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THE EFFECTS OF SEX PREFERENCES AND
MORTALITY ON CURRENT FERTILITY

7.1 THE PROBLEM

The results presented in the preceding chapter have
dealt with the. independent effect of sex preferences on the
level of fertility. The stopping rules framed to estimate
this effect ignored the contribution of mortality among
children born. The consideration of mortality is vital in
the study of sex prefereﬁce, since the desired family size
composition conceived by couples is with reference to living
children and not live births. In other words, couples are
likely to continue'childbearing until they’achieve the
desired number of surviving children by sex. It is therefore
necessary, from a policy point of view, to understand the
likely impact of sﬁch reproductive behaviour by couples on
fertility. In this regard, the same twelve stopping rules
regarding sex preference are redefined, taking care of the
mortality among children born, in order to assess the
combined effect of sex preferences and mortality on current
fertility. The twelve stopping rules thus reframed are

described below,

Couples stop réproduction as soon as they have :



Rule 1 ¢ two living children (s=2)

e

Rule

..

three living children (s=3)

Rule four living children (s=4)

(23

Rule

L 1]

one -living son and one living daughter (b=1, g=1)

e

two living sons (b=2)

Rule one living son and two living daughters (b=1, g=2)

e

Rule two living sons and one living daughter (b=2, g=1)

2
3
L
.Rule 5
6
7
8

"Rule

two living sons and two living daughters (b=2, g=2)
Rule 9 :.three living sons and one living daughter (b=3, g=1)
1

O: one living son and one living daughter or three
living children (b=1 and g=1, or s=3)

Bule

Rule 11: two'living sons and one living daughter or four
living children (b=2 and g=1, or s=4)

Rule 12: two living sons or three living children (b=2 or s=3).

7.2 APPLICATION OF THE MOLEL

Using the results obtained under thedprobability
model (Chapter IV, Section 4.2), the expected fertility trend
during 1981-96 in each of the above twelve cases (Rules 1 to
12), as against that of the control set during the same period
have been computed corresponding to various combinations of
fecundability (% = .384 and .612) and rest period (9 = 1.75 ﬁ
and 2,75 years). The values of these parameters have been
chosen arbitrarily but are consistent with the empirical
estimatés for Indian women (see Chapter V), The maximum

value of h in the model is taken as 1.75 years {nine months
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of gestation (G;d.75 years) plué’tweive moriths of postpartum
amenorrhea (M=1.00 year)). The values of a, for illustration,
are considéred to be 1‘year and 2 years to provide exposure
for infant and chlld mortallty. Since o= Max(M+G, a+G) and
" the minimum assumed value of « Vs greater than or equal to
.that of M, the value of 6 always depends on the value of q
‘for the present analysis. The value of p is assumed to be
.512. The .values of 6, and €, are chosen from the results of
a paper by Sinha (1972) which provides complete life table
based on Coale and Demeny's Model (West) Life Tables (see
Chapter V, Table 5.4), The level of mortality is assumed to
correspond to the e shown in Chapter V, Table 5.3. Further,
‘the value of (?—ﬁ ) used in the model is also presented in

~ Chapter V, Table 5.8,

7.3 RESULTS

il

The results obtained are summarised in Tables 7.1 to
7.9. Thé interpretation of the results is similar to that

presented in Chapter VI,

7+3.1 Probability of Not Satisfying Sex Preference -
at the Attained Parity

Tables 7.1 and 7.2 show the probability (Q,) of not
achieving the desired number of surviving children of each
sex (b boys and g girls) and/ér a total of s surviving chil-
d;en by the time the attained pafity ism (m - 1, 2, e 8).
This is shown for s = 1, ...: 4 and fofr all possible combina~

tions of b and g uﬁto and including a total of four children.

7



Table 7.1 ¢ Probability of Not Achieving the Desired Number of
, Surviving Children of Each Sex (b Surviving Boys &
g Surviving Girls) and/or a total of s Surviving

Children by Parity m
(p= .512, 61 = ,09807, 61 = 09339, & = 1.00 year)
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Living Chilaren Parity (m)

Boys Girls Total 1 2 3 A 5 6 7 8
(b (g) (s) )
0 0 1% 096 .009 .001 .000 .000 .000 OO0 .OOO
1 0 - 0539 290 L.156 .ps& 045 024 013 ,007
0 1 - 558 312 173 .097 .054 030 .017 009
0 0 2% . .183 ,026 ,003 ..000 .000 .0OC .000
2 0 - L7787 558 372 .239 150 .092 .056
0 2 - -804 .586 403 .268 .173 .110 .064
1 1 - 0592 .329 L181 .099 .054 .030 .016
0 0 3 261 049 .008 .001 .000 00O
3 0 - .902 743 572 418 294 201
0 3 - 913 769 607 L4457 331 233
2 1 - 717 G467 .293 180 109 L065
1 2 - 2729 486,313 .198 123 .076
0 0 Ly 332 .076 .014 .002 .000
4 0 - (955  .857 .725 584 450
o 4 - - " .962  .876 757 .624 G495
3 1 - 826,624 448 311 .21
1 3 - B8L0 L6507 481 344 240
2 2 - ‘ 750 L,503  .322 202 124
1 1 3 0592 4Lk 026 004 001 .000 .000
2 3 787 200 .037 ,006 001 000 .000
2 1 T4 717 224,050 L0089 002 .000

% It indicates no preference for sex. The couples stop as soon as
a total of s living children is achieved.

Note: Dash 2- indicates that there is no upper limit on family
size (s). Couples will continue reproduction until desired
minimum number of living children of each sex is achieved.



Table 7.2 ¢ Probability of Not Achieving the Desired Number of '
Surviving Children of Each Sex (b Surviving Sons &
g Surviving Girls) and/or a total of s Surviving
Children by Parity m

(p = .512, 6,= .11836, €, = .11636, o = 2,00 years)

2

Desired Number of o ey

Living Children Parity (m)

Bo§s Girls Total 1 2 3 4L 5 6 7 8
(b (g) (s)

0 0 1% 117 °01\4 002 000 000 L0000 000 °OO%)
1 0 - 549 301 165 091 .050 .027 .015 ,008
0 T“ - 569 324 184 105 060 034 019 011
0 0 2% 2217 ,038 L,006 .001 .000 LOOO .0OO0O
2 0 had - .796 0573 0389 6254 0162 .107 0062
0 2 - ) LB14  ,603 422 .28 ,188 122 077
1 1 - 611 348 195 109 061 034 019
0 o) B 312 L070 014,002 L,000 000
3 O - -908 0757 0591 QL[‘39 0514 0218
O 3 - 0920 5783 0627 L) L*BO © 35l+ 0251;'
2 'i haad 0736 ' 0490 0315 o196 0120 0073
1 2 hnd 0748 0510 0334 .215 0136 0086
0 0 L® ~.393  .108 ,025 005 001
4 0 - s 295G .867 742 602 474
0 4 - 965  .887 775 648 521
3 1 - | , 841 L6LE 472 333,229
1 3 ha .855 067[4 0507 0369 0262
2 2 - T3 o532 J3BLS 222 140
1 1 3 611 175 038 007 001 .000 .00O
2 0 3 .796 241 054 .,010 .002 .00O L.000"
2 1 4 . 736 °269 072 016 003 001

* It indicates no preference for sex. The couples stop as soon
as a total of s living children is achieved,

Note: Dash E~ indicates that there is no upper limit on femily
size (s). Couples will continue reproduction until desired
. .minimum number-of children of each sex is achieved.



The probabilities Q for‘mZQ have not been presented for want
of space, although they are used in the calculations for

Tables 7.3 to 7.6.

As might be expected, for any given combination of
b and g, the values of qn decrease with the increase in parityv,
In other words, the proﬁability of achieving the desired family
size composition (1 - Qm) will increase with the increase in
parity. For any value of bég, the chances of not achieving
the desired family size composition (Qm)‘would be least if
there was no sex preference. This holds true considering the
varigtion in Q under a given parity. The value of Qm increases
with increasing prefereﬁce for one sex over the other., For a
given family size, the maximum is for a family size where the
desired minimum consists of one sex only. These probabilities
decrease‘as the minimum desired numbers of the two sexes
_become equal or nearly equal. Even in those cases where the
values of b and g arekeQual or nearly equal, the probability
is at the most 0.41 that the desired number of living chil-
dren of each sex will be achieved when the attained parity
is equal to b+g (except when b+g = 1). These probabilities
would however be higher if there was no mortality among
children (see Chapter VI, Table 6.1). The effect of infant
and child mortality on the results can also be seen by
comparing the values of Q in Tables 7.1 and 7.2 where all

the input parameters except mortality are the same. Thus,
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the expected family size is likely to be much larger than

b+g if the couples continue td strive for the minimum desired
‘number of living children‘of each sex., The effect of imposing
an upper limit on family size(s), while allowing couples to
satisfy their sex preferences, is shown (for upper limits of
'3 and 4) in the last three rows of Tables 7.1 and 7.2. This
is shown in case 6f certain common sex composition categories.
The imposition of an upper 1limit has little effect on the
results\wheﬁ the aftained parity is equal to the ideal family
size (b+g). At other (higher) parities, the probability of
not achieving the desired fémily size composition is consi-

derably reduced as a result of the upper limit on family size.

73,2 Impact on Total Fertility

Table 7.3 shows the Total Marital Fertility Rate
(TMFR) for the control set and for certain selected stopping
rules  (regarding sex preference) under the experimental set.
It is shown for one year because TMFR is independent of the
year J and remains stable during the périod of projection,
1981-96 (for details refer Chapter IV, Section 45202). The
fertility rates under the control set and their changes
under the experimental set are presented correspondiﬁg to
different values of fecundability () and rest period (8).
As can be seen from Table 7.3, the proposed model i§

sensitive enough to indicate the variation in the level of

fertility between the sets of values of the parameters =
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Table 7.3 3 Total Marital Fertility Rate for the Control Set
and for the Different Stopping -Rules Under the
Experimental Set, ‘

o e B0 it e e B e nt HAG Sh  H A e A W W i S G G Sy G W A L P S A o A Wt e e e e D et T, AN S O o g VNG S B Bl i e e S T e T P P o B A S D -

Total Marital- Fertility Rate™

Fecundability(®) T = 584 T = 612
Rest period (8) 6=1.75 6=2,75 8=1.75 8=2.75
years years years years

Control Set o 5.02 4,15 6;&9 | 5.09

Experimental

Set
Rule 1 2,05 2.05 2.07 2.07
Rule 2 3.00 2.97 3.09 3.09
Rule 3 3.79 3.61 4,05 3.96
Rule 4 2.83 2,74 2.99 2.93
Rule 5 3.40 3.18 3.72 3.52
Rule 6 3.84 3.55 4,26 3.99
Rule 7 3.80 5.53 b.21 3.95
Rule 8 b3k 3,89 5,97 b5
Rule 9 Lobg 3.96 5.25 4,6l
Rule 10 2,53 2.52 2.58 2.58
Rule 11 \3049 3.36 3.68  3.63
Rule 12 2.75 2.74 2.83 2.83

+ Based on single year age specific maritesl fertility reates
derived from the model, -



and @ under each stopping rule, However, the pattern of

Y
changes in the level of fertility over the various stopping
rules (from.fhé control set) is the same for all the sets of

values of the parameters.

The impacf of sex preference on current fertility is’
clearly’evidenf when TMFR under differené stopping rules of’
the experimental set are compared (see Table 7.3). For a
given size of family (totai number of living sons and daughters
desired), the total fertility increases with increasing prefe-
rence for one sex over the other. This holds true for a giveﬁ
set of values of the parameters = and © g The 1owest;TMFR'
would Gbviously be achiéved if there was no sex preféremce,

It increases when the preference is for equal or nesrly equal
numbers of each sex. The maximum TMFR is reached when the
desired number of living children consists of one sex 6n1y

(all combinations are not shown in Table 7.3). N

The findings seem to be basically consistent with
those of the earlier results where mortality among children
born was not considered (see Chapter VI). In fact, the
results of both the models are the same except that for a
givep set of values of the parameters (%, 8) the values bf
TMFR under different stopping rules in case of the pfesent
one are relatively higher as a result of the effect of
infant and child mortality. The results are also in line‘

with those of other related studies where the variation in
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family size under different rules adopted by the parents
‘fegarding the sex composition of their children, are examined
" through probability models (Krishnamoorthy, 1974; Pathak,
1973; Sheps, 1963).

The total fertility rates obtéined under different
stopping rules are compared with those of the control set,
’whe?e TMFRs .are derived withoﬁt any allowance for a stopping
point; This is done in order to understand the iéplications
‘( that arise if couples continue childbearing so as to attain
the}desired family size and/or its sex composition, on their
.total fertility. It may be noted that since TMFR under the
~control set is derived without any restriction on couples'
reproduction, any of the stoppiﬁg rules under the experi--
mental éet would‘automatically gi%e lower fertility rates
than the control group. What the ﬁoéel aims for, is to Judge
the re}ative effects of different stopping rules regarding
sex preference, in the light of the prevailing 1ev§1 of
fertility in the population. It is e&ident from Table 7.3
that the current level of'feftility in a population like
Irndia can substantially be reduced even if all couples
continue reproduction till they have one living son and
one living daughter (Rule 4) or fwo living sons and one
living daughter (Rule 7). For example, a TMFR of 5.02
observed under the c9n£rol set (corresponding to © = .384

and 8 = 1.75), reduces by 43.6 percent under Rule 4 and
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24.3 percent under Rule 7. Such a reduction in fertility
under these stopping rules is found to be relatively lower
when @ is increased from 1.75 to 2.75 for the exposure of
infant and child mortality. For example, a of TMFR of 4,15
observed under the control set (corresponding to © = .384
and 8 = 2.75) reduces by about 34.0 percent and 14.9 percent

under Rule 4 and Rule 7, respectively.

When higher preference for size and sex is considered
the expécted reduction in fertility is minimal. It can be
seen from Tabie 7.3 that the TMFR for attaining the desired
sex composition under Rule 9 (3 sons and 1 daughter) is
higher when compared with the same in the rest of the hypo-
thetical cases illustrated here. For Rule 8, where a couple
gives equal sex preference in case of four living children,
the TMFR is still less than that obtained under Rule 9. It
is only for Rule 5 that the desire for a girl is not shown
and a couple continues reproduction until & composition of
two living sons in the family is achie&ed. The TMFR under
this assumption is equal to that of having three fo four
living children, indicating that an extremely strong prefe~
rence for sex of children can lead to a very high total

fertility rate.

The stopping rules discussed above may be considered

to be unrealistic since their underlying assumptions czll

[ nall
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for indefinite rgproduction on thé bart of couples in ordey,
to satisfy their minimum sex preference., The éffect of
imposing an upper limit on family size is shown under Rules
fO to 12. The imposition of such a limit has affected the
results, For example, TMFR under Rule 11 is lower than that
observed under Rule 7. This is because under Rule 11 a
~couple‘is not expected to reproduce beyond four; even if

the desired sex composition (two sons and ont daughter) is

not achieved,
!
i

7.3.3 Ape Specific Marital Fertility Rate

Tables 7.4 to 7.7 show the ASMFR for the control set
and for the different stopping rules under the experimental
set during the year 1986, corresponding to various combina-
tions of the parameters gz and § . The pattern of ASMFR for
any other year within 1981-96 is close to that of 1986, for
the controlfset and for each of the stopping rules under
the experimental set. The impact of adopting stopping rules
on ASMFR is clesrly evident, especially in the later age
groups. All the ASMFR under the experimental set are smaller
than or egqual to that of the control set for any age group.
However, the fertility rates for the later age gréups,
under the experimental set, aré much smallér than the
corresponding rates observed gnder the&control set, the

probability of achieving the desired sex composition being

‘relatively much higher by the time couples reech the higher

e
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Table 7.4 : Age Specific Marital Fertility Rate (ASMFR) for
the Control Set and for the Different Stopping
Rules Under the Experimental Set for the Year
1986
(r = 384 and 6 = 1.75 years)

4 . 5 e ot S o . A S P S, S W B i A Y S S e A B S i S o S S i S0 i e 2 20 4 o B S 5 . . o e 0 s e e 92

ASMFR (births per 1000 married women) Under
Age Group

15-19 20-24  25-29 30-34  35-39  4O-44

Control Set 136.45 211.19 217.63 197.84 -158.19 100,50

Experimental Set

7

Rule 1 136,09 166.28 85.94 28,76  7.24 1,33

‘Rule 2 136,45 205.57 161.54  79.73  27.1C  6.37
Rule 3 136,45 211,06 204.85 139.63  64.17  19.38
Rule & 136,27 187.32 136,13  75.30 34.34  12.24
Rule 5 136,36 198,02 166.43 110.25  59.84  24.89
Rule 6 136,45 209.10 193.69 136.93 76,68  32.35
Rule 7 136,45 209.01 192,73 134.79  74.29  30.74
Rule 8 136.45 211.15 212.53 170.95 106.72  48.34
Rule 9- 136,45 211,16 214,01 177.98 118.22  57.95
Rule 10 136.27 185.93 123,75 54.26 17.16 3.84
Rule 11 136,45 208.96 188,28 116.72  49.98 14,40

Rule 12 . 136.36 195,33 141.82 66,45 21.92 5.06
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Table 7.5 : Age Specific Marital Fertility Rate (ASMFR) for
the Control Set and for the Different Stopping
Rules Under the Experimental Set for the Year
1986 ’
(r = .384, and 6 = 2.75 years)

- — v > o~ -~ o— o >~ S~ ]~ —_ "~ " T ——" - W S - P . ]~ o . o s N Vo e ot P Pt ) WAl o W o S A B od o R U O W O Yt

ASMFR (births per 1000 married women) Under
Age Group

15=19  20-24  25-29  30-34- 35-39  4O=L4

i

Control Set 117 .24 17LL7  177.23 160.93 128.66  81.74

Experimental Set

Rule 1 117.26 159.58 97.84  38.52 -~ 11.27 2.42

Rule 2 11724 174,43 161,49  99.30 41.21  11.61
Rule 3 11724 17447 176,74 146,59 85,63  32.30
Rule & 117.24 167.01 133.55 82,49 42,04  16.70
Rule 5 117,25 170,56 152.34 110.36 66,10  30.41
Rule 6 117,24 174,46 171,36 134.68 84,18  39.46
Rule 7 117,24 17L.L6 171.06 133.54  82.L4h 38,05
Rule 8 117.26 174,47 177.05 155,32 109.60  56.21
Rule 9 117 .24 ATL.4T  AT7.10 156,98 114,72 62.26
Rule 10 117.24 167,00 129.68 68,92 26.24  7.02
Rule 11 117.24  17h.46 170.89 128,45  68.61  24.38

Rule 12 117 .24  170.54 144,83 83.41 33,38 9,21
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Table 7.6 :

Age Specific Marital Fertility Rate (ASMFR) for

the Control Set and for the Different Stovping
Rules Under the Experimental Set for the Year

1986

(n = .612 and & = 1.75 years)

s Ut g, S o - g S s S o MO S S M et M A S Y P Y s S S e B s O SO A g o A dmn S B0 WD Wk ey e e e S o W e My S At o S A - e o o St

ASMFR (births per 1000

married women) Under

Age Group .
15-19  20-24  25-29  30-34  35-39  LO-L4
Control Set- 179,00 272.59 280.11 254,55 203.54 129.30
Egmrmaﬁ;lSﬂ
Rule 1 A77.70  176.74 61.37 12,78 2.04 022
Rule 2 179.00 253.06 149,38 46,60 - 9.43 1031
Rule 3 179.00 271.73 232.85 111.12  31.01  5.45
Rule 4 | 178,34 219.56 131;69 58.72 21.64  6.26
Rule 5 178.65 242.39 179.83 101.28 45¢82 15.79
Rule 6 179.00 . 265.22 219.13 129.58 59.78 20.&7
Rule 7 179.00 264.89 216.83 125.72 56.45 19.09
Rule 8 179.00 272.27 260.28 179.68 30.89 33.18
Rule 9 179.00 272.36 265.86 197.34 111.39  45.77
Rule 10 178,34 214,77 105.39  29.69  5.73  0.77
Rule 11 179oQO 264,59 200.89 86.42 22.75 3.87
Rule 12 178.65 233,08 126.4k  37.78  7.50
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Table 7.7 ¢ Age Specific Marital Fertility Rate (ASHFR) for
the Control Set and for the Different Stopping
Rulgs Under the Experimental Set for the Year
198

——————— - —-— -]~ " T Vo> o s W e W S ST T SO WA A SO S Rl SO O P . S W P W - —— -~ - -~ 7o~ — " S’ Y — - V—-—-. -] "o - " -

ASMFR (births per 1000 married women) Under
Age Group

15-19  20-24  25-29  30-34  35-39  LO-L44

Control Set 147.36 213,95 216.39 196.57 157.12 99.84

Experimental Set

Rule 1 147 .36 178.87 80.80 21,48 4,22 0.60

Rule 2 147,36 213.72 172,65  76.7h  21.17  3.91
Rule 3 147,36 213.95 213.60 150,85  63.07  15.81
Rule 4 147,36 196.35 137,35 73,04 32,24 11.18
Rule 5 147.36  204.70 169.23 110,86 59.31  2h.23
Rule 6 147.36 213,87 199.68 140.49  77.07  31.86
Rule 7 147,36 213,87 198.92 138.16  74.29  29.98
Rule 8 147,36 213.95 215.35 177.98 110.67  48.99
Rule 9 147,36 213.95 215.66 183.30 122.17  59.31
Rule 10 147.36 196,30 126,75 49.13  12.71  2.24
Rule 11 147.36 213,87 197.91 122.43  47.00 11.26

Rule 12 147,36 204,60 148,63 62.28 16,74 3,04
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ages, Thus the greater reduction in annual fertility is
because of reduction in fertility in the middle and older

v

age groups.

7.3.4 General Marital Fertility Rate & Birth Rate

Table 7.8 shows the General Marital Fertilitfy Rates

. (GMFR)- while Table 7.9 shows the Crude Birth Rates (CBR) -
for the control set and for each of the stopplng rules

1 to 12, during the period 1981- 96 It can be seen from
Tables 7.8 and 7.9 that the GMFR/CER based on a given set
of values of the parametefs T and © ,,forlthe period 1981~
96 are moré or less steady, except fof a tendency to
decrease slightly in t%e initial. yeers and then to increase
.slightly in the later yesrs (not shown fo? all the years in
the Tables). As mentioned earlier, this is perhaps due to

the. 1nteractlon between the changing age structure of the

populatlon and -fertility rates.

The impact of sex preference on current fértility
is clearly evident from Tables 7.8 and 7.9. Tﬁe intefpreta—
_tion of the results in Tables 7.8 and 7.9 is(more or less
similar to that of Table 7.3 where TMFR based on'ﬁhe.same
“ sets of parameters ére presented for a year. For a given
number of 1living children desired, the lowest GMFR or birth
rate would be achieved if there was no sex preference. It

1s also ev1denu from Tables 7 8 and 7.9 that the level of
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fertiiity in a population like India could be gréatly
reduced by aﬁ effective campaign whereby céuplesvare encou-
ragea to 1limit family size to three or less, For exémple, in
1986, the birth rate of 29.45 per 1060 population observed
under the con%rol set (corresponding to n = .384 and 6 = 1.75)’
which is close to the préseﬁt\level of birth rate in India, ‘
reduces by about 56.7 percent under Rule 1 (two living chil-
dren) and 36.9 percent under Rule 2 (three living children).
The corresponding reduction in the index of GMFR is almost

the same (see Table 7.8). Coﬁsidering the preﬁailing sex
prefereﬁbe pattern in a developing country like India, if -
couples are allowed to continue'reproduction beyond two or -

" three children until they satisfy their desired sex composi-
tion, the birth rate could still be reduced substantially.

For example; if couples are allowed to have one 1iving son
and one living daughter (Rule 4) but stop-reproduction as
soon as they achieve this, éhe'same birth rate of.-29.45
reduces by 41.0 percent, while the correspondingcfeduction

is 25.6 percent under Rule 7 (2 living sons and 1 living ’
daugﬁter). However, if they are allowed fo'haVe one living
son and one living daughter subject to g‘maximum of three
1iving children (Rule 10), the expected reduction in the
birth rate is still more (46.8 pércent) than that obtained
under Rule 4. The corresponding ?eduction uﬁder Rule M

(2 sons and 1 daugﬁter subject to a maximum of 4 living
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children) is 27.2 percent-as against 21.6 percent under
Rule 7. It is noted that“the extent of decline in the level
of birth rate as a result of adopting any particular stopp-
ing fule, depends on the prevailing level of birth rate in
a population, as observed through éontrol éet in the present
model. In a population where the level of fgrtilitf is
relatively low, tﬁe expectgd‘reduction under the above
mentioned stopping rules will be relatively less. On other
hand, in a population where the level of fertility is
relatively high, the expectea reduction under the same
stopping rules will be relatively more. For example, if the
current level of birth rate in a poﬁulation is considered
to be 37.71 (as observed under control éet corresponding to
parameters m = .612 and o '= 1.75) during the year '1986,
its expected reduction under Rule 11 is about 39.6 percent
instead of 2%.2 percent as obﬁained.ear;ier under the same
stopping rule (corrésponding to parameters n = .384 and

6.= 1.75).

The results are thus; in 1line with those presented
in the'preceding chapter. The only difference is that for
a given set of values of the paraﬁeters (@a 6 ) the level,
of fertility under different stopping rules in case of the
present set of results is relatively higher due to the
additional effect of infant and child mortality. For example,

a comparison of the birth rates obtained under différent
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stopping rules in Table 7.9 with those in Table 6.8 (Chapter
VI) indicates that as a result of the additional effect of
infant and child mortality on fertility, the birth rate in
the former case increases by as much as 10 percent under
Rule 1 (= .384, 6 = 1.75) whereas a minimum increase of

3 percent is observed under Rule 9 (m = .384, @ = 1.75). As
a result the expected reduction in the level of fertility
under different stopping rules in case of the present set of
results is relatively less. For example, in 1986 a birth
rate of 29.45 (as observed under the control set correspon-
ding to parameters g = .3é4 and 8 = 1.75) reduces by 57
percent under Rule 1 in the present case, as against 61
percent obtained earlier (Chapter VI, Section 6.3.4),

under the same stopping rule. The corresponding figures
under Rule 9 are as low as 11 percent and 9 percent?
respectively. This difference is due to the effect of

infant and child mortality on fertility.

7.4 CONCLUSIONS

The: findings that emerge from the above discussion
are basically consistent with the eariier results where
mortality among children was ignored, to separate out the
pure effect of sex preferenoe on fertility (see Chapter VI).
The only difference is that the expected level of fertility
under different stopping rules in case of the present model

is relatively higher as a result of the effect of infant

t
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and child mortality.

A

The results once aggin’indicate that sex'preference
does affect current fertility. For any gi&en size of family,
-the expected total fertilify rate -or the birth rate of a
population increases with increasing preference for one sex
over the other. Even 1f couples have a preference for one
living son and one living daughter and continue to have
children until they attain this desired minimum, the total
fertiiity rate or the birth rate of the population would
always be higher than what it would be if they stop as socon
as a family size of two living>chi1dren (irrespective of
sex) is achieved. The results further reveal that in a
population like India where the birth rate is still very
high, it could be greatly reduced by an effective campaign
by which family size is limited to three or less children.
For example, a birth rate of 29-30 pef 1000 population,
“.which is quite close to the present level of birth rate
in the country, reduées by more than one-third if all
couples are allowed to have three living children. Consi-
dering that son preference is still high in most develop-
ing nations, even if all couples wish to have at least two
living sons and one living daughter in the family and gre
allowed to continue beyond three living children to attain
this minimum of each sex, the same birth rate could still

be reduced by more than one-fifth., However, in a population
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where the level of fertility is relatively low, the percen-
tage reduction in the level of birth rate under the same

strategy 1is expected to be relatively less.



