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about 8.4% of fertility in Calcutta, India.37

The findings also support the sibling effect hypothesis 
by showing a positive correlation between family size and 
the proportion of daughters. In this sample, families of up 
to four children had a disproportionate number of sons, 
while families with five or more children had a dispropor-
tionate number of daughters. These results are similar to 
those of Park and Cho, who found that in Korea, among 
women who had completed childbearing, the sex ratio at 
birth was masculine for families with one or two children 
but was feminine for families with three or more.19

Another unique feature of this article is that it examined 
parity progression driven by desire for sons through for-
mal, parity-specific multivariate regression models. This 
analysis showed that even after adjustment for socioeco-
nomic factors, having a higher proportion of daughters 
was associated with significantly elevated odds of par-
ity progression. Among other correlates, women with de-

sons and fertility behavior. In general, women with more 
sons than daughters were more likely to progress to higher 
parities than were women with more daughters than sons. 
Although the findings supply considerable evidence of de-
sire for sons, parents were by no means completely averse 
to having daughters. The proportion of women in our sam-
ple who progressed to the next parity was lowest among 
women with at least two sons and at least one daughter, a 
result consistent with previous research that found that al-
though parents in India desire sons more than daughters, 
they do want one or more daughters. One study explained 
this fertility preference by alluding to the Hindu custom 
of kanyadaan (giving away a daughter in marriage), which 
proponents believe earns spiritual merit for parents.17 The 
current analysis suggests that roughly 7% of births in In-
dia through parity 5 can be attributed to parity progres-
sion driven by a desire for sons. This finding is similar to a 
previous estimate that the desire for sons is responsible for 

TABLE 6. Estimated odds ratios (and standard errors) from binary logistic regression models of associations between selected  
measures and progression to next parity, according to parity 

Measure Parity 1 
(N=33,245)

Parity 2 
(N=31,165)

Parity 3 
(N=23,414)

Parity 4 
(N=15,391)

No. of sons
0 1.40 (0.07)** 3.48 (0.16)** 4.51 (0.32)** 3.35 (0.37)**
1 1.00 (ref) 1.30 (0.05)** 1.52 (0.08)** 1.28 (0.10)**
2 na 1.00 (ref) 0.78 (0.04)** 0.66 (0.05)**
3 na na 1.00 (ref) 0.63 (0.05)**
4 na na na 1.00 (ref)

Had a child who died
Yes 1.24 (0.15)† 2.71 (0.15)** 2.59 (0.10)** 1.77 (0.07)**
No (ref) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Age (yrs.) 1.05 (0.01)** 1.07 (0.00)** 1.057 (0.00)** 1.04 (0.01)**

Woman’s education 
None (ref) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Primary 0.96 (0.09) 0.67 (0.03)** 0.70 (0.03)** 0.77 (0.04)**
Secondary 0.50 (0.04)** 0.34 (0.02)** 0.45 (0.02)** 0.63 (0.04)**
>secondary 0.21 (0.02)** 0.10 (0.01)** 0.16 (0.02)** 0.24 (0.05)**

Woman has occupation 
Yes 0.96 (0.05) 1.09 (0.04)** 1.06 (0.04)† 1.02 (0.04)
No (ref) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Media exposure index score 0.93 (0.01)** 0.94 (0.01)** 0.92 (0.01)** 0.90 (0.01)**

Husband’s education 
None (ref) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Primary 1.24 (0.13)* 0.92 (0.05) 0.96 (0.05) 0.85 (0.05)**
Secondary 1.10 (0.10) 0.83 (0.04)** 0.81 (0.04)** 0.75 (0.04)**
>secondary 0.95 (0.11) 0.62 (0.04)** 0.70 (0.05)** 0.69 (0.06)**

Husband has occupation 
Yes 1.53 (0.20)** 1.20 (0.11)* 1.03 (0.10) 0.83 (0.09)†
No (ref) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Standard of living
Low (ref) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Medium 1.09 (0.11) 1.04 (0.06) 0.91 (0.05)** 0.82 (0.04)**
High 0.99 (0.10) 0.76 (0.04)** 0.70 (0.04)** 0.64 (0.04)**

Religion
Hindu (ref) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Muslim 1.93 (0.19)** 2.79 (0.16)** 3.37 (0.18)** 2.67 (0.15)**
Other 1.22 (0.09)* 1.17 (0.06)** 1.46 (0.08)** 1.57 (0.10)**

*p<.05. **p<.01. †p<.10. Notes: All models control for age gap with husband, residence and region. na=not applicable.


