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A comparison is made between two alternatives for explaining family size decisions: a psychologi- 
cal model based on the individual needs of the spouses and a so&l psychological model based on 
the husband-wife relationship. By use of higher order factors witbin the context of structural 
equation models, it is shown that the two approaches can be derived as special cases of a single, 
integrative framework. In this way, a theory is developed and tested which explicitly represents the 
family&e decision process as both an individual and joint experience of the spouses. 

Introduction 

From a metatheoretical perspective, one may identify two alternative 
paradigms for the explanation of family size decisions: outcome thea?-ies 
and process theories. In the former, family size is modeled as a response 
to more-or-less exogenous forces. For example, sociological theories 
hypothesize that family size is a social response to norms or other 
societal pressures, and economic theories maintain that family size is 
determined by income, price, or other economic factors. Process theo- 
ries, in contrast, attempt to explicitly represent the intra-in 
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and/or interpersonal activities that function as antecedents to family 
choice decisions. For instance, psychological thewies examine the 
attitudes of family members toward children, and social psychological 
theories investigate role relationships, power, or exchange processes 
between husband and tie. 

A camal issue underl@g both outcome and process theories is the 
proper unit of andysis. 
mulated at the level of the 
tests of economic 
and Rhodes 1979; Wis 1973) and sociological theories (e.sv Bagozzi 
and Van Loo 1978; and Tickamyer 1978; Waite and 
Stolzenberg 1976) have on the responses of only a single spouse, 
usually the wife. The assumption is that one spouse will be a valid 
reporter of the characteristics of the household. To the extent that a 
respondent is unsure or for some other reason misreports information 
related to the measured independent variables predicting family size 
outcome m error will exist and may adversely affect parameter 
estimates. if a respondent forgets, M with a spouse, or 
deliberately misrepresents information, systematic error in the form of 
omitted variables or inclusion of irrelevant predictors may lead to false 
inferences. Even if one assumes that valid and reliable information has 
been provided at the household level, outcome theoi& beg the ques- 
tion as to the processes leading to family size choices. Because these 
can occur &~fere~tially acres families, depending on tne individual 
tastes of family members and the balance of power or egalitarianism in 
decision making, it is likely that outcome theories will invariably lead 
to lower levels of explained variance than approaches actually repre- 
senting the interpersonal processes leading to choices. 

Process theories thus, in principle, offer an advantage. However, two 
alternative approaches have been used to formulate the unit of analysis 
in process theories. In the first approach, individual beliefs (e.g., 
judgments) and feelings (e.g., motivation, attitudes) of both the husband 
and wife are taken as the unit of analysis. Because these are used to 
explain outcomes at the family level (e.g., joiqt decisions or actual 
births), the’approach implicitly assumes that either social processes do 
not play a determinative role or else if they do they can be reduced to 
the psychological responses of individuals. Many studids have taken 
such a perspective (e.g., Beckman 1978, 1979; Davidson and Jaccard 
1975; Vinokur-Kaplan 1978). But only two could be found that used 



information from botn h 
(Beckman et al. 1983; 

ir empirical 
Thorn g the measurement 

and conceptual problems noted heretofore wr respect to outcome 
theories. 

A much less studied approach to process thee takes the husband 
and wife relationship as the unit of analysis. In so doing the objective 

tfalls inherent in psychological reduc- 
d Wrry 1983). 
at the level of 

the husband and wife relationship: 

‘...the theory views fertility decisions as an outcome of social psychologi~ process within 
the family. The attitudes, personality, and inteqmsmal orientations of the husband and wife 
are seen as intemctiq with their sodal exchanges. The nature of these exchanges is repre- 
sented by the degree of role e@ita&mism and social Muence between husband and wife. 
!&&al and economic variables are then viewed as constraints on the husband’s and wife’s 
attitudes and their social exchanges’ (Bagozzi and Van loo 1980: 93) 

Although the theory is consistent with recent developments in inter- 
actionism (Ha& and Secord 1973) and the philosophy of science 
(Manicas and Secord 1983), it was tested originally using either the 
responses of the wife (Bagozzi and Van Loo 1978) or an average of 
both the husband’s and wife’s responses (Bagozzi and Van Loo 1980). 
The former exhibits the shortcomings noted heretofore, whereas the 
latter assumes that the husband and wife provide information in equal 
paoprtions and without measurement error. Van Loo and Bagozzi 
(1984) recently overcame the shortcomings of these studies by examin- 
ing the responses of both husband and wife in a key informant context. 

The purpose of the present study is to develop the conceptual bases 
for the two types of process theories (hereafter termed the individual 
and inremction models, respectively) and to provide a test of both on 
the same set of data. Because the research builds upon the only 
previous attempt to compare the two models, the paper will begin with 
an analysis of the study performed by Thomson (1983). Next, key 
theoretical, methoddogical, and empirical issues will be addressed. 
Following this, the data and method will be described. Finally, the 
results and their interpretation will be presented. We have chosen to 
perform our empirical analyses on the same data used by Thomson 
(1983) in order tc provide as meaningful a test of the competing models 
as possible. 



In an innovative and important study, Thomson (1983) compared a 
‘couple model’, where the husband’s and wife’s responses were used as 
indicators of an overall family-based representation, to a ‘wife-husband 
model’, where the spouse’s were represented as separate 
determinants of the couples expectations for another child. It was 
found that the couple model had to be rejected whereas the 
wife-husband model, given certain corrections for methodological bi- 
ases, was not rejected on a sample of 311 families. I’homson concluded, 
‘it would appear that models of fertility decisions and behavior based 
on the assumption that wife and husband share the utility of their 
children are misspecified’ (1983: 517). This is an important study, not 
only because it is the first to test both the individual level and 
.interaction models, but because it uses a methodology that explicitly 
takes into account measurement error, thereby enhancing the chance 
that true causal relationships would be discovered had they existed. 

Var the following reasons, however, it is maintained herein that 
Thomson’s (1983) f&Zings should be viewed with caution and the 
conclusions regarded as inconclusive. First, the auple model that was 
tested may have been un&l~ restrictive. In that model (see fig. 1, 
Thomson 1983: 509), two separate utZ.ity constructs for the couple were 
formed (i.e., economic and emoti0ra.l utility), each meas”,lTed with three 
responses of the wife and three rec>onses of the husband. This assumes 
that (1) the couple’s economic u&y of another child and the couple’s 
emotional utility of anothe, child are unidimensional constructs, and 
(2) both the husban& and tife’s responses agree to the same extent 
(within the bounds of random error) on each dimension. If either or 
both the couple’s economic utility or emotional utility are multidimen- 
sional and/or the husband and wife weigh the elements of each utility 
differentially, then Thomson’s couple model should be rejected. But 
notice that rejection of her model does no; ~rc-&de the possibility that 
the spouses share similar utilities in a multidimensional sense and/or 
reach a mutual understanding based on differential weighting of the 
criteria comprising each utility. The former might occur when the range 
of content for each type of utility covers issues of varied importance 
(across issues) for the spouses. The latter would be likely when the 
spouses interact to reach a mutual accommodation with respect to a 
particular family decision, yet retain differential interests or reflect 
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differential contributions to that decision. ult in a 
differential weighting 4acr~ spo2fses. be!3 not 

permit such occurrences but rather presumes that both spouses value 
each element of both utilities equally and in a tmidimensional sense. 

A second issue concerns Thomson’s wife-husband model, fn this 
model, couple’s expectations for another child were represented as a 
function of four constructs: tie’s economic utility5 husbands ecu_ 
nomic utility, wife’s emotional utility, and husband’s emotional utility 
of another child. Each construct was operational&d by three items 
responded to by the wife or husband, depending on the respective 
construct. Ostensibly, the wife-husband model is intended to represent 
the utility of another child as ‘an individual experience of wife and of 
husband rather than a shared experience of the couple’ (Thomson 
1083: 517). Although this model, too, was rejected on the basis of a 
goodness-of-fit test, Thomson was able eventually to achieve an accep- 
table fit by allowing correlated errors to occur between measures across 
and within constructs. 

It is maintained herein that the wife-husband model and accompa- 
nying findings do not support the intended test and conclusions on a 
number of grounds. First, it should be noted that, &hough the overall 
goodness-of-fit was acceptable, two of the four key parameters in the 
wife-husband model were contrary to theory and predictions. That is, 
wife’s economic utility was found not to significantly predict couple’s 
expectations of another thud, while husband’s economic utility was 
found to significantly predict couple’s expectations but in a negative 
way, opposite to theory. 

Second, and more importantly, it is not clear that the wife-husband 
model with correlated errors is a meaningful model. At a minimum, the 
interpretation of the model is ambiguous because of the implications of 
correlated errors. Each correlated error suggests that one or more 
omitted variables are at work. Unfortunately, the origin and nature of 
the omitted variable(s) must remain speculative, since no independent 
measurements of possible contaminants were taken. 

Moreover, as the number of correlated errors increase in relation to 
the number of hypothesized factors and measurements actually ob- 
tained, the substantive meaning of the null model is altered. This 
problem is analogous to the issue of over-fitting factors to measures in 
common exploratory factor analysis. Although no firm guidelines exist 
as to what constitutes appropriate justification for correlate 
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is suggested that at least three criteria must be satisfied: (1) a theoreti- 
cal and/or methodological reason should exist for any correlated 
errors, (2) the number of correlate8 errors should be small in relation to 
the number of hypothesized factors and measurements, and (3) the 
magnitude of correlated errors should be small (Bagozzi 1984). The 
latter is necessary in order to ensure that sufficient explained variance 

in measurements is due to hypothesized factors and not to omitted 
variables. 

In Thomson’s (1983) study, the first criterion is satisfied for the 
correlated errors between husband’s and wife’s responses to the inde- 
pendent variables if one grants that such effects represent the idiosyn- 
xeratic and questionnaire biases noted by the author. However, it is 
u~c1ea.r why these only occur between husband’s and wife’s responses 
to the utility items specific to either the economic or emotional factors. 
If the biases were valid, one would normallyy expect correlated errors 
both among measures within factors and across measures across fac- 
tors, irrespective of the respondent type. However, such allowances 
drastically change the null hypothesis model and make interpretation 
of the findings tenuous at best. In addition, no justification was 
provided for the correlated errors between measures of independent 
and dependent variables. The omitted variable(s) implied here could 
inflate or suppress the key parameter estimates isf the stttidy. The 
second criterion is not satisfied, as at least 7 (and possibly as many as 
18) correlated errors were permitted; yet the null model hyyothcsizes 
only 5 factors indicated by a total of 14 measurements. Thomson is 
unclear as to how many correlated errors were estimated. Finally, it is 
not possible to evaluate the third criterion because Thomson did not 
report the parameter estimates for correlated errors. 

Still another problem with the wife-husband model is the presence 
of multicollinearity among predictors. The magnitude of correlations 
among independent variables was significantly greater than the magni- 
t,l& of correlations between independent and dependent variables in a 
number of incidences (see Thomson 1983: 512). This adversely affects 
the precision of parameter estimates representing the effects of husband 
and wife utility on child expectations. Multicollinearity is most likely 
the reason why wife’s economic utility did not significantly predict 
expectations and husband’s economic utility actually was inversely 
related to expectations. We will provide more formal results of multi- 
collinearity and one remedy in the analyses presented hereafter. 
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A final limitation of the study arises from the questionnaire items. 
Because these were constructed as two-point and three-point indices, it 
is possible that the multivariate normality assumption necessary for the 
maximum likelihood procedures was not met. Violation of the assump- 
tion tends to suppress correlations and inflate the &i-square goodness- 
of-fit measure for any model. Further, if kurtosis is excessive, it is 
possible that the goodness-of-fit measure may be underestimated. As a 
consequence, some danger exists for type I and type II errors. 

Three central concerns 

Theoretical issues 

Individual level and interaction theories rest on fundamentally dif- 
ferent assumptions. Consider first the logic of individual level theories. 
Household decisions or outcomes are hypothesized to be determined by 
the individual tastes or utilities (i.e., psychological reactions) of husband 
and wife. Societal, economic, or background factors (e.g., education, 
age at marriage, parent’s occupation) are believed to work through 
psychological variables of the husband and wife, which, in turn, are 
thought to be the proximal causes of family choices. Fig. 1 depicts the 
general form for many individual level theories (e.g., Beckman et al. 
1983; Fishbein 1972). 

EXOCENOUI OETENYIWANTS 

mlomgiool m~a0000 

Eaononlo footon 

soolatat fomro 

laokgrsund VorloDloo 

Fig. 1. Outline of determinants and processes for individual level theories. 
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The strength of individual level theories lies in their ability to specify 
the psychological factors influencing family choices and outcomes. 
Indeed, the individual-based causes leading to household decisions and 
outcomes are explicitly represented. 

Notice, however, that individual level theories mix variables across 
levels of analysis. Constructs formed at the psychological level are used 
to explain variation in constructs formed at the group level. Also, 
although individual level theories capture the effects of influence from 
husband a& frctii i;~“lfc, they do not model the actual interaction 
processes between the spouses. Rather, the social processes are pre- 
sumed to operate in a homogenous way across households. Further, the 
mechanisms whereby individual attitudes, decisions, or intentions of 
husband and of wife are integrated and taken into account to produce 
a mutual decision and/or determine shared outcomes are left implicit. 
No theory is specifid for how a joint outcome is caused by the 
separate influences of husband and wife. That is, the rationale and 
processes underlying paths X, and Xh in fig. 1 are not specified. 
IndividA level theories assume that joint decisions or outcomes are 
simply a weighted average of the psychological reactions of the spouses. 
Intervening social processes, if any, are ignored. 

Consider next the rationale for the interaction theory. Here the 
effects of social interactions between the spouses are modeled as the 
causes of family decisions and related behavioral outcomes. Because 
group or social constructs such as role egalitarianism are used to 
explain group constructs such as shared decisions, the conceptual 
problem of spanning levels of analysis is avoided. Fig. 2 illustrates the 
general structure of interaction theories (e.g., Bagozzi and Van Loo 
1978, 1980; Beckman et al. 1983; Hollerbach 1980; Van Loo and 
Bagozzi 1984). The central hypotheses lie within the social interaction 
--) family decision + family outcome sequence. It is maintained that 
the individual needs and desires of the spouses are resolved through 
interaction processes (e.g., social exchange, give-and-take, mutual deci- 
sion making, negotiation, social influence), and these, in turn, serve as 
the proximal causes of family choices and subsequent outcomes. The 
spouses may, but need not, share or fully agree on a decision outcome. 
Indeed, because of conflicts of interest, imbalances in roles, or power 
disparities, one spouse may have a dominant say in the process. 
Interaction theories attempt to explicitly model social processes within 
the family, ranging from egalitarian or balanced relationships to one- 
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PsYctloLoClCAL 
DFTERYINANTS 

Attitude of Spouoo~ 

Ponon olity 
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Value8 

SOCIAL INTERACTION 
DETERMINANTS 

Biolo~iool Proeoamao 

Economic Faatoro 

Soclotol Foremm 

Rob Egalltorianiom 

Social Intlurncm 

Bockground Variobloo 

Fig. 2. Outline of determinan ts and processes for interaction theories. 

sided situations, and to specify how these processes influence joint 
decisions and family outcomes. 

Notice, however, that interaction theories do not, or at least have not 
to date, specified how the individual psychological reactions of the 
spouses influence the social processes between them. Rather, only the 
effects of the individual contributions of the spouses are modeled, and 
psychological consequences receive only indirect attention (e.g., as 
measures of family constructs). We could have used dashed arrows in 
fig. 2 to point to this underdeveloped aspect of interaction theories. 

A theozy is lacking that integrates the desirable characteristics of 
both the individual level and interaction approaches in one overall 
framework. That is, a theory is needed specifying how the psychologi- 
cal attributes of the spouses influence the social interactions leading to 
family decisions and outcomes. In the Method section presented later 
in the paper, we attempt to develop a mo that does just t 
the same time permitting a deco of effects into se 
individual level and interactio 
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Methodological issues 

An important consideration concerns how social constructs should 
be measured. At least three alternatives deserve attention. 

In the first, the responses of husband and wife are simply averaged 
to form a measure of a couple construct. This procedure is a common 
one in sociology, but it has two drawbacks. First, if based on the 
psychological reactions of the spouses, the significance of the average is 
unclear in a substantive sense. For example, if one were to average the 
attitudes of husband and wife toward contraceptives, would this validly 
represent the attitude of the family? The meaning of a ‘family attitude’ 
is unclear, as social or group variables are hypothetical constructs with 
no natural life of their own. Second, even allowing that an average 
validly reflects a property of a social entity, it is likely that the 
operation will introduce measurement error and at the same time 
obscure the.relative contribution of husband and wife to the measure. 

A second and more preferred way to operationalize group or social 
constructs is to retain the unique information provided by the spouses 
and use their responses as indicators of the variables of interest. 
Thomson (1983) used this procedure in her research with the aid of 
structural equation models and latent variables. The approach not only 
permits one to identify the relative contributions of spouses in the 
measurement of constructs, but it provides explicit measures of random 
error. It should be noted, however, that the procedures presuppose that 
the social constructs are meaningful and that individual responses 
constitute valid measures. In Thomson’s (1983) and the present study, 
it is assumed that the couple’s economic and emotional tastes and the 
couple’s expectations for another child exist. However, no tests of the 
construct validity of these group entities can be made, given data 
limitations. Construct validation is, in part, a metaphysical issue, and 
tests such as the multitrait-multimethod matrix approach (e.g., 
Campbell and Fiske 1959) address only the empirical implications of 
the constructs and require multiple measures by multiple methods. 

The third approach to the measurement of social or group constructs 
is to utilize the key informant methodology (e.g., Seidler 1974). Here 
family members or other outside observers provide direct assessments 
of the social structure or processes going on within the family. Rather 
than supplying information on one’s own internal states, the informant 
makes a judgment as to the characteristics of an external entity. For 
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example, spouses might be asked to evaluate the normative structure, 
roles, or decision-making processes in the family. The individual 
evaluations could then be used as indicators of a family construct by 
use of the structural equation methodology and latent variables. If one 
treats separate informants of social constructs as multiple methods, 
then it is possible to ascertain construct validity in addition to repre- 
senting the contributions of individual spouses and taking into account 
measurement error. Van Loo and Bagozzi (1984) used the key infor- 
mant methodology in their study. of family size and wife’s labor force 
behaviors. 

Because of data limitations, the present study will employ the second 
methodology noted above. In addition, higher order latent variables 
will be employed to overcome the multicollinearity problems found in 
Thomson’s (1983) study (see Method). 

Empirical issues 

When dealing with psychological responses and social constructs, it 
is likely that measurement error will become a concern. Measurement 
error has the effect of suppressing the observed relationships among 
variables. That is, measures of association such as the correlation 
coefficient or regression parameter will reflect both the forces produc- 
ing covariation and random error. 

A second empirical issue concerns the &i-square goodness-of-fit test 
accompanying most structural equation analyses by the method of 
maximum likelihood. Because the &i-square measure is directly pro- 
portional to sample size, it sometimes leads to problems in interpre- 
tation as the sample size increases. Therefore, it would be desirable to 
employ additional measures that are not functions of sample size when 
evaluating any model. In this regard, Bentler and Bonett’s (1980) 
incremental fit index will be used herein along with the &i-square test. 

Method 

Mudel specification 

Figs. 3 and 4 present the models tested in this reszzch. In fig. 3, it is 
hypothesized that the couple’s expectations for another child are a 
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FQ. 3. Specification of model hypothesizing separate couple economic and couple emotional 
utilities for anolher child. 

direct function of two family-unit constructs: coupk’s economic utility 
of another child and couple’s emotional utility of another child. The 
familyunit constructs, in turn, are indicated by separate wife and 
husband economic and emotional utilities, respectively. In addition to 
providing a test for the impact of the two family-unit constructs on 
child expectations, the modei of fig. 3 permits a test of the uniqueness 
(i.e., discriminant validity) of the two constructs. This can be assessed 
with an examination of +i2 to see if twice its standard error includes 
1.00. If the two familyunit constructs do not exhibit discriminant 
validity, then a single couple construct will be tested as shown in fig. 4. 
The model of fig. 4 hypothesizes that the couple has an overall utility 
for children which is the proximal cause of the couple’s joint expecta- 
tions for another child. The overall utility, in turn, is a function of or 
reflected in the individual spouse’s economic and emotional utilities. In 
this way, individual utilities map into couple utilities in route to 
determining joint choices. 

The models shown in figs. 3 and 4 are higher order structural 
equation models and exhibit a number of beneficial properties (see, 



Fig. 4. Specification of model hypothesizing single underlying couple utility for another child. 

e.g., Bagozzi 1985: 55-57). First, from a conceptual standpoint, the 
models represent both. the individual spouse’s tastes and their shared 
desires. It should be stressed that the representation of shared desires 
does not assume that the spouses agree entirely or have equal influence 
on family decisions and outcomes. Rather, each spouse is allowed to 
contribute differentially to the couple construct, depending on his or 
her relative utilities. The parameters yi-y4 in figs. 3 and 4 capture the 
relative contribution of each spouse to the couple constructs for each 
type of utility. Similarly, the relative influence of each spouse on couple 
expectations for another child can be represented as follows: (1) for the 
model of fig. 3: yiy5 and y2ys give the relative effects of wife’s and 
husband’s economic utility on expectations, respectively; and y3y6 and 
y4y6 yield the relative effects of wife’s and husband’s emotional utility 
on expectations, respectively, and (2) for the model of fig. 4: yly5, ~2~5, 

y3y5, and y4ys reveal the relative impact of wife’s economic, husband’s 
economic, wife’s emotional, and husband’s emotional utility on expec- 
tations, respectively. 

A second benefit of the models of figs. 3 and 4 lies in the 
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ing of variance of observations into three useful components. To see 
this, one may proceed as follows. The equations for the first-order 
factors in fig. 3 may be written as 

Yl 0 

Y2 0 

0 Y3 

0 Y4 
Ys Y6 

1;;* 
[ 1 F2* + 9 

11) 

where the I$ are the first-order factors corresponding to the individual 
spouse’s utilities (except for F5 which is the factor for couple’s expecta- 
tions), the ,F;.* represent the shared components of variance among the 
respective 4, the yi reflect the relative contribution of each Fi to its 
respective I$*, and the J’i depict the unique components of the 6. One 
may write the measurement equations as 

= 

A, 0 0 0 o- 
A, 0 0 0 0 
x3 0 0 0 0 

0 x4 0 0 0 

0 A, 0 cl 0 

0 A, 0 0 0 

0 0 A, 0 0 

0 0 A, 0 0 

0 0 A9 0 0 

0 0 0 AlO 0 

0 0 0 A,, 0 

0 0 0 x*2 0 

0 0 0 0 A,, 

0 0 0 0 A,, 

I + 
% 

F? _. 

&3 

&4 

E5 

% 

&7 

“a 

E9 

El0 

%l 

%2 

El3 

El4 

(2) 

where the symbols are as defined above and in fig. 3. Substitution of 
eq. (2) into e-q. (1) yields: 

(3) 
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where X = (WI:, W, J+&, w3, 4, Hz9 &, W,, Ws, We, H4, H,, H6, 
I#$, &), and the remaining parameters correspond to the respective 
vectors cr matrices in eqs (1) and (2). We can see now that each 
measurement contains variation due to (1) a second-order factor (i.e., a 
family-unit construct) common to all indicators of either economic or 
emotional utility, (2) a unique component common to indicators of 
only one first-order construct, and (3) random error (i.e., E). Compare 
eq. (3) to the following equation proposed by Thomson (1983) which 
contains only first-order factors: 

Here we see that the model of eq. (4) might misleadingly confound 
components common to measurements across either economic or emo- 
tional utility as indicated by both spouses (i.e., Fi* or F2*) with 
components common to only measurements provided by a single 
spouse (i.e.,. either Fl, F2, F3, or F4). The use of higher order factors 
permits the researcher th( :jpportunity to explicitly account for both 
classes of components as well as measurement error. In addition, the 
estimates of vs and y6 in fig. 3 will be purged of random error. Similar 
properties apply to the model of fig. 4. Further, the model of fig. 4 
completely removes the negative effects of multicollinearity pmong the 
4 since these now become indicators of the &j* and only a single 
endogenous predictor of family expectations results. 

Data 

The data for this study are from the U.S. Value of Children Survey 
(e.g., Hoffman et al. 1978) and have been previously analyzed by 
Thomson (1983). A nationally representative sample of 1,569 women in 
the United States was taken in 1975. The sample response rate was 
79%. To qualify for inclusion in the survey, woman had to be under 40 
years of age and either legally married or having lived with a man for 
the previous six months or longer. From this sample, 576 women and 
their partners were contacted, since responses were needed from cou- 
ples. A total of 438 couples yielded data, for a response rate of 76%. 

Because the theory tested in this study is based on expectations for 
‘another child’, on1 s who had one 
(n = 337) were inclu ple selection. 
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Table 1 
Variables examined in study and their measures. 

Variable MeaSUre 

Economic utility of Importance (0 = noi important, 1= somewhat important. 2 = very 
another child important) of following reasons for having another child: 

1. one more person to help the family 
economically, 

2. have someone to help in old age, 
3. have a child to help around the house. 

Emotionril utility of Importance (O= not importan& l= somewhat important, 2 = very 
another child important) of following reasons for having another child: 

1. someone to love and care for, 
2. feel needed and useful, 
3. being a parent is something you feel 

you can do well. 

Eixpectations for 
another child 

Whether or not expected family size is greater than present family 
Sk 

failed to give responses to all items, and the final sample size was thus 
n = 311. 

Table 1 presents the items used to measure thf: variables. Discussions 
of the rationale for these items and the effect of the utility for another 
child on expectations for another child can be founti in. Hoffman and 
Hoffman (1973) and Thomson (1983). Bulatao (1976) presents em- 
pirical analyses using the items in a somewhat similar context. 

Statistical procedures 

The parameters and hypotheses implied by eqs. (l)-(3) were ex- 
amined by use of the LISREL program (Jiireskog and S&born 1978). 
The LISREL program provides procedures for estimating and testing a 
wide range of linear models and is similar to standard multivariate 
statistical methods used by economists and others. It differs from 
traditional procedures primarily in its ability to Separate and estimate 
errors in variables from errors in equations. It thus permits the re- 
searcher the opportunity to investigate theoretical hypotheses Mile 
correcting for the contaminating effects of measurement error. 

Because the models tested herein contain higher order factors, it was 
necessary to use the LISREL IV program. This requires a reparameteri- 
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zation along the lines shown in eqs. (l)-(3). The LISREL V and 
LISREL VI programs available to the authors have anomalies and can 
not handle higher order factors. 

Assessment of the goodness-of-fit of the models is done through two 
measures. First, the discrepancy between implied and observed vari- 
ante-covariance matrices is assessed through a likelihood ratio x2 test. 
A PvaFue greater than 0.10 is considered a satisfactory fit (Jiireskog 
and S&born 1978). Second, because of the sensitivity of the x2 test to 
sample size, Bentler and Bonett’s (1980) incremental fit index, A, is 
employed as an indicator of practical relevance and is independent of 
sample size. The incremental fit index ranges from zero to one, inclu- 
sive, with 0.90 or greater considered to be indicative of a satisr”dctory 
model. 

Further discussions of the philosophical underpinnings of LISREL 
analyses can be found in Bagozzi (1980,1984). Long (1983) presents an 
introduction to the statistical properties of the procedures. 

Table 2 summarizes the findings for the model of fig. 3. Notice first 
in the top of the table that all measurement parameters are statistically 
significant and random errors are low to moderate in magnitude. Next, 
although the overall &i-square goodness-of-fit measure (x2 = 110.1, 
df = 70, p = 0.002) indicates that the model does not fully correspond 
to the data, the incremental fit index (A = 0.91) suggests that the high 
&i-square value is in part due to sample size effects and that the model 
indeed captures a significant proportion of variance from a practical 
standpoint. 

The first point to note with respect to the structural parameters 
(bottom of table 2) is that the husband contributes, on average, more to 
the couple economic utility construct than the wife, and the husband 
also contributes more to the couple emotional utility construct than the 
wife. This can be seen iu comparisons of y1 = 3.70 to y2 = 0.83, and 
y3 = 0.66 to y4 = OJ2. Despite the differences in relative contributions, 
however, both spouses exhibit strong input to the couple construCfs, 
with the husband accounting for about 19% more influence t e 
wife on economic utility and about 9% more influence on emotional 
utility. Notice next that the two parameters reflecting the effects of 
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Table 2 
Standardized parameter estimates, goodness-of-fit, and incremental fit measures for the model of 
fig. 3. 

Indicators a Indicator coefficients b Error 
6 F2 4 6 F, VarianCe 

w, 1.00 = 0.59 d 
w, 1.12 0.48 
w, 1.05 0.54 

4 !.!I!0 c 0.55 
H2 1.07 0.49 
H3 1.02 0.53 

w, 1.00 c 0.54 
w, 1.10 0.44 
w, 0.96 0.57 

K 1.00 = 0.62 
4 1.13 0.52 
H6 1.13 0.52 

WV Loo= 0.16 
H7 0.81 0.45 
____-_________--_--_~~~~~~~~-~~~~~~~-~~~~~--~~-~~~~----- 

x2 = 110.1, df = 70, p = 0.002 
A = 0.91 +I2 = 0.93 
y1 = 0.70 y4 = 0.72 I* = 0.51 
72 = 0.83 ys = 2.30 I2 = 0.32 
y3 = 0.66 y6 = 2.26 {3 = 0.57 

& = 0.48 
5s = 0.04 * 

a W$ Hi defined in text and in fig. 3. 
b 5 defined in text. 
’ Fixed parameter. 
d AU parameters for this m&e1 were at lezst twice their respective standard errors except as noted 

with asterisk. 

couple utilities on expectations reveal high standard errors. This is most 
likely a consequence of multicollinearity between the two couple con- 
structs. As a matter of fact, the two constructs correlate very highly 
(*I2 = 0.93), with the correlation failing within one standard error of 
1.00 (i.e. = 0.08). Therefore, the two couple constructs do not demon- 
strate discriminant vahdity, and the model of fig. 4 becomes the focus 
of inquiry. 

Table 3 presents the findings for the model of fig. 4. As can be seen 
in the top of the table, all measurement paramet,ers are statistically 
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Table 3 
Standardized parameter estimates, goodness-of-fit, and incremental fit measures for the model of 
fig. 4. 

Indicators p Indicator coefficients b Error -=_I_ 
4 F, F3 4 F, W.IimCe 

w, 1.00 = 0.58 d 
w, 1.14 0.46 
w, 1.03 0.56 

4 1.00 c 0.55 
H2 1.06 0.49 
4 1.03 0.52 

K 1.00 c 0.54 
w, 1.10 0.44 
K 0.96 0.57 

H4 1.00 = 0.63 
4 1.16 0.50 
H6 1.13 0.53 

w, 1.00’ 0.33 
H7 1.02 0.31 
--___--_-__-___--_-_-----~-~--~~~-~--~------_~-~~~-~_~~_ 

x2 = 130.0, df = 72, p = 0.000 
0=0.9Q 
yI = 0.67 y4 = 0.78 31 = 0.55 
72 = 0.78 75 = 0.30 32 = 0.39 
y3 = 0.62 Ji = 0.62 

14 = 0.40 
Js = 0.91 

* I& Hi defined in text and in fig. 4. 
b I;;- defined in text. 
’ Fixed parameter. 
d All parameters for this model were at least twice their respective standard errors. 

significant and random errors are low to moderate in magnitude. 
Further, although the &i-square measure (x2 = 130.0, df = 72, p = 
0.000) indicates a borderline fit, the incremental fit index ( 
shows that the model accounts for a high proportion of variance as a 
practical matter. 

Turning next to the structural param rs (b,ottom of table 3), we see 
that a single, overall couple utility for dren: is supported. The wife’s 
and husband’s economic and emotional utilities serve as ica- 
tors of the couple utility construct. ith the contribution of the wife’s 
economic utility standardized at LOO, we see that the relative contribu- 
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tions of the husband’s economic, wife’s emotional, and husband’s 
emotional utilities are 1.16, 0.92, and 1.16, respectively (gee yI-y4). 
This points to a more-or-less equal contribution, on average, across 
spouses and types of utility. 

As a final analysis, correlated errors reflecting method or other 
biases were investigated within the context of the model of fig. 4. This 
was done for comparison purposes to the models investigated by 
Thomson (1983) and to discover if a satisfactory chi-square measure 
would result with a small number of correlated errors. The fmdings for 
the appropriate modification of fig. 4 yielded: x2 = 82.82, df = 68, and 
p = 0.107, an acceptable solution. Four correlated errors were neces- 
sary: +sl= -0.13 (O-OS), $53 = 0.19 (0.05), r&8 = 0.10 (0.04), re13,& = 

-0.06 (O-03), where #i,i is the covariance among the first-order factors, 
r. - is the correlation among errors in measurements and standard 
egors are in parentheses. It should be noted that the four correlated 
errors are relatively snmall in relation to the number of factors and 
measurements. Moreover, the magnitudes of the errors are very small in 
both an absolute sense and in relation to other measurement parame- 
ters in the model. Nevertheless, it is difficult to suggest a rationale, 
even ex post, for these correlations. It should be noted that the key 
structural parameters of the model (i.e., yi-y5) did not change signifi- 
cantly from the findings for the model of fig. 4. Thus, the substantive 
conclusions remain similar to that arising for the model containing no 
correlated errors. 

Discussion 

Thomson’s (1983) two models for explaining couple’s expectations 
for another child represent the decision process as either a strictly 
individual level phenomenon or a totally shared one. That is, her 
wife-husband model hypothesizes that expectations are direct, inde- 
pendent functions of wife’s economic, wife’s emotional, husband’s 
economic, and husband’s emotional utility of children; whereas her 
couple model asserts that expectations are determined by a couple 
economic and a couple enyotional construct. As we argued earlier, the 
former model exhibits conceptual ambiguities and methodological 
shortcomings, and showed anomalous findings. The latter model is 
unduly restrictive in that it fails to allow for multidimensional reac- 
tions. 
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We hypothesize that a t ssibility exists: namely% utility consists 
of components unique to spouse and a component shared by the 
spouses. In addition, distinct economic and emotional utilities are 
permitted. Although we found that a single, shared utility construct 
was sufficient to capture the joint tastes of the couples surveyed in this 
study (see fig. 4), we leave open the possibility that multiple, shared 
utility constructs can function for some people in certain contexts (see 
fig. 3). For instance, multiple, shared utility constructs might exit for 
different types or subsets of meaningful attributes or consequences of 
having children. In any case, our representation of tastes for another 
child partitkns the individual psychological reactions of the spouses 
into (a) factors representing utility unique to the husband and unique 
to the wife, (b) factors of shared utility between the spouses, and (c) 
random error. 

The results showed (see fig. 4 and table 3) that expectations are a 
direct function of the couple’s utility when the latter is construed as a 
second-order latent variable indicated by the wife’s and husband’s 
economic and emotional utilities which, in turn, are first-order latent 
variables. This formulation may seem odd in that common sense 
implies that the couple’s utility should be a function of the individual 
spouse’s utilities. However, the apparent counterintuitive formulation 
follows the convention of later,+ variable models and can be reinterpre- 
ted in a straightforward manner. 

The formulation shown in fig. 4 and put forth in eqs. (l)-(3) can be 
seen to follow the convention established in classical test-score theory 
(e.g., Lord and Novick 1968). That is, an indicator is hypothesized to 
be a function of a latent variable plus an error term rather than the 
latent variable specified to be a function of its indicator. The arrow 
indicated by yS in fig. 4 has a different interpretation than the 
remaining arrows: it is a functional or causal relation, whereas the 
other arrows are assumed to be reflections of correspondence rule 
relations (e.g., Bagozzi 1980, 1984). The former relation ( y5) represents 
the key causal hypothesis. The latter relations represent measurement 
hypotheses at either relatively concrete (A,-&) or &tract (yl--~4) 
levels of discourse. The underlying assumption is that the couple’s 
utility, a social construct, is indicated by individual spouse utilities 
which are, in turn, psychological constructs. 

It might be meaningful to model the couple’s utility as a 
function of the individual utilities. ortant to recognize t 
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a different themy of aggregation is required to do so. Moreover, 
sqa.rai measures of couple’s utility would be needed to operationtie 
the model because, with the arrowheads reversed for yl-y4, the model 
is not identified as it stands. Finally, granting that a model with 
arrowheads yi-)“lr reversed is meaningful, it is likely as a practical 
matter that estimation problems would arise, since high intercorrela- 
tions among in dual utilities (a likely occurrence) might lead to 
problems of multicollinearity. 

The true-score like formulation shown in fig. 4 permits one to 
determine the common utility as a direct effect ( y5) and to interpret the 
individual contributions of husband and wife as indirect effects ( yi-y4). 
We leave open the possibility that another methodology may be used to 
arrive at a somewhat different conceptualization of the indirect effects. 

Overall, the findings in the present study suggest that the utility for 
another child is, in part, an individual experience and, in part, a joint 
experience of husband and wife_ Each spouse does have a separate 
utility for children. Yet, the couple, at least temporarily, reaches a 
shared understanding and mutual decision for the family unit as a 
whole. 

The process appears to entail a social exchange whereby individual 
needs are resolved through give-and-take and the application of persua- 
sion and ir luence. This is not to say that conflicts of interest or power 
disparities do not occur. Indeed, the theory developed krein allows for 
these to exist and to influence decisions, as reflected through imbal- 
ances in role relationships and other social processes. 

By way of interpretation, we feel that our tests of hypotheses in this 
article can be categorized as a primitive interaction theory in the sense 
depicted in fig. 2. It is an interaction theory in the sense of attempting 
to represent social processes (i.e., shared utility) as an intervening 
variable between psychological processes and family decisions and 
outcomes. We recognize, as a reviewer pointed out, that our particular 
analyses are not at all dynamic and that outcome and process theories 
might be combined in a complementary manner. Future enquiry should 
address the interpersonal processes implied by fig. 2 and explain actual 
behavior and outcomes (c.f., Bagozzi and Van Loo 1987; and Van Loo 
and Bagozzi 1984). 
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