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ABSTRACT

It is generally believed that extended family encourages high fertility. This paper
summarizes the theoretical discussions and the empirical research to examine the
relationship between family type and fertility. The studies reviewed in this paper
do not provide any support for the proposition that extended family leads to high
fertility. However, it is felt that more studies are needed before we can draw any
valid conclusions on this subject.

I. INTRODUCTION

Given a general consensus on the centrality of familial institution in the preindustrial
societies, the role of family structure as a determinant of fertility has reasonably been
an important topic in fertility research. Some studies examine the extent to transition
in the structure and functions of family can be linked to fertility transition while
the others have looked into the variations in membership structure of families for
explaining the fertility differentials which exist in a certain developing country. The
literature on the relationship between family type and ranges from the primarily
theoretical to the empirical. This paper reviews a number of studies on this subject
to examine if any conclusive statement can be putforth on the relationship between
family type and fertility.

Families are generally grouped into ‘nuclear’ and ‘extended’ on the basis of member-
ship and residential characteristics. More specifically, nuclear family (also referred to
as the “conjugal family”) consists of husband, wife, and their immediate children.
The extended family is broadly defined as any group of related persons living together
which includes but is larger than the nuclear family of parents and their unmarried
children (Nag, 1975).

* Doctora! candidate, London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine, University of London,
London, U. K., and Research Associate, Korean Institute for Family Planning.

** Doctoral candidate, Free University of Brussels, Brussels, Belgium.
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Table 1. Distribution of Household Types, Selected Asian Countries

. Number of . Findings with Respect to-Household Comparison

o . ‘Hoqsgeholds (percentage) '
Place Studied Nuclear Extended
India: Rampur Village, - Jats and Brahmans
Delhi States, North- ‘
erniIndia........ 150 ' 32.2 66.7

1.0 (Single Person)
Other Castes

64.8 -
o 1.7 (Single Person) 33.7
India: Nakor, Desert
Village near Jodh-
pur, western Pajas-
than........ .. " Simple Random
: Sample of 405 - 41.0 "49.0
Japan (1966 Census) 23,085,393 68.1 _ 31.9
Java: Modjokuto Dis- . .
trict .......... 467 Towns ' 57.8 32.4
' v 9.8 (One Adult Living Alone)
153 Village 74.5 19.9

4.6  (One Adult Living Alone) .

Philippines (1968 Na-
tional Demographic
Survey)..... PR Stratified Multi- -
: stage Survey of .
7,237 79.1 ) 19.6

' Republic of Koreé
(1966 Census) . . Sample of 4,900 66.8 33.2

Among Households with One
. Family Nucleus
Singapore (1966 Sam-
ple Household Sur-
L 754 IR 13,273 80.0 ° : ©20.0

Thailand (National
Longitudinal Study
of Social, Economic
and Demographic
Change, 1968-1972) Multistage Sample . i : ’

of 3,655 63.8. (Rural) 33.9

63.6 (Provincial Urban) 25:3
56.1 (Bangkok-Thonburi) 28.3

Source: Mercedés B. Concepcion and Felipe Landa-Jocana. “Demographic Factors Influencing
the Family Cycle”, The Population Debate: Dimensions and Perspectives. Papers of The World
Population Conference, Bucharest, 1974, Vol. II. New York. United Nations. 1975. p. 254.
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* Table 1 presents the extent to:which each household predominates over the.other
in selected Asian countries. This table-shows that nuclear households are predominarit
in-all:the countries:except India.for which the differential trend by caste is noticed.
It is also noted that the percentage of nuclear households is “higher in villages as com-
pared ‘to urban centers for Java and Thalland

[I. THEORETICAL LITERATURE

The main theoretical discussions of the relationship between extended family and
fertility are those of Davis' (1957), Dav1s and Blake (1956), Lorimer (1954), and Goode
(1963; 1964).

Davis (1957) 1dent1f1ed famlly as key for explaining institutional-paiterns. favormg
high fertility in ‘underdeveloped’ areas. He emphasized that the structural features of
extended families are conducive to early and umversal marriage and henoe hxgh fer-
tility.: In support of this proposition, he argued that economic solidarity of the
extended family system permits the children to marry’ earlier than they ‘c‘o‘ufd" if they
had to support themselves. Furthermore, the economic cost and 1nconvemence of
rearing children does not impinge dlrectly on the parents alone but is shared by all
the. members of family. In patrilocal extended family, -the ‘wife is highly motivated to
have offspring as early ‘as possible to ‘strengthen the family line and her own status
in the household. Less intense and less intimate interspousal commumcatlon precludes
the possibility of discussion on fertility-related problems. and planmng of famﬂy
All these factors are responsible for the influence of extended family in direction
of younger age at marriage and higher marital fertility.

Davis and Blake (1956) have attributed almost all the effect of family structure on
societal fertility to its influence on. age at marriage as an intermediate variable.. They
also suggested that in a truly joint household the authority of the elders continues
‘after marriage and as:such the-reproductive behavior of a conple 1s subject to the
influence extented by elder members of the household. St P

Lorimer (1954) also maintained that the whole cultural content in which eXtended
families tend to be idealized is likely to be conductive to high fertility. His major work
has placed emphasis on kinship organizations but especially on the role of corporate
kinship organizations but especially on the role of corporate kmshlp system (such
as clans and organized lineages) in African societies.According to Lorimer; the influence
of extended famﬂy system on fertllity is not as strong as that of corporate kinship
groups. He, however did not elaborate-how the corporate kinship structures operate
through particular intermediate variable (such as political and economic norms and

activities and decision making processes). to affect fertility.
A similar view was expressed by Chandrasekhar (cited in Nag, 197 5) who suggested

that the large famlly umts (extended or joint) in India are culturally equlpped to
accommodate any “extra baby” of the young parents, and thus serve as an incentive
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to more births. As we shall see in the section on India and Pakistan, no support for
this proposmon is shown by the empirical research.

Goode (1963; 1964) has discussed the effeets of modernization on family patterns
and the relationship between family type and fertility. He also identified the lack of
an internationally accepted definition of family as a sociological and anthropological
concept because of the existence of a wide-variety of forms of family organizations in

the world.

" Goode suggested that 1mportant changes in family @wture were produced by
industrialization and modernization which led to.the breakdown of the traditional role
of the extended family system. Modernization and increasing prevalence of nuclear
families, however, do not necessarily lead to lower fertility. It could increase the
fertility in certain circumstances. Such was the case in certain African countries where
internal m1grat10n and urbanization had created a new milieu, incompatible with
traditional - birth control practices, and. modern methods had not replaced them.
" The' connections between family structure and. fertility, according to Goode, are
obscure. Goode asserts that a married couple -may choose to live as a nuclear family
unit because of such reasons as modern -attitudes, migration and demand of urban
employment. These reasons should be  studied with a multidimensional approach
taking family as the intermediate agent between individual behavior and society.

Extended family type, according to Goode, is characterized by the prevalence of

more rules for behavior, more conformity to norms, and high prestige of and great
deference for elders. While, the nuclear families emphasize the.conjugal bond and most
affinal and consanguineal kins are excluded from the day to day decisions. This results
into weaker reciprocal controls. ' S

From these d1scuss1ons -it is easy to draw that the extended family 1mp11es higher
fertility. However, it is not clear whether this proposition applies to individual couples
who live in extended and nuclear families or to societies with certain predominant

- type of family. There is also a curious neglect with regard to the fundamental question
how does extended family influence fertility. It should be noted that there are several
interrelated factors which are potentially capable of reinforcing or dampening the
effects (1f any) of extended family on fertility. For example, extended family may
motivate. a woman to have ‘greater number of children- as well as to participate in the
labor force ‘because of the convenience in child caring which can motivate the woman
to have fewer children. Similarly, the extended family may produce a less use of
contraception as well as a longer duration of breastfeeding and greater observance of
taboos with regard.to abstinence. Thus, the theoretical framework needed to take into
account these'factors’ and specify how would the extended family interact with them.

III. EMPIRICAL STUDIES :

Since the work of Davis (1957), Davis and Blake (1956) and Lorimer (1954), a number
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of attempts were made to examine the hypothesis that extended family leads to:
higher fertility. Studies were mainly conducted in Asian societies where the norms of.
extended family are prevalent. Some of these studies are sumarized as follov\g .

India and Pakistan

Nag (1967) examined the relationship between family type and fertility by using
data collected in 1960-61 from 3,725 ever-married women living in seven villages of
West Bengal. All families with more than one ever-married person related to one
another were classified as joint families, and the rest as simple families. He found that
average number of children ever born in joint families to be less than that in simple
families when women of all ages were considered. Nag based his conclusions on the
comparison of simple averages. His findings do not indicate the “true” fertility per-
formance of the group or the fertility differentials between groups because of the
differences in the proportion of women in different age groups. When Pakrasi and
Malaker (1967) computed'agér standardized averages from the same data, the dif-
ferentials in average number of children were reduced for all but one of the three
Muslim and Hindu groups. (see Table 2) However, the important finding of Nag’s

study was related to the differential in coital frequency by family type. He noted
that the average coital frequency for 51mple families  was cons1stently higher than
that for joint families. :

Pakrasi and Malaker (1967) used the data collected from 1, 018 married couples
living in Calcutta to study the relationship between family type and fertility. Control-
ing for marital duration and social class, they concluded that, in general, women
living in joint families have fewer number of children ever born than those in simple
families. However, women belongmg to the lower class revealed an opposite trend-that
is, the number of chlldren ever born was higher for those who lived in joint families
than those of simple families. (see Table 3) This finding may be taken to imply that the
benefits assoc1ated with children are far greater than the cost and inconvenience
for rearmg them in joint families of lowest class which motivate couples to have
higher fert111ty

Studies conducted by Poti and Datta (1960) in West Bengal and Bebarta (1964)
in Orissa, also revealed that the women living in joint families had fewer children on
‘the average than women living in simple (nuclear) families. However, Mathen (1962)
and Leobner and Driver (1970) have concluded on the basis of their empirical studies
in different parts of India that there is no significant relationship between family
type and fertility. It is interesting to note that none of the studies conducted in India
supports the classical hypothesis that extended (joint) family is associated with high
fertility. .

The results obtained in the Indian studies, according to Nag (1975) were somewhat
unexpected but, more or less consistent. They showed that, in general, the women
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Table 2. Age Standardized Average Number of Children Ever Born Per Ever-Married Women Aged
10+, By Family Type, Religion, and Caste, Seven Village, West Bengal, india, 1960-61

Religion and Caste Simple Family Joint Family

Hindu
Brahmin 4.32 (64)* 3.93(113)
Satchasi and Ghosh 4.04 (125) 3.97 (160)
Others 3.32 (107) 3.31 (105)
Muslim
Sheikh ) 4.74(147) ) 4.54 (98)
Non-Sheikh 3.04 (1,296) 2.76 (1,222)

Fishermen 2.26 (224) 2.40 (64)

* Number of women in parenthese.
Source: Kanti Pakrasi and Chittaranjan Malaker, “The Relationship Between Family Type and
Fertility”, Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly, XLV (4). October, 1967. Table 1. p.455.

Table 3. Marriage-Duration Standardized Average Number of Children Ever Born Per Couple, By
Social Class and Family Type, Calcutta, India, 1956-57

Social Class ** Simple Family Joint Family
Class 1 2.9 (107)* 2.5 (131)
Class IT . 3.4 (176) 3.1 (238)
Class III ‘ 3.5(173) 3.8 (148)

* Number of couples. :
** The three socio-economic groups, which were identified jointly on the basis of the husband’s
occupation and educational status, were;

L High professions and services: physicians, engineers, office executives, wholesale businessmen.
II. Clerks, supervisors, retail traders.

III. Manual laborers, skilled and unskilled.
Source: Kanti Pakrasi and Chittaranjan Malaker. “The Relationship Between Family Type and
Fertility”, 'Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly , XLV (4), October, 1967, Table 3.P- 457.
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living in the extended families have lower cumulative fertility than those in nuclear
families, although in some cases the difference is very small. ,

For the neighboring country-Pakistan, Karim (1974) using National Impact Survey
Data for 2,910 currently ‘married women aged ‘15-49 years, found no statistically
significant difference in age-standardized cumulative fertility of women living in
different family type. He also found no difference in the mean age at marriage and .
ideal family size among women living in nuclear and joint families. It is interesting
to note that there was greater privacy of independent sleeping arrangements for the
couple in joint families than in nuclear families in both rural and urban areas. He
suggests that the relative lack of privacy in nuclear families may be due to the older
age and higher parity of such couples. Though the findings were not statistically
significant, women living in nuclear families, on the average, had 1.3 more children
than women in joint families in rural areas and 1.4 more children than joint families
in urban areas. Hashmi (1965) found from a survey conducted in Karachi that the
crude birth rate for nuclear families was 54 as compared to 43 for extended families.
The general fertility rate’and marital fertility rates were also substantially higher for
women living in nuclear families as compared to those in extended families. 1) Hashmi
suggests that the lack of privacy and crowded living in extended families account for
a relatively lower frequency: of sexual intercourse and thus lower fertility. Another
possible explanation of this difference may be that the hlgher fertility might have led
to the formation of independent nuclear families.

Alam (1975) studied the relationship between famlly type and knowledge about
and attitude towards family planning among 1,102 rural women of Luliani (District
Lahore, Pakistan) He hypothesized that the presence of wife’s mother-in-law is con-
stant reminder for wife’s fertility and casual remarks may serve this purpose. If the
head of the household is in the oldest generation, the younger couples are more liable
to be influenced by the desires of older parents who are in charge of household affairs
and, the mother-in-law, generally, holds supreme authority in an extended family.

Using Chi-square test of significance, Alam, however, found no statistical relation-
ship between 14 attitude variables and the family type. The same was true for the
relationship between knowledge about family planning and family type. He concluded
that there was no evidence for traditional view which holds that attitude of daughters-
in-law towards family planning are influenced by the presence and superior position of
the mother-in-law.

1) General fertility rates were 247 and 203 for women living in nuclear and extended families,

respectively. Marital fertility rates were, respectively, 292 and 263 for women living in nuclear and

extended families.
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Taiwan

The norms for extendéd families are ‘also found in Far Eastern cultures. Freedman
et al. (1964) report survey data for 1,367 currently married women 29-39 years old
living in Taichung City during 1962-63. They found that for all women, with the ex-
ception of those 35 to 39 years of age, living in a nuclear family (rather than ina
stem or joint family 2) was related to lower cumulative fertility, smaller desired family
size, and greater use of fertility control including abortion and sterilization. The largest
differences were found in the use of fertility control including abortion and sterili-
zation. (see Table 4) :

It was noted that among couples with at least three living chlldren and two sons
those in nuclear units had made use of some method of limitation twice as often as
those in joint families. Further analysis by Freedman and Takeshita (1969) revealed
that family type was not a powerful variable in comparison to other independent
variables in explaining the use of birth control. They also found that fertility dif-
ferentials by family type were negligible over the first five years of couple’s marriage.
Freedman and Takeshita suggest that living in a nuclear family was most likely to
represent a desire to live in this way among high status families-because of modern
attitudes and necessity among those with lower status because of high mortality and
poverty. It is interesting to note that-the nuclear family was most common in the
lowest and least modern strata Wh1ch also had lower fertlhty, generally characterlzed
as modern fertlllty behavior.

Using the same data, Chu studied the socio-economic correlates of extended family
type:in Taichung City. He found that migration (rural-urban) was the most important
determinant of family -type. Couples who: migrated from rural and other areas to
Taichung City were found to be living in nuclear families. A second important deter-,
minant of family type was the employment status of husband. Both migration status of
couple and the husband’s employment status éxplained about 90 per cent of the
total variation in fam11y type predlcted by the four vanables migration, employment
educatlon socio- econom1c status Chu also noted that an overwhelmmg maJonty of
couples “who' had lived with parents began domg SO 1mmed1ate1y after marrlage Over
90 per cent of the couples had lived or were living with parents and husbands of
younger ages were more likely to live in extended families than older husbands

Another study by Liu (1967) also presented similar findings to those of Freedman
et al., regarding the relationship between family type and fertility. Data from an island-
wide survey in 1966 was used. The findings/indicated that age-standardized rates of
children ever born to ever-married women 15-49 years of age are only slightly dif-
ferent among women living in stem, joint and nuclear families for the total island,

2) doint family was defined as a nuclear unit with lateral extension and stem family was defined as

" nueclear unit with vertical extension only.
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Table 4. Measures of Actual and Desired Fertility, Proportion Using Various Contraceptives by
Family Type for Wives, 35-39 Years Old, Taichung City, Taiwan, 1962-63

Measures of Fertility

and Contraception ' Nuclear Stem Joint
Number of Couples 475 117 27
Mean Number of Live Births 5.1 5.4 5.2
Mean Number of Living Children 4.5 : 4.8 4.8
Mean Number of Children - 4,0 4.3 4.4
Wife Wants
Percentage Using
Sterilization 16 19 7
Abortion 16 13 -
Contraception 30 20 15
Any of Three 49 40 22
Percentage of those with Abortion, 15 14 *

Never Using Other Methods

* Base less than 10.

Source: R. Freedman, dJ. Y. Takeshita, and T. H. Sun. “Fertility and Family Planning in Taiwan: A
Case Study of the Demographic Transition”, American Journal of Sociology. 70. 1964. Table 6.
p. 24.

cities, urban townships or rural townships. (see Table 5) When the data are presented
by separate age groups, however, there is a clear tendency for older women (40 and
over) in nuclear families to have lower cumulative fertility than those in joint families.
Since the measure of family type was derived from the observation at the time of
survey, the older women might have changed their affiliations over time.

Table 5, however, indicates a different pattern when the measure ‘own children
under 5 years of age’ rather than ‘children ever born’ is used. The age standardized
number of own children under 5 years of age per married women 15-49 years old is
highest for women in joint families and lowest for women in nuclear families, with
women in stem families in an intermediate position. The differences are not large,
bat they are consistent for types of areas, and the sample sizes (n’s) are large to assure
statistical significance. Liu has reported inconsistencies in this pattern when separate
age groups were considered, particularly among younger women.
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Table 5. Age Standardized™ Average Number of Children Under 5 and Children Ever Born Per Women
Aged 15-49, By Type of Family, For Cities and Townships, Taiwan, 1966

S;ample Size Nuclear Stem Joint
(Number of Families) (30,000) (14,500) (4,500)

Own Children Under 5

Total - ; .76 .84 .88
Cities .67 .79 .87
Urban Townships - .82 .84 .85
Rural Townships .88 .90 93
Children Ever Born
Total _ 3.5 3.7 3.7
Cities . 3.2 3.5 34
Urban Townships 3.6 3.8 3.7
Rural Townships 3.9 3.9 4.0

* Standard population was ever married women aged 15-49 years in the total sample.
Source: Paul K. C. Liu. “Differential Fertility in Taiwan”, in I.U.S.S.P. Contributed Papers, Sydney
Conference. Australia. August, 1967. Table 1. p. 368.

Republic of Korea and West Malaysia

Palmore and Ariffin (cited in Palmore, 1972) found in a research on West Malaysia
that married women 15-44 years old who were living in extended families at the
time of survey, had lower cumulative fertility than women who had never lived in
extended families. However, women who previously lived in extended family for some
time and then formed nuclear family, had the highest cumulative fertility. Presumably,
high fertility might lead to separation of one family from an extended unit. This
proposition was also supported in one of the studies conducted in India (Driver, 1963),
where the investigator found that the couples with high fertility were pressured out
of the extended household. Thus, the wives living in extended families were motivated
to have fewer children.

Palmore and Ariffin further investigated the findings by using Multiple Classification
Analysis (MCA) for the Statistical adjustment of the differencesin place of residence,
age at first marriage, number of times married, educational attainment of woman and
race. The findings noted earlier, however, did not change.(see Table 6 and 7 ) They
reported that taking migration and geographical mobility into account does modify
the magnitude of fertility differences among women living in different family types,
but does not change the direction of the relationship.
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In another study, Palmore (1972) also examined the same relationship in the Re-
public of Korea. Using data from a sample survey of the whole country (conducted in
1971), he found little difference between the cumulative fertility of women living in
extended families and those living in nuclear families within each of three broad age
groups of 15-29, 30-34, and 35-44. Somewhat larger differences were found in: famlly
planning behavior.(see Table 8)

The data from Korea and West Malaysia do not support the proposition that the
females who marry young are more likely to be found in extended families. Palmore
suggests that the classification of family structure may be the reason for the inconclu-
sive results. The actual living arrangemeht of family members, for example, may not
be of as much importance as the frequency and types of social interaction that they
have with one another. Even though family members may live somewhat removed

from one another, they may interact socially both frequently and intensely. He also
suggests that the existence of intervening variables between family structure and

fertility have not been measured adequately in studies.

Table 6. Mean Number of Live Births by Family Type and Age for Married Women: 15-44 Years
Old, West Malaysia, 1966-67

Mean Number of Live Births for Women of Ages

Type of ' ‘ - AllAges
Family Structure : 15-24 25-34 35-44 15-44
Unadjust‘ed . . . .
Living in Extended Family Now 1.5 3.8 5.6 3.0
Previously Lived in Extended 23 45 65 4.8
Family but Not Now P C :
Never Lived in Extended Family 2.0 Ci44 SRR N R 4.2
Adjusted* e I P
Living in Extended Family Now - 18 3.9 : b6 . - 3.2
Previously Lived in Extended 2.2 49 64 47
Family but Not Now ‘ et o
Never Lived in Extended Family 1.9 4.3 " 586 4.2

Source! J. A. Palmore. “Population Change, Conjugal Status and the Family”’, Population Aspects of
Social Development, Asian Population Studies, Seriés, No.11. Bangkok. ECAFE: p. 61.."

* Adjusted for place of residence, age at' marriage, number of times married, education and race.
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Table 7. Mean Number of Live Births by Type of Farhily Structure and Respondent’s Age for Women
(a) with at least one. parent or parent or parent-in-low alive (b) with at least one parent-in-law
alive and living in the same Kampong, estate, town or city, West Malaysia, 1966-67

Mean Number of Live Births for Women of Ages

Type of All Ages

Family Structure 15-24 25-34 35-44 15-44

At Least One Parent or Parent-

in-low Alive*
Living in Extended Family Now 1.5 3.8 5.4 3.0
Previously Lived in Extended 2.3 4.5 6.5 4.7
Family but Not Now
Never Lived in Extended 2.0 4.3 5.5 4.3
Family

At Least one Parent or Parent-

in-law Alive and Living in Same
Living in Extended Family Now 1.5 3.8 5.4 3.0

~ Previously Lived in Extended 2.3 4.5 6.1 4.3-

Family but Not Now ) .
Never Lived in Extended Family 1.9 4.3 5.4 3.9

*  All figures are unadjusted.
Source: As for table 2.5

This ‘review of empirical studies has shown that avallable evidence of the relation-
ship between family type and fertility is either contradictory from one country to
another or inconclusive. Most of the studies from India, Pakistan, West Malaysia
and Korea report lower cumulative fertlhty for women living in extended or ]omt
families than the women living in nuclear families. By contrast in Taiwan, women
living in extended families had more children in comparison to those living in nuclear
families. However, the adjustment of age of respondent and the consideration of
other socio-economic explanatory varlables of fertility greatly diminish the association
between family type and fertility. _

.Commenting on these findings, several authors suggest explantions and alternatlve
proporsitions for examining the relationship between extended family type and ferti-
lity. Some of these are briefly described as follows:
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Table 8. Adoption Stage of Births Control by Type of Family Structure and by Number of Live
Births, Republic of Korea, 1971

Percentage
Percentage Ever Used
Percentage Know How to Percentage either
Heard of Use At Least  Ugsed Contra- Percentage Contracep-
Family Structure At Least One One Family ception Ever Used tion or
(Current Living Family Plan- Planning Before Third Induced Induced
Status) ning Method Method Live Birth Abortion Abortion
Less than Three Live Births
Living in:
Extended 79 30 19 6 27
Nuclear 84 45 20 19 36
Four or More. Live Births
Living in:
Extened 86 61 1 23 57
Nuclear 90 62 3 30 59
Total, All Women
Living in:
Extended - 83 50 10 15 42
Nuclear 37 53 12 25 47

Source: As for table 2.6.

Back and Hass (1973) proposed that family type by itself is not a main determinant
of fertility patterns. Rather, they proposed that it exerts its influence only in interac-
tion with other factors, such as religious or cultural ideals regarding continuation of
lineage, which are subsumed as part of an individual’s motivation for marriage and
reproduction. Family sturcture is a mechanism through which the social values are
transferred into the planning of a couple and fertility goals are dependent on the larger
values of society.

Back and Hass were interested in explaining the variation in fertility patterns on
a societal level. They theorized that a society with male-dominant family systems
will have high fertility. In such a society, high prevalence of husband’s authority,
economic utility of male, separation of husband from involvement in childbearing
routines, low status of women and limited opportunities for women for experience
in nondomestic roles lead to high fertility. Back and Hass, however, restrained in
drawing any parallels between extended family system and male-dominant family
systems because both, unclear and extended families could be equally male-dominant
in a society. ' '
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On the basis of empirical studies in Puerto Rico, Hill (1967) concluded that parents
of couple participate in decision making processes with regard to crucial fertility
resolutions. However, it is inappropriate to presume that the influence of parents is
always in the direction of increasing fertility. Palmore (1972) has also reffered to the
often raised spectre of the mother-in-law problem in family planning action programs.
He, however, questions the hypothesis that family planning is likely to be practicéd
less in situations where there is greater involvement of extended kin. According to
Palmore, the extended family may also influence reproductive behavior in more
indirect ways, for example, by serving as a communication channel through which
birth control information is filtered.

In his review of literature on fertility, Freedman(1961 -62) documented that the idea
that neolocal nuclear family systems may lead to relatively lower fertility levels in
preindustrial societies has been discussed mainly with reference to preindustrial Europe
and especially in connection with various economic arragements leading to late mar-
riage. His own position on this subject is that the causal relationship between extended
families and fertility may have operated in the past, but, modernization has repealed
it. Freedman also raised a question about the ‘level of analysis’, that is, whether the
effect on fertility of variation in family type within a society will correspond to the
effects of variation among societies with differing family systems.

According to Westoff (1975), the importance of the family as a social institution has
not decreased despite the process of modernization, transfer of major economic and
educational functions from family to other institutions, high divorce rates and some
redistribution of the family’s remaining functions to other insitutions. Westoff, how-
ever, challenged the proposition that extended family type is the pre-modern form
which encourages high fertility, while the nuclear form is the family of modern in-
dustrial society with low fertility. He noted that it was plausible to hypothesize that
extended Kkinship system probably operates to reduce the nécessity for economic
autonomy prior to marriage and thus encourages early marriage. But, there is mixed
evidence on whether extended families imply higher marital fertility than nuclear
families. Fertility has declined among Western societies with nuclear families and in
some Far Estern societies (Japan, Singapore, Hong Kong, and the Malay Peninsula)
with more extended families. Yet, high fertility remaines unchanged in Java, where
nuclear families prevail and among Bengali women with extended families.

IV. CONCLUSION

Having summarized the theoretical discussions and empirical studies, we are baffled
as to what can be drawn for the relationship between extended family and fertility.
It is, however, straightforward that the empirical studies do not support the traditional
hypothesis that extended family encourages high fertility. Whether this imply a valid
generalization depends to  a great extent on the methodological adequacy of the
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studies discussed above. Burch and Gendell (1970) have shown. that most of the studies
on this subject area are far from adequate. : : :

Drawing any satisfactory conclusion for the relatlonshlp between fam1ly type. and |
fertility necessarily involves improvements in. the existing theoretical _knowledge
and the methodology used in the empirical studies thus far. An appropriate theoretical
framework needs to (a) distinguish® between the aggregate and individual levels of
analysis, (b) define the -criterion to be .used for classifying family types, (c) specify
the mechanisms through which family exerts its influence, and (d) consider the factors "
which may interact with family: type m such a way that confoundmg effects are.
estimated. v

The choice of appropriate: technique of -analysis would' greatly enhance the credlbl-
lity of research findings. Thus, we should be able to determine with confidence the
magmtude and direction of the relationship between family type and fertility.
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