e n and counts them on her 

f i n g e r s . Presumably i f asked to s t a t e her f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e or to d e f i n e 

the s i z e s of l a r g e and smal l f a m i l i e s , she w i l l be unable to g i v e numerical 

answers u n l e s s " t a u g h t " how to t h i n k i n these terms by the i n t e r v i e w e r . The 

p r o j e c t i v e t e s t ev idence f o r H a i t i ( S t y c o s , 1964) and Bogota (Simmons, 1971) 

g iven i n t h e p r e v i o u s s e c t i o n s u g g e s t s t h a t some women may not have t h i s 

concept or may l a c k the f a c i l i t y to u t i l i z e i t . 

The only v a r i a b l e s i n our data t h a t appear to s e p a r a t e out respondents 

without the concept of f a m i l y s i z e a r e those r e f e r r i n g to the d e f i n i t i o n s 

of l a r g e and smal l f a m i l i e s . S o p h i s t i c a t e d respondents might have found the 

quest ions vague — i s a " l a r g e " f a m i l y d e f i n e d i n terms of what i s p h y s i c a l l y 

p o s s i b l e or i s i t the minimum number of c h i l d r e n t h a t the respondent c o n s i d e r s 

too many?; i s a smal l f a m i l y the s m a l l e s t p o s s i b l e t h a t i m p l i e s having a 

f a m i l y , i . e . , ones or i s i t the maxitaum t h a t the respondent c o n s i d e r s too few?, 

e t c . Examination of the p e r c e n t a g e s by extremes of educat ion shovr t h a t h igh e r 

percentages of non-numerical ansvrers and no response occur among the l e a s t 

educated (Table 4, Panel A) who were l e s s l i k e l y to be t r o u b l e d by the vague-

ness i n the q u e s t i o n s . Those who could not respond t o one or both s i z e 

d e f i n i t i o n q u e s t i o n s or who gave i n c o n s i s t e n t r e p l i e s (smal l f a m i l y d e f i n e d 

as l a r g e r than the l a r g e f a m i l y ) have been c l a s s i f i e d a s not having a s u f -

f i c i e n t l y developed concept ion of f a m i l y s i z e t o be a b l e to consider f a m i l y 

s i z e p r e f e r e n c e s . 

R e l a t i v e l y few women were unable to d e f i n e l a r g e and smal l f a m i l i e s 

i n d i c a t i n g t h a t f o r the v a s t m a j o r i t y the concept of f a m i l y s i z e e x i s t s , a t 

l e a s t i n some rudimentary form. Although the p e r c e n t a g e s a r e s m a l l , f o r our 

purposes i t i s important t o note t h a t the c o n t r a s t between the educat ion 

c a t e g o r i e s i s as expected , w i t h the lowest educat ion group having somewhat 

more d i f f i c u l t y w i t h the concept . 

Table 4 about here 
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To v e r i f y t h a t persons who have been c l a s s i f i e d as l a c k i n g the concept 

o f f a m i l y s i z e , have g e n e r a l d i f f i c u l t i e s handl ing numbers we compared 

women i n t h i s ca tegory w i t h women who gave numerical and c o n s i s t e n t answers 

on both f a m i l y s i z e d e f i n i t i o n q u e s t i o n s , to see whether the former were 

more l i k e l y to g i v e unreasonable numerical answers to q u e s t i o n s on i d e a l age 

a t m a r r i a g e , i d e a l marriage to f i r s t b i r t h i n t e r v a l and i d e a l i n t e r b i r t h 

i n t e r v a l . The smal l number of persons having d i f f i c u l t y i n d e f i n i n g smal l 

and l a r g e f a m i l i e s i n each of the c o u n t r i e s were f a r more l i k e l y t o have 

d i f f i c u l t i e s w i t h time and numbers ( t a b l e n o t shown). 

As another g e n e r a l check on the a b i l i t y to u t i l i z e and manipulate 

numerical in format ion i n the r u r a l a r e a s , we cons idered (not shown) the p e r -

c e n t a g e s of a l l women i n unions f o r whom b i r t h d a t e had to be est imated on the 

b a s i s of age because they were unable t o s t a t e the d a t e . Except f o r Costa R i c a , 

> a v e r y low percentage r e q u i r i n g e s t i m a t i ó n , around q u a r t e r of a l l women 

i n unions were unable to g i v e b i r t h date i n f o r m a t i o n . I t was a l s o found t h a t 

save a g a i n f o r Costa R i c a , t w i c e a s many women wi thout the f a m i l y s i z e concept 

(36,56and 47 percent i n Colombia, Mexico and Peru, r e s p e c t i v e l y ) , cannot g i v e 

t h e i r b i r t h d a t e as compared to the women w i t h the c o n c e p t . From t h i s we have 

f u r t h e r ev idence t h a t f o r many of the women wi thout t h e f a m i l y s i z e concept 

the d i f f i c u l t y to express themselves i n numbers i s r a t h e r g e n e r a l . 

The Concept of Family S i z e P r e f e r e n c e 

S i n c e we wanted t o d i s t i n g u i s h those who have the concept of f a m i l y s i z e 

p r e f e r e n c e from those who not only have the concept b u t who a l s o have a 

d e f i n e d p r e f e r e n c e , we f i r s t p a r t i t i o n e d the women w i t h the b a s i c concept o f 

f a m i l y s i z e i n t o those a b l e t o g i v e a numerical answer to the i d e a l f a m i l y 

s i z e q u e s t i o n and those g i v i n g e i t h e r a non-numerical answer or no response . 

The p e r c e n t a g e s i n the two l a t e r c a t e g o r i e s a r e shown i n Table 4 , Panel B. The 

persons unable t o respond presumably were those t o whom the idea was complete ly 

f o r e i g n , w h i l e those who gave non-numerical answers such as "as many as God 

sends" might be i n t e r p r e t e d as having some n o t i o n of a p r e f e r e n c e but not one 

s p e c i f i e d i n numerical terms. The i n s i s t e n c e on a numerical response probably 

has produced an over e s t i m a t i o n of respondents who have t h i s subcomponent. 

As a check on the p a r t i t i o n made between those w i t h and without the 

concept of f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e s , we considered the a b i l i t i e s of each group 

t o ansxier o t h e r numerical q u e s t i o n s . In Table 5 , we s e e t h a t the persons w i t h -

out t h e p r e f e r e n c e concept a r e more l i k e l y to g i v e extreme answers on the 
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l a t t e r v a r i a b l e s than i s the group w i t h the concept . The d i f f i c u l t i e s a r e 

p a r t i c u l a r l y pronounced among Peruvian women and only somevrhat l e s s so anong 

the I lexicans. 

Table 5 about here 

Jean and Alan Simmons, i n a 1973 p i l o t study i n S a n t i a g o , C h i l e , of 59 

women and 75 men us ing a s e r i e s of q u e s t i o n s on whether t h e respondent would 

be s a t i s f i e d w i t h d i f f e r e n t numbers of c h i l d r e n found t h a t about 13 p e r c e n t 

of each s e x gave n o n - s p e c i f i c answers (personal communication, 1974) . This 

study used s p e c i a l l y t r a i n e d i n t e r v i e w e r s to i n v e s t i g a t e v a l u e o f c h i l d r e n 

q u e s t i o n s . I t should be noted t h a t the type of q u e s t i o n used may have been 

e a s i e r f o r respondents to answer than the i d e a l f a m i l y s i z e q u e s t i o n being 

analyzed h e r e . 

In p r i n c i p l e i t may be p o s s i b l e t o have the concept of f a m i l y s i z e 

p r e f e r e n c e without r e c o g n i z i n g t h a t i t i s p o s s i b l e to avoid having c h i l d r e n . 

However, one xiould expect t h a t r e c o g n i t i o n t h a t f a m i l y s i z e i s s u b j e c t to 

c o n t r o l i s normally necessary f o r one to have the i d e a t h a t one can p r e f e r 

a fami ly s i z e d i f f e r e n t from t h a t which "God sends" . i^Thile g e n e r a l l y i t was 

found (not shown) t h a t women w i t h knowledge of how to avoid pregnancy were 

somewhat more l i k e l y to have the concept of f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e s than those 

without t h a t knowledge, 90 percent or more of the l a t t e r had the p r e f e r e n c e 

concept . S ince t h i s seems u n l i k e l y i t s t r o n g l y s u g g e s t s t h a t i n many c a s e s 

we may be assuming t h a t the concept e x i s t s when i t does not (or the u s u a l 

techniques to measure c o n t r a c e p t i v e knov/ledge a r e m i s c l a s s i f y i n g many persons 

as l a c k i n g a l l knowledge when, i n f a c t , they do have some). 

The E x i s t e n c e of a Defined Family S i z e P r e f e r e n c e 

Excluding those persons who gave a non-numerical answer or no response 

to the i d e a l f a m i l y s i z e quest ion l e f t the women who appeared to have a 

fami ly s i z e p r e f e r e n c e s i n c e they gave a numerical response ( l i n e 7 of Table 4) 

That persons vrho c i v e numerical responses may not always be very c l e a r 

on the matter i s i l l u s t r a t e d by f i n d i n g s i n Jamaica and Puerto R i c o . Stycos 

and Back (1964) found i n Jamaica t h a t only 37 p e r c e n t of t h e respondents gave 

c o n s i s t e n t answers to tvro opposed q u e s t i o n s ; they were asked whether i t was 

b e t t e r to have many c h i l d r e n and l a t e r i n the same q u e s t i o n n a i r e they were 
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asked whether i t was b e t t e r t o have few c h i l d r e n . In the Puerto Rico s t u d y , 

between 14.C and 3 3 . 1 p e r c e n t of t h e respondents were i n c o n s i s t e n t on f o u r 

p a i r s of f a m i l y s i z e q u e s t i o n s presented as o p p o s i t e s ( H i l l , S t y c o s and 

Back, 1 9 5 9 : 7 6 ) . The i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of E i l l , S t y c o s and Back (1959, p . 80-81) 

i s t h a t the i n c o n s i s t e n c y r e f l e c t s the ambivalence o f the respondents . 

However, t h e i r e v i d e n c e showing t h a t i n c o n s i s t e n t s tend to have f a m i l y s i z e 

p r e f e r e n c e s i n t e r m e d i a t e between those who c o n s i s t e n t l y p r e f e r r e d l a r g e 

and smal l f a m i l i e s , can be e x p l a i n e d by the l a c k of s p e c i f i c p r e f e r e n c e s and 

t h e i r having t o choose a " r e a s o n a b l e " number t h a t r e f l e c t s the f a m i l i e s they 

see around them. 

Kence, t h e r e may be women who even i f they have some not ion o f being a b l e 

to p r e f e r some s i z e f a m i l i e s over o t h e r s , do not have a s p e c i f i c number or 

range of a c c e p t a b l e f a m i l y s i z e s . While t h i s matter i s somewhat r e l a t e d to the 

l e v e l of importance of a f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e (Terhune, 1972 ) we attempted 

to i d e n t i f y those who a r e u n l i k e l y t o have a s p e c i f i c p r e f e r e n c e whatever 

the l e v e l of importance. I t should be noted t h a t we a r e not concerned w i t h 

the numerical v a l u e , per s e , but only t h a t some v a l u e (or range) did e x i s t . 

As a f i r s t i n d i c a t i o n , we assumed t h a t persons t o whom i t makes no d i f -

f e r e n c e whether they have a l a r g e o r smal l f a m i l y (as d e f i n e d numerica l ly by 

them) a r e l e s s l i k e l y to have a s p e c i f i c p r e f e r e n c e . These percentages a r e 

shown i n Table 4 , Panel C ( l i n e 8 ) . As opposed t o our r e s u l t s f o r the concepts 

of f a m i l y s i z e and p r e f e r e n c e which seemed to e x i s t f o r the v a s t m a j o r i t y of 

women, r a t h e r l a r g e p e r c e n t a g e s of r u r a l women seem to be w i l l i n g to a c c e p t 

e i t h e r a l a r g e o r a smal l f a m i l y : between 22.3 p e r c e n t i n Mexico and 32.8 

percent i n Costa R i c a of a l l women w i t h the p r e f e r e n c e concept could not or 

would not choose between a smal l and a l a r g e fami ly d e f i n e d by them. In each 

of t h e c o u n t r i e s , a s e x p e c t e d , t h e l e a s t educated r u r a l respondents had mote 

d i f f i c u l t y than t h e most educated c a t e g o r y . 

Although we a c c e p t t h a t a person who wants a f a m i l y s i z e in termediate 

between the l a r g e and smal l f a m i l y might g i v e a no response , the answer " i t 

makes no d i f f e r e n c e between a smal l and l a r g e f a m i l y " seems t o i n d i c a t e t h a t 

an u n b e l i e v a b l y broad range i s a c c e p t a b l e . Persons w i t h inbetween p r e f e r e n c e s 

l o g i c a l l y should have g iven no response r a t h e r than " i t makes no d i f f e r e n c e " . 

Simmons (1973) u s i n g the same daita, found t h a t the average i d e a l f a m i l y s i z e 

of those i n t h i s c a t e g o r y i n f a c t f e l l inbetween the average i d e a l f a r d l y 

s i z e of those p r e f e r r i n g l a r g e and those p r e f e r r i n g s n a i l f a n i l i e s ; 
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but t h i s m y have been due to f a e resr>ondent' s anbiftuous f a m i l y s i z e p r e -

f e r e n c e s or the e f f e c t of the p r e s s u r e on respondents to s e l e c t a ' reasonable ' 

number when they have no c l e a r l y d e f i n e d i d e a l f a m i l y s i z e . 

The second i n d i c a t o r t h a t a xionan was u n l i k e l y to have a c l e a r p r e f e r e n c e 

was a non-numerical ot non-response t o the q u e s t i o n on the number of a d d i t i o n a l 

c h i l d r e n wanted. I f a person has a p r e f e r e n c e one would expect her t o be a b l e 

to i n d i c a t e whether or not she wants more c h i l d r e n . Saying " i t makes no d i f -

f e r e n c e " i s not a p l a u s i b l e answer i n such a c a s e . Note t h a t we a r e not con-

cerned here w i t h numerical i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s between the s t a t e d p r e f e r e n c e (here 

the i d e a l ) and t h e a d d i t i o n a l n m b e r wanted g i v e n t h e a c t u a l f a m i l y s i z e . 

We a r e only concerned w i t h whether she can g i v e an answer or n o t . We 

have no way of s e p a r a t i n g those w i t h o u t any p r e f e r e n c e and those w i t h a range 

of p r e f e r e n c e s . 

The p e r c e n t a g e s f o r t h i s i n d i c a t o r a r e g i v e n i n Table 4 , Panel G ( l i n e 9 ) . 

Between 1 5 . 8 p e r c e n t i n Peru and 23.8 p e r c e n t i n Costa Rica of the women who 

gave a numerical i d e a l f a m i l y s i z e did not g i v e a numerical number of a d d i t i o n a l 

c h i l d r e n wanted ( i n c l u d i n g zero a d d i t i o n a l c h i l d r e n wanted). D i f f e r e n c e s 

between e d u c a t i o n a l c a t e g o r i e s a r e a l s o c l e a r ; the líoinen w i t h the h i g h e s t 

education gave non-numerical answers to a l e s s e r e x t e n t . 

I f the assumptions behind the use of the two i n d i c a t o r s a r e c o r r e c t one 

would expect t h a t the women who have the a b i l i t y t o express a p r e f e r e n c e 

between l a r g e and smal l f a m i l i e s w i l l be l e s s l i k e l y to g i v e a non-numerical 

answer to the q u e s t i o n on a d d i t i o n a l c h i l d r e n wanted. In Table 6 we compare 

those e x p r e s s i n g a p r e f e r e n c e between l a r g e and stnall f a m i l i e s w i t h those who 

did n o t . In each of the c o u n t r i e s , on ly around 10 percent of the high educat ion 

category w i t h a p r e f e r e n c e f o r a smal l or a l a r g e f a m i l y did not g i v e a nume-

r i c a l answer to the number of a d d i t i o n a l c h i l d r e n wanted. For those i n d i f -

f e r e n t to l a r g e or smal l f a m i l i e s , the p r o p o r t i o n s of women i n e i t h e r of the 

e d u c a t i o n a l c a t e g o r i e s who gave non-numerical answers to the a d d i t i o n a l 

c h i l d r e n q u e s t i o n f l u c t u a t e among the c o u n t r i e s , but are n e a r l y a l l t w i c e 

as high or h i g h e r . 

Table 6 about here 
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Two suminary p e r c e n t a g e s are j i v e n i n Panel C, of Table The f i r s t , 

based on f a i l u r e to pass a t l e a s t one i t e r s , f i v e s an e s t i m a t e of . the. máximum 

petrcentape of persons u n l i k e l y to have a d e f i n e d f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e (of 

those who have the concept of p r e f e r e n c e ) . The second percentage g i v e s an 

e s t i m a t e of t h e minirium percentage without a d e f i n e d p r e f e r e n c e s i n c e i t 

r e q u i r e d t h a t women f a i l both i tems. 

A l a r g e p r o p o r t i o n of a , l l women (from 3 1 . 3 p e r c e n t i n Mexico to 43.8 

p e r c e n t i n Costa R i c a ) f a i l e d both items ( l i n e 10 of Table 4 ) . 

Although t h e s e p e r c e n t a g e s f o r a l l women a r e much lower than i n the l e a s t 

educated c a t e g o r y of each c o u n t r y , the p e r c e n t a g e s i n the b e s t educated groups 

a r e s t i l l r a t h e r h i g h . T h i s would mean t h a t i n both extreme e d u c a t i o n a l groups 

s u b s t a n t i a l p r o p o r t i o n s of women may not have a s p e c i f i c f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e . 

One should remember t h a t women deemed t o be l a c k i n g t h e b a s i c concepts a l r e a d y 

have been e x c l u d e d . 

C a l c u l a t i n g the p r o p o r t i o n s o f a l l women s t u d i e d ( i . e . , those i n l i n e 1 

of Table 4) who a r e l i k e l y t o have a d e f i n e d p r e f e r e n c e tak ing i n t o account a l l 

the subcomponents of e x i s t e n c e , on ly 51 to 66 p e r c e n t ( l i n e 12) of a l l women 

i n each of the f o u r c o u n t r i e s a r e l e f t : 69 t o 75 p e r c e n t of the h igh educat ion 

women, v e r s u s 45 to' 63 p e r c e n t of the low e d u c a t i o n women. These r e s u l t s can 

be cons idered as minimum e s t i m a t e s of the women.with r e l a t i v e l y c l e a r i d e a s of 

f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e s ' , they understand f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e s , have a p r e -

f e r e n c e e i t h e r f o r a smal l or a l a r g e f a m i l y and a l s o g i v e a number of a d d i t i o n a l 

c h i l d r e n wanted. 

When we use the data t o make a maximum e s t i m a t e o f a l l women l i k e l y to 

have a s p e c i f i c f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e (see l i n e s 1 1 and 13 of Table 4 ) , we 

f i n d t h a t a range between 80 percent i n Costa R i c a and 88.5 percent i n Mexico 

may have f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e s . The l e a s t educated women have an est imated 

maximum p e r c e n t a g e t h a t f l u c t u a t e s between 75 .6 and 86.6 p e r c e n t . S ince t h e s e 

a r e maximum e s t i m a t e s f o r the e d u c a t i o n a l c a t e g o r y i n t o which a v e r y l a r g e 

p r o p o r t i o n of a l l r u r a l L a t i n American women f a l l , they should cause concern 

among i n v e s t i g a t o r s who wish to a c c e p t s t a t e d p r e f e r e n c e s a s v a l i d without 

f u r t h e r c h e c k s . 

I n o r d e r t o have the maximum c l a r i t y i n f u r t h e r a n a l y s e s of t h e subset 

of women who were c l a s s i f i e d as be ing l i k e l y to have a d e f i n e d p r e f e r e n c e , 

we took t h e s e t o be women who passed both i t e m s . That i s , we used the women 

r e p r e s e n t e d by the percentage g i v e n i n l i n e 12 of Table 4. 

f 
A) 
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A ve ry r;ood t e s t of our p a r t i t i o n of the respondents would be to 

exanine whether respondents have thcuf^ht n r e v i o u s l y about f a n i l y s i z e p r e -

f e r e n c e s . Those who had not thou^^Iit ahout the s u b j e c t p r e v i o u s l y ; , o f c o u r s e , 

should be much l e s s l i k e l y to be c l a s s i f i e d a s having a s p e c i f i c p r e f e r e n c e . . 

U n f o r t u n a t e l y , t h i s check q u e s t i o n was not included i n the r u r a l q u e s t i o n n a i r e s . 

However, the informat ion i s a v a i l a b l e i n the 1964-65 P e c f a l - U r b a n s t u d i e s 

(see H a r t f o r d , 1971 f o r a d e t a i l e d a n a l y s i s of t h i s v a r i a b l e ) . The p e r c e n t a g e s 

of a l l women i n unions who never thought about i d e a l f a m i l y s i z e b e f o r e being 

i n t e r v i e w e d a r e shown i n Table 7 f o r the seven m e t r o p o l i t a n a r e a s . In the 

c a p i t a l c i t i e s of the c o u n t r i e s of the r u r a l surveys (no urban study was 

conducted i n Lima), the p e r c e n t a g e s range from 39.9 p e r c e n t a g e i n San Jose 

(Costa Pdca) to 54.5 percent i n Bogota (Colombia). 

Table 7 about here 

Although the r u r a l s t u d i e s were conducted about 5 y e a r s a f t e r the urban, 

i t i s u n l i k e l y that the s i t u a t i o n changed s i g n i f i c a n t l y i n the r u r a l a r e a s . 

Consequently, i t i s reasonable to suppose t h a t the p e r c e n t a g e s would have 

been even h ig h er i n the r u r a l a r e a s i f they had been measured. This s u p o s i t i o n 

i s supported by the f i n d i n g s of S t y c o s (1955) i n Peru. He found t h a t the 

percentage of persons who had never thought about i d e a l f a m i l y s i z e was 27 

percent i n the most upper of f o u r s o c i a l c l a s s e s and v e r y h igh (65 p e r c e n t ) 

i n the lowest c l a s s . In the predominantly Indian p o p u l a t i o n of E u a y l a s , Peru, 

these pr op ort ions went from 78 p e r c e n t t o 84 p e r c e n t , r e s p e c t i v e l y , even 

though h e r e , as i n the Pec fa l -Urban s t u d i e s the m a j o r i t y of the women gave 

numerical answers to the i d e a l f a m i l y s i z e q u e s t i o n . 

í í h i l e the percentage who never spoke w i t h t h e i r spouse, a v a r i a b l e 

measured i n the r u r a l s t u d i e s , g i v e s only a minimum e s t i m a t i o n of t h e p r o -

p o r t i o n s never having thought about the matter p r e v i o u s l y , i t i s seen i n 

the l a s t column of Table 7 , t h a t the p e r c e n t a g e s f o r the r u r a l women a r e 

always h ig her than i n the m e t r o p o l i t a n area of the r e s p e c t x v e c o u n t r y . ( T h i s 

t a b l e used a l l women f o r purposes of comparison w i t h the urban d a t a ) . In a 

t a b u l a t i o n not shown, between 84 p e r c e n t of those without d e f i n e d i d e a l s i n 

Peru and Colombia had never spoken w i t h t h e i r spouses compared to a s t i l l 
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r e l a t i v e l y h igh 51 and 59 p e r c e n t , r e s p e c t i v e l y f o r xromen with def ined p r e -

f e r e n c e s . Kence, i t i s l i k e l y that hir;h percentapies of uopen had not thought 

about the matter i n both groups. 

Eva luat ion of the Stepwise Procedure 

As a r e s u l t of our procedure wé have ass igned respondents i n t o two broad 

c l a s s e s , those who a r e : a) l i k e l y t o have a def ined f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e ; 

and b) a r e s i d u a l c l a s s of those who are not l i k e l y t o have a d e f i n e d p r e -

f e r e n c e . The r e s i d u a l c l a s s i s made up of those who were removed a t each s t e p 

i n the procedure and, hence, i n c l u d e s some persons who did not have the concept 

of f a m i l y s i z e arid/or t h a t of f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e s . 

We may have e l i m i n a t e d some respondents who f a i l e d an e a r l y quest ion but 

answered "more complex" q u e s t i o n s f u r t h e r alonp, i n t h e procedure. The q u e s t i o n , 

t h e r e f o r e , a r i s e s . How good i s our c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ? Although we have no 

c r i t e r i o n v a r i a b l e t o demonstrate the o v e r a l l adequacy of the procedure, i t 

i s p o s s i b l e t o examine the i n t e r n a l c o n s i s t e n c y of the r e s u l t s . 

F i r s t , as noted p r e v i o u s l y , much smal ler p e r c e n t a g e s of the l e a s t edu-

cated women than the b e s t educated women were c l a s s i f i e d a s being l i k e l y to 

have a def ined f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e , a r e s u l t that would seem t o be i n 

accordance w i t h e x p e c t a t i o n . Second we checked the e x t e n t t o which women, 

removed e a r l y i n the procedure , would have passed the f i n a l requirement f o r 

being c l a s s i f i e d a s having a d e f i n e d p r e f e r e n c e . This i s shown i n Table 8 

f o r women w i t h the l e a s t educat ion f o r a l l four c o u n t r i e s t o g e t h e r . I t i s not 

shown f o r h igh educat ion women because there were i n s u f f i c i e n t cases of those 

l a c k i n g one or more of the concepts . Table 8 l i s t s the four p o s s i b l e combina-

t i o n s of having ("YES") or not having ("NO") the concepts of f a m i l y s i z e and 

f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e . For each of the four combinations, the percentage 

l i k e l y to have a s p e c i f i c p r e f e r e n c e i s g i v e n . While 62.2 percent of women 

w i t h both antecedent concepts (YES-YES) were l i k e l y t o have a def ined 

p r e f e r e n c e , a t the o t h e r extreme, only 1 7 . 5 percent of those l a c k i n g both 

concepts (NO-NO) would have been c l a s s i f i e d as l i k e l y to have a def ined 

p r e f e r e n c e . These 1 7 . 5 percent were not included as c l e a r l y having a d e f i n e d 

p r e f e r e n c e i n Table 4 s i n c e only the YES-YES category who passed both items 

were so c l a s s i f i e d . Most of the 1 7 . 5 percent presumably are persons who were 

f o r c e d to g i v e a numerical answer or who simply complied without understanding 

the q u e s t i o n ' s c o n t e n t . The other two inbetween c a t e g o r i e s (NO-YES and YES-NO) 

have percentages i n t e r m e d i a t e between the extremes. T h i s r e s u l t f u r t h e r 
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strencthene our c o n f i d e n c e t h a t the t h e o r e t i c a l frari^e^/ork and our o p e r a t i o n -

a l i z a t i o n of i t has piven us reasonable^ a.lthourli f a r fro'-s r>erfect r e s u l t s . 

Table about here 

V e r a c i t y Component 

Through the s t e p w i s e procedure we a r r i v e d a t a subset of respondents 

who not only gave numerical answers t o the q u e s t i o n on i d e a l f a m i l y s i z e 

but who were l i k e l y to have a d e f i n e d f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e . Up t o now we 

have not been concerned w i t h the s p e c i f i c numerical v a l u e of the p r e f e r e n c e 

held by these women. But now when we c o n s i d e r the v e r a c i t y of our measurements 

we must be concerned w i t h the e x t e n t to which the observed v a l u e matches the 

" t r u e " v a l u e . 

We s h a l l f i r s t examine v e r a c i t y from the p o i n t of view of r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n 

and then from the po int of view of c o n s i s t e n c y w i t h a d d i t i o n a l c h i l d r e n 

wanted. U n f o r t u n a t e l y w i t h the i n f o r m a t i o n a v a i l a b l e we cannot s e p a r a t e 

c a r e l e s s from r a t i o n a l i z e d or " t r u e " r e s p o n s e s . Throughout the d i s c u s s i o n 

i t must be remembered t h a t we a r e concerned only w i t h those respondents who 

were found l i k e l y to have a d e f i n e d f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e . The base p o p u l a t i o n s 

f o r our t a b u l a t i o n s are those i n l i n e 12 of Table 4. 

The amount of r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n i s probably a f f e c t e d by the content of 

the q u e s t i o n . A person might be more l i k e l y t o r a t i o n a l i z e to her own f a m i l y 

s i z e i f the q u e s t i o n r e f e r s to the d e s i r e d than to the i d e a l f a m i l y s i z e , 

s i n c e the former avoids d e f i n i n g any l i v i n g c h i l d r e n as unwanted. This may 

help to e x p l a i n the f a c t t h a t i n our r u r a l data (not shown) the p r o p o r t i o n 

of respondents g i v i n g t h e i r own f a m i l y s i z e as t h e i r i d e a l , d e c r e a s e s as 

a c t u a l f a m i l y s i z e i n c r e a s e s a f i n d i n g c o n t r a r y t o e x p e c t a t i o n . An o b j e c t i o n 

t o using the proport ion of respondents g i v i n g t h e i r own f a m i l y s i z e as i d e a l 

as a measure of r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n i s t h a t some may i n f a c t , be s t a t i n g the 

t r u t h . Knodel and Prachuabmoh (1973) i n t r o d u c e a measure based only on the 

i d e a l and r e a l fami ly s i z e t h a t attempts to s e p a r a t e out the r a t i o n a l i z e d and 

"true"' components a t each f a m i l y s i z e . Our a n a l y s i s of the Knodel and 

Prachuabmoh measure (see Appendix 3) l e d us to the conc lus ion t h a t the use 

of t h e i r measure could be v e r y m i s l e a d i n g . Consequently we have not included 
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a t a b l e a l though we found t h a t , a s i n T h a i l a n d , the maximum " r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n " ' 

appears to occur where i t i s l e a s t expected — i n the nediun s i z e f a m i l i e s 

o f 3 t o 5 c h i l d r e n . A s e r i o u s l i m i t a t i o n i s t h a t the above approach i g n o r e s 

a l l r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n except to own f a m i l y s i z e . A l s o l i k e l y i s r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n 

t o a v a l u e which the respondent b e l i e v e s the i n t e r v i e w e r wants to h e a r . And 

i n the c a s e of a woman w i t h a v e r y l a r g e f a m i l y who has a much lower p r e -

f e r e n c e , she may s e l e c t an intermediate number i n o r d e r to avoid r e j e c t i n g 

too many of her c h i l d r e n w h i l e a l s o not appearing too f o o l i s h to the i n t e r -

v i e w e r f o r having had many more c h i l d r e n than her p r e f e r e n c e . 

On r e f l e c t i o n , we wonder whether a measure based only on the matr ix 

of a c t u a l f a m i l y s i z e by f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e can t e l l us anything v e r y 

d e f i n i t i v e about the l e v e l of r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n . A d d i t i o n a l p i e c e s of 

i n f o r m a t i o n a r e n e c e s s a r y t o e s t a b l i s h what i s o c c u r i n g . One p o s s i b i l i t y 

i s to o b t a i n the r e s p o n d e n t ' s suggested f a m i l y s i z e f o r a s u r r o g a t e person 

l i k e her daughter . I f the l a t t e r i s assumed t o be l e s s s u b j e c t to r a t i o n a l i -

z a t i o n , comparing the r e s p o n d e n t ' s p r e f e r e n c e w i t h t h a t f o r her daughter 

g i v e s an e s t i m a t e of r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n (assuming she t a k e s her d a u g h t e r ' s 

s i t u a t i o n a s e q u i v a l e n t to her own). In Peru, S t y c o s (1965) found t h a t 

respondents gave h igher d e s i r e d f a m i l y s i z e s f o r themselves than f o r t h e i r 

daughters s u g g e s t i n g t h a t r a t i o n z a l i z a t i o n may have been o c c u r r i n g . 

S i n c e we have no informat ion on t h e suggested p r e f e r e n c e f o r a s u r r o g a t e , 

an a l t e r n a t i v e approach to s tudying the v e r a c i t y of r e p l i e s i s to u t i l i z e 

the c o n s i s t e n c y d e f i n i t i o n of v e r a c i t y and study the agreement of p r e f e r e n c e 

responses w i t h the ntamber of a d d i t i o n a l c h i l d r e n wanted. The r e s u l t s can 

only be considered s u g g e s t i v e s i n c e the content of the two quest3.ons i s d i f -

f e r e n t , the i d e a l r e f e r r i n g to o ther p e r s o n s , and the a d d i t i o n a l c h i l d r e n 

wanted r e f e r r i n g t o the respondent h e r s e l f . Hence, when we compare t t e -

e x c e s s ( p o s i t i v e or n e g a t i v e ) of a c t u a l f a m i l y over the i d e a l vrith the 

number of a d d i t i o n a l c h i l d r e n wanted a s done i n Table 9, d i s c r e p a n c i e s may 

not r e p r e s e n t i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s . I t a l s o should be n o t e d , as expla ined i n the 

s e c t i o n on d a t a , we had to e l i m i n a t e pregnant women t o avoid ambiguity on 

whether the s p e c i f i c number of a d d i t i o n a l c h i l d r e n wanted i n c l u d e s or not 

the pregnancy. 

•j 
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Table T shotTs t h a t tbere i s '•^ensral c o n s i s t e n c y f o r each e d u c a t i o n a l 

l e v e l withi.n each country i n the senoe t h a t the nercentape of ^^ersons vrantinfr 

a d d i t i o n a l c h i l d r e n d e c r e a s e s as the e i x e s s of a c t u a l over i d e a l c h i l d r e n 

i n c r e a s e s . Yet amone t h o s e wi th an i d e a l of t h r e e or nore above a c t u a l , lárice 

pr o po r t ions of low educat ion women say t h a t they do not want a d d i t i o n a l 

c h i l d r e n ; t h i s p r o p o r t i o n i s c o n s i d e r a b l y l e s s f o r the b e s t educated. iJhen 

a c t u a l f a m i l y s i z e exceed the i d e a l , h igher p r o p o r t i o n s a r e c o n s i s t e n t i n 

wanting no more c h i l d r e n . 

f/7hile t h e r e i s a g e n e r a l c o n s i s t e n c y , the f a c t t h a t the content of the 

two q u e s t i o n s i s d i f f e r e n t makes us h e s i t a t e to d e f i n e c r i t e r i a t o permit us 

to d i s t i n g u i s h among c o n s i s t e n t and i n c o n s i s t e n t i n d i v i d u a l s or t o e s t i m a t e 

what percentage a r e c o n s i s t e n t . N o n e t h e l e s s , we did make a crude e s t i m a t e of 

the l e v e l of c o n s i s t e n c y , a c c e p t i n g a s p e r m i s s i b l e an i n c o n s i s t e n t r e p l y to 

the a d d i t i o n a l c h i l d r e n q u e s t i o n by persons w i t h i n p l u s or minus one c h i l d 

of t h e i r i d e a l . Consider ing a l l o t h e r i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s we a r r i v e a t the f i g u r e s 

shown a t the bottom of Table 9. Approximately 25 percent of a l l women w i t h 

def ined p r e f e r e n c e s , a r e i n c o n s i s t e n t except i n Peru where almost h a l f a r e 

i n c o n s i s t e n t . Unl ike the e x i s t e n c e component, v e r a c i t y i s l i k e l y t o depend 

i n p a r t on the q u e s t i o n s , t h e i r c o n t e x t , the i n t e r v i e w e r t r a i n i n g and other 

t e c h n i c a l m a t t e r s . Hence, the f i n d i n g s here a r e l e s s s i g n i f i c a n t than those 

i n v o l v i n g the e x i s t e n c e component. 

SrotitARY AfID COÍICLUSIOKS 

On the b a s i s of the t h e o r e t i c a l framexíork and the o p e r a t i o n a l procedures 

developed we have attempted to e s t a b l i s h a s p e c t s of the v a l i d i t y of our 

f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e measurements i n the r u r a l and smal l urban a r e a s of 

L a t i n America. A p r i o r i we expected the most p o o r l y educated women to be l e s s 

l i k e l y to have the concepts i n v o l v e d and l e s s l i k e l y t o have a d e f i n e d f a m i l y 

s i z e p r e f e r e n c e than the b e t t e r educated. G e n e r a l l y t h i s e x p e c t a t i o n was sup-

ported by the d a t a . TJhile few women of any e d u c a t i o n a l l e v e l seemed to l a c k 

the concept of f a m i l y s i z e , those t h a t did tended to be much more concentrated 

i n the low e d u c a t i o n a l group than i n the h i g h , w i t h the maximum d i f f e r e n c e 

found i n Peru wi th 7 . 8 percent amonp, the p o o r e s t educated a g a i n s t 1 . 0 f o r the 

b e s t educated. tJhile the f i g u r e s might have been a l i t t l e h igher i f respondents 

had not been f o r c e d to express a numerical response t o the item used to 



) ( 
a s c e r t a i n t h i s subcomponent of e x i s t e n c e , the ovenThelmin'^ presence of t h i s 

very b a s i c concent of f a n d l y s i z e seens reasonable . 

The next subcomponent of e x i s t e n c e i n v o l v i n g the concept of fami ly s i z e 

p r e f e r e n c e would appear to be somevThat l e s s preva lent p a r t i c u l a r l y among the 

l e a s t educated. Again, although the percentages involved are not very l a r g e , 

i n a l l but Mexico, the percentage of respondents l a c k i n g the concept of a 

family s i z e p r e f e r e n c e v a r i e d from 6.3 to 10.3 percent among the l e a s t 

educated compared to 0.8 to 2 percent f o r the b e s t educated. Only i n Mexico 

f o r unknown reasons do both groups have about 3 percent of t h e i r members 

without the concept . 

We then e l iminated respondents who i n p r i n c i p l e could not have a def ined 

family s i z e p r e f e r e n c e s i n c e the underlying concepts were l a c k i n g even though 

i n the i n t e r v i e w a numerical r e p l y may have been obta ined. Approximately 97 

percent or more i n each country of w e l l educated women appeared to have the 

concepts necessary to make the fami ly s i z e quest ior meaningful to them and 

a b l e to g i v e a p r e f e r e n c e , i f they had one. Among the l e s s educated the 

percentages were lower , ranging from around 86 to 94 p e r c e n t . 

When we examined whether the women who apparent ly had the b a s i c concepts 

were l i k e l y to have formed family s i z e p r e f e r e n c e s , s p e c i f i c numbers or a 

range, r e l a t i v e l y high percentages did not appear l i k e l y to have a def ined 

family s i z e p r e f e r e n c e , although o t h e r s may have had a vague n o t i o n . Between 

45 and 63 percent of the l e a s t educated women i n the four c o u n t r i e s probably 

had a p r e f e r e n c e w h i l e the percentages were around 89 to 94 percent of the 

b e s t educated. I f one a c c e p t s our o p e r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n of the subcomponents 

of e x i s t e n c e , the high proport ion of the l e a s t educated women who were u n l i k e l y 

to have a c l e a r p r e f e r e n c e i s a s i g n i f i c a n t f a c t s i n c e they form a l a r g e 

percentage of women of a l l educat ional l e v e l s . The percentages are l a r g e 

enough to d i s t o r t s u b s t a n t i v e analyses of fami ly s i z e pre ferences which take 

f o r granted t h a t the p r e f e r e n c e s e x i s t and t r y to e x p l a i n them or use them to 

p r e d i c t other v a r i a b l e s . ' 

The attempt to a s c e r t a i n the v e r a c i t y of the responses of women who were 

l i k e l y to have a p r e f e r e n c e proved to be very d i f f i c u l t s i n c e the data s e t 

had few v a r i a b l e s t h a t could be u t i l i z e d to determine whether the women v/ere 

r a t i o n a l i z i n g t h e i r responses e i t h e r to t h e i r own f a m i l y s i z e s or to other 

numbers or were g i v i n g c a r e l e s s responses . Determining v e r a c i t y by a s c e r t a i n i n g 

the c o n s i s t e n c y of i d e a l and a c t u a l fami ly s i z e with the number of a d d i t i o n a l 

c h i l d r e n was only of l i m i t e d v a l u e ; persons who do have i n t e r n a l l y c o n s i s t e n t 
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p r e f e r e n c e s could have appeared i n c o n s i s t e n t s i n c e i d e a l f a m i l y s i z e and 

a d d i t i o n a l c h i l d r e n wanted have d i f f e r e n t poi.nts of r e f e r e n c e , "ouf^hly o v e r -

coming t h i s d i f f i c u l t y be acceptin-- l i r i i t e d i n c o n s i s t e n c y , xre found t h a t 

between 55 and 77 p e r c e n t of respondents of a l l e d u c a t i o n a l l e v e l s w i t h a 

def ined p r e f e r e n c e were c o n s i s t e n t i n each of the f o u r c o u n t r i e s . In «general 

then, of a l l women i n unions w i t h a t l e a s t one l i v e c h i l d , only 20 to 47 

percent appeared to be g i v i n g v a l i d r e s p o n s e s . Amonp, the l e a s t educated, 

these p e r c e n t a g e s were even l o w e r . T h i s c a l c u l a t i o n assumes t h a t pregnant 

women have the same c o n s i s t e n c y of responses as the non-pregnant. 

l i h i l e the t h e o r e t i c a l framework should apply t o other p r e f e r e n c e 

q u e s t i o n s , we a c c e p t t h a t the i d e a l f a m i l y s i z e q u e s t i o n in the P e c f a l - R u r a l 

q u e s t i o n n a i r e might g i v e r e s u l t s somewhat d i f f e r e n t from a quest ion more 

focused on the p e r s o n a l f a m i l y s i z e d e s i r e s of the respondent. N e v e r t h e l e s s , 

s i n c e we suspect t h a t many women, p a r t i c u l a r l y those poor ly educated, cannot 

a b s t r a c t from t h e i r own s i t u a t i o n and t h e r e f o r e may r e f e r e n c e the i d e a l s i z e 

quest ion to themselves , we e x p e c t t h a t an a n a l y s i s of a d e s i r e d f a m i l y s i z e 

quest ion would have r e v e a l e d roughly s i m i l a r l e v e l s of women g i v i n g v a l i d 

r e s u l t s . 

Furthermore, a l though acknowledging t h a t the P e c f a l - R u r a l o r g a n i z e r s 

were more e x p l i c i t i n t r y i n g to o b t a i n ninnerical answers than i n some other 

surveys , the r e s u l t s may be i n d i c a t i v e of what would be found e lsewhere i n 

high f e r t i l i t y r u r a l situations'^^ the d e t a i l s w i l l depend on c u l t u r a l f a c t o r s . 

I t i s d i f f i c u l t t o prove that our r e s u l t s a r e not unique s i n c e few authors 

have e x p l i c i t l y t r e a t e d the t o p i c . Indeed, even those who c l e a r l y see the 

d i f f i c u l t i e s a s s o c i a t e d vrith p r e f e r e n c e measurements, have tended to ign ore 

the problem i n p r a c t i c e . For i n s t a n c e , Kauldin (1965) i n a review a r t i c l e 

recognized the problems a s k i n g "do people i n the developing c o u n t r i e s want 

"as many c h i l d r e n as Gk)d p r o v i d e s ? " but then presented t a b l e s t h a t do not 

g i v e the percentages of persons who so answered. However, r e t u r n i n g to some 

of the o r i g i n a l r e p o r t s v;e found t h a t v a r i o u s s u r v e y s t h a t do g i v e the 

percentages of non-numerical answers t o f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e q u e s t i o n s 

report t h a t these percentages run from a few percent up to t h i r t y p e r c e n t . 

This wide range probably r e f l e c t s d i f f e r e n c e s i n i n t e r v i e w i n g as w e l l as 

c u l t u r a l d i v e r s i t y . 
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A study by Tool (1367) i n '^hana (^esi^nect e s p e c i a l l y to e s t a b l i s h non-

response l e v e l s , a procedure thnt r'.ipht r i v e sone'That exa'^'^erated r e s u l t s , 

found t h a t when the i n t e r v i e w e r did not i n s i s t , 'f5 percent of the wornen l i v i n " 

i n v i l l a j ^ e s and 36 percent of those i n c i t i e s did not respond to f a c i l y s i z e 

p r e f e r e n c e q u e s t i o n s . tJhile makinfr no statement about l i k e l y l e v e l s e lsewhere 

t h i s study i s p a r t i c u l a r l y i n d i c a t i v é s i n c e more convent iona l s t u d i e s done 

around the same time i n Ghana gave r e s u l t s i n accord w i t h the more u s u a l lower 

l e v e l s of non-response. 

Of c o u r s e , our r e s u l t s can be i n t e r p r e t e d i n a d i f f e r e n t manner. Ignor ing 

the q u e s t i o n of v e r a c i t y , one could say t h a t somewhat more than a m a j o r i t y of 

a l l respondents i n the r u r a l a r e a s of the f o u r L a t i n American c o u n t r i e s appear 

t o be l i k e l y to have d e f i n e d f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e s and t h a t almost a l l seem 

t o have the v e r y b a s i c c o n c e p t s . This p o i n t o f v iew based p r i m a r i l y on A f r i c a n 

data i s taken by Ware ( 1 9 7 4 ) . But f o r the reasons g i v e n concerning the 

a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the q u e s t i o n n a i r e s our e s t i m a t i o n s may be low, p a r t i c u l a r l y 

f o r important subgroups of the p o p u l a t i o n . And more i m p o r t a n t l y , g iven the 

l a c k of s u c c e s s i n e x p l a i n i n g the mechanisms i n v o l v e d i n f e r t i l i t y change, i t 

i s important t o q u e s t i o n under ly ing assumptions. Our f i n d i n g s should c r e a t e 

s u f f i c i e n t doubts to cause workers i n t h i s f i e l d to i n v e s t i g a t e more c a r e f u l l y 

the v a l i d i t y of the r e s p o n s e s . 

Suggest ions f o r f u t u r e r e s e a r c h 

Although the study of the v a l i d i t y o f f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e s m e r i t s 

f u r t h e r study wherever such informat ion i s c o l l e c t e d , i t i s p a r t i c u l a r l y 

important t o g i v e the t o p i c more a t t e n t i o n i n s i t u a t i o n s i n which one might 

t h e o r e t i c a l l y e x p e c t f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e s to be p o o r l y a r t i c u l a t e d o r non-

e x i s t e n t . High f e r t i l i t y , h igh m o r t a l i t y p o p u l a t i o n s , w i t h apparent ly l i t t l e 

d e l i b e r a t e c o n t r o l of f e r t i l i t y w i t h i n unions as the r u r a l p o p u l a t i o n s i n 

Colombia, Mexico and Peru or t h o s e , beginning to c o n t r o l f e r t i l i t y as i n Costa 

R i c a , a r e of p a r t i c u l a r i n t e r e s t . Such i n v e s t i g a t i o n s are only i n p a r t metho-

d o l o g i c a l , s i n c e the f o c u s can e a s i l y be s h i f t e d toward the study of the 

formation o f f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e s during e a r l y s t a g e s of the adoption of 

d e l i b e r a t e c o n t r o l . 

We s h a l l m k e t h r e e s u g g e s t i o n s f o r f u t u r e work i n t h i s f i e l d , the f i r s t 

two of which r e f e r t o survey r e s e a r c h . F i r s t , and most s imple , the i n i t i a l 

response to f a m i l y s i z e p r e f e r e n c e q u e s t i o n s should be recorded by w e l l 

t r a i n e d i n t e r v i e w e r s who only then; i f the i n v e s t í p a t o r deems i t d e s i r e a h l e j 
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should attempt to f o r c e the rfiR'>on(''ent to f i v e nii '^erical anstr^rs. " h i s 

procedure f r i l l ^lake the a s s e s s i n ' " o-f v a l i ' ' i t y rniC'i s i ^ o l c r anr' t^ i l l ^ e r l i t 

^iore adequate c l a s s i f i c a t i o n o^ t'-.e resnoi'.r'ents. " 'anfe ans^'ers shoul--^ a l s o 

be f u l l y recorcieti b e f o r e forcing; a sin'~le res'^onse. Teconl . in surveys i n 

which p r e f e r e n c e s a r e of sone ir-'portances aclrl i t ional c r o s s - c h e c k q u e s t i o n s 

should be included i n order t o have some e x t e r n a l "-eans of a s s e s s i n f the 

e x i s t e n c e and v e r a c i t y components. At the very ninirsiuF', each family s i z e 

p r e f e r e n c e ques t ion should be fol lowed up by a ques t ion on whether the 

respondent has thought about the mat ter p r e v i o u s l y . In a d d i t i o n , the importance 

of the p r e f e r e n c e to the person should be determined. T-̂ í̂ en p o s s i b l e , 

v a r i a t i o n s on the same q u e s t i o n s should be asked a t d i f f e r e n t p l a c e s i n the 

q u e s t i o n n a i r e t o determine t h e r e l i a b i l i t y of the responses . 

The t h i r d suggest ion a t t a c k s the problem a t a more b a s i c l e v e l . Almost 

a l l the repor ted s t u d i e s of p r e f e r e n c e s employ the sample survey method. 

I'Jhile some o f the s t u d i e s may have bef»un with pre l iminary f i e l d s t u d i e s to 

design q u e s t i o n s , most do n o t . Yet f i e l d s t u d i e s a r e not only n e c e s s a r y to 

design the wording o f the q u e s t i o n s but t o determine what q u e s t i o n s a r e 

r e l e v a n t . Indeed, we would go f u r t h e r and suggest t h a t s t u d i e s employing 

r e l a t i v e l y unstructured i n t e r v i e w s , p a r t i c i p a n t observat ion and o t h e r 

a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l techniques must be conducted among populat ions with high 

f e r t i l i t y to o b t a i n a b e t t e r understanding of what i s being s t u d i e d . Such 

i n v e s t i g a t i o n s , i n c a r e f u l l y s e l e c t e d c o n t r a s t i n g s i t u a t i o n s o f s t a b i l i t y 

and s o c i a l change should be conceived not as a prelude to a survey, but as 

a c o n t r i b u t i o n i n t h e i r own r i g h t : t h i s w i l l permit the development o f more 

adequate theory on where and when p r e f e r e n c e s e x i s t , how they a r e f o m e d , 

and how they come to a f f e c t behavior ( see Conning, 1 9 7 4 ) . Ordinary surveys 

which o f n e c e s s i t y begin with preconceived i d e e s a r e incapable o f providing 

t h i s tjrpe of informat ion when l i t t l e i s knovm about a s u b j e c t , s i n c e they do 

not e a s i l y permit an i n t e r a c t i o n between the i d e a s o f the i n v e s t i g a t o r and 

the data s o u r c e . The more a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l approach al lows the r e s e a r c h e r to 

make m u l t i p l e r e t u r n s to the f i e l d t o v e r i f y and r e f o r mu l a t e ideas and t o 

take advantage o f s e r e n d i p i t y . Such s t u d i e s might begin with a small conven-

t i o n a l survey to be a b l e to compare r e s u l t s and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s o^ fami ly 

s i z e p r e f e r e n c e ques t ions v i a the txm methods. 
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U n t i l in format ion fron>, f i e l d s t u d i e s i s a b l e to nrovi'^e nore s p e c i f i c 

in format ion on the v a l i d i t y of p r e f e r e n c e questions^ the survey data ^ s t be 

u t i l i z e d w i t h eirtrene c a u t i o n . As s t a t e d hy ! ' i l 3 , Rtycos and Tack as e a r l y 

as 1959 (p. 107) i t should be c l e a r t h a t simple statereents of fami ly 

s i z e p r e f e r e n c e s , w h i l e not meaningless , a r e d e c e p t i v e i n a c o n t e x t where 

a t t i t u d e s may be u n c r y s t a l l i z e d or a m b i v a l e n t " . Our r e s u l t s s u ^ f e s t t h a t one 

might even go f u r t h e r than t h i s l a r g e l y ignored e a r l y warning and a c c e p t t h a t 

f o r r e l a t i v e l y l a r g e p r o p o r t i o n s of respondents i n such c o n t e x t s the s t a t e -

ments may, i n f a c t , be meaning less . 
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APPEi-Tnu': A 

The Spanish and E n r l i s h v e r s i o n s of the Pec-^al--T'uraI surve"^ quest ions 

discussed i n the t e x t are piven belox? (the wordinp was i d e n t i c a l in the four 

s u r v e y s ) ; 

Spanish Enp.lish 

« » 

1 . ¿Cuántos h i j o s es bueno (es mejor) 1 , 

(es tá bien) que una mujer tenga? 

INSISTA EÍT QUE LA EÍITREVISTADA LE 

DIGA mi NUMERO ESPECIFICO. SI LA ÍÍUJER 

CONTESTA "LOS QUE DIOS MAiroE", "'LOS 

QUE VENGAÍI'% PREGOTTTE; 

¿Cuántos h i j o s e s bueno (es mejor) 

(es tá bien) que Dios mande (que ven-

gan)? 

2. ¿Quiere tener más h i j o s o noj o l e 2. 

da l o mismo? 

¿Cuántos h i j o s más quiere tener? 

(LA MISMA niSTRUCCIOH PAPJk LA EIITRE-

VISTADORA QUE LA PREHimTA ANTERIOR) 

3. Hay f a m i l i a s grandes (numerosas) y 

f a m i l i a s pequeñas (¿verdad?) ¿Con 

cuántos h i j o s una f a m i l i a es n^ande 

(numerosa)? 

INSISTIR EN QUE LA ElITPEVISTAnA LE 

DIGA UIJ NUT'ETIO ESPECIFICO. 

4. ¿Con cuántos h i j o s una f a m i l i a es 4 . 

pequeña? (MISMA INSTRUCCIOI^ 

5. ¿Que. l e gusta más a us ted , una fa ini~5. 

l i a pequeña, una f a m i l i a grande o 

l e da l o mismo? 

What is a good (the best) number of 
children for a woman to have? 
INSIST THAT TEE IITTERVIETsJEE GIVE A 
SPECIFIC nUfSER. IF THE tJOMAIi ANSÍ7ERS 
"THOSE !®ICH GOD 'THOSE TTTAT 
CO>fE" ASK° 
I^at is a pood (the best) number for 
God to send (that come)? 

Do you want any additional children or 
not, or is it the same to you? 
Kow many additional children do you 
want? 
(SA^m INTERVIETJER INSTRUCTION AS ABOVE) 

There are big and small families (isn't 
that so?) With how many children a 
family is big? 

INSIST THAT THE IKTERVIÊ 'JEE GIVE A 
SPECIFIC fnĴ üíER. 
T'̂ ith how many children a family is 
small? (SA1ÍE INSTRUCTION) 

TJhich do you like better ̂  a small 
fam.ily, a large family or is it the 
same to you? 
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6. ¿í'a conversado usted con su marido I'ave yo'i and 3'our h'jsband (spouse) 

(esposo)(compañero) muchas v e c e s i talV.ed pany t i ' ^ e s s o r ^ e t i n e s or never 

alp;una v e z o nunca sobre e l numero about tlie nui^ber of c h i l d r e n you want 

de h i j o s que q u i e r e tener? to have'^ 

A. 
i' 
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APrnTDi'í 

** DISCUSSION OF A TO 5STI?1A.TE THE rjlOPORTIO'T OF P^nSONf PATIOtJALIZING 

As an i n i t i a l a p p r o x i m t i o n to the t r u e proport ion EP. of persons 

who r a t i o n a l i z e to t h e i r own f a i c i l y s i z e x , one nay use the p r o p o r t i o n , P̂ ^ 

li-

to t h i s approximation i s t h a t P i s tnade up both of the p r o p o r t i o n of those 

of respondents who s t a t e t h e i r own f a m i l y s i z e as i d e a l . Eut an o b j e c t i o n 

i 

persons g i v i n g t h e i r " t r u e ' i d e a l T and the p r o p o r t i o n P who are r a t i o n a l i -
X X 

z i n g . I f the p r o p o r t i o n s change w i t h d i f f e r e n t x , our i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s may be 

erroneous. Knodel and Prachuabmoh (1973:627-629) suggest t h a t one can e s t i m a t e 

the R v a l u e by s u b t r a c t i n g from P , an e s t i m a t e of the p r o p o r t i o n g i v i n p 

the " t r u e " v a l u e , T . This e s t i m a t e which we s h a l l denote ET , i s obtained 
' X x ' 

by a s c e r t a i n i n g the p o p u l a r i t y of x as an i d e a l f a m i l y s i z e among persons 

whose a c t u a l f a m i l y s i z e i s o t h e r than x . Expressed in words 5 the formula 

f o r ET i s : X 

E j = Number of women of f a m i l y s i z e o t h e r than x who g i v e x as i d e a l 
X T o t a l number of women of f a m i l y s i z e 5ther than x 

This i s an underest imate of ET^ s i n c e some of these persons w i l l r a t i o n a -

l i z e to t h e i r own f a m i l y s i z e . Taking the d i f f e r e n c e betv^een P and ET g i v e s 
X X 

us an e s t i m a t e EP. 5 of the p r o p o r t i o n of persons of a c t u a l f a m i l y s i z e x 
X 

r a t i o n a l i z i n g t h e i r i d e a l t o t h e i r own f a m i l y s i z e . 

ER = (R + T ) - ET g iven assumption: T = ET 
X X X X X X 

Since ET i s an underest imate , Knodel and Prachuabmoh point out that the 
X 

est imate of the p r o p o r t i o n r a t i o n a l i z i n g ^ ER^j i s an upper l i m i t . 

U n f o r t u n a t e l y , f o r t h i s e s t i m a t e of R^ to be v a l i d we must assume t h a t 

the p a t t e r n of r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n i s the same a t each fami ly s i z e x . But i t i s not 

a t a l l impossible t h a t f o r a g i v e n a c t u a l f a m i l y s i z e Xj more or l e s s of the 

women than expected are r a t i o n a l i z i n g . I f many persons of f a m i l y s i z e x a r e 

c o n t r o l l i n g t h e i r f e r t i l i t y , i t i s p o s s i b l e some w i l l have reached t h e i r 

p r e f e r e n c e and stopped: i n such a case a v e r y h igh p r o p o r t i o n w i l l i^ive t h e i r 

own f a m i l y s i z e as t h e i r p r e f e r e n c e . At another f a m i l y s i z e x ; the p r o p o r t i o n 

of c o n t r o l l e r s may be d i f f e r e n t . This may e x p l a i n why i n our data (not shown) 
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t h e most educates* woren a r e tiore li.1-.e].y to f i v e thei.r o*i?n f a r - i l y s i z e than 

the l e a s t educated a r e l e s s l i k e l y to use c o n t r a c e p t i v e s . I f c o n t r a c e p t i o n 

berrins t j i t h the younfer, , lower n a r i t y vomen, then the n r o n o r t i o n of Tsersons 

g iv l ig t h e i r own faroi ly s i z e as t h e i r p r e f e r e n c e w i l l v a r y w i t h a c t u a l f a m i l y 

s i z e X, i n v a l i d a t i n g a b a s i c assumption of the above method. Furthermore, i n 

t h i s c a s e comparisons among d i f f e r e n t p o p u l a t i o n s can be m i s l e a d i n f s i n c e t h e 

percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n o f a c t u a l f a m i l y s i z e s w i l l be d i f f e r e n t r e s u l t i n g 

i n d i f f e r e n t ET even though a l l e l s e i s the same among the p o p u l a t i o n s . 

Hence, the Knodel and Prachuabmoh measure had d i f f i c u l t i e s t h a t would 

seemingly not be overcome without the a d d i t i o n of more in format ion (see main 

t e x t ) . 
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FIGURE 1 

C O M P O N E N T S O F T H E V A L I D I T Y O F F A M I L Y S I Z E P R E F E R E N C E S : T H E ANALYSIS PROCEDURE 

E X I S T E N C E COHPOMENT V E R A C I T Y C W P U N E N T 

FOlfRTH SUBCOMPONENTi 
DEFINED FAMILY S IZE PREFERENCE 

THIRD SUBCOMPONENT; 
CjJHCePT OF FftMJLY S i I E PREFERENCE 

SECOND SUBCOMPONENT; 
CONCEPT OF FAMILY SIZE 

FIRST SUBCOMPONENT; 
ABfLITY TO C O U N T j l ^ y e S 

CONSISTENT 
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C?I 

INCONSISTENT 
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FIGURE 2 

P E R C E M T A G E D I S T R I B U T I O N S O F I D E A L F A f - i l L Y S I Z E A N D D E F I N I T I O N S O F " S M A L L " 
A m " L A R G E " F A M I L I E S 

(WOMEN IN UNIONS IN RURAL AND SMALL URBAN AREAS OF FOUR LATIN AMERICAN COUNTRIES) 
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SOURCE: PECFAL-RURAL, 1 9 6 8 - 6 9 . 
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TaSlé 1 

rE«>CBlTA'?2 PISTRI'TÜTIOIÍS OF THE SOCIAL-ECOiTO-'IC CIW^ACTmSTlCS 07 "n'TEl r ? 
IKIOÜS IH T!-!E RUML AI® STÍALL Û xPAN AREAS OF FOIR LATHI AilERICA'J COTnJTnirS 

Socio-economic 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s Costa Rica Colombia Mexico Peru 

Education of respondent; 
None through 2nd y e a r 

primary AO 56 62 66 

2nd y e a r primary through 

primary incomplete 42 27 29 15 

Primary complete or more 18 17 9 19 

L i g h t and running water i n house: 

N e i t h e r 35 56 52 76 

E l e c t r i c l i g h t only 6 7 23 1 1 

Running water only 24 1 1 4 2 

Both 35 26 21 1 1 
P o s s e s s i o n of a r a d i o : 79 67 77 41 

Ever used c o n t r a c e p t i o n 

C h i l d r e n e v e r b o m t o age group 

25-29 

45-49 

Source: P e c f a l - R u r a l s u r v e y s 1968-69 ^ 

) 
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Table 3 
PERCENTAGE BISTniETJTinTT OF Ar»T>ITIO"AL CHILT̂ ^̂ N T'AITTED AH^ TTT. P^FTT.nE^T.I' 
FOR A LARGE OR STÍALL FAMILY (ííomen i n unions wi th a t l e a s t one l i v i n R 
c h i l d i n r u r a l and smal l urban a r e a s of f o u r L a t i n American c o u n t r i e s ) 

Costa Rica Colombia ^iexico Peru 

A d d i t i o n a l c h i l d r e n wanted 

Numerical answer ( i n c l u d i n g 
zero a d d i t i o n a l ) 74.8 82.3 04.7 80.2 

I t makes no d i f f e r e n c e 20.6 13.9 12.5 13.1 

As many as God sends , e t c . 4.3 2.7 1.4 3.7 

No response 0.3 1.1 1.4 3.0 
100.0 100.0 100. n 100.0 

Preference f o r l a r p e and smal l f a m i l y 

P r e f e r e n c e f o r smal l 55.9 57.2 55.7 5 5 . 1 

I t makes no d i f f e r e n c e 33.2 27.4 22.7 24.9 

P r e f e r e n c e f o r l a r g e in.4 13.fi 21.0 17.7 

No response 0.5 
100.0 

1.6 
100.0 

0.6 
100.0 

2.3 
100.0 

Number of c a s e s (1228) (1578) (1839) (1629) 

Source; P e c f a l - R u r a l surveys 196Í3-69. 

« 
b 
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Table 3 

PERU: PERCEÍITAGE OF WtEi-I T-ilTH ĤO PJiSPONSE'' TO ONE OR T'fORE OUESTIONS IN 
TEST SETS OF SELECTED SOCIO-ECONOHIC, BEHAVIORAL OR ATriTUBITIAL 
VARIABLES, BY LANGUAGE OF QUESTIONNAIRE (All women i n Peruvian 

a r e a s of l e s 8 thaii 2 500 pop) . 

)(• 

H 

Spanish Types of Quechua Aymara: s i m u l -
A 6 C taneous t r a n s l a ~ 

txon i n t o Spanish 

A socio-economic 2 . 7 0.6 0.7 6 . 1 0.0 

5 b e h a v i o r a l v a r i a b l e s 3 . 9 6 . 7 2 ,6 8 .7 1 . 4 

4 a t t i t u d i n a l v a r i a b l e s 1 0 . 6 2 4 . 0 18 .8 1 7 . 6 7 . 2 

T o t a l (13 v a r i a b l e s ) 1 3 . 3 28.0 1 9 . 8 23.9 8 . 7 

Number of c a s e s (1024) (110) (286) (120) (44) 

Source; P e c f a l - R u r a l Peru Survey 1969. 

I 
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TABLE 4 

T H E E X I S T E N C E COMPONEKT OF F A M I L Y S I Z E P R E F E R E N C E S : P E R C E M T A G E O F R E S P O N D E N T S A T A G I V E N L E V E L WHO HAVE f ^ A T T A I N E D T H E N E X T L E V E L BY E X T R E M E S OF 
E D U C A T I O N A N D F O R A L L R E S P O N D E N T S (WOMEN I N U N I O N S W I T H AT L E A S T O N E L I V E C H I L D I N T H E R U R A L AND SViALL URBAN A R E A S O F F O U R L A T I N A M E R I C A N C O U N T R I E S ) 

COSTA RICA COLOMBIA MEXICO PERU 

LOW , , , LOW HIGH . . LOW . HIGH . . LOW . HIGH . . 

EOuc;̂  ^^^^ EPU^ ^^^^ EPV^ ^^^^ POM^ , ^ 
1 TOTAL NUMBER OF CASES ( « 9 6 ) (204) ( 1 2 2 8 ) (885) (268) ( 1 5 7 8 ) (1 158) CL52) ( 1 8 5 9 ) (1 090) (299) (1 ^29) 

BASE: ALL WOMEN ( L I N E I J . 
2 A) ^ WITH AT LEAST ONE NO-RESPONSE 

TO THE DEF IN IT ION OF LARGE A N D „ „ . C. A 
SMALL FAMIL IES ; OR THE S U E ARE 2 . 8 0 .0 1.2 2.6 0 . 3 1.9 2 . 8 0 . 0 2 . 0 7 - 8 1.0 6 .4 
EQUAL; OR THE LARGE SMALLER THAN 
THE SMALL ' 

B» NO CONCEPT OF FAMILY S IZE PREFERENCE 

BASE: WOMEN WITH CONCEPT OF FAM.SLZE. 

3 PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL ( L I N E l ) ( 9 7 . 2 ) ( 1 0 0 ) ( 9 8 . 8 ) ( 9 7 . 4 ) ( 9 9 . 7 ) ( 9 8 . 1 ) ( 9 7 . 2 ) ( 1 0 0 ) ( 9 8 . 0 ) ( 9 2 . 2 ) ( 9 9 . 0 ) ( 9 3 . 6 ) 
4 A) fa NO RESPONSE ON IDEAL FAM.SlZE 4 - 3 0 . 5 2 . 8 0 . 7 0 . 0 0 . 5 0 . 6 2 . 0 0 . 6 5 . 4 1 . 1 4 . 3 

> — ' 

5 B) "GOD SENDS" ON lOEAL FAM.SlZE 6 . 0 1 . 5 4 . 8 4 . 5 0 . 8 3 . 5 2 . 2 1 . 3 1 . 8 0 . 9 0 . 0 0 . 7 

6 C) SUMMARY: FO WITH NON-NUMERICAL OR 
NO RESPONSE ON IDEAL FAM.SlZE 1 0 . 3 2 .0 7 . 6 5 . 2 0 . 8 4 . 0 2 . 8 3 . 3 2 . 4 6 . 3 1 . 1 5 . 0 

c . UNLIKELY TO HAVE DEFINED FAMILY 
S IZE PREFERENCE 

BASE: WOMEN WITH CONCEPT OF FAMILY 
S I Z E PREFERENCE 

7 PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL ( L I N E 1 ) ( 8 7 . 5 ) ( 9 8 . 0 ) { 9 1 . 3 ) ( 9 2 . 3 ) ( 9 8 . 9 ) ( 9 4 . 1 ) ( 9 4 . 5 ) { 9 6 . 7 ) ( 9 5 . 7 ) ( 8 6 . 4 ) ( 9 8 . 0 ) ( 8 9 . 0 ) 

a A) ^ NO PREFERENCE BETWEEN LARGE 
OR SMALL FAMILY 3 7 . 9 2 2 . 7 3 2 . 8 3 0 . 9 2 2 . 1 2 9 . 0 2 2 . 7 1 3 . 1 2 2 . 3 2 4 . 4 1 9 . 3 2 5 . 2 

9 B) % NON-NÍMERICAL OR NO RESPONSE 
TO N" OF ADDITIONAL CHILDREN 
WANTED 

2 4 . 6 1 7 . 5 2 3 . 8 1 9 . 0 1 3 . 3 1 6 . 8 1 7 . 8 1 1 . 7 1 6 . 0 1 6 . 3 1 2 . 8 1 5 . 8 

1 0 c ) SUMMARY: i WITH AT LEAST ONE 4 8 . 4 3 0 . 0 4 5 . 8 4 1 . 6 3 0 . 6 • 3 8 . 6 3 3 . 1 2 2 . 4 3 1 . 3 3 8 . 4 2 7 . 8 3 7 . 6 
INDICATED RESPONSE TO A AND B 

3 0 . 0 4 5 . 8 3 0 . 6 • 3 8 . 6 3 3 . 1 3 1 . 3 3 8 . 4 

1 1 D ) SUMMARY: foWITH BOTH INDICATED 
RESPONSES 1 3 . 6 9 . 5 1 2 . 4 9 . 5 4 . 9 7 . 9 8 . 3 2 . 7 7 . 6 8 . 3 6 . 4 8 . 0 

0. PACENTASE OF TOTAL ( L I N E 1) WITH 
DEFINED FAMILY S I Z E PREFERENCE 

1 2 MINIMUM E S T I M A T E ( C R I T E R I A L I N E 1 0 ) ( 4 5 . 0 ) (08.6) ( 5 1 . 3 ) ( 5 5 . 9 ) ( 6 8 . 7 ) 157-7Í ( 6 3 . 2 ) ( 7 5 * 0 ) ( 6 5 . 8 ) ( 5 5 « 3 I ( 7 0 - 9 ) ( 5 5 . ' ^ ) 

1 3 MAXIMUM ESTIMATE(CRITERIA L INE 1 1 ) ( 7 5 . 6 ) ( a e . 7 ) (BO .O ) (83.4) (94 . 0 ) (86.6) (86.6) ( 9 4 . I ) (88.5) (79»3) (92.0) (8l»8) 

SOURCE: PECFAL-RURAL SURVEYS, 1 9 6 8 - 6 9 . 

A / SECOND YEAR OF PRIMARY OR LESS. ^ PRIMARY COMPLETE OR HIGHER. ^ WOMEN OF ALL EDUCATION LEVELS INCLUDING THE INTERMEDIATE RANGE NOT SHOWN. 
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Table 3 

Pr̂GEjTTAGE TTITK J^^E?® AZTST-TS?.? TO OUESTIONS REOUIRIfir! TK!? ABILITT TO TT-'IIT:: 
IN TWCS 0?, OR USE, inimEPS FGR'f'OTíüM tJiTI! AIIT) IJITHOOT TTF. COTICEPT OP T?A.mY 

SIZE PREFEREINTCE 
(Women in unions with at least one live child, in the rural and small urban 
areas of four Latin American countries, who have the concept of family size. 

Some base as Panel B of Table 

Percentage with extreme answers to: 
Existence Ideal interval Percent 
of family Best age from marriage Ideal interval with es- Number 

Countrv pref. at marri- to first birth between tim* birth of 
y age a/ b/ concept births b/ date cases 

Costa Rica YES 3.7 9.7 1.1 3.1 1 121 
NO 10.9 28.3 9.8 4.1 92 

Colombia YES 4.0 7.3 0.9 11.8 1 486 
NO 17.7 17.3 3.2 21.0 62 

I-Iexico YES 4.3 20.1 1.7 25.9 , 3 •'60 
NO 6.9 46.5 14.0 37.2 43 

Peru YES 8.9 13.5 5.2 23.5 1 449 
NO 39.5 56.6 18.4 40.8 76 

¿/Extremes considered to be 15 years or lower, 30 or over, or no responsé. 
h/ Extremes considered less than one year or no response.. 

y 

s 

I 



Table 6 

a/ 
PERCEOTAGE UITHOÜT miERICAL RESPONSE TO AJ)DITIONAL CHILDREII WANTED^' BY TiHETHER HAVE .PREFF.RENCEF B^T^TT' 

LARGE AlID SMALL FATfELY OR NOT FOR EDUCATIONAL CATEGORIES-
(Women in unions with at least one live child in the rural and small urban areas of four Latin American 

countries who have the concept of family size preferences. Same base as Panel C of Table A) 

Preference Percentage without numerical response to additional children wanted^^ 
for small —^— 
or large Costa Rica Colombia Mexico Peru ^ 
family Educ." Low High All Low High All Low High All Low High All 

Have a 
preference 
for large 16.8 10.0 16.4 14.4 10.7 12.7 12.9 10.1 11.0 14.7 9.4 ^ 
or small w 
families 

'It makes no , . 
difference" or 37.6 43.2 41.9 29.8 22.0 26.7 34.7 (22.3)- 33.4 20.9 28.3 23.1 
no response 

Source.' Pecfal-Rural, 1963-69 
a_/ That is, give "no response", "it makes no difference", "as many as come", etc. 

Based on less than 20 cases, 
c/ See Table 4 for definition of the educational categories. 
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Table 7 

PERCFilTAr̂ E T®0 IIEVER TTIOUGKT BEFORE ABOUT IDEAL FAl'ilLY SIZE, PFPCEHTAHE 
1-IEVEP. ÍIAVE SPOiâ n WIT!! SPOUSE AF.OUT IDEAL FATIILY SIZE AÍTO PERCET'TAGE UITÜOUT 

WJilEPvICAL RESPONSE TO IDEAL FATÍILY SIZE 
(Women in unions in seven Latin American metropolitan areas and the rural 

and small urban areas of four Latin American countries) 

Metropolitan Areas 
% never % never % without 
thought spoke with numerical 
before spouse response 

Number of 
cases 

Rural and small 
urban areas 

% never spoke 
with spouse b/ 

Buenos Aires, 
Argentina 
Bogota, 
Colombia 

Caracas, 
Venezuela 

a/ Lima,— Peru 

29.9 

54.5 

39.6 

Mexico, Mexico 44.8 

Panama, Panama 28,0 

Rio de Janeiro, 
Brazil 38.6 

San Jose, 
Costa Rica 39.9 

33.8 

56.7 

50.6 

53.6 

35.4 

46.7 

45.6 

3.6 

4.9 

8.9 

6.9 

2.7 

8.0 

8.8 

1 598 

1 769 

1 382 

1 614 

1 507 

1 759 

1 343 

65.6 

59.5 

55.9 

48.5 
Source; Pecfal-Urban Surveys. 1964-65? Pecfal-Rural Siirveva, 
a/ No survey was conducted in the metropolitan area of Lima. 
W Note that the base is all women in unions to make it comparable with the 

urban data. 

a 
J 

f 
A 
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Table H 

CIiEClC OF INTEPIÍAL COlISISTEIiCY i PEJ'.CKilTAGi;: OF LÔ-T EDUCATIOII T̂ O'SIi LIISLY 
TO HAVE A SPECIFIC FÁÍÍILY PPJSFEPiilCS BY t?HETEER QTEER CONCEPTS EXIST 
(Low education women^^in unions with at least one live child; rural 

and small urban areas of four Latin American countries) 

b/ Existence of Concept of;-~' 

Fataily 
size 

Family size 
preference 

Percentage likely to haveydefined 
family size preference-

YES 
HO 
YES 
1 Í 0 

YES 
YES 
NO 
NO 

62.2 
50.0 
37.6 
17.5 

if. 

Source; Pecfal-Rural, 1968-69. 
Second year of primary or less. 

h/ See Table 4 for the criteria used to establish the existence of the 
concepts. 

£/ Passed both items used to deteirmine the likely existence of a defined family 
size preference (see Panel C of Table 4). 

a 
1 



Table 9 

NÜÜERICAL CONSISTENCY OF WO?®I LIICELY TO HAVE SPECIFIC FAMILY SIZE PREFERENCES: PERCENTAGE ̂  "AliTIIIf? 
ADDITIONAL CHILDREÍJ 3Y THE E X C E S S 0? LIVING CHILDREN OVER THE IDEAL FAMILY SIZE 

(Non-pregnant women in unions with at least one live child who is likely to have a defined family size 
preferencet ¿/ Rural and setai-urban areas of four Latin American countries) 

Excess living children All countries 
over Ideal (Living 
children-Ideal) 

Costa Pica Colombia Mexico Peru Low 
educ. 

High : 
; educ. 

All 

Ideal higher(- 3 or more ) 33.7 47.7 30.4 57.2: 48ll ,17.6 , 40.5 
Ideal higher(- 2 ) 42.3 • 48.2 42.2 63.0 57.1; 4Ó.8 ; 49.9 
Ideal higher(- 1 ) 68.6 74.2 60.7 75.1 71.8 64-..1 70.4 
Ideal=living 
children (0 ) 74.6 89.9 72,6 79.2 77.1 ; 8¿.8 79.9 

Living child-
ren higher (+1) 83.0 8G.3 73.2 83.6 79.9 88.2 

Living child-
ren higher (+2) 30.0 95.0 72.2 85.6 32.1 • 85.0 ^2.4 

Living child-
ren higher (+3)or more 85.3 100.0 81.9 84.1 • - 39.2 91,1 
Summary: Percentage incon:-

sistent b/ • 26.2 23.2 28. S 45.3 34.6; 23.1 31.1 

o 

Source; Pecfal-Rural surveys5 1968-69. 
a/ The woaen in this table are those in line 12 of Table 4 who were not pregnant at the time of the interview. 

Weighted percentage of inconsistent replies by persons with -2, -3 or more (calculated percent^^e in 
excess of -2) and with +2 and +3 or more. 
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