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INTRODUCTION 

Butler County·is located in south­
western Ohio, in the southeastern part of 
the corn belt. The dominant interest in 
the County is manufacturing, but it is 
also a good agricultural county. It was 
chosen for detailed study of birth differ­
entials for two reasons: (a) it was be­
lieved to be fairly typical of many coun­
ties in Ohio, Indiana, and southern Michi­
"gan; and (b) it is the county in which the 
Scripps Foundation is located. 

As an introduction to the descrip­
tion of the study it will be well to note 
briefly the chief characteristics of the 
population of Butler County. In 1930 it 
had a population of 114,084, of which 
84,756, or 74.3 percent, was urban; 1 

17,568, or 15.4 percent, was rural-non­
farm; and 11,760, or 10.3 percent, was 
rural-farm. Table 1 gives the occupation­
al distribution within the County. Over a 

fourth of the employed males worked in the 
iron and steel industries, ten percent in 
paper and allied industries, and fifteen 
percent in other manufacturing industries, 
including the automobile industry, and 
only ten percent were engaged in agricul­
'ture. 

The age distribution of the popu­
lation in the urban, the rural-nonfarm and 
the rural-farm population in Ohio and in 
Butler County is shown in Table 2. The 
proportions in the different age groupe in 
these communities were quite different. 
The farm population had a relatively small 
number of children under 5 and also of per­
sons 20-44 when compared with either the 
rural-nonfarm or the urban population. But 
the farm population had a considerably 
larger proportion of children 5-19 than 
the urban population. It also had a much 
larger proportion of persona 45 years of 

TABlE 1: NllMBER AND PERCENT DISTRIBllTIOl'l BY IN!XJSmY, OF WORKERS BY SEX, 
BUTIER COUI'ITY, OHIO• 1930 

Workers 

Type of Occupation or Industry Number Percent 

Male Female Male Female 

Total 35,291 8,552 100.0 100,0 

Farm owners 1 tenants 1 managers 1 and foremen 2,132 50 6.0 0.6 
Farm laborers 1,54o 'Z7 4.4 0.3 
Bu1ld1Dg industry workers 2,66o 36 7.5 0.4 
Automobile workers 2,549 25 7.2 0,3 
Blast furnace and steel rolling mill workers 3,348 193 9.5 2.3 
Other iron and steel workers 5,618 294 15.9 3.4 
Paper and allied industry workers 3,591 1,008 10.2 ll.8 
Other manuf'acturing workers 2,876 1,433 8.1 16.7 
Transportation and conmnmication 2,723 272 7.7 3.2 
Trade 4,361 1,399 12.4 16.4 
Recreation, amusement, professional and semi-professional service 1,331 1,372 3.8 16,0 
Do..,stic and personal service 1,128 2,301 3.2 26.9 
Industry not specified 1,434 142 4.1 1.7 

1. The urban population is made up of tbree cities heving the following populations in 1930: Bamilton, 
52,176; Middletown, 29,992; and Oxford, 2,588. According to the prel1m1nary figures f'rom the 194o 
Census, the County now bas a population of 1201 315, Bamilton bas 50,632 and Middletown, 31,230. 
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TAl!IB 2: NUMBER AND PERCENT DISTRD!UTION from differences in birth rates as will be 
BY AGE, FOR ALL CLASSES OF PERSONS IN UR- shown later, and in part from the fact 
BAN, RURAL-NONFARM, AND RURAL-FARM AREAS, that the urban and rural-nonfarm popula-

BUTLER COU!ITY AND TOTAL OHIO: 1930 tions were migrant-receiving groups, while 
the rural-farm population lost by migra-

All Classes Persons tion. 

Age Number Percent Sex ratio (males per 100 females) 
Butler Butler varied with age as shown in Table 3. The 

Ohio County Ohio County sex ratio for the native white population 

Urban in 1930 was about normal for a population 
which is relatively young, and did not 

All Ages . 4-,507' 371 84,756 100.0 100,0 vary significantly from that of Ohio; nor 
was there anything unusual in the sex ra-

0- 4 371,630 8,707 8.2 10.3 tios in the County at ages 0-4 and 5-14. 
5-14 798,96o 15,726 17.7 18.6 But at ages 15-19 there was a very low pro-

15-19 380,744 7,028 8.5 8.3 portion of males in the native white popu-
20-44 1,884,762 34,645 41.8 4o.9 lation. This probably can be accounted 
45-64 830,178 14,355 18.4 16.9 for by the lar.ge migration of young people 
65J 238,783 4,275 5.3 5.0 from Kentucky. Of these migrants some of 
Unknown 2,314 • 20 0.1 --- the young married women were 15-19 while 

Rural-non:farm more of the men were 20 or over. The pro-
portion of first marriage women aged 15-19 

All Ages 1,135,038 17,568 100.0 100.0 was much higher among the south-born na-

0- 4 ll4,098 2,195 
tive white population than among the north-

10.1 12.5 born native white population as will be· 
5-14 230,049 3,990 20.2 22.7 shown below. (See Table 12.) The rise in 

15-19 94,144 1,296 8.3 7.4 the sex ratios of the native white 
20-44 393,o49 6,386 34.6 36.3 
45-64 206,446 2,56o 18.2 14.6 

SEX RATIOS AND PEI«:ENT 65J 96,549 l,l4o 8.5 6.5 TABLE 3: DISTRIBU-
Unknown 703 1 0.1 --- TION BY AGE, FOR THE POPULATION BY RAGE 

AND NATIVITY, BUTLER COU!ITY, OHIO: 1930 
Rural-farm 

All Ages l,oo4,288 ll,76o 100,0 100.0 Age All Native Foreign-
Classes 'White born white Negro 

0- 4 87,436 962 8.7 8.2 Sex Ratio 
5-14 223,031 2,497 22.2 21.2 

15-19 103,245 1,138 10.3 9.7 All Ages 102 101 125 102 
' 20-44 297,345 3,747 29.6 31.9 0- 4 45-64 213,557 2,547 21.3 21.6 103 104 100 102 

65J 79,504 868 7·9 7.4 5-14 101 102 78 92 
Unknown 170 1 --- --- 15-19 93 93 lll 86 

20-44 103 102 127 104 
45-64 107 104 137 129 

age and over than either the rural-nonfarm 65J 93 90 llO 95 
or urban population. The rural-nonfarm Unknown --- --- --- ---
population had a distinctly higher propor-
tion 6f young children (0-4) than either Percent Distribution 
the urban or rural-farm population. When All Ages 100,0 100,0 100,0 100.0 
compared with the same groups in Ohio, the 
urban and rural-nonfarm populations of But- 0- 4 10.4 10.7 0.3 ll.O 
ler County had somewhat more children under 5-14 19.5 20.2 1.7 19.4 
20 and somewhat fewer persons over 45. In 15-19 8.3 8.5 1.9 9·7 the rural-farm population, however, the 20-44 39.2 39.0 4o.3 43.1 
proportions at different ages were much the 45-64 17.1 16.5 36.4 14.3 
same in Butler County and in Ohio. These 65J 5.5 5.1 19.4 2.5 
differences in age make-up arise in part Unknown --- --- --- ---
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TABLE 4: NUMBER AND l'ERCENT DISTRIBUTION BY RACE AND I'IATIVITY 1 FOR T1111: POPOLATION BY 

SEX AND TYPE OF COJ.MJNITY 1 BllTLER COUNTY OHIO • 1930 ' 

Color and Nativity 
Total 

-

All Claeees 114,084 

Native White, Native Parente . 90,094 J 
Native White, Foreign or Mixed Parente 14,374 
Foreign-born White 3,986 
Negro 5,614 
Other Colored 16 

All Claeeee 100.0 

Native White, Native Parente 79.0} 
Native White, Foreign or Mixed Parente 12.6 
Foreign-born White 3.5 
Negro 4.9 
Other Colored ---

population at ages 20-44 and 45-64 is also 
largely accounted for by the excess of 
males among migrants from Kentucky. Sex 
ratios by age were not available for the 
urban, rural-nonfarm, and rural-farm pop­
ulation but for all ages combined the 
usual differences were found. These ra­
tios were 99, 106, and 115, respectively. 

The nativity and racial composi­
tion of the County is shown in Table 4. 
In 1930 native whites constituted almost 
92 percent of the total population; but, 
as we shall see in a moment, there was a 
large contingent of southborn persons in 
the County, so that the native white popu­
lation was by no means an homogeneous · 
group. In this county the native whites 
of foreign and mixed parentage are far 
more closely assimilated to the dominant 
northborn native white pattern of life 
than are the southborn native whites who 
are almost 100 percent of native parent­
age. The foreign-born and Negro groups 
were small and are not discussed in the 
body of the· monograph. 
. Since the native white southborn 
population is one of the chief Groups stud­
ied, it will be worth while to give such 
relevant data as the Census supplies. Un­
fortunately, state of birth was not given 
for counties; but it was given for the one 

Male Female 'Urban 
Rural- Rural-

nonfarm farm 

Number 

57,549 56,535 84,756 17,568 11,760 

52,485 51,983 {64,858 15,239 9,997 
11,379 1,496 1,499 

2,218 1,768 3,428 338 220 
2,837 2,771 5,075 495 44 

9 1 16 --- ---
Percent Distribution 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

91.2 92.0 { 76.5 86.8 85.0 
13.4 8.5 12.7 

·3.9 3.1 4.1 1.9 1.9 
4.9 4.9 6.0 2.8 0.4 
--- --- --- --- ---

TABLE 5: NUMBER AND l'ERCENT DISTRIBUTION BY 
STATE OF BIRTH 1 FOR Tllll: TOTAL NATIVE POPOLATION 1 

HAMILTON CITY AND OHIO URBAN: 1930 

State ot 
Native Population 

Hamilton Ohio Urban 
Birth 

Number Percent Percent Number 

. Total 49,98o 100.0 3,948,728 100.0 

Ohio 31,374 62.8 2,871,831 72.7 
Indians 2,387 4.8 84,684 2.1 
Illinois 467 0.9 45,736 3:.2 
Pennsylvania 415 0.8 232,139 5.9 
New York 212 0.4 64,488 1.6 
M1ch1san 192 0.4 49,274 1.3 
Missouri 176 0.4 17,198 0.4 
Other North 472 1.0 75,094 1.9 

Kentucky 11,391 22.8 151,127 3.8 
Tennessee 569 1.1 46,981 1.2 
Georgia 505 1.0 53,899 1.4 
Alab8llla 498 1.0 4o,204 1.0 
W •• Virginia 295 o.6 81,097 2.1 
Virginia 285 0.6 32,360 0.8 
N. Carolina 119 0.2 15,697 0.4 
Other South 467 0.9 63,195 1.6 

Ohio 31,374 62.8 2,871,831 72.7 
Other North 4,321 . 8.7 568,613 14.4 
South 14,129 28.2 484,560 12.3 
West 113 0.2· 12,358 0.3 
Unknown 43 0.1 11,366 0.3 



4 DIFFERENTIAL FERTILITY 

TABLE 6: !iiJMI!ER AND PERCENT DISmiBUTION 
BY MARITAL CONDITION, FOR THE POPIJLATION 

AGED 15 YEARS AND OVER, BY SEX, 
:BUTI.XR COUJITY, OHIO: 1930 

Marital 
Condition 

Total Males Females 

Number 

Total 8o,007 40,333 39,674 

S1Ilgle 20,985 11,825 9,16o 
Married 52,000 26,075 25,925 
Widoved 5,838 1,875 3,963 
Divorced 1,146 538 6o8 
Unknown 38 20 18 

Percent Distribution 

Total 100,0 100.0 lQO,O 

S1Ilgle 26.2 29.3 23.1 
Married 65.0 64.7 65.3 

, Widowed 7.3 4.6 10.0 
Divorced 1.4 1.3 1.5 
Unlmawn 0.1 0.1 0.1 

city, Hamilton, having over 50,000 popula­
tion. (See Table 5.) Of the total native 
population of Hamilton 28.2 percent was 
born in the southern states, over 80 per­
cent of these having come from Kentucky. 
There can be little doubt that Middletown, 
the other industrial city, has an even 
larger proportion of southborn inhabit­
ants. 

Tables 6, 7, and 8 show the marital 
condition of the population of the County. 
Marital condition by age is not available 
for the entire County--but Table 7 gives 

CHART 1: PERCE!Il' OF ALL WMEN MARBlED, BY AGE, 
SELECTED AREAS: 1930. (Based on Table 7) 
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the proportion married for women within 
each age group in Hamilton and Middletown, 2 

and comparative figures for Total and Ur­
ban Ohio, and Total, Urban, and Rural-farm 
Kentucky, the leading source of south-born 
migrants, (see also Chart 1). When the 
proportions married, for women of differ­
ent ages in Hamilton and Middletown were 
compared with those for Urban Ohio or Urban 
Kentucky it was found that these two Butler 
County cities had significantly higher pro­
portions married at most ages and particu­
larly at 15-19 and 20-24. This was probably 

TABLE 7: PERCENT OF ALL WMEN MARRIED, BY AGE, SKLECmD AREAS: 1930 

Ohio Kentucky 
Age l!amilton Middletown 

Total Urban Total Urban Rural-:farm 
. 

15/ 64.5 64.8 62.8 61.2 63.6 57·3 67.5 

15-19 19.7 18.9 10.9 11.0 20.1 16.0 19.3 
20-24 63.6 61.9 52.3 51.2 6o.3 51.8 61.4 
25-34 81.3 82.0 79.7 78.0 8o.8 73·3 85.0 
35-44 81.8 82.5 83.0 8o.9 82.8 74.6 89.6 
45-54 74.9 77 .o 77.2 74.0 77.2 67.6 86.4 
55-64 6o.9 59.4 64.3 59.3 64.1 52.7 76.2 
65/ 31.7 30.1 35.4 31.2 36.0 26.4 46.5 

2, These cities contained about 97 percent o:f the urban population o:f the County 1n 1930. 
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due to the large migration of young married 
couples from Kentucky. A comparison of the 
proportions married at these ages in rural 
Kentucky and in these cities shows that 
they were very much alike and makes this 
assumption appear reasonable. 

In Butler County the proportion of 
single women 15 and over was highest in 
the rural-farm population (25.2 percent) 
and lowest in the rural-nonfarm (19.3 per­
cent). The same was true for males. (See 
Table 8.) The proportion of rural-farm 
males remaining single was particularly 
high. 

TABLE 8: NUMBER AND PERCENT DISTRIBUTION 
BY MARITAL CONDmON OF THE llRBAII, RllRAL­
NOIIFARM, AND RURAL-FARM POPULAT.ION 15 AND 

OVER, BY SEX, BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 

Males Females 
Marital Rural- !Rural-

Con- Urban non- Rural Urban P.,n- Rural 
farm -farm farm -farm 

Number 
Total 29,970 5,827 4,536 30,35~ 5,556 3,765 

Single 8,612 1,549 1,664 7,131' 1,074 948 
Married 19,581 3,911 2,583 19,49~ 3,887 2,544 

Percent Distribution 

Total 100.0 ~oo.o 100.0 100. 100.0 100.0 

Single 28.7 26.6 36.7 23·! 19.3 25.2 
Married 65.3 67.1 56.9 64.~ 70.Q 67.6 

Selected farm data showing the gen­
eral nature of agriculture in the County 
are given in Tables 9 and 10. The modal 
farm in the County was in the 100-174 acre 
range (Table 9) and the average farm con­
tained 105.7 acres. 

The average value was $12,348 per 
farm. (See Table 10.) The proportion of 
farm land from which crops were harvested 
was about 50 percent for commercial farms. 

Description of the Study.--This de­
tailed study of the number of children in 
relation to the number of women in a single 
county was undertaken because it was 
thought that the Census contained informa­
tion which if fully exploited would throw 
additional light on the social and demo­
graphic factors associated with the birth 
rate differentials which were known to 

TABLE 9: NUMBER OF F.ARMS AND USll: OF LAND BY 
SIZE OF F.ARMS, BUTLER COUNTY OHIO• 1930 ' . 

Size Number Acree Acres of Percent of 
or of 1n Crop Land Farm Land 

Farms Farms Farms llarvested llarvested 
(Acres) 1929 

Total 2,469 b6o,906 135,846 52.1 
Under 3 8 11 3 27·3 

3- 9 169 996 366 46.7 
10- 19 145 1,994 661 33.1 
20- 49 283 9,568 3,971 41.5 
50- 99 644 48,155 23,650 49.1 

100-174 865 ~6,026 62,430 53.8 
175-259 266 55,540 29,495 53.1 
26o-499 86 26,8o6 14,441 53·9 
500-999 3 1,810 829 45.8 

TABLE 10: NUMBER, .ACREAGB!, LAND RARVES~, 
AND VALUE OF F.ARMS BY TENURE, B1l'l'LER COUNTY, 

OHIO: 1930 

Tenure Number Acres Percent Average Value 
of of 1n of Land of Land and 

Farms Farms Farms llarvest Buildings per 
ed Farm Acre 

Total 2,469 26o,906 52.1 f$12,348 $117 
Owners 

Full 1,418 117,672 48.3 10,493 126 
Part 203 28,673 54.9 13,841 98 

Managers 34 6,128 51.2 29,122 162 
Tenants 

cash 162 14,588 46.3 11,368 126 
other 652 93,845 56.9 15,286 106 

exist in most communities. The study was 
limited to one county because of the ex­
pense involved in including a larger area. 
As will appear at many points, it would 
have been very helpful in arriving at valid 
conclusions if the population had been 
larger, since many cells in some of the 
most interesting tables contained too few 
cases to permit of any judgment of the 
meaning of the association. 

In order to eliminate some of the 
weaknesses arising from the use of small 
numbers the main body of the monograph is 
confined to the study of differentials in 
average numbers of children found within 
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the group of native white first marriage 
women aged 15-49 (or 20-44) living with 
their husbands at the time of the 1930 
Census. 9 

These native white first marriage 
women were then divided on the basis of 
their birth-region: the northborn are 
those born north of the Ohio River,· or a 
line of approximately that latitude, and 
the southborn are those born in the South 
Atlantic, the East South Central, and the 
West South Central States. In actual fact, 
this classification results in two groups, 
one of which was very largely composed of 
persons born in Ohio and the other of per­
sons born in Kentucky. (See Table 5.) 
These northborn and southborn groups were 
further subdivided into those living in 
the urban and the rural communities of the 
County. This gives the following basic 
Groups which are used in the body of the 
monograph. 

Group 1. The northborn first marriage 
women 15-49 (or 20-44) living in 
the urban communities of Butler 
County. 

Group 2. The northborn first marriage 
women 15-49 (or 20-44) living in 
the rural communities of Butler 
County. 

Group 3. The southborn first marriage 
women 15-49 (or 20-44) living in 
the urban communities of Butler 
County. 

· Group 4. The southborn first marriage 
women 15-49 (or 20-44) living in 
the rural communities of Butler 
County. 

Responsibility for the Study.--The 
roles of the Bureau of the Census and the 
Scripps Foundation in carrying out this 
study were as follows: The Division of 
Population~ of the Bureau of the Census 
transferred from the original 1930 Census 
schedules to a special tabulation sheet all 
the information which it was thought could 
possibly be useful in studying the rela-

tions between the number of children under 
5 and the social and demographic conditions 
of the women. A card was then punched for 
every woman between 15 and 49 in the County 
and a large number of detailed tabulations 
were made. It was in the course of making 
the tabulations that it became apparent 
that the population was too small to yield 
satisfactory information on certain points. 
This forced the complete abandonment of 
some comparisons and made it necessary to 
combine the populations of other cells in 
the tables, with the result that many class 
es are based on broader intervals (age, 
rental, etc.) than originally planned. 

In the working out of these prob­
lems of tabulation there was at all times 
close collaboration between the Population 
Division of the Bureau of the Census and 
the Scripps Foundation. 5 The general out­
line of the study and the preparation of 
the material for publication was largely 
the work of the Scripps Foundation. It, 
therefore, assumes full responsibility for 
the conclusions expressed, the accuracy of 
the calculations involved in the use of the 
data provided by the Bureau, and for the 
shortcomings in the general plan of the 
study. 

Finally, the author wishes to make 
special acknowledgement of the help of 
Nelle E. Jackson of the Scripps Foundation 
and Dr. Richard 0. Lang of the Bureau of 
the Census. Miss Jackson has participated 
in the study at all stages, from early 
planning to final preparation for the press. 
The preparation of the text Tables is large­
ly her work. Dr. Lang managed the work of 
transcription of the original data and the 
preparation of the Basic Tables from which 
the text Tables were derived. The most 
important of the Basic Tables are printed 
in the Appendix. Without his interest 
and care this study would have lost much. 

3. The averaee nUl!lber of children in other groupe will be treated briefly in an appendix. Their nUl!lbere 
were few and their inclusion with native white first ma.rriaee women (with husband present) seemed 
likely to give a distorted picture of the fertility of the more important groupe in the County. 

4. Dr. Leon E. Truesdell, Chief statistician; Dr. Richerd 0. Lang in immediate charge of this proJect. 
5· This was rendered relatively simple because Professor Whelpton of the Scripps Foundation was in 

Washington at the time and could confer at need with Drs. Truesdell and Lang. 



Chapter I 

SUNNARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Examination or the basic data (see 
Appendix Tables) on the average number or 
children per native white rirst marriage 
woman 15-49 (or 20-44) in Butler County 
shows substantial dirrerences between 
these averages ror the rour chier Groups 
studied in this monograph.1 Since the 
categories northborn and southborn, urban 
and rural, used in determining these rour 
Groups, by no means exhaust the demograph­
ic, the social, and the economic dirrer­
ences between the women in this County, 

·the body or the monograph is devoted to 
defining and measuring other differences 
between them--both differences between the 
rour chief Groups of women and those be­
tween classes or women within these rour 
Groups. 

The chief method employed to bring 
out the signiricant dirrerences in average 
numbers of children for the several Groups 
and classes or women in the County was the 
standardization of the averages for these 
several classes on the basis of all the 
native white first marriage women 20-44 in 
the County.2 The rollowing summary gives 
the more significant results or this stand­
ardization of averages for the several 
types or demographic, social, and economic 
differences which could be measured with 
the data available. 

1. AGE DIFFERENCES IN RELATION TO 
AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN PER WOMAN 

When the crude averages were 
standardized ror age the differences re­
maining between the northborn Groups (1 
and 2) and the southborn Groups (3 and 4) 
and between the urban Groups (1 and 3) and 
the rural Groups (2 and 4) (See Table 11, 
line 2) were large but were considerably 
smaller than those between the crude or 
actual·averages ror the same Groups. The 
results or these comparisons accord in 

general with the findings or numerous other 
studies on dirferential rertility--the ex­
treme spread in averages being that between 
Group 1 (northborn urban) and Group 4 
(southborn rural). The latter had a stand­
ardized average about 74 percent greater 
than the former. When urban and rural 
Groups were compared it was round that 
Group 2 women (northborn rural) had an 
average 26 percent higher than Group 1 
(northborn urban) women while Group 4 women 
(southborn rural) had an average about 32 
percent higher than Group 3 women (south­
born urban) ; 

In this County, thererore, these 
rour Groups or women were contributing 
children to the next generation in quite 
dirferent proportions from those which they 
themselves constituted or the present mar­
ried women of the County. (See Chart 4.) 
Group 1 women would have had to have about 
one-rourth more children than they did in 
order to bring their proportion or children 
up to their own proportion or rirst mar­
riage women. (See proportions of women 
20-44 and their standardized children in 
selected birth-residence groups--Table 16.) 
Group 2 women had slightly more than enough 
children to do this, while Group 3 women 
had about 10 percent more than enough, and 
Group 4 women had approximately a halr more 
than were needed to maintain their propor­
tion in the next generation. 

2. AGE AT MARRIAGE AND DURATION OF MARRIAGE 

The age at marriage varied consid­
erably between the rour basic Groups or 
rirst marriage women in the County. Since 
it is well known that age at marriage ar­
rects the average number or children women 
have, it seemed advisable to see how these 
dirrerences in age at marriage afrected the 
average number or children in these Groups. 

The results or standardizing 

1, For the description of these four Groups see the Introduction. 
2. For the results of standardizing for the several factors end the methcd of standardization employed 

see Table 11, 

7 
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TABLE 11: AVlllAGE liUMBEll OF CIIILDREli, STANDARDIZED FOR VARIOUS FAarORS, 
llt1l'Ull COUNTY, ORIO: 19~0 

'Group 1 Group 2 Gr.oup ~ 

A a B" A B A B 

l. Actual .52 --- .6~ --- .76 ---
STANDARDIZEilb FOR: 

2. Age .54 . .02 .68 .05 .71 -.05 
. 

~ • Age at Marries• .54 .02 .64 .01 .72 -.04 
4. Age and. Age at Marries• -55 .0~ .68 .05 .69 -.07 

5. Lenst,h of Time Married0 -55 .0~ .6~ .oo -7~ -.0~ 

6. Age and Lenst,h of Time Married -57 .05 .68 .05 .69 -.07 

7. Duration of Marries• .52 .00 .66 .0~ .75 -.01 
8. Age and Duration of Marries• .54 .02 .68 .05 .71 -.05 

9. Rental .58 .06 ---d ---d .69 -.07 
10. Age and Rental .58 .06 ---d ---d .66 -.10 

11. ~loyment Statue of Women -5~ .01 .60 -.0~ .77 .01 
12. Age and Jmployment Status of Wanen .55 .0~ .65 .02 .72 -.04 

1~. Type of Family -5~ .01 .6~ .oo .76 .00 
14. Age and Type of Family .54 .02 .68 .05 .71 -.05 

15. Children not of This Woman .52 .00 .6~ .oo .77 .01 
16. Age and Children not of This Wanan .54 .02 .68 .05 .71 -.05 

17. Tenure of Home -5~ .01 .65 .02 -7~ -.0~ 
18. Age and Tenure of Home .54 .02 .69 .06 .70 -.06 

19. Number of Gainful Workers .52 .oo .62 -.01 .78 .02 
20. Age and Number of Gainful Workers .54 .02 .67 .04 .72 -.04 

21. Age of Husband -5~ .01 .67 .04 .73 -.0~ 
22. Age and Age of Husband .54 .02 .68 .05' .71 -.05 

Urban Marrtae.e Cau.binat1one8 Me-A MC-B MC-C 

2~. Actual .51 --- .64 --- .54 ---
STANDARD~ FOR: 

., 

24. Age .52 .01 .61 -.0~ .51 -.0~ 

25. Rental .56 .05 .67 .0~ .54 .oo 
26. Age and Rental .56 .05 .6~ -.01 .51 -.0~ 

11 .l a ~apectnc &?anpa WJ.4 B = 41tfereaee tn:a actual. 

Group 4 

A B 

.96 ---

.94 -.02 

.91 -.05 

.91 -.05 

.91 -.05 

.88 -.08 

.95 -.01 

.90 -.06 

---d ---d 
---d ---d 

.92 -.04 

.90 -.06 

.96 .00 

.94 -.02 

.96 .oo 

.94 -.02 

.96 .oo 

.-9~ -.0~ 

.94 -.02 

.92 -.04 

.96 .00 

.94 -.02 

MC-D 

.8~ --- . 

.77 -.06 

.72 -.11 

.69 -.14 

JU 'D:le dlrect aetr&od or atmdardlatlOD wu uaed.-ln thla atud;Y. All native 11blte tlrat aarr1q:e 'IIOlleo a:>-"' :rears o_f ase an4Uvlns: wltb )lueband• 
lD Blltler Qnm.U' at tbe tt•• or Ul.e CU.stta were used u tb.e buJ.a or atandarcllsatlon: tor GIIIPU, to ataadardUe tor q:e, tbe &le-epeeltlc 
anragee tor a ;lftD Oroup "'" applied to tbe a:nmo total of native tlltte tlrst aarrtase 111111111. or t11e correapondlDB flve-J"ear age pel"lod. 'Dle 
l'Uillta (calCUlated cblldrm .U ,.,.en muld h&'l'e had Wltb tbe qe-apactt1c averages or tbll slvc Oroup) were amulated tor tbe age period 20-44 
and dl't'tded bJ' tbe anmo total or natlve 111blte tlrat a&JT1age tm~en m-.w to set tbe atand&rdlzed averaa;e (~44) tor the given oroup. 

To atmdal'dlze tor ...,.a~aae, the anraaee: tor ._m m-44 of each aa~atrllll'r18P (under 20, ~24., aDd a; md over) 1n tb.e 81V111 
ClrQap were applied to tbe llnmtJ' total or native 'llblte first urrtege wcaen m-.w 1D tbe oorreepondlns aa~at--u.l'Tlage lntervau. 'lbe re8Ulta 
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averages for two aspects of age at marriag~ had little effect upon the actual averages, 
(a) the differences in time spent in mar- except in Group 2. In other words Groups 
riage under full six yearS' (Table 11, 1, 3, and 4 did not differ materially in 
line 5), and (b) the different proportions duration of marriage from the total women 
married under 20, 20-24, 25 and over in the County, but in Group 2 the average 
(Table 11, line 3), showed that these dif- was raised significantly by such standard­
ferences in age at marriage which also af- ization, that is to say, a lower proportion 
fected the length of time married were of northborn rural women than of those in 
somewhat more important than age differ- the other Groups, was found in the duration 
ences in raising the average number of of marriage intervals most favorable to a 
children in Group 1 and lowering it in high average number of children. (See 
Group 4, but did not much affect that of Table 11, line 7.) 
Group 2. The effect on Group 3 averages But even though age, age at mar-
was to lower them significantly but not as riage, and length of time married are rae­
much as did standardizing for age, On the tors of much significance in explaining 
whole it may be said that the differences differences between Groups in actual aver-
in age at marriage, when used to adjust age numbers of children, these demographic 
average numbers of children, show that factors by no means account for all of the 
Group 1 women were handicapped in child- differences. There still remain very Big-
bearing by spending less time in marriage nificant differences in averages to be ex-
at the more fertile years than those of plained by social and economic differences. 
the other 3 Groups, that Group 2 women 
spent just about the same length of time 
in marriage as all first marriage women in 
the County and, therefore, had their 
average number of children little affected 
by these adjustments, and that Group 3 and 
Group 4 women had their averages lowered 
significantly because they spent more than 
the average length of time in marriage at 
the more fertile years (under 30). 

When the averages were standardized 
for age and adjusted for length of time 
spent in marriage under full six years 
(Table 11, line 6), two important changes 
emerged. The total difference in actual 
averages between Groups 1 and 4 was re­
duced about one-fourth and the difference 
between Groups 2 and 3 practically disap­
peared. Thus it can be said that differ­
ences in age at marriage accounted for a 
significant part of the difference in ac­
tual averages between all the Groups but 
were especially significant in Groups 1 and 
4--more significant than differences in 
age. On the other hand, differences in 
age were of chief significance in explain­
ing the difference in actual averages be­
tween Groups 2 and 3. 

Standardizing for duration of 
marriage when this is measured by four in­
tervals, married less than 5 years, 5-9 
years, 10-14 years, and 15 years and over, 

3. RENTAL IN RELATION TO AVERAGE NUMBER 
OF CHILDREN PER WOMAN 

The findings of this study on the 
relation of economic status, as measured 
by family rentals, 4 to average number of 
children can be summed up very briefly by 
saying that there was a very close and con­
sistent inverse relation between them--the 
higher the economic status the lower the 
average number of children. (See Tables 29 
and 30 and Appendix Table 3.) There are, 
however, several interesting aspects of this 
general relationship which are worth not­
ing. 

In the population of the County as 
a whole this inverse relationship between 
economic status and average number of chil­
dren practically vanished at family rentals 
above $40 per month. It would appear that 
any improvement in economic status above 
that represented by a rental of $40 had no 
significant effect on the average number 
of children per woman in this County. This 
also held when comparison was made between 
northborn and southborn urban women. In 
fact, at the higher rentals Group 3 women 
(southborn-urban) failed tp produce their 
proportion of children by a larger margin 
than Group 1 women (northboro-urban). This 

3. See discussion 1n Chapter Ill and note c of Table 22 · 
4. The monthl;y rental of the famil;y was used where the home vas rented. Where the famil;y owned its home 

the value given was divided by 100 to secure an equivalent monthl;y rental. 
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suggests the likelihood that the cultural 
patterns of the southborn, which are favor­
able to large families, were more persisent 
in families having low rentals than in 
those having high rentals. 

Another point of interest is the 
proportion of children coming from differ­
ent rental classes. The urban women paying 
a rental of less than $20 constituted about 
13 percent of all women 20-44 whose rentals 
were known, but they had over 20 percent of 
'the children. (See Table 31.) At rentals 
of $20-29 about 26 percent of the women had 
over 32 percent of the children. At rent­
als of over $30, over 61 percent of the 
women had only about 48 percent of the 
children. When the average numbers of 
children of northborn and southborn urban 
women were standardized for both age and 
rental differences (Table 11, line 10) a 
large part of the differences in crude 
averages disappeared. Thus an actual 
average of 0.52 in Group 1 was raised to 
0.58 when standardized for both age and 
~rental while an actual average in Group 3 
of 0.76 was reduced to 0.66 when standard­
ized for the same factors. In both Groups 
standardization for rental has a much 
greater effect than standardization for 
age. It would appear that in this County 
what at first appeared to be chiefly a dif­
ference in fertility between northborn and 
southborn women was probably a difference 
in fertility between women of high and low 
economic status. 

In the rural-nonfarm population, 
as in the urban, there was an inverse rela­
tion between economic status and average 
number of children in both northborn and 
southborn Groups. (See Table 32.) Because 
of the small numbers involved, standardized 
averages were not calculated for this 
class. The most significant point is that 
the poorer rural-nonfarm women, like the 
poorer urban women, had a disproportion­
ately large share of the 'children. Thus 
there can be no doubt that in this County 
the economically handicapped are bearing 
an undue share of the respo~sibility of 
rearing the next generation. 

4. OCCUPATIONAL CLASSES IN RELATION TO 
AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN PER WOMAN 

There was a marked difference in 
the average number of children per woman 

between the several occupational classes 
into which the urban population of this 
County was divided. The professional, pro­
prietor, and clerical classes had signifi­
cantly smaller averages than the laboring 
classes. (See Table 34.) There was not a 
great deal of difference between the north­
born and southborn in the professional, pro­
prietor, and clerical classes so far as one 
can judge from the rather small number of 
southborn persons in these classes; but 
such difference as there was, was in favor 
of the southborn Group. As the occupation­
al status declined, however, the difference 
between northborn and southborn Groups in­
creased until in the semi-skilled and 
laborer classes the standardized average 
number of children for southborn women was 
almost 30 percent above that for northborn 
women of the same occupational classes. 
When skilled, semi-skilled, and laborer 
classes (the only occupational classes 
among the southborn large enough to yield 
reliable results) were arrayed by family 
rental, (Tables 35 and 36) it was found 
that at rentals over $30 there was compara­
tively little differenc~ in the standard­
ized averages of the northborn and south­
born Groups. At rentals under $30, how­
ever, there was a very significant differ­
ence in favor of the southborn women. With­
in the northborn urban Group there was com­
paratively little difference between skilled 
workers and white collar workers where 
rentals were $50 or over in both classes. 
(Table 35.) Even at $30 and over the 

·three laboring Groups had standardized 
averages only 10-15 percent above those of 
the white collar classes, but at lower 
rentals the laboring classes had much high­
er standardized averages than those of the 
white collar workers and also than those 
of the laboring groups at rentals of over 
$30. Thus the differences in average num­
bers of children in the northborn urban 
Group seemed to be more closely associated 
with economic differences, as measured by 
rentals, than with occupational differenc­
es. 

5. BIRTH-REGION OF HUSBAND AND WIFE IN 
RELATION TO AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN 

It has been shown that northborn 
and southborn women in Butler County dif­
fered significantly in their number of 
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children per voman even after such factors 
as rental, age, length of time married, 
and age at marriage vere taken into ac­
count. It vas thought that it vould also 
be of interest to see hov the different 
northborn-southborn marriage combinations 
(MC-A, 5 northborn vife-northborn husband; 
MC-B, northborn vife-southborn husband; 
MC-C, southborn vife-northborn husband; 
and MC-D, southborn vife-southborn husband) 
in the urban population, vere related to 
the average number of children. The most 
interesting conclusion to be dravn from 
the average number of children per voman 
in each of these four marriage combinations 
is that the influence of northern and 
southern birth seems to operate through the 
husband more effectively than through the 
vife. Thus northborn vives vith northborn 
husbands had an average standardized, for 
age, of 0.52 vhile vith southborn husbands 
they had an average of 0.61. On the other 
hand, southborn vives vith northborn hus­
bands had an average of only 0.51 vhile 
vith southborn husbands they had an aver­
age of 0.77. One can say, therefore, that 
it seems to make no difference in the 
average number of children vhether a north­
born man marries a northborn or a southborn 
voman, but vhen a southborn man marries a 
northborn voman the average number of chil­
dren is raised appreciably above that of 
the opposite combination (i.e., northborn 
man married to southborn voman), and vhen 
a southborn man marries a southborn voman, 
there is a still further increase. 

Since, as has been shovn, there vas 
a close inverse relation betveen economic 
status and average number of children, and 
since the economic status of the family 
vas largely determined by the husband's in­
come, it is possible that the closer rela­
tion of average number of children to birth 
place of husband rather than to that of 
vife merely reflects the economic differ­
ences betveen families vith northborn and 
southborn husbands. In order to see 
vhether this vas the cas~ each average 
number of children in these four marriage 
combinations vas also standardized for dif­
ferences in rental (Table 11, line 25) 
vith the result that northborn men, vhether 
married to northborn vives (MC-A) or south­
born vives (MC-C) had relatively lov aver-

5. MC • Marriage Combination. 

ages, vith the latter combination having 
an average about 4 percent lover than the 
former. Furthermore, vith this standard­
ization, the southborn husband-northborn 
vife combination (MC-B) had an average 
about 20 percent higher than the northborn 
husband-northborn vife combination (MC-A) 
and almost 25 percent higher than the 
northborn husband-southborn vife combina­
tion (MC-C), and only about 7 percent belov 
that of the southborn husband-southborn 
vife combination (MC-D). Clearly, although 
economic status accounted for some of the 
differences in crude averages betveen north­
born and southborn marriage combinations 
(compare lines 25 and 23 of Table 11), it 
by no means explained all this difference. 
The average number of children vas still 
more closely related to the birthplace of 
the husband than to that of the vife, i.e., 
there vas less difference betveen marriage 
combinations A and C or B and D than be­
tveen marriage combinations A and B or C 
and D. (See Table 11.) 

It is also of interest that all 
the differences betveen northborn-southborn 
marriage combinations tended to disappear 
in the higher rental classes (see Table 
42), as vas the case in the four basic 
Groups. As already suggested, lov economic 
status favored the retention of those so-

, cial and cultural differences betveen the 
northborn and southborn people in this 
County vhich make for differences in fer­
tility, vhile good economic status tended 
to reduce the fertility of all Groups, 
classes, and marriage combinations to a 
common level. 

6. EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF WOMEN AND 
AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN PER WOMAN 

In this County the employment of 
vomen avay from home vas very closely as­
sociated vith lov fertility, as can be seen 
from the standardized (for age) average of 
0.16 for this class. (See Table 47.) This 
vas less than one-fourth of the average 
among vomen not employed. The vay in vhich 
the differences betveen Groups in respect 
to the employment of vomen affected the 
actual averages can be seen by comparing 
them to the averages adjusted for employment 
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of women given in Table 11, line 11, and 
Table 48. The chief effect of this adjust­
ment was to reduce the differences between 
urban and ~ral Groups by reducing the 
averages for the rural Groups in which 
relatively few women were employed. The 
most significant point of general social 
interest is the extremely low fertility of 
employed women at all ages. (See Table 
47.) 

7. AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN PER 
WOMAN IN PRIMARY AND SECONDARY FAMILIES 

Women who lived in homes where 
there was only one family (primary fami­
lies) had an average number of children 70 
percent greater than that of women in sec­
ondary families (a second complete family 
in the home). (See Table 50.) The dou­
bling up of families would appear to be un­
favorable to childbearing although this 
difference in averages may be due in part 
to differences in employment status. A 
larger part of the women in secondary 
families than in primary families were al­
most certainly employed away from home. 
The data available did not permit of the 
measurement of employment differences be­
tween these types of families with any ex~ 
actitude. 

However, the number of secondary 
families was relatively low, about 7 per­
cent of the total, and the proportion of 
secondary families did not vary enough 
from Group to Group to change the averages 
significantly when standardized for type 
of family. (See Table 11, line 13.) 

8. AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN PER 
WOMAN AMONG OWNERS AND RENTERS 

Butler County women who lived in 
rented homes had, as a whole, a signifi­
cantly higher average number of children 
(standardized for age) than those who 
lived in owned homes. (See Table 51.) In 
Group 1, however, the difference was small 
and may not be of significance. The ex­
planation of the differences between owners 
and renters in average number of children 
is probably to be found in the differences 
in their economic status although there is 

no means of testing this hypothesis. 
Standardizing for tenure of home (Table 11, 
line 17) only slightly affected the average 
children per woman for Groups 1 and 4 but 
raised that of Group 2 and lowered that of 
Group 3, significantly. 

;l. AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN PER WOMAN IN 
ONE-WORKER AND MULTIPLE-WORKER FAMILIES 

Women in one-worker families had an 
average number of children, standardized 
for age differences, (see Table 53) about 
one-half greater than those in two-worker 
families and somewhat over a half larger 
than those in three-and-more-worker fami­
lies. Even when all employed women and 
their children were deducted from the two­
and-more-worker families the women in one­
worker ramilies still had a lead of about 
15 percent. The data here do not supply 
any satisfactory explanation of this dif­
ference but it may be suggested that fami­
lies with more than one worker, like sec­
ondary families, probably represent a type 
of family in which the rearing of children 
is somewhat interfered with by unusual 
family combinations. Standardizing for 
number of gainful workers in the family 
(Table 11, line 19) did not have much ef­
fect on the crude average number of chil­
dren per woman. 

10. CHILDREN NOT OF THIS WOMAN AND AGE 
OF HUSBAND IN RELATION TO AVERAGE NUMBER 

OF CHILDREN PER WOMAN 

This study throws no light on the 
effect having "children not belonging to 
her," 8 has on the fertility of a woman. 
There are too few cases (see Section 5 of 
Chapter VI, and Table 11, line 15) to yield 
significant results. 

Standardizing for the age of the 
husband raised the average significantly 
in the northborn rural Group (Group 2) and 
lowered it significantly in the southborn 
urban Group (Group 3) but only slightly 
affected the averages in Groups 1 and 4. 
(See Section 6 of Chapter VI, Table 55, and 
Table 11, lines 21 and 22.) 

6. These are children whom the women is rearing but who are not legally members of the famil.;r. 
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11 • AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN PER WOMAN 
AND VALUE OF FARM 

There was a slightly inverse rela­
tion between value of farm and average num­
ber of children within the northborn rural 
Group but practically no trend for the 
southborn. (See Table 56:) In view of 
the fact that a good many of the better 
farms in this County are operated by ten­
ants, it is doubtful whether the higher 
average number of children on the lower 
value farms indicates a clear inverse rela­
tion between economic status and average 
number of children. 

12. TOTAL FERTILITY IN DIFFERENT GROUPS 
AND CLASSES 

The total fertility of the first 
marriage women in Butler County cannot be 
obtained by summing up the age-spec!fic 
averages (five year age intervals) since 
only a small proportion of women are mar­
ried at the younger ages, hence, age­
.specific averages for these ages should be 
weighted less heavily at the younger ages 
and more heavily at older ages. When the 
age-specific averages of women married at 
different ages are summed, however, this 
sum measures fairly accurately the total 
fertility per first marriage woman married 
at these ages, on the assumption that each 
woman lives to 50 years of age and that 
the age-specific averages prevailing in 
1930 will not have changed throughout her 
child-bearing life. 

The calculations of total fertility 
by age at marriage show that there was a 
very close association between age at mar­
riage and total fertility--the lower the 
age at marriage the higher the total fer­
tility. This was true for all. Groups al­
though there was a very substantial dif­
ference between the Groups in their total 
fertility at all ages at marriage. (See 
Table 58.) When total fertility for all 
ages at marriage was calculated by weight­
ing each Group according to the proportion 
of its first marriage women married at each 

age, Group 1 women had a total fertility 
of 2.30; Group 2 women, 2.95; Group 3 
women, 3.53; and Group 4 women, 4:74. 
(See Column C of Table 60.) The average 
for all first marriage women was 2.97. This 
was about one-twelfth above the number 
needed for replacement. On the other hand, 
Group 1 (northborn urban) lacked 16 percent 
of replacing itself while Groups 2 and 3 
were replacing themselves with a margin to 
spare of about 7 percent and 28 percent, 
respectively, while Group 4 had a margin of 
over 72 percent. 

It should be noted, however, that 
this was the total fertility for first 
marriage women with husbands present and 
not for all women, not even for all married 
women. The number of children per first 
marriage woman needed for replacement 
(2.75) was based on the ass•~ption that the 
daughters of these women will be distrib­
uted by marital classes (first marriage 
women husband present, first marriage 
women husband absent, second marriage 
women, widowed and divorced women, and 
single women) exactly as these classes of 
women were in 1930. In other words, if the 
average first marriage woman with husband 
present had 2.75 children she would have 
one daughter who lived to be a first mar­
riage woman with husband present in the 
next generation. 

13. MEDIAN RENTAL IN RELATION 
TO AGE AT MARRIAGE 

When the women of the County were 
arrayed by age at marriage, and median 
rental per person was calculated, it was 
found that there was a fairly close associ­
ation between age at marriage and median 
rental per person, particularly in Group 1 
--the lower the age at marriage the lower 
the median rental per person. (See Table 
61.) However, from our data, it was not 
clear whether this association was due to 
age at marriage or to the larger families 
of women who married young. 
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DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE FOUR BASIC GROUPS IN 
AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN PER WOMAN 

1. EFFECT OF AGE ON AVERAGE NUMBER 
OF CHILDREN 

In Table 7 above, it was shown 
that the cities of this County were quite 
different from the urban population of 
Ohio in the proportions of all women 15-
19, etc., who were married, and in Table 8 
it was shown that there were significant 
differences in the proportions married and 
single in the urban, rural-nonfarm, and 
rural-farm populations of the County. These 
differences created a presumption that 
there were significant differences between 
the four basic Groups in the age make-up of 
their first marriage women. It is well, 
therefore, before beginning the study of 
the average number of children per woman 
in each of the four Groups, to show the 
differences in age between these Groups 
(see Chart 2) and to indicate how they 
have been dealt with, since these differ­
ences in age, if not standardized, would 
distort all other comparisons. Table 12 
shows, for each of the four Groups, the 

CHART 2: PERCENT DISTRIBUTION BY AGE, FOR NATIVE 
'WBITI!: FIRST MARRIAGE WOMEN 15-49, SELECTI!:D BIRTH­

RESIDENCE GROUPS, Bl1l'LER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 
(Based on Table 12 ) 

...... ..... , ...... 

percentages of the women who were of dif­
ferent ages (15-19, 20-24, etc.). These 
differences are large and it is important 
to eliminate them as far as possible from 
the averages for Groups, before making 
comparisons between them. 
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This was done by standardizing the 
average number of children per woman for 
all Groups and classes on the age distri­
bution of all Butler County native white 
first marriage women 20-44 with husband 
present (see "Total" column in Table 12). 

TABLE 12: DISTRIBUTION BY AGE FOR NATIVE 
WI!ITE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMEN 15-49, 
SELECTED BIRTH-RESIDENCE GROUPS, 

BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 

Age at 
Total 

Groupe 
Census 1 2 3 4 
15-49 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
15-19 4.6 3·3 3.4 1·3 4.0 
20-24 17.3 15.2 11.6 23.9 17.8 
25-29 20.2 19.5 16.7 22.9 22.4 
30-34 18.5 18.6 19.8 16.7 21.7 
35-39 16.4 17.2 18.7 13.7 16.2 
4o-44 12.4 14.0 15.3 8.7 10.3 
45-49 10.6 12.2 14.5 6.8 7.6 

Therefore, the average number .of children 
standardized for age as used in what fol­
lows represents the average number of chil­
dren the women 20-44 in the given Group or 
class would have had if they had had the 
same age distribution as all the native· 
white first marriage women 20-44 in the 
County. Only the women 20-44 were used in 
standardizing because there were so few 
women in the 15-19 age period for many of 
the different classes used later that it 
seemed inadvisable to include women of this 
age. The women 45-49 were also omitted, 
chiefly because of the very small .averages 
in most of the classes into which the four 
basic Groups were divided. It should also 
be noted at this~oint that although dif­
ferential fertility is often spoken of, the 
average number of children 0-4 is not a 
very exact measure of fertility. At best 
it is a cross section of fertility at a 
given moment, and besides, there is a dif­
ferential mortality of which no account 
can be taken. It is believed, however, 
that for practical purposes the differences 
in standardized average numbers of children, 
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in groups and classes which are relatively 
homogeneous in several other respects, are 
approximate measures of differential fer­
tility. 

CRART 3: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN 0-4 PER 
NATIVE WHim FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 20-44, 

SELECTB:D Bll!TH-RESJJ>ENCE GROUPS, ll1J'l'LER COUNTY 1 

OHIO: 1930 
(Based on Toble 13) 
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The effects of standardization for 
age differences, upon the total and the 
average number of children in each of the 
four Groups, are shown in Chart 3 and 
Tables 13 and 14. Table 13 also shows the 
age-specific averages used in calculating 
the standardized (for age) averages for the 
total and for different ages at marriage. 
As a rule, the age-specific averages of 
women married under 20 were higher than 
those of women married at 20-24 and at 25 
and over, although there was one interest­
ing exception to this rule. This excep­
tion will not be discussed here, further 

~h! iil!!!l!llii!!!!!ii!illii~~::::::;:~ 
ll Ao\Ual 

Orou:p l ••&114u1lh•4• ...... ..... , 
..... 4 

•l!ltdud.hed. 011 \be ap 4hti'UnaUOD of all htbr Ocnm.\J uthl dill fil'l\ 
~ - 11'rille wUJt. bu'-ll at tM •• of \M Cntu. 

TABLE 13 : AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN 0-4 PER WOMAN" BY AGE AND BY AGE N1! MARRIAGE, 
SELECTED BmTH-RESJJ>ENCE GROUPS Bl1l'LER COUNl'Y OHIO· 1930 

' ' . 
Aver88e Children per Woman 

Groupe 15-49 20-44 15-19 
Actual Actual I Stand. D 

20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 4o-44 45-49 

Firat Marri88e Women 

Total 0.58 0.65 
~ 

0.65 0.52 0.88 0.88 0.66 0.43 0.24 0.05 

Group 1 0.46 0.52 0.54 0.44 0.70 0.77 0.56 0.34 0.17 0.04 
Group 2 0.54 0.63 0.68 0.51 0.93 0.89 0.72 0.43 0.26 0.05 
Group 3 0.70 0.76 0.71 0.55 0.99 0.93 0.65 0.50 0.34 0.07 
Group 4 · 0.89 0.96 0.94 0.69 1.16 1.21 0.98 0.73 0.38 0.18 

Married Under 20 

Total 0.73 0.81 0.73 0.52 1.13 0.97 0.62 0.47 0.30 0.05 

Group 1 !!.57 0.64 0.57 0.44 0.96 0.83 0.41 0.29 0.18 0.03 
Group 2 0.67 0.77 0.76 0.51 1.22 0.98 0.65 0.47 0.28 0.04 
Group 3 0.82 0.90 0.78 0.55 1.19 0.98 0.60 0.55 0.47 0.07 
Group 4 1.01 1.10 1.03 0.69 1.38 1.29 1.04 0.83 0.37 0.15 

Married at 20-24 

Total 0.51c 0.57 0.55 0.45 0.91 0.66 0.37 0.18 0.05 

Group 1 o.43c 0.49 0.48 0.39 0.82 0.59 0.29 0.15 0.03 
Group 2 0.50c 0.57 0.58 0.48 0.90 0.76 0.38 0.20 0.04 

Group 3 o.6lc 0.65 0.61 0.49 0.98 0.68 0.47 0.23 0.08 
Group 4 0.77c 0.82 0.78 0.61 1.21 0.83 0.70 0.33 0.24 

Married at 25 and over 

Total 0 .38" • 0.38 0.71 0.46 0.24 0.06 

Group 1 0 35d 0.35 0.66 0.44 0.19 0.05 
.4 d 0.46 0.7:3 0.46 0.35 o.o6 Group 2 o. od 0.39 0.72 0.47 0.23 0.05 Group 3 o.4od o.38e 1.25e 0.57 0.52e o.u• Group 4 0.61 

y Unless otherwise indicated only native white first marri88e women with husband present 
at the time of the census are ueed in this study. Firat marri88e women with husband absent, 
second marriage women, and widowed and divorced women are considered separately in an Ap-
pendix (see Introduction). 
~ Unless otherwise indicated, standardized aver88es refer to aver88eB standardized on the 

88
e distribution of ell Butler County native white first marri88e women whose husbands were 

present at the time of the Census. £1 Aver88e number of children per woman 20-49 since there are no women 15-19 in this 88e at 
marriage class. , 4 £1 Aver88e number of children per woman 25-49 since there are no women 15-2 in this 88e at 

marriage class. y Less than 25 women in the 88e group. 
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than to call attention to the fact that 
when women were married at 20-24 and at 
25 and over the average number of children 
was higher at age 30-34 than when they were 
married under 20, and that when they were 
married. at 25 and over they had higher 
averages at all older ages than women mar­
ried at 20-24. This suggests the likeli­
hood that as the control of the size of 
the completed family becomes more general, 
women who marry later continue their child 
bearing to a somewhat later age so that 
their completed families are not as much 
smaller than those of women married at 
20-24 as might be expected. 

Another point to be noted is that 
the standardized averages for all first 
marriage women of Groups 1 and 2 were 
higher than the actual by about 4 and 8 
percent, respectively. (See Table 14.) 
This means that these two Groups had an 
age composition less favorable to a high 
average number of children than all the 
women in the County and that Group 2 was 
handicapped in this respect about twice as 
much as Group 1. On the other hand, 
Groups 3 and 4 had a more favorable age 
composition than the total body of women, 
as a result of which Group 3 lost almost 7 
percent by standardization and Group 4 lost 
about 2 percent. 

TABLE 14: liUMI!ER OF CHILDREN 0-4 THE DIF­
FERENT GROUPS OF WOMEN 20-44 BAVE AND THE 
liUMI!ER THEY WOUIJ) BAVE WITH STANDARDIZED 
AGE COMPOSITION, ACTUAL AND STANDARDIZED 
AVERAGES, AND PERCENTAGE Cl!ANGE OF STAND-

ARDIZED AVERAGES FROM ACTUAL AVERAGES, 
BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 

Number of Average Number 

Groups 
Children of Children 

~tual 
Stend-

Actual 
Stend- Percent 

ardized ardized Change 
Total 8,740 8,720" 0.65 0.65 0 

Group l 3,177 3,278 0.52 0.54 4 
Group ~ 1,427 1,537 0.63 0.68 8 
Group 3,003 2,799 0.76 0.71 -7 
Group I 1,133 1,106 0.96 0.94 -2 

!Y Corresponds to actual w1 thin the margin 
of error due to being based on age-specific 
averages calculated to o~ two decilllal. 
places. 

The general effect of standardiza­
tion for age (see Tables 14 and 15 and 
Chart 3) was to reduce the differences in 
actual averages between northborn and 
southborn Groups, and to increase these 
differences where urban Groups were com­
pared with rural Groups born in the same 
region. Thus standardization for age re­
sulted in a smaller difference between the 
averages for Groups 1 and 3 (0.24 actual, 
0.17 standardized) and Groups 2 and 4 (0.33 
actual, 0.26 standardized), while it result­
ed in a larger difference between those 

·for Groups 1 and 2 (0.11 actual, 0.14 
standardized) and Groups 3 and 4 (0.20 
actual, 0.23 standardized). (See Table 14.) 

Table 15 shows in a somewhat dif­
ferent manner, the changes wrought by 
standardization for age. Here the averages 
(actual and standardized) of each Group 
were used as bases and the averages of the 
other three Groups are shown as percentages 
above or below these bases. Thus when the 
averages of Group 1 were used as bases, an 
extreme variation in actual averages of 85 
percent between Groups 1 and 4 fell to 74 
percent when averages standardized for age 
were used. The standardized averages of 
Groups 2 and 3 varied from that of Group 1 
by 26 percent and 31 percent, respectively, 
whereas the variations of Groups 2 and 3 
from Group 1 in actual averages were 21 
percent and 46 percent, respectively. 
Clearly, differences between Groups in the 
proportions of women in the several age 

TABLE 15: PERCENTAGE DIE>ERENCE IN AVERAGE 
liUMI!ERS OF CHILDREN, ACTUAL AND STANDARDIZED 

FOR AGE, BE'l'tiEEii WOMEN IN THE FOUR GROUPS, 
BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 

Groups 
Group la Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 

A s A s A s A s 
Group 1 0 0 -17 -21 -32 -24 -46 -43 
Group 2 21 26 0 0 -17 - 4 -34 -28 
Group 3 46 31 21 4 0 0 -21 -24 
Group 4 85 74 52 38 26 32 0 0 

!Y Group 1.n heading is used as base in each 
case. 
£/ Column A shows differences in actual aver­
ages. 

£/ Column S shows differ~ncea in averages 
standardized for age differences. 
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classes were large and must be taken ac­
count of in all comparisons between the 
average numbers of children in each of 
these four Groups. 

Averages standardized for other 
variables than age are also used in this 
study (see Chapter I and Table 11 as well 
as succeeding chapters) but care will be 
taken to distinguish these other standard­
ized averages from those standardized for 
age. 

2. CONTRIBUTION OF FOUR BASIC GROUPS 
TO CHILD POPULATION 

CI!ART 4: PROPORTION OF WOMEN 20-44 AND 
THEIR CHILDREN 0-4 IN KACI! OF TBB FOUR 
BASIC GROUPS, BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 

(Based on Teble 16) 

...... 

0 
PZIOIW! 

1 

One of the-first facts to appear 
upon the examination of Table 16 is that 
the women in these four Groups contributed 
children to the next generation in sub­
stantially different proportions from those 
which the women in these several Groups 
constituted of all first marriage women in 
the County (see also Chart 4). 

Group 1 first marriage women 15-49 
constituted 45.3 percent of all the first 
marriage women in these four Groups but 
they had only 36.0 percent of all the 
children. The percentages of women and 
children for the other Groups were: Group 
2, women, 17.4 percent, their children, 

16.2 percent; Group 3, women, 28.9 percent,• 
their children, 34.9 percent; Group 4, 
women, 8.4 percent, their children, 12.9 
percent. As would be expected, Group 1 
women (northborn urban) lacked most in sup­
plying children in proportion to their own 
numbers, falling short by almost one-fourth; 
Group 2 women also fell short, but only by 
about one-fourteenth; while Group 3 and 
Group 4 women had children in excess of 
their own proportions by about one-fifth 
and one-half, respectively. Again, south­
born women (Groups 3 and 4) constituted 
37.3 percent of all women but had 47.8 

TABLE 16: NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF WOMI!:N 15-49 AND 20-44 AND THEm CHILDREN 0-4 IN 
EACH OF THE FOUR BASIC GROUPS, BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 

. 
Women 15-49 Women 20-44 

Actual Actual Standardized 
Groups Average Average Number Average 

Number of Number of 
Number of 

Number of of Number of 
Children Women Children Children Women Children Children Children 

Total 9,2o8 15,657 0.56 6,74o 13,449 0.65 6,720a 0.65 

Group 1 3,316 7,190 0.46 3,177 6,077 0.52 ~.276 0.54 
Group 2 1,494 2,752 0.54 1,427 2,259 0.63 i,537 0.66 
Group 3 3,210 4,576 I 0.70 3,003 3,931 0.76 2,799 0.71 
Group 4 1,166 1,337 0.69 1,133 1,162 0.96 l,lo6 0.94 

Percent Distribution 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100 

Group l 36.0 45.3 36.3 45.2 31 
Group 2 16.2 17.4 16.3 16.6 16 
Group 3 34.9 26.9 34.4 29.2 32 
Group 4 12.9 6.4 13.0 8.6 13 

!Y See note to Teble -14. 
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percent of the children while northboro 
women (Groups 1 and 2) constituted 62.7 
percent of all women but had only 5Z.2 per~ 
cent of the children. These differences 
measure roughly the proportions of the next 
generation of local birth which will come 
from northboro and southborn women. 

3 . URBAN AND RURAL DIFFERENTIALS 

From data given above it is clear 
that the urban-rural differentials are 
large. They are not of as great importance 
from the standpoint of the differential 
growth of population classes as northborn­
southborn differences; however, since only 
about one-fourth of the first marriage 
women in the County are rural and of these 
only two-fifths are rural-farm. The other 
three-fifths of the rural women are found 

, in the small villages and particularly on 
small plots of land near the two industrial 
cities, the men working in these cities. 
It is important to remember this when dis­
cussing urban-rural differentials in this 
County. 

If Group 1 (northboro urban) women 
had had the age-specific averages of Group 
2 (northboro rural) women they would have 
had almost one-fourth (24 percent) more 
children than they did (see crui.rt 5); and 
if Group 3 (southborn urban) women had had 
the age-specific averages of.Group 4 
(southborn rural) women they would have had 
29 percent more children. (See section a 
of Table 17 and Chart 5.) Thus it appears 
that urban influences (whatever they may 
be) have acted only a little more effec­
tively to reduce the average number of 
children of southborn migrants to the 
cities of the County than to effect a dif­
ference in the averages of the native 
northboro population in urban and rural 
communities. In this connection it is of 
interest (last column, Table 16) that the 
average number of children to southborn 
urban women is well above the average to 
northboro urban women but only a little 
higher than that to northboro rural women. 
Assuming that the southborn urban and rural 
women come from substantially the same 
groups of Kentucky rural women, it may be 
said that living in the cities of the 
County-has reduced the fertility of the 
southborn migrant women about 25 percent 
below that of rural women also born in the 

CHART 5: RELATIVE* NUMBER OF CIIIIJlREN GROUP 1 
WOMEN WOULD HAVE IF THEY HAD THE AGE -SPECIFIC 
AVERAGES OF OTHER GROUPS; AND IF THEY HAD THE 
AGE DISTRIBUTION AND AGE AT MARRIAGE DISTRIBU­
TION AS WELL AS THE AGE-BPECIFIC AVERAGES OF 

OF OTHER GROUPS, BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 
(Based on Tab1e 17) 

Wt. ~ t~ ap IID4 q~~ at llaJTi~ 411tJ'lbuUoza ad 
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South. Furthermore, this depressing ef­
fect of urban life on reproductive activi­
ty must begin to act almost at once since 
the age-specific averages of southborn ur­
ban and rural women married under 20.dif­
fered substantially at ages 15-)9 and 
throughout the childbearing period for 
those married at 20 and over. (See Table 13.) 

It is possible that a part of the 
difference in the fertility of urban and 
rural women·arose from the selective influ­
ence of the rural environment, the rural 
environment being more attractive to people 
with larger families. It maFbe that this 
selective influence has sorted the women of 
the County into the more fertile and the 
less fertile, with the rural areas around 
the cities drawing a disproportionate 
share of the former. But it scarcely seems 
probable that such a selective influence 
would have manifested itself from the very 
outset of married life, as seems to have 
been'the case to judge from the differences 
in urban and rural age-specific averages at 
ages 15-19.and 20-24. (See Table 13.) 

At the older ages, on the other 
hand, there is more reason to assume that 
the larger families would have sought homes 
in the unincorporated areas near the two 
industrial cities--Hamilton and Middletown 
--and thus would have contributed to the 
higher average numbers of children to the 
rural women of these .ages. The large dif­
ferences in the age-specific averages of 
urban and rural women at ages 30-34 and 
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TABLE 17: NUMBI!:R OF CHILDREN AND PERCENT CHANGE FROM ACTUAL WliEN THE WOMEN OF EACH GROUP 
ARE GIVEN :BOTH THE AGE AND AGE ~ MARRIAGE DISTRillUTION OF THEIR OliN AND OTHER GROUPS AND 

THE AGE-SPECIFIC AVERAGES OF EACH GROUP 1 :BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 

:Based on the Native White First Marriage Women 15-49 of: 

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 
Groups Number of I Percent Number of I Percent Number of I Percent Number of Percent 

children change children change children change children change 

(a) With their own age and age at marriage distribution but with age-specific averages of 
Groups in stub . 

Group 1 3,316 -- 1,188 -20 2,521 -21 696 -41 
Group 2 4,118 24 1,494 -- 3,151 - 2 884 -26 
Group 3 4,205 27 1,541 3 3,210 -- 901 -24 
Group 4 5,614 69 2,o81 39 4,151 29 1,188 ---

(b) With the age distribution, age at marriage distribution, and age-specific averages of 
Groups 1n stub • 

Group 1 3,316 -- 1,269 -15 
Group 2 3,903 18 1,494 --
Group 3 5,041 52 1,930 29 
Group 4 6,389 93 2,445 64 

35-39 clearly suggest the likelihood of a 
selective urban-rural movement at these 
ages, but the data are not conclusive on 
this point. Whatever reason (or reasons), 
such as selection of the more fertile, less 
knowledge of birth control practices, less 
desire to practice birth control, more in­
terest in children, etc., may have account­
ed for this urban-rural difference in av­
erages, it has led to a considerably more 
rapid increase among rural women than among 
urban women. Looking at this difference 
from the standpoint of reproduction, the 
1,182 southborn rural women 20-44 years of 
age (see Table 16) are the equivalent of 
1,553 southborn urban women assuming that 
the age distribution of the first marriage 
women in both Groups is the same as that 
of all native white first marriage women 
in the County. On the same basis the 
2,259 northborn rural women 20-44 would 
have as many children as 2,849 northborn 
urban women. These are very substantial 
differences and it is unfortunate that the 
relative importance of selective migration 
and of rural living as factors affecting 
the differences in averages between rural 
and urban women in this County cannot be 
measured more precisely with the data nov 
available. 

2,lll -34 617 -48 
2,485 -23 726 -39 
3,210 -- 937 -21 
4,068 27 1,188 ---

4. NORTHBORN AND SOUT!IBORN DIFFERENTIALS 

As in the case of the general 
urban-rural differentials, not a great 
deal need be said at this point about the 
general northborn-southborn differentials. 
They will be discussed in greater detail 
in other connections. However, it will be 
well to describe them briefly. The north­
born urban population of this County should 
be fairly typical of that of northern in­
dustrial communities. From what is known 
about such communities this County would be 
expected to have a relatively low birth nrte. 
The northborn rural population, which is, 
on the whole, of old native stock with only 
a small proportion of immigrant stock, and 
this, one or two generations removed from 
the period of migration, would be expected 
to have a higher birth rate than the urban 
population. 

The southborn in this County, as 
shown above, are largely of Kentucky stock 
and, as is known locally, came largely from 
the eastern hill counties. At home in 
Kentucky these people had about the highest 
birth rate of any group in the nation. 
Hence, it would be reasonable to assume 
that family limitation is about at a mini­
mum in the region from which they emigrated. 
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Nothing is known which would indicate that 
those who migrated to urban communities 
were less rertile at home than those who 
migrated to rural communities. 

In view or what has just been said 
it is not surprising that the standardized 
average or southborn rural women was about 
three-rourths greater than that or north­
born urban women. It is a matter or some 
surprise, however, that the standardized 
average or southborn urban women was only 
about one-third greater than that or north­
born urban women; and when compared with 
that or northborn rural women the standard­
ized average or southborn urban women was 
very little higher. But the net errect or 
these large .northborn-southborn dirreren­
tials, as was shown above, is that there 

were large dirrerences in the contributions 
or these two classes to the next generation 
(see Chart 4 and Table 16). 

At rirst glance the racts suggest 
·that these di.rrerences in rertility between 
northborn and southborn women may have 
arisen out or the dirrerences between them 
in cultural backgrounds. However, as the 
detailed analysis proceeds it appears in­
creasingly doubtrul whether the explanation 
or these dirrerences is so direct and sim­
ple as these rirst comparisons seem to in­
dicate. Other dirrerences besides being 
northborn and southborn will appear, which 
rrom the data available seem to be more 
intimately associated with dirrerences in· 
average numbers or children. These points 
are discussed-below in considerable detail. 



Chapter Ill 

AGE AT MARRIAGE AND LENGTH OF TIME MARR-l ED IN RELATION 
TO AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN PER WOMAN 

In the first place, attention may 
be directed to the differences between 
Groups in the proportions of first mar­
riage and single women at the different 
age periods. (See Table 18. 1 ) A con­
siderably larger proportion of southborn 
than of northborn women were married at 
each age, but it is especially significant 
that this difference was greatest at ages 
where fertility is highest. Thus there 
were but 240 northborn urban first marriage 
women 15-19 out of a total of 2,330 north­
born first marriage and single women in 
this age interval, i.e., a little over 10 
percent were first marriage women; while 
there were 337 southborn urban first mar­
riage women 15-19 out of a total of only 
1,031 southborn first marriage and single 
women in the age interval, i.e., almost 33 

percent were first marriage women. The 
difference in percentage married was some­
what larger in the 20-24 age period al­
though the proportion married was much 
larger in both Groups. In the northborn 
urban Group there were 1,092 first mar­
riage women 20-24 out or 2,154 women of 
this age (51 percent) while in the south­
born urban Group there were 1,093 out of 
1,453 (75 percent). Differences between 
these two Groups in proportion of first 
marriage women and conversely of single 
women persisted at all ages but became less 
important from a reproductive standpoint 
as age increased, both because of the de­
cline in the relative differences and be­
cause of the decline in fertility. 

From these data it is clear that 
the average first marriage southborn woman 

TABLE 18: NUMBER AND PROPORTION" OF NATIVE WI!ITE WOMEN WHO ARE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMEN AND 
. SINGLE WOMEN, BY AGE, SELECTED BlRl'l!-llESIDENCE GROUPS, Bl1rLER COUNTY, OHIO: 19}0 

Total Group 1 Group 2 Group } Group 4 
First J Single First Single First Single First Single Firat Single 

Ages Marriasj Women Marries Women Marries Women Marries Women Marries Women 
Women Wom~ 'Women Women Women 

Number 

15-49 15,857 7,611 7,190 4,6ol 2,752 1,4}7 J, ,578 1,299 1,}}7 274 
15-19 725 ;5,720 240 2,090 94 '76:'5 :'5:'57 694 54 17:'5 
20-24 2,742 1,791 1,092 1,062 :'519 ;507 1,09:'5 ;560 2;58 62 
25-29 ;5,211 747 1,404 499 460 112 1,047 12:'5 ;500 1} 
}0-;54 2,940 417 1,:'5:'59 29:'5 544 67 767 51 290 6 
:'55-:'59 2,59:'5 :'577 1,2:'55 259 515 76 627 ;50 216 12 
40-44 1,96:'5 ;500 1,007 21;5 421 54 :'597 27 1;58 6 
45-49 1,68;5 259 87:'5 185 :'599 58 ;510 14 101 2 

Percent Married and Single 
15-49 67.6 ;52.4 61.0 :'59.0 65.7 ;54.;5 77.9 22.1 8}.0 17.0 
15-19 16.;5 8;5.7 10.;5 89.7 11.0 89.0 ;52.7 67.:5 2}.8 76.2 
20-24 60.5 :59.5 50.7 49.;5 51.0 49.0 75.2 24.8 79.:5 20.7 
25-29 81.1 18.9 7;5.8 26.2 8o.4 19.6 89.5 10.5 95.8 4.2 
;50-;54 87.6 12.4 82.0 18.0 89.0 11.0 9;5.8 6.2 98.0 2.0 
:'55-:'59 87.;5 12.7 82.7 17.:5 87.1 12.9 95.4 4.6 94.7 5.:5 
40-44 86.7 1;5.;5 82.5 17.5 88.6 11.4 9:5.6 6.4 95.8 4.2 
45-49 86.7 1;5.:5 82.5 17.5 87.;5 12.7 95.7 4.} 98.1 1.9 
~ Firat marriase with husband present and single women of each group and of each sse 
= 100 percent. 

1. It should be remembered that when first marriase women are referred to they are first marriase women 
wcl.th husband present. 

21 
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of the County, both in the cities and in 
the country, spent an appreciably larger 
proportion of her potential childbearing 
life in wedlock than did the average 
northborn woman. 

The proportions of first marriage 
women in Table 18, however, should not be 
considered typical of the proportion mar­
ried and age at marriage among northborn 
and southborn women in general, because 
the southborn women in Butler County are a 
selected migrant group and apparently have 
a somewhat higher proportion of first mar­
riage women at most ages and particularly 
in the younger ages, 15-19 and 20-24, than 
the groups from which they came. (See 
Table 19.) 

woman in these four Groups. 
Further proof of earlier marriage 

among southborn than among northborn women 
was found in the proportions of all first 
marriage women in the four birth-residence 
Groups of Butler County who married at 
given ages. (See Table 20 and Chart 6.) 
Slightly fewer than one-third (32.7 percent) 
of Group 1 women were married under 20 
years of age while 55.4 percent of Group 3 
women were married under 20, i.e., about 
two-thirds again as large a proportion of 
southborn urban women as of northborn urban 
women were married under 20. As a conse­
quence of the large proportion of southborn 
urban women marrying under 20, smaller pro­
portions than among the northborn urban 

TABLE 19: NUMBER AND PROPORTIOrf OF WOMEN WHO ARE MARRlED AND SINGLE, BY AGE, URBAN 
OHIO AND RURAL KENTUCKY: 1930 

Age Ohio Urban Women Kentucky Rural Women 
at Number Percent Number Percent 

Census Married Single Married Single Married Single Married Single 

15-19 21,790 175,944 11.0 89.0 19,970 71,584 21.8 78.2 
20-24 109,802 100,296 52.3 47.7 46,979 23,401 66.8 33.2 
25-29 148,489 41,922 78.0 22.0 50,110 8,o81 86.1 13.9 
30-34 151,119 24,398 86.1 13.9 46,662 4,337 91.5 8.5 
35-39 151,991 20,234 88.3 11.7 46,201 3,251 93.4 '6.6 
40-44 125,158 16,194 88.5 11.5 39,240 2,787 93.4 6.6 
45-49 104,153 13,533 88.5 11.5 34,595 2,183 94.1 5.9 

!/ Married women and single women of each age and for each area = 100 percent. 

These data on Ohio urban women and 
Kentucky rural women (married and single) 
show that a considerably smaller propor­
tion of Kentucky rural women than of south­
born women in Butler County were married 
at each period, but even so it was much 
higher than the proportion of married urban 
women both in Butler County (Table 18) and 
in Ohio (Table 19). There can be no rea­
sonable doubt, therefore, the southborn 
women in Butler County came from a group 
which was accustomed to marrying younger 
than the northborn women, among whom they 
were living in 1930. This made it neces­
sary to allow for differences between these 
four Groups in age at marriage within the 
several 5-year age intervals and in dura­
tion of marriage if we were to arrive at a 
fairly accurate idea of the real differ­
ences in average number of children per 

women were married at all older ages. The 
difference between GrOUP- 2 (northborn 
rural) and Group 4 (southborn rural) women 
in the proportion marrying under 20, 36.7 
percent and 56.9 percent, respectively, 
was not quite as great as in the urban 
Groups but it was 55 percent higher in the 
southborn Group. Clearly, if northborn 
and southborn first marriage women in But­
ler County had had the same age-specific 
fertility rates there would still have been 
a substantial difference between them in 
total fertility due to differences in age 
at marriage. 

The effects of differences in age 
at marriage on the average number of chil­
dren in these four Groups can be measured 
in two .ways with the data available: (a) a 
fairly accurate estimate can be made of 
the effects of the age at marriage on the 
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CHART 6: PROPORTION OF NATIVE ·WHITE FIRST 
MARRIAGE WOMEN MARRYING AT GIVEN AGES, SE­
LECTED BIRTI!-:RESIDENCE GROUPS, BUTLER 
COUNTY, OHIO: 1930. (Baaed on Table 20) 
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TABLE 20: PROPORTION OF NATIVE WHITE FIRST 
MARRIAGE WOMEN MARRYING AT GIVEN AGES, 

SELECTED BIRTI!-RESIDENCE GROUPS, 
BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 

Jose at 
Total 

Groups 
Marriage 1 2 3 4 
All ages 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Under 20 42.0 32-7 36.7 55-4 56.9 
20-24 41.4 46.3 45-3 33.6 33.6 
25-29 12.2 15.2 13.5 8.0 7-2 
30-34 3-0 4.0 3-1 1.8 1.8 
35-39 1.0 1.3 1.1 0.8 0.4 
40-44 0.3 0.4 0.2 0.3 
45-49 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

average time spent in marriage under full 
six years for the women of each Group at 
each age period under 30, i.e., at ages 
15-19, 20-24, and 25-29. (The method used 
in these calculations is explained fully 
in connection with Table 21.) On the as­
sumption that a year of marriage on the 
average has a definite relation to the 
average number of children per woman at 
each age period when, on the average, the 
women have been married less than full six 
years, this calculation will show the dif­
ferences in average number of children per 
woman to be expected from the differences 
between Groups in age at marriage.a (b) A 
simpler but less satisfactory measure, be­
cause dealing with rather large age-at­
marriage intervals, of the effect of age 
at marriage on average number of children 
in each of the four Groups was secured by 
standardizing averages on the basis of the 
proportion of all women married at given 
ages; but since the data used were for only 
three age-at-marriage periods,s under 20, 
20-24, and 25 and over, this method did not 
show the full effects of differences be­
tween these Groups in age at marriage. 

' l. DIFFERENCES IN LENGTH OF TIME SPENT IN 
MARRIAGE UNDER FULL SIX YEARS IN RELATION 

TO AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN PER WOMAN 

Table 21 shows the average years 
spent in marriage by women under 30 in the 
Census according to age at marriage and 
age at Census, for the four basic Groups. 
Group l women (northborn urban), at every 
age at marriage and at every Census age 
for which calculations were made, had been 
married a somewhat shorter time than the 
women in the other three Groups. (See 
Chart 7.) When women were married under 20 
there was a rather steady increase at each 
age at Census (15-19, 20-24, and 25-29) in 

2. Six years is used as the period during which a woman would reach a maximum average number of children 
0-4 because children born after about one year of married life begin to pass out of the 0-4 age period 
five years later. If there were no voluntary control of family size this maximum number of children 
would only begin to decline as natural fertility began to decline, probably after 30 years of age, or 
as infant and child mortality increased with the growth of the family in size. , 

3· Single years of age at marriage 18-25 ere also available. Averages for Groups 11 21 and 3 standardized 
on these data were exactly the same as those standardized on the three age-at-marriage intervals (under 
20 years, 20-24 years, 25 years and over) but the former standardized average for Group 4 vas 5 points 
below that standardized on the three age-at-marriage intervals. 
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CHART 7: AVERAGE YEARS SPENT IN 
MARRIAGE* BY NATIVE WlllTE FIRST MARRIAGE 

WOMEN UNDER 30, SELECTED BIRTH-RESIDENCE 
GROUPS, Bm'LER Copm'Y, OHIO: 1930 

(Based on Table 21) 
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*Considers on4' that part of marriage falling 
within the six years preceding the Census. 

Sse notes to Table 21. 

length of time married in passing from 
Group 1 to Group 4. When the age at 
marriage was 20-24 or 25-29 the increase 
in time spent in marriage at each age of 
Census in proceeding from Group 1 to Group 
4 was not steady and the difference was an 
urban-rural difference rather than a 
southborn-northborn difference. To make 
this matter more concrete it may be noted 
that the average Group 1 first marriage 
woman 15-19 in the Census had been married 
one and one-fourth years (Table 21, Sec­
tion I, Column B) at the time of the Cen­
sus, while the average Group 4 first mar­
riage woman of the same age had been mar­
ried 1.7 years (Column E), or over a third 
longer. The women in this age interval, 
of course, were all married under 20 years 
of age. The average Group 1 first mar­
riage woman 20-24 in the Census had been 
married a little over three years, while 
the average Group 4 woman 20-24 had been 

married 3.9 years, almost 30 percent longen 
The average Group 1 woman 25-29 had been 
married six years, while the average Group 
4 woman in the same age class had been mar­
ried seven and three-fourths years, or al­
most 30 percent longer. However, some of _ 
the women 20-24, and many of the women 25-
29 had been married longer than six years, 
that is, they could have had children born 
more than five years before the Census. 
This study deals only with children under 5 
as a measure of fertility. Therefore, the 
average years spent in marriage as shown in 
Columns F to J of Table 21 were calculated 
by taking account of only the last six 
years of marriage for those women who had 
been married more than six years, plus the 
actual years married for those married less 
than six years. These new values present a 
better picture of the relative- time spent 
in marriage as it affected fertility when 
fertility was measured by children under 
five than does age at marriage by five 
year age-at-marriage intervals only. 

Thus the average number of children 
0-4 that a Group 1 woman 20-24 had, should 
be smaller than that of a Group 4 woman of 
the same age, merely by reason of the fact 
that the former had been married, on the 
average, 2.951 years, while the latter had 
been married 3.705 years, or almost one­
fourth longer. In the same way the average 
Group 1 woman 25-29 had_been married 4.762 
years, while the corresponding Group 4 
woman had been married 5.422 years, or 
two-thirds of a year longer. 

After this calculation of time 
spent in marriage under full six years was 
made, the time so spent by the average 
woman in each of the four Groups was ex­
pressed as a percent of the average time 
spent in marriage by all women in the 
County, and this percentage was applied to 
the actual averages for women by five year 
age intervals 20-44 in Table 13 to get 
these "adjusted" averages shown in Table 
22. The actual values in Columns F to J 
(Table 21), using six for age periods 
where values are not shown, were employed 
in calculating the annual age-specific 
averages given in Table 22. ' 

The effect of this adjustment, like 
standardizing for age, was to reduce the 
differences in averages between Groups by 
an appreciable amount. The difference be­
tween Groups 1 and 2 was reduced from 21 
percent to 15 percent, (see Chart 8 and 
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TABLE 21: AVERAGE YEABS SPENT IN MARRIAGE BY NATIVE WliiTE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMEN OF SELECTED 
AGES, BY AGE AT MARRIAGE, SELECTED BIRTH-RESIDENCE GROUPS, BUTLEii COUNTY, OHIO: 193<J8 

Calculated Tctal Calculated, deductin8 ;rears married in 
excess of sixb 

Census A B I c I D I E F G I H I I I J 
Age 

Tctal 
Groupo 

Total 
Groups 

1 I 2 I 3 I 4 1 I 2 I 3 4 

Native White Firat Marriase Women (I) 

15-19 1.4o4 1.246 1.343 1.486 1.694 1.404 1.246 1.343 1.486 1.694 
20-24 3.458 3.023 3.323 3.833 3.915 3.315 2.951 3.232 3.617 3.705 
25-29 6.631 6.001 6:570 7.182 7.748 4.996 4.762 5.107 5.140 5.422 

Married Under 20 (II) 

15-19 1.411l4 1.246 1.343 1.486 1.694 1.404 1.246 1.343 1.486 1.694 
20-24 4.469 4.149 4.264 4.706 4.737 4.241 4.015 4.114 4.400 4.444 
25-29 9.312 8.949 9.074 9.628 9.600 6.000 6.000 6.000 6.000 6.000 

Married at 20-24 (III) 

20-24 1.'?28 1.691 1.881 1.707 1.817 1.728 1.691 1.881 1.707 1.817 
25-29 - 5.229 5.050 5.521 5.270 5.633 4.762 4.640 4.972 4.791 5.009 

Married at 25-29 (IV) 

25-29 1.192 1.830 1.955 1.625 1.906 1.792 1.830 1.955 1.625 1.906 

!/ Because a larger proportion of southborn than of northborn women were married young, 
i.e., under 18, 18-19, and 20-24, it was felt some adJustment should be made in the nge­
specific e.verasea so that, when compared, the;r would represent differences in fertilit;r 
for e. uniform length of time spent in marriase. The adjustment made e.aaumea that the ass­
specific e.verase for all Groupo at e. given Census nge, e.g., 15-19, etc., is directl;r pro­
portional to the time spent in marriase ·UP to au ;rears. (Bee note to Table 22. ) 

The data available were: (e.) women 15-17 ;rears old at marringe, (b) women b;r single 
;rears of ase at marringe from 18-25, (c) women b;r two-;rear ase-e.t-marringe intervals 26-29, 
and (d) women b;r five-;rear ase-e.t-marriase interve.la for ase• 30 and over, all b;r five­
;rear ase-e.t-Ceneus intervals. The total women under 30, 30-39, and 40-49 at Census were 
available b;r sin!!le ;rears of ase at marringe 15-34. This latter single ;rear of ase at 
marringe distribution we.e applied to the corresponding women mentioned above e.a given by, 
two, three, or five-;rear intervals of ase at marriase, to get women b;r single ;rears of ase 
at marriase 15-34 for the five-;rear nge periods (Cenaua ase). A summation graph was drawn 
for each single ;rear of ase at marriase, and women b;r ain!!le ;rears corresponding to Census 
ase 15-49 were read for each single ;rear of ase at marriase 15-34. 

The next assumption was that all women givin!! their nge in. the Census the same as their 
ase at marriase had been married on the e.verase one-fourth ;rear, all women giving their ass 
in the Census e.s one ;rear older than their nge at marriage had been married on the e.vernge 
one ;rear, those givin!! their ase in the Census e.a two ;rears older than their ase at marriase 
had been married two ;rears, etc~ e.g., those married at 25 and 25 in the Census were assumed 
to have been married on the e.verase one-fourth ;rear, those married at 25 and 26 in the Census 
had been married on the averase one ;rear 1 etc. Usin!! these weights for the women distributed 
b;r sin!!le ;rears of ase, and b;r single ;rears of nge at marringe as described above, the aver­
ase ;rears spent in marriase were calculated for women b;r five-;rear Census ase periods for 
each of the four birth-residence Groupo and for all women. 

"!!/ Children born more than five ;rears before April 11 1930, are not included in this atud;r 
and therefore it seemed viae to consider onl;r that part of 1111rriase fallin!! within the au 
;rears preceding the Cenaua. Thus e. woman married 8! ;rears would have 2! ;rears deducted 
from the total before the avernge for the Group is calculated. 

25 
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TABLE 22: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CIIILDREN 0-4 PER WOMAN BY AGE AND BY AGE AT MARRIAGE, FOR 
EACH YEAR • S DURATION OF MARRIAGE, a llllTLER COUN.!'Y, OHIO: 1930b 

Average Children per Woman 

Groups 
20-44 

15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 
Actual!Adjuatedc 

ft'ative White Firat Marriage Women (I) 
Total 0.65 0.65 0.37 0.26 0.18 0.12 0.07 O.o4 0.01 

Group 1 0.52 0.55 0.35 0.23 0.17 0.10 0.06 0.03 0.01 
Group 2 0.63 0.63 0.38 0.28 0.18 0.12 0.07 0.04 0.01 
Group 3 0.76 0.73 0.37 0.28 0.19 0.12 0.09 0.06 0.01 
Group 4 0.96 0.91 0.41 0.32 0.22 0.17 0.12 0.07 0.02 

Married Under 20 (II) 
Total 0.81 0.81 0.37 0.27 0.16 0.10 o.oa 0.05 0.01 

Group 1 0.64 0.66 0.35 0.24 0.14 0.07 0.05 0.03 0.01 
Group 2 0.77 0.78 0.38 0.30 0.16 O.ll o.oa 0.05 0.01 
Group 3 0.90 0.89 0.37 0.27 0.16 0.10 0.09 o.oa 0.01 
Group 4 1.10 l.o8 0.41 0.31 0.22 . 0.17 0.14 0.06 0.02 

Married at 20-24 (III) 
Total 0.57 0.57 0.26. 0.19 O.ll 0.06 0.03 0.01 
Group 1 0.49 0.50 0.23 0.18 0.10 0.05 0.03 o.oo 
Group 2 0.57 0.56 0.25 0.18 0.13 0.06 0.03 0.01 
Group 3 0.65 0.65 0.29 0.20 0.12 o.oa o.o4 0.02 
Group 4 0.82 0.79 0.34 0.24 0.14 0.11 0.06 0.03 

Married at 25 and Over (IV) 

Total 0.21 0.16 o.oa O.o4 0.01 

Group 1 0.19 0.15 o.oa 0.03 0.01 
Group 2 0.23 0.15 o.oa 0.06 0.01 
Group 3 0.24 0.17 0.09 0.03 0.01 
Group 4 0.19d 0.25d 0.10 O.lOd ----

'!:/ Does not allow for more than 6 years spent in marriage--baaed on Tables 13 and 21. 

' 

£1 The age-specific averages were arrived at by dividing the number of children for each Group of women 
at each age period by the average number of years spent in marriage by these women, up to a maximum of 
six years. This number was then divided by the number of women to get a new age-specific average per 
year's duration of marriage at each age interval. The point moat questionable in this procedure is the 
assumption that differences in age-specific averages are directly proportional to the average length of 
time spent in marriage by the women in the different Group a up to a maximum of six years. The writers 
know of no evidence showing whether this assumption of a direct ratio between these two factors is better 
than some other ratio. 

y This average is adjusted for' length of time spent in marriage under full six years and was arrived 
at as follows: the average number of years spent in marriage by all women in each age interval (15-191 

20-24, etc., Column F of Table 21) was given the value of 100, and the average years of each Group 
(Columna G, H, I, and J of Table 21) were calculated as a percentage of this total. (Where the women 
were married more than six years no adjustment was made for Group differences in children 0-4 or in 
averages. For women aged 30 and over the adjustment was alight and only applied to those married at 25 
and over, and to the all agee at marriage group, therefore, it was not shown in Table 21.) The number 
of children for each age group of women was then divided by these percentages to secure the number of 
children there would be on the assumption that the women in each of the four basic Groupe at each age 
interval had been married the same length of time as all women of that age in the County. The total 
number of children the women in each Group would have on this assumption was then divided by the number 
of women 20-44 in each Group to secure the adjusted average. 

y Baaed on leas than 25 women. 
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CHART 8: AVERAGE NUMBER OF Cl!ILllREN 0-4 PER 
NATIVE W1!ITE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 20-44, 

ACTUAL AND ADJUSTED TO THE YEARS SPENT 
IN MARRIAGE BY ALL BUTLER COUNTY NATIVE 
Wl!lTE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMEN,* SELECTED 
:BIRTH-RESIDENCE GROUPS, BUTLER COUNTY) 

OHIO: 1930 
(:Based on Table 22) 

..... IE~ Dlc<""" 
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Group 3 

Group 4 

*No adjustment is lllB.de for marriages lasting more 
than six years because only children under five 
are used in this study. See notes to Table 22 
and Table 21. 

Table 22) between Groups 2 and 3 from 21 
percent to 16 percent and between Groups 
3 and 4 from 26 percent to 25 percent. The 
total spread between Groups 1 and 4 was 
reduced from 85 percent to 65 percent. 
. Clearly, the differences in length of time 
spent in marriage under full six years was 
a factor of considerable importance in ex­
plaining the differences in actual average 
numbers of children 0-4 found in these 
four basic Groups. 

The average number of 'children per 
woman for each year's duration of marriage 
up to full six years, as shown in Table 22, 
also shows the importance of length of 
time married in determining age-specific 
averages particularly at ages under 30. 
There are still significant differences 
between Groups in age-specific averages 
per year of marriage when calculated on 
this basis but they are not as large as 
the differences in the age-specific aver­
ages which are not adjusted for length of 
time spent in marriage {see differences in 
averages for women under 30 in Tables 22 
and 13). 

Group 1 women still had the lowest 
averages at' all ages and Group 4 women the 
highest, while there vas very little dif­
ference between the averages of Group 2 
and Group 3 women at ages under 35. At 

ages over 35, however, Group 3 women had 
significantly higher age-specific averages 
per year of marriage. This calculation 
shoved, therefore, that the difference in 
fertility between Groups 2 and 3 vas large­
ly due to differences in age at marriage; 
Group 3 women married younger than Group 2 
women. 

The combined effects of the adjust­
ment for length of time married and of 
standardization for age on the average num­
bers of children in these four Groups are 
shown in Column F of Table 23. These com­
bined effects are what would be expected 
from the study of the effects of each of 
these factors separately. They both op­
erated to reduce the differences in averag­
es between the four Groups, but they by no 
means eliminated them except between Groupe 
2 and 3. There vas still a large differ­
ence between Group 1 and Groups 2 and 3, 
about 20 percent, and between the latter 
and Group 4, about 30 percent, while the 
difference between the averages of Groups 1 
and 4 vas over 54 percent. 

TA:BLE 23: AVERAGE NUMIIEil OF CIIILDREN 0-4 
PER WOMAN 20-44, ACTUAL AND STANDARDIZED 
FOR CERTAIN AGE AND AGE Nr MARRIAGE DIF­
FERENCES BEI'WEEN THE FOUR :BASIC GROUFB 1 

l!VI'I.E1I COUNl'Y OHIO • 1930 ' . 
Groupe A a :a c D E F 

Total 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 
Group 1 0.52 0.54 0.54 0.55 0.55 0.57 
Group 2 0.63 0.68 0.64 0.68 0.63 0.68 
Group 3 0.76 0.71 0.72 0.69 0.73 0.69 
Group 4 0.96 0.94 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.88 

y A, Actual averages; :B, Averages standardized 
for ega; c, Averages standardized for ega at mar­
riage; D, Averages standardized for both ega and 
ega at marriage; E, Averages adjusted for length 
of time Dl8%Tied under full. six years; r, Averases 
standardized for ega and adjusted for years spent 
in marriage under full six years. 

Another standardization for duration of mar­
riage can be made, based on the tour time periods, 
married lese then 5 years, 5-9 years, 10-14 years, 
and 15 years and over. These are broad periods and 
mask differences in duration of marriage w1 thin 
them Just as married under 201 20-24 ana 25 and 
over masked differences between Groups in age at 
marriage. This second process of standardization 
yields the results shown in Tables 25 and 26. 

In addition to adjusting age-spe­
cific averages to allow for differences in 
length of time married under full six years, 
particularly at age periods under 30, a 
second and simpler method of taking account 
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of differences in age at marriage was em­
ployed, viz., to allow for the varying 
proportions of the different Groups mar­
ried under 20, 20-24, and 25 and over. 
This was equivalent to standardizing for 
age at marriage on the basis of these 
three intervals. The averages standardized 
for age at marriage, secured by redistrib­
uting the women in any given group to con­
form to the proportions of all women in 
the County married at these ages (three 
intervals), are shown in Table 23, Column 
c. 

This standardization for differ­
ences in age at marriage on the basis of 
three intervals (married under 20, 20-24, 
and 25 and over), had much the same effect 
on Group averages as adjusting for length 
of time married under full six years (Col­
umn E) which has just been discussed. It 
tended to reduce the differences between 
Groups by raising the averages of Groups 1 
and 2 and lowering those of Groups 3 and 4, 
thus confirming the importance of differ­
ences in age at marriage as a factor in 
determining differences in averages. -
Column D in this Table shows the effect on 
averages of standardization for age as 
well as for age at marriage. Together 
these two factors (age and age at marriage) 
had exactly the same effect on differences 
in averages ror Groups 2 and 3 as age and 
length of time married up to full six 
years (Column F), but did not raise the 
average or Group 1 as much nor lower the 
average of Group 4 as much as did the lat­
ter adjustment.4 

- Table 24 shows the changes in the 
total number or children 0-4 that each or 
these Groups· would have had with the age, 
age at marriage, and length of time spent 
in marriage or all women in the County. 
These figures serve to make more concrete 
the effects of standardization shown in 
Columns B, C, and E of Table 23, although 
they add nothing new. They show the num­
ber of children used in calculating the 
averages in Columns A, B, C, and E of 
Table 23. In every case Group 1 (north­
born urban).women had their average number 
of children increased by each of these ad­
justments, and there was very little dif­
ference in the effect of these different . 
adjustments except for length of time 
spent in marriage. In the case of Group 2, 

TAlliE 24 : NUMBERS OF CHILDREN EACH OF FOUR 
GROUPS OF WOMEN 20-44 HAD AND NUMBER EACH 

WOULD HAVE HAD WITH THE ADJUSTMENTS IN­
DICATED, llUTLER COUNI.'Y, OHIO: 1930 

Number 0 f Children 

TO Women Adjusted for Dif-
Group ferences between Groups in 

Groupe Ac- Age Age Time 
tuel Die- at Spent 

tri- Mar- in Mar-

but ion riage riage 

Total 8,740 8,720a 8,648 8,711 

Group 1 3,177 3,278 3,281 3,324 
Group 2 1,427 1,537 1,446 1,426 
Group 3 3,003 2,799 2,843 2,886 
Group 4 1,133 1,106 1,078 1,075 

Percent Change from Actual 
Total 0 -1 0 

Group 1 3 3 5 
Group 2 8 1 0 
Group 3 -7 -5 -4 
Group 4 -2 -5 -5 

~ See note to Table 14. 

however, the age adjustment was of prime 
importance, the other two adjustments--age 
at marriage and length of time spent in 
marriage--had little influence. These ad­
justments affected the averages or Groups 
3 and 4 in the opposite way from those of 
Groups 1 and 2--they lowered the averages 
in these southborn Groups. Age was the 
most important in Group 3 while age at 
marriage and length of time spent in mar­
riage were or about equal .importance in 
Group 4. These three factors which may be 
called demographic are clearly of consid­
erable importance in accounting for differ­
ences between the crude (actual) average 
numbers of children in these four Groups. 

To speak of age, age at marriage, 
and length of time spent in marriage under 
full six years, as demographic factors does 
not mean that they are not important, nor 
does it mean that the cause of these dif­
ferences is thereby exposed. There are 
reasons why these demographic differences 
exist, although we cannot expose them 
satisfactorily with the data at hand. Thus 
there is no reasonable doubt that much or 
the age difference between these four 

4. The author regarde the adjustment for length of time spent 1n marriage under full six years as more 
accurate. 



AGE AT MARRIAGE 29 

Groups arose out of the migration of-large 
numbers of southborn people into this 
County, and of local rural young people 
into the cities. Migration is invariably 
selective of younger people, so that any 
considerable amount·of movement always has 
a marked effect on the age composition of 
both sending and receiving communities. 
Age at marriage likewise has an explana­
tion which probably lies chiefly in the 
cultural patterns of life of a people, 
while length of time spent in marriage by 
women aged 15-19, 20-24, and 25-29 in turn 
varies with age at marriage. The effects 
of these demographic differences can be 
measured in part with the data at hand but 
the differences themselves are not ex­
plained-by these measurements. 

As shown above, differences in age 
at marriage made it advisable to adjust 
averages to the length of time spent in 
marriage up to a maximum of six years. 
Thus duration of marriage necessarily came 
into consideratioQ in certain aspects in 
connection with age at marriage. It will 
be well, therefore, to add at this point 
such further discussion on the duration of 
marriage as a factor affecting the average 
number of children per woman as the avail­
able data call for. 

2. DURATION OF MARRIAGE IN 
RELATION TO FERTILITY 

The averages for the four Groups 
standardized for duration of marriage 5 

shoved but little variation from the actual 
averages except in Group 2 where the 
standardized average (20-44) vas signifi­
cantly higher than the actual. (See Table 
25.) 

The extreme percentage variations 
in·actuai averages between women in Groups 
1 and 4 were about the same at 0-4 years 
and 5-9 years duration of marriage, but 
increased markedly at durations of 10-14 
years and of 15 years and over. The dif­
ference in averages between women in 
Groups 2 and 3 vas negligible at less than 
5 years duration of marriage; but vas sig­
nificantly higher for women in Group 3 at 

CHART 9: INDEX OF AVERAGE NUMBER OF CIIILDREN 
0-4 PER WOMAN 20-44 FOR DIFFERENT IXJRATIONS 

OF MARRIAGE, SELECTED BIRTH -RESIDENCE GROUPS, 
BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 

(Based on Table 26) 

I I D I % 

longer durations. The averages for Group 
4 women at durations of 10-14 years and 15 
years and over were much higher than those 
for the vomen in any of the other Groups. 
The variations.of the averages of each 
Group, from the average for all women of 
each duration of marriage, are shown in 
Table 26 and Chart 9. These show clearly 
that the averages for southborn women be­
came increasingly greater than those for 
northborn women as duration of marriage in­
creased. Such differentials can only be 
accounted for by assuming an increasingly 
vide variation in the successful practice 
of family limitation by these four Groups 
as duration of marriage increased. 

Within each of the four Groups, the 
variations in averages by duration of mar­
riage are shown in Table 27. They are 
given in terms of their variation from the 
average in the 5-9 year duration interval, 
which had the highest average in all four 

5. Standardized,_ on the basis of the proportions of all native white first marriage women 20-44 in the 
County married for different lengths of time (0-4, etc.). The duration of marriage dealt with in this 
section differs from the length of time spent in marriage as calculated above, by using onlY four time 
intervals of duration--0-4 years, 5-9 years, 10-14 years, and 15 years and aver--for vomen 15-49, by 

5-year age intervals. 
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TABLE 25: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CIIILDREII 0-4 PER NATIVE 1II!ITE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN BY AGE AND 
BY :ooRATION OF MARRIAGE, SELECTED BIRTI!-RESIDENCE GROUPS, 

BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 

. 

Years 
Average Children per Woman 

l5-49T 20-44 T 
Married 

Stand :-a- 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 
Actual Actual 

Native White Firat Marriage Women 

Total 0.58 0.65 0.65 0.52 0.88 0.88 0.66 0.43 0.24 0.05 

Under 5 0.60 0.63 0.51 0.68 0.61 0.47 0.27 0.21 0.07 
5- 9 l.OOb l.O~ l.45c 1.35 1.03 0.84 0.54 0.20 0.10 

l0-14 0.58b o.6o l.OOc 0.86 0.60 0.44 0.31 0.03 
15 and over 0.26b 0.36b 1.13c 0.63 0.41 0.23 0.05 

Group l - Northborn Urban Women 

Total 0.46 0.52 0.52 0.44 0.70 0.77 0.56 0.34 0.17 0.04 

Under 5 0.5~ 0.54 0.44 0.56 0.57 0.45 0.29 O.lOc 0.05c 
5- 9 0.86b 0.87b 1.16 0.93 0.78 0.53 0.18 0.12 

10-14 0.4\ o.45b l.OOC 0.63 0.48 o.;>S 0.25 0.04 
15 end over 0.16 0,23 0.45 0.27 0.16 0.03 

- Group 2 - Northborn Rural Women 

Total 0.54 0.63 0.66 0.51 0.93 0.89 0.72 0.43 0.26 0.05 

Under 5 0.6\ 0.70 0.51 0.77 0.66 0.50 0.71' o.;>Sc 0.50c 
5- 9 0.97b 0.98b 1.40 1.04 0.86 0.51 O.lOc ----

10-14 0.59b 0.6:;; 0.77 0.68 0.45 0.37 ----
15 end over 0.25 0.35 0.71 0.40 0.25 0.05 

Group 3 - Southborn Urban Women 

Total 0.70 0.76 0.75 0.55 0.99 0.93 0.65 0.50 0.34 0.07 
Under 5 0.65b 0.69 0.53 0.77 0.61 0.41 0.15 0.33c ----

5- 9 l.l3b l.l4b l.63c 1.38 1.09 0.88 0.65 0.29c ----
10-14 0.68 0.69 l.OOc 0.89 0.65 0.48 0.24 ----
15 end over o.36b o.45b l.OOc 0.51 0.52 0.35 0.07 

Group 4 - Southborn Rural Women 

Total 0.89 0.96 0.95 0.69 1.16 1.21 0.98 0.73 0.;>8 0.18 
Under 5 0.78 0.82 0.65 0.79 0.92 l.llc ~· 0.1~, ---- ----
5- 9 1.3~ l-3~ 1.50c l.~, 1.23 1.20 0.47 0.25c l.OOc 

10-14 0.97b 0.97 l.OO 1.33 . 0.84 0.77 o.82c ----
15 and over 0.58 0.70b l.67c 1.07 0.76 0.34 0.17 

!/ standardized for duration of marriage. Averages standardized for age are shown in 
Column B of Table 23. Averages for different durations of marriage (under 5, 5-9, 
etc. ) are not standardized for age because of the small numbers of women in ~~~~~.ey of 
the cella and other cella heine entirely void. 

E/ There are few or no women at the younger. ages at these durations of marriage. 

~ Based on less than 25 women. 



AGE AT MARRIAGE 

TABLE 26: RATIO OF ACTUAL AVERAGE NUMBER OF 
CHILDRE!I AT DIF:!ERENT DURATIONS OF MARRIAGE 

F,Oll THE FOUl! BASIC GROUPS TO AVERAGE FOil ALL 
WOMEN 20-44 OF SAME DURATION, BUTLER COUNTY, 

OHIO: 1930 

Duration of Marriage (years) 
Groups 

0-4 10-14 5-9 15+ 

All women 100 100 100 100 

Group 1 86 86 75 64 
Group 2 111 97 102 97 
Group 3 110 113 115 125 
Group 4 130 130 162 194 

Groups. Group 2 had a higher relative 
' average at 0-4 years duration than any of 

the other Groups (71 as compared to 61-63 
for the other Groups). All the others 
showed much the same variation from the 
base at this duration. At longer durations 
of marriage, however, Group 1 showed a muCh 
more rapid decline in averages than any of 
the others, reaching a maximum decline of 
74 percent at durations in excess of 15 
years. Groups 2 and 3 showed a less rapid 
and almost equal decline, amounting to 64 
and 61 percent, respectively, at durations 
in excess -of 15 years. Group 4 showed a 
still less rapid decline, amounting to only 
47 percent at this longer duration. This 
seems to confirm the view that the success­
ful practice of family limitation decreased 
almost steadily from Group 1 to Group 4 and 
that it became increasingly prevalent in 
Groups 1, 2, and 3, as duration of marriage 
increased, since it seems probable that ~he 
difference in the relative declines of the 
averages in Groups 1, 2, and 3 as compared 
with those of Group 4 represents a minimum 
due to voluntary control. It is true that 
the women in Group 1 married 15 years and 
more were somewhat older than those in 
Group 4 so that their natural fecundity 
was probably less, but it is also true that 
there was some voluntary limitation of size 
of family among the older Group 4 women. 
It is probable that the effects of these 
two factors on the average number of chil­
dren about balanced one another, so that. 
the above statement holds. 

3. AGE AT MARRIAGE IN RELATION TO FERTll.ITY 

The data in Table 28 suggest that 
there was a somewhat different pattern of 

TABLE 27: RATIO OF TilE AVERAGE NUMBER OF 
-GHILDRE!I PER WOMAN 20-44 FOR EACH DURA­
TION OF MARRIAGE TO TilE AVERAGE IN THAT 

GROUP FOil 5-9 YEARS DURATION, SELECTED 
BIRl'H-llESIDENCE GROUPS, BUTLER COUNTY, 

OHIO: 1930a 

Duration of Marriage (years) 
Groups 

0-4 5-9 10-14 15+ 

All women 62 100 59 36 

Group 1 62 100 52 26 
Group 2 71 100 62 36 
Group 3 61 100 61 39 
Group 4 63 100 74 53 

fi Based on Table 25. Average for 5-9 
years = 100. 

TABLE 28: INFWENCE OF AGE AT MARRIAGE ON 
NUMBER OF CIIILDREN 0-4, a SELECTED BIRl'H­

llESIDENCE GROUPS, BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 

Age at 
Northboro Urban Northboro Rural 

Women Women Marriage 
A B c A B c 

Total 3,316 3,433 4 1,494 1,617 8 
Under 20 1,338 1,338 0 680 680 0 
20-24 1,445 1,631 13 618 737 19 
25+ 533 464 -13 196 200 '2 

Southboro Urban Southborn Rural 
Women Women 

A B c A B c 
Total 3,210 3,528 10 1,188 1,299 9 

Under 20 2,o67 2,067 0 766 766 0 
20-24. 940 1,186 26 344 435 26 
25+ 203 275 35 78 98 26 

fi A = the number of children the given 
women actually had, B • the number of chil­
dren the given women would have had if all 
these women, during the time they were mar­
ried, had had the age-specific averages for 
the women in the seme Group who married un­
der 20. C = the percent by which Column B 
varied from Column A. 

voluntary limitation in these four basic 
Groups for women who married at different 
ages. 

In Group 1 the women Vho married 
at 20-24 years of age would have had 13 
percent more children if they had had the 
same age-specific averages at ages above 
20 as the women who married under 20, that 

1 
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is, they vere actually 11 percent less 
fertile at ages over 20 after marriage 
than the vomen vho married younger. On 
the other hand, the vomen vho married at 
25 and over vere more fertile by 15 percent 
at ages over 25 than the vomen vho married 
under 20. This is a difference that might 
be expected if the size of the family vas 
largely determined by voluntary measures. 
The line of reasoning is that the vomen 
vho married young and had tvo or three 
children early in life began to limit their 
families at a younger age than those vho 
married later and vho, if they vere to 
have a family of tvo or three children 
also, continued to bear children at older 
ages. In a vord, it seems rather probable 
that as the size of the completed family 
comes under voluntary control, the fertili­
ty at different ages depends largely on 
the age at marriage and the spacing of 
children,-vith a tendency for vomen vho 
marry relatively late to have larger age­
specific averages at older ages. 

This line of reasoning is in ac­
cord vith the facts for those Groups in 
vhich it is assumed family limitation vas 
less general than in Group 1 (northborn 
urban). Among Group 2 vomen (northborn 
rural) 25 and over, there vas very little 
difference betveen the age-specific aver­
ages for vomen vho married under 20 and 
those vho married at 25 and over; vhile 
those vho married under 20 had consider­
ably higher averages at 20 years and above 
than those vho married at 20-24 (19 per­
cent). In this case the group marrying 
under 20 continued to be most fertile at 
all ages but there vas very little differ-

ence betveen it and the vomen marrying at 
25 and over at the ages vhere both vere 
married--both had higher averages than the 
vomen married at 20-24 and also than the 
corresponding age and age-at-marriage 
groups of northborn urban vomen. 

In the southborn Groups the vomen 
vho married under 20 had much higher aver­
ages at all ages than the vomen married at 
20-24 and at 25 and over--from 26 percent 
for rural vomen married under 20 compared 
vith those married at 25 and over to 35 
percent for urban vomen married under 20 
compared vith those married at 25 and over. 
(See Table 28.) One may reasonably con­
clude that early marriage and little or no 
birth regulation go together in these 
southborn Groups and that the vomen vho 
married later are also those vho voluntari­
ly controlled the size of the family most. 
One may hazard the suggestion that in the 
southborn Groups the regulation of the 
size of the family began by marrying later 
and continued by voluntary control after 
marriage among those vomen marrying later. 

This pattern of fertility by age 
at marriage also suggests the possibility 
that the vomen vho vere naturally more 
fertile married earlier, but in viev of the 
various vays in vhich the practice of 
voluntary control of the size of the family 
may affect the pattern of fertility by age 
at marriage, little can be said on this 
point until additional data are available. 

---



Chapter IV 

RENTAL AND OCCUPATIONAL CLASSES IN RELATION 
TO AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILOREN PER WOMAN 

1. RENTAL OF HOME IN RELATION TO THE 
AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN PER 

WOMAN, ALL WOMEN 

The average number of children, 
both actual and standardized (for age 
differences), shoved a close inverse re­
lation to the. monthly rental up to $40 
per month--the higher the average number 
of children the lover the monthly rental 
(see Table 29). At $40 and over there vas 
only one rental interval ($70-79) vhere 
the vomen (standardized for age) had an 
average as large as the lovest of those 
found at rentals under $40 and only one 
($60-69) vhere the average vas appreciably 
belov that of other classes paying' over 
$40. (See Chart 10.) · The evidence here 

CHART 10: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CB:ILDRE:N 
0-4 l'ER NATIVE llliiTE FIRST MARRIAGE 
WOMAN 20-44 STANDARDIZED FOR AGE DIF­
FERENCES, BY AVERAGE M>NTI!IIl RENTAL, 
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lends no support to the viev that there is 
a direct, rather than an inverse, relation 
betveen economic status and size of family 
in the higher rental classes, but it does 
shov that after rentals of $40 vere reached 
there vas no further decline of any sig-

nificance in the average number of chil­
dren per voman in this County. The most 
significant fact in this table (29) is that 
about 23 percent of all the families having 
vomen 20-44 paid rentals of $15-24 and had 
a standardized average number of children 

TABLE 29: ACTUAL AND STANDARDIZED AVERAGE 
NUMBER OF CB:ILDRE:N 0-4 l'ER NATIVE WHITE 

FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 15-49 AND 20-44, 
BY AVERAGE M>NTI!IIl RENTAL, 
BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 

Number of Averaae Children 
Montll4a Women per Woman 
Rental 20-44 15-49 ~n-hh 

15-49 Actual Actual Stand. D 

Total0 
fl5,857 13,449 0.58 0.65 0.65 

Under $1 366 305 0.90 0.99 0.98. 
10-14 935 779 0.83 0.91 0.85 
15-19 1,553 1,313 0.84 0.93 0.84 
20-24 2,020 1,722 0.78 0.86 0.82 
25-29 1,967 1,705 0.63 0.70 0.67 
30-34 1,767 1,536 0.56 0.62 0.60 
35-39 1,417 1,221 0.47 0.52 0.52 
40-44 1,191 1,018 0.42 0.47 0.48 
45-49 770 663 0.41 0.46 0.48 
50-54 930 767 0.39 0.46 0.49 
55-59 377 327 0.41 0.47 0.49 
60-69 715 644 0.35 0,40 0.45 
70-79 458 375 0.36 0.44 0.52 
80. 938 741 0.32 0.39 0.49 

y The value of owned homes was divided b;y 
100 to secure equivalent monthl;y rental. 

"!!/ standardized on the age distribution of 
all native white first marriage women. in 
Butler Count:r. 

y Includes unknown rentals. 

of 0.83, vhile a slightly larger group paid 
rents of $25-34 and had a standardized av­
erage of only 0.64, and a slightly smaller 
group paid rents of $35-49'and had a 
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standardized average of only 0.50. This 
low rental group ($15-24) had 30 percent 
more children than the next higher rental 
class of approximately the same size and 
66 percent more than the second higher 
rental class of this size. Clearly the 
poorer people in this County are raising 
far more than their proportion of the next 
generation. 

The upward trend in average number 
of children as rentals decreased from $40 
vas not quite as consistent at every age 
(see Appendix Table 3) as for all ages 
combined (see Table 29), but it vas suf­
ficiently consistent to leave no doubt 
that in this County in 1930 this inverse 
relation vas a fact among women of every 
age. The rather considerable and seeming­
ly erratic variation in the average number 
of children at the higher rentals, which 
variation vas particularly noticeable at 
ages 20-24, 25-29, and 30-34, suggests a 
possible break in the usual inverse rela­
tion between economic status and size of 
family in the more comfortable classes, but 
certainly there vas no proof here of such 
a change. Even if more were known about 
the duration of marriage in the higher 
rental groups of women aged 20-24, 25-29, 
and 30-34, it .is doubtful whether any 
clear light would be thrown on this matter. 
It may be that of the women 25-29, a larg­
er proportion of those who paid a rent of 
$55-59 and had an average of 0.88 children 
had been married 5-9 years, than of those 
who paid a rent of $40.-44 and had an aver­
age number of children of only 0. 61. The 
same may be true of the women 30-34 who 
paid a rental of $70-79 as compared with 
those who paid $35-39 and $50-54 but un­
fortunately the data are inadequate to . 
throw any light on the matter of the 
direct relationship between higher econom­
ic status and larger families. (See Ap­
pendix Table 3.) 

But if there vas no consistent de­
cline in fertility of women at every age 
as rentals increased above $40, there can 

be no doubt whatever that at rentals under 
$40, fertility increased as rental declined 
no matter what the age. At all ages women 
paying under $25 had significantly higher 
averages than women paying $25-40.1 The 
~ost significant decline in averages for 
the women of the County as a whole came as 
rentals increased from $20-24 to $25-29. 
The standardized average for the former 
vas 23 percent higher than for the latter. 
Other substantial declines in averages, al­
though not as large proportionally, were 
found in passing from rents under $10 to 
those of $10-14 and from rents of $30-34 
to those of $35-39. 

2. RENTAL OF HOME IN RELATION TO AVERAGE 
NUMBER OF CHILDREN PER WOMAN IN THE 

URBAN POPULATION (GROUPS 1 AND 3) 

The close relation. between lover 
economic status and larger average numbers 
of children appears even more significant 
when Group 1 (northborn urban) and Group 3 
(southborn urban) women are compared. 2 

(See Table 30.) In both Groups; except for 
the under $20 rental class in Group 1, 
there vas a steady decline in average num­
ber of children (standardized for age) as 
rental increased up to $35-39 in Group 1 
and to $40-49 in Group 3. (See Chart'll.) 
Beginning with these rentals there vas not 
only no decline of any significance in 
either Group, but the averages for the two 
were almost the same, except in Group 3 
where the average vas appreciably higher at 
rentals of $50-59 than at the next lover 
and the next higher rental classes. But in 
general, it appears that when southborn 
urban women reached the more comfortable 
economic levels they had about the same 
average number of children as northborn 
women in the same rental classes, while at 
lover rentals (under $40) they had sub­
stantially higher averages. 

When age-specific averages are con­
sidered there were only a few exceptions 

1. It should be remembered that even 1f the age-specific marital fertility of women at higher rentals 
were greater than that of women at lover rentals, their rate of reproduction might be lower because of 
epend:ing fever years in wedlock. A higher total fertility is not the same as a higher age-specific 
marital fertility. 

2. This comparison of rentals and average numbers of children has somewhat greater validity when confined 
to the urban popUlation than when applied to the entire population, for there is considerable doubt as 
to whether equal rentals mean the same level of living in the urban and rural communities of the 
County. 
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of minor importance to the trend just not­
ed (see Appendix Table 3). At every age 
there was more difference between the av­
erage number of children to northboro and 
southborn women in the lower rental class­
es than in the higher rental classes. In 
fact, at the older ages there was some 
slight evidence that northboro urban women 
paying high rentals may have had higher 
age-specific averages than southborn urban 
women of the same rental class. However, 
the number of women in these age-rental 
classes was small, hence, not much signifi­
cance should be attached to these differ­
ences. 

The data in Table 30 raise the 
question whether the differences in the 
average number of children to northboro 
and southborn women were more closely as­
sociated with their differences in economic 
status or with those background differences 
arising from being born in the North or in 
the South. They also suggest the likeli­
hood that background differences between 
northboro and southborn women have more 
influence on the size of the family among 
people of low economic status than among 
those of better status. 

3. RENTAL IN RELATION TO THE CHILD 
CONTRIBUTION OF URBAN 'WOMEN 

It has frequently been said that a 

TABU: 30: ACTUAL AND STANDARDIZED AVERAGE 
NUMBER OF CIIILllREN 0-4 l'ER NATIVE W11ITE FIRST 

MARRIAGE URBAN WOMAN 15-49 AND 20-44, BY RE­
GION OF BIRTH AND BY AVERAGE K>NTHLY RENTAL, 

BUTLER COUl'lTY, OHIO: 1930 

Averaso Children per Woman 

Monthl.;r Group 1 Women Group 3 Women 
Northborn Urban Southborn Urban Rental 

15-49 20-44 15-49 20-44 
Act. Act. Stand Act. Act. Stand. 

Total 0.46 0.52 0.54 0.70 0.76 0.71 
Under $20 0.66 0.75 0.67 0.96 1.04 0.91 
20-24 0.68 0.75 0.70 0.87 0.94 0.87 
25-29 0.57 0.64 0.60 0.67 0.73 0.67 
30-34 0.55 0.60 0.57 0.58 0.64 0.60 
35-39 0.42 0.48 0.47 0.50 0.55 0.55 
40-49 0.41 0.45 0.47 0.40 0.46 0.47 
50-59 0.38 0.44 0.46 0.44 0.50 0.51a 
60+ 0.33 0.40 0.45 0.33 0.38 0.43a 

,Y Based on more than 10 but less than 25 
women in one of the five aso intervals. This 
means that a change of one in number of chil­
dren, for women of each age, could change the 
age-specific average of the age group having 
the smallest number of women (in this case 
10-24 women) by 4 to 10 points (t.04 to t.lO). 
Each of the four other age groups have 25 or 
more women eo a difference of one child in 
any other age group would change the averaso 
lees than four points (:!:. 04). If all 880 
groups were changed in the s"""' direction 
(which is not likel.;r), there being one extra 
(or one less) child in each aso group, the 
standardized averaso would be changed less 
than five points (:!:.05). This represents a 
maximum error. The probable error would be 
about half of this or :!:.02 to ±.03. 

Any standardized averaso not so foot­
noted is based on more than 25 women in all 
age groups and therefore is subJect to a 
maximum error of less than three points or 
a probable error of t.Ol to t.02, more like­
l.;r the former because of compensating chang­
es. 

relatively large part of the next genera­
tion comes from a small part of the present 
generation and that this small part is that 
least able biologically, socially, and 
economically to give their children a good 
start in life. The data here throw no 
light on the biological aspects of this 
matter and only indirectly on the social 
aspects, but they do show that the poorer 
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part of the population in this County pro­
duced considerably more than its share of 
the next generation. (See Table 31 and 
Chart 12.) 

CHART 12: PERCENTAGE OF WOMEN 20-44 
AND THEIR CHILDRE~ 0-4 IN SELECTED 

RENTAL CLASSES, GROUPS 1 AND 31 

:BUTLER COUN'lY, OHIO: 1930 
(Based on Table 31) 

In Group 1 about one-fourth of the 
women paid rents or less than $30 and they 
had about one-third of the children. In 
Group 3 slightly over 60 percent of the 
women paid rents of less than $30 and they 
had over 73 percent of the children. In 
the total urban population of the County 
(Groups 1 and 3) about 39 percent of the 
women paid less than $30 rent and they had 
over 52 percent of the children. These 
proportions should not be compared direct­
ly with those often given to the effect 
that one-fourth of the women produce one­
half of the next generation because we are 
dealing here only with first marriage 
women, husbands present. 

When narrower rental intervals 
were considered in comparing Groups 1 and 
3, several interesting facts appeared. In 
the first place, although a much larger 
proportion of Group 3 women (24.2 percent) 
than of Group 1 women (5.7 percent) paid 
rentals of less than $20, the latter had a 
significantly higher excess proportion of 
children over women than the former. In 
Group 1 at this low rental level the pro­
portion of children was about 44 percent 
greater than the proportion of women but 
in Group 3 it was only about 36 percent 
greater. At, rentals of $20-29 the propor­
tion of children was 32 percent above the 
proportion of women in Group 1 while in 
Group 3 it was only 10 percent. At rentals 
of $30-49 Group 1 women failed by less than 

TABLE 31: PERCENTAGE OF WOMEN 20-44 AND 
THEIR CI!ILDREN 0-4 IN SELECTED RENTAL 

CI..ASSF.S 1 GROUPS 1 AND 3, :BUTLER 
COUN'lY, OHIO: 1930 

Rental Groups 
per land3. 1 3 

FamilJ" wa ca w c w c 
under $20 13.0 20.2 5.7 8.2 24.2 32.9 
$20-29 25.8 32.3 18.7 24.6 36.7 40.3 
$30-49 36.6 30.9 41.5 40.0 29.2 21.3 
$50+ 24.6 16.6 34.1 27.2 9.9 5.5 

,Y W = Women 20-44: C = Children 0-4. Groups 
1 and 3 are the urban Groups, Group 1 being 

·made up of northboro women and Group 3 of 
eouthborn women. 

4 percent to supply a like proportion of 
children but Group 3 women failed to do so 
by about 27 percent. In the rental class 
paying $50 and over the proportion of chil­
dren in Group 1 was about four-fifths as 
great as the proportion of women, while in 
Group 3 the proportion of children was less 
than three-fifths the proportion of,women. 

4. RENTALS AND AVERAGE NUMBER OF 
CHILDREN PER WOMAN IN THE RURAL­

NONFARM POPULATION 

There was an inverse relation be­
tween family rentals and average number of 
children in the rural-nonfarm population 
of the County just as in the urban popula­
tion with one exception. (See Table 32.) 
The northboro rural-nonfarm women paying 
less than $20 had a lower standardized 
average (0.74) than those paying $20-29 
(0.78). Whether any significance should 
be attached to this rat~er slight differ­
ence is doubtful, but it may be said in 
passing that a lower average number of 
children for those paying very low rents 
than for those in somewhat more comfortable 
circumstances would appear to be quite 
natural, once the practice of family limi­
tation has become general, if it is assumed 
that such limitation is primarily an at­
tempt to adjust the size of the family to 
the means available for the maintenance of 
a given social and economic status. 

As would be expected from the 
urban-rural comparisons made above, the 
rural-nonfarm women, both northboro and 
southborn, had significantly higher 
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TAlliE 32: ACTUAL AND STANDARDIZED AVERAGE 
NUMBER OF Cl!ILllREN 0-4 PER NATIVE 1llllTE FIRST 

MARRIAGE WOMAN 15-49 AND 20-44, BY REGION OF 
BIRTH AND BY AVERAGE MONTIII:f RENML, RURAL 

BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 

Averaso Children per Woman 

15-491 20-44 l5-4d 20-44 Monthly A a A a ,:, sa Aa I A a I ~ Rental 
Group 2a - North- Group 2b - Nort~-

born Rural-nonfarm born Rural-farm 

Total 0.58 0.65 0.67 0.49 0.60 0.69 

Under $20 0.69 0.75 0.74 0.58 0.71 0.77 
$20-29 0.70 0.79 0.78 0.50 0.62 0.72 
$30-49 0.49 0.56 0.58 0.42 0.52 

c 
0.59d 

$501- 0.39 0.45 0.57c 0.42 0.51 ----
Group 4a - South- Group 4b - South-

born Rural-nonfarm born Rural-farm 

Total 0.93 0.99 0.94 0.78 0.86 0.96 

Under $20 1.06 l.l2 1.07 0.82 0.90 0.96c 
$20-29 0.96 

1.001 d 
$30-49 0.76 0.81 0.83 0.72 0.78 ----
$501- 0.34 0.43 

!/ A = actual averages: S = averages stand­
ardized for age differences. 

B/ Since farm rents are not comparable to ur­
ban and nonfarm-rural rents in several respects, 
no comparisons are made between them. 

,Y Based on more than 10 but less than 25 
women in one of the f1 ve age intervals. (See 
note to Table 30.) 
sf !lot calculated because several age groups 
contained less than 25 women. 

averages than the urban women (see Tabies 
30 and 32) at all rentals where numbers were 
sufficient to give valid results. The in­
fluence of selective migration from the 
cities to the nearby rural-nonfarm areas 
was, no doubt, of some importance in ac­
counting for these differences in averages. 
It seems doubtful, however, whether it was 
sufficient to explain the entire difference 
between rural-nonfarm averages and urban 
averages. 

The reasons for the higher birth 
rate in the rural areas than in the city 
have been discussed by many people and need 
not be detailed here. All that need be 
said now is that living conditions are 
quite different for urban families than for 
rural-nonfarm families and that these dif­
ferences probably account for a large part 

of the differences in average numbers of 
children; it is also probable that knowl­
edge of the means of family limitation is 
more common in the urban population and is 
a factor of considerable importance in ex­
plaining the differences in averages just 
noted. 

So far as can be judged from the 
rather scanty data on rentals in the rural­
farm population there was but little dif­
ference between the rural-farm and nonfarm 
population in average numbers of children 
at different rental levels. But it should 
be said that rural-farm rentals are not 
comparable with either urban rentals or 
with rural-nonfarm rentals, hence, there is 
no object in comparing rental classes in 
these different groups. 

5. RENTAL IN RELATION TO TRE CHILD 
CONTRIBUTION OF RURAL-NONFARM WOMEN 

In the rural-nonfarm Groups, as in 
the urban Groups, the women paying the low­
er rents contributed more than their pro­
portions of children to the next generation 
while those paying the higher rents con­
tributed less than their proportions of 
children (see Table 33) but tha differences 
are not as large as those between rental 
classes in the urban Groups. At rentals 
under $30 a little over 62 percent of the 
nonfarm women (Groups 2a and 4a) contrib­
uted almost 73 percent of the children 
while at rentals of $30 or more, about 38 
percent of the women contributed only 27 
percent of the children. 

TAlliE 33: PERCENTAGE OF WOMEN 20-44 AND 
TI!EIR Cl!ILllREN IN SEIECTED RENTAL CLASSES, 

GROUPS 2a AND 4a (RURAL-NONFARM), 
BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 

'Rental Groups 
per 2a and 4a 2a 4a 

Family w~ c~ w c w c 
Under $20 35.8 43.0 28.7 ,.1 46.4 52.8 
$20-29 26.5 29.7 25.0 30.3 28.9 29.2 
$30-49 23.8 19.4 26.9 23.2 19.1 15.6 
$501- 13.9 7-9 19.4 13.4 5.6 2.4 

~ W = Women 20-44: C • Children 0-4. 
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In comparing northborn (Group 2a) 
and southborn (Group 4a) rural-nonfarm 
vomen, there vas little difference in the 
excess contribution of children vhere 
rentals vere under $20; but at all other 
rentals the northborn vomen either con­
tributed a larger excess of children above 
their ovn proportion or more nearly ap­
proached their proportion in the higher 
rentals, than the southborn vomen--another 
indication that as the economic status of 
southborn vomen rose, fertility declined 
as rapidly, if not more rapidly, than 
among northborn vomen. Hovever, as has 
already been shovn, there vas little dif­
·ference in the average number of children 
of northborn and southborn vomen in the 
more comfortable classes. 

6. OCCUPATIONAL CLASSES 

The differentials betveen occupa­
tional groups in average number of children 
vere vhat vould be expected from the eco­
nomic differentials already noted vhere 
economic status vas also closely related 
to occupational status. (See Table 34.), 

CHART 1}: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CliiLDllEN 0-4 
PER NATIVE Wl!ITE FlllST MARRIAGE WOMAN 20-44 
STANDARDIZED FOR AGE DIE>ERENCES, BY REGION 
OF BIRTH AND BY OCCUPATION OF HUSBAND, URBAN 

I.abonr 

BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 19}0 
(Based on Table }4) 

......,, ...... , 
t;;l ..... l 

There vere too fev southDorn vomen 
vith husbands in the professional class to 
permit of standardization (for age), but 
judging from the actual averages, they 
probably vould have had a somewhat higher 
standardized average than northborn vomen. 
(See also Chart 13.) For proprietors there 

TABLE }4: ACTUAL AND STANDARDIZED AVERAGE 
NUMBER OF CliiLDllEN 0-4 PER NATIVE Wl!ITE 

FmsT MARRIAGE WOMAN 15-49 AND 20-44 BY RE­
GION OF BIRTH AND BY OCCUPATION OF HUSBAND, 

URBAN BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 19}0 

Averase Children 
Occupation _ller Woman 

of 15-49 20-44 
Husband Actual Actual Stand. 

Group 1 - Northborn Urban 

Professional 0.42 0.46 0.46 
Proprietor 0.}7 0.4} 0.47 
Clerical 0.4} 0.48 0.47 
Skilled Worker 0.47 0.54 0.57 
Semi-skilled Worker 0.51 0.59 0.57 
Laborer 0.58 0.65 0.6} 

Group} - Southborn Urban 

Professional 0.54 0.55 
____ .. 

Proprietor 0.40 0.45 0.48 . 
Clerical 0.52 0.56 0.52b 
Skilled Worker 0.6} 0.68 0.66 
Semi-skilled Worker 0.77 0.8} 0.76 
Laborer I 0.82 0.90 0.81 

Y, Two few women 1n Group to standardize 
averages. 

'Ef Based on more than 10 but; less than 25 
women in one of the five age intervals. 
(See note to Table }0. ) 

vas practically no difference betveen the 
northborn and the southbo~n; but for cleri­
cal vorkers the southborn had a signifi­
cantly higher average. There vere also sub­
stantial differences in averages betveen 
the northborn and the southborn in the 
laboring classes. Southborn urban skilled 
laborers had a 16 percent higher average 
(standardized for age) than northborn urban 
skilled vorkers. For semi-skilled vorkers 
the average for the southborn vas 33 per­
cent above that for the northborn--double 
the difference betveen southborn and north­
born for skilled vorkers. For common 
laborers the difference vas slightly less 
than for semi-skilled vorkers, the south­
born having a 29 percent higher average 
than the northborn. In both the northborn 
and southborn Groups, hovever, there vas a 
significant increase in averages in passing 
from the vhite collar vorkers to the hand 
vorkers. This amounted to a little over 20 
percent as betveen clerical vorkers and 
skilled vorkers among the northborn, and 
vas probably over 30 percent for the same 



ECONOMIC STATUS 

occupational groups among the southborn. 
But it is worth noting. that while the in­
crease in standardized averages in passing 
rrom skilled workers to unskilled laborers 
vas only a little over 10 percent among 
the northborn, it vas oMer 22 percent.among 
the southborn. In so rar as occupation 
measures social status there vas a substan­
tial dirrerence between the average number 
or children of northborn and southborn 
women of similar social status. 

7. OCCUPATIONAL CLASSES AND RENTAL 
IN URBAN AREAS 

Table 35 shows the average number 
of children in the different occupational 
classes of Group 1 (northborn urban) women 
by certain selected rental classes. The 
numbers in the professional, the proprie­
tor, and the clerical classes were· small, 
hence, the rental classes had to be very 
broad. Probably as the consequence of 
this broad grouping, there appeared to be 
little difference in the standardized 
average number or children within these 
three occupational classes at rents under 
and over $50; the largest difference 
(about 9 percent) .vas between the profes­
sional and the proprietor classes at 
rentals under $50. In the skilled worker· 
class, on the other hand, where the num­
bers were larger, the women who lived in 
homes renting for less than $50 had a 
standardized (ror age) average number of 
children 28 percent higher than those pay­
ing more than $50 per month. When the un­
der $50 rental class vas broken into under 
$40 and $40-49 rental classes, as vas pos­
sible for the clerical and skilled workers, 
there vas a significantly higher average 
number or children in the under $40 rental 
class in both occupational groups. It is 
of interest to note that among the clerical 
workers the highest average vas for those 
paying under $40 but the next highest vas 
for those paying $50 or over and the low­
est ror those paying $40-49. A larger 
body or data might possibly have shown 
significant differences between economic 
classes within these occupational groups 
and might also have thrown further light 
on any possible trend towards a reversal 
of the inverse relation between economic 
status and average number of children. 

-

TAllLE 35: ACl'UAL AND STANDARDIZED AvmAGE 
NUMBER OF CI!ILDREN 0-4 PER NATIVE 'WIIlTE 
FlRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 15-49 AND 20-44, BY 

RENTAL AND BY OCCUPATION OF BmBAND, 
FOR NORTI!BORN WOMEN LIVING Ill IJRBAII 

Bl1l'LER COUI'Il'Y, OBIO: 1930 

Occupation 
Averase Children per 

Group 1 Woman 
of 

15-491 20-44 Husband 
Actual ~ctualJStand, 
Rentals Under ~~0 

Professional 0.43 0.47 0.44" 
Proprietor 0.44 0.49 0.48 
Clerical 0.46 0.50 0.46 
Skilled Worker 0.53 0.59 0.6o 

Rentals $50 and Over 
Professional 0.42 0.46 0.468 

Proprietor 0.32 0.38 o.45a 
Clerical 0.39 0.45 0.45 
Skilled Worker o.34 0.41 0.47 

Rentals Under $40 
Clerical 0.51 0.56 0.50 
Skilled Worker 0.56 0.63 0.62 

Rentals $40-49 
Clerical 0.,6 0.,9 0.40 
Skilled Worker 0. 3 o. 8 0.5} 

Rentals Under $30 
Skilled Worker 0.62 0.70 0.67 
Semi-skilled Worker 0.67 0.74 0.67 
Laborer 0.70 0.77 0.7} 

Rentals $30 and Over 
Skilled Worker 0.42 0.48 0.52 
Semi-skilled Worker 0.42 0.49 0.51 
Laborer 0.45 0.52 0.52 

!/ Based on more than 10 but less than 25 
women in one of the five age intervals. 
(See note to Table 30,) 

TAllLE 36: ACl'UAL AND STANDARDIZI!ll AvmAGE 
NUMBER OF C1!ILDREN 0-4 PER NATIVE 'WIIlTE 
FlRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 15-49 AND 20-44, BY 

RENTAL AND BY OCCUPATION OF BmBAND, 
FOR SOI1l'HBORII WCMEII LIVING Ill URBAII 

B111'LER COUNl'Y, OHIO: 1930 

Occupation Averase Children per 
Grouo 3 Woman of 15-491 20-44 Husband Actual ~ctual Stand. 

Rentals Under $30 
Skilled Worker 0.79 0.85 0.76 
Semi-skilled Worker 0.88 0.95 0.87 
Laborer 0.91 0.99 0.89 

Rentals $30 and Over 
Skilled Worker 0.46 0.51 0.54 
Semi-skilled Worker 0.54 0.60 0.58 
Laborer 0.47 0.54 0.51 
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In the skilled, semi-skilled, and 
laborer classes, however, lower family 
rentals were much more closely associated 
with higher average numbers of children 
than was social status as measured by de­
gree of skill requi~ed in one's work. (See 
Table 35.) The differences in average 
numbers of children between the skilled, 
the semi-skilled, and laborers at any 
given rental level were much smaller than 
those within the same worker group at dif­
ferent rental levels. Skilled workers at 
rentals of $30 and over had an average 
number of children of 0.52 while semi­
skilled workers had an average of 0.51 and 
laborers of 0.52--practically no differ­
ence. At rentals under $30, however, the 
averages for skilled and semi-skilled work­
ere were identical (0.67) and those for 
laborers were only 9 percent higher (0.73). 
Thus skilled workers paying less than $30 
had an average number of children 29 per­
cent greater than similar workers paying 
over $30, for semi-skilled workers the per­
centage of excess was 31 and for laborers 
40. Since these percentages are based on 
averages standardized for age, they are 
not.biased by differences in age distribu­
tion at the different rental levels. 

In Group 1 the average numbers or 
children for skilled workers were the only 
averages for a hand laboring class that 
could be compared with those of the white 
collar classes at similar rental levels. 
The significant point in this comparison 
is that at rentals or less than $50 the 
skilled workers had a decidedly higher 
average number of children than the white 
collar workers, while at rentals above $50 
there was no substantial difference be­
tween them. Averages for skilled workers 
can also be compared with those for cleri­
cal workers at rentals of less than $40 
and at $40-49. (See Table ·35.) At both 
these rentals skilled workers had averages 
about one-fourth larger than those or 
clerical workers. Thus evidence continues 
to pile up that in this County, economic 
differences are more closely associated 
with differences in average numbers of 
children than such cultural and occupation­
al differences as can be measured with the 
data available. 

Southborn urban women showed a 
slightly different pattern in their stand­
ardized averages for different occupational 
classes than northborn women. (See Tables 

34, 35, and 36.) It has already been noted 
that when economic status or the southborn 
women was ignored there was a greater 
spread between the averages for the pro­
prietors and clerical workers on the one 
hand, and the laborers on the other, than 
among northborn women. Southborn women. 
whose husbands belong in the white collar 
classes had averages, so far as one can 
judge from the small numbers, only a little 
higher than those of northborn women in the 
same occupational classes. (See Table 34.) 
When arrayed by rental groups, the south­
born women in the laboring classes with 
rentals under $30 had considerably higher 
averages than the northborn women in the 
same rental class. For rentals under '30, 
a southborn woman with laborer husband had 
an average number or children or 0.89, 
while the corresponding northborn woman had 
an average number of children or 0.73. For 
semi-skilled workers the averages were 0.87 
and 0.67 for southborn and northborn women, 
respectively; and for skilled workers the 
corresponding averages were 0.76 and 0.67-­
a somewhat smaller difference between 
southborn and northborn than for semi­
skilled workers or laborers. (Compare 
Tables 36 and 35.) 

For rentals of $30 and over, only 
the southborn women with semi-skilled hus­
bands had a significantly higher average 
number of children than the corresponding 
northborn women--0.58 as compared to 0.51. 
This is the same pattern encountered in 
many other groupings where the higher 
rental clas~es in the different basic 
Groups had little or no difference in aver­
ages, although what are usually thought of 
as social and cultural differences were 
quite marked, while the poorer classes 
showed rather substantial differences be­
tween the same social and cultural groups. 

Chart 14 shows the average number 
of children 0-4 for southborn wives of 
laborers, semi-skilled, and skilled workers 
according to rental paid. The low average 
for laborers paying rents of $30 or over 
was outstanding. Here, as among the north­
born, the differences in average numbers of 
children between high· and low rental groups 
(under and over $30) was much more marked 
than any difference between occupational 
classes. 

When the under $30 rental groupe 
of laborers, semi-skilled, and skilled 
workers was subdivided by rental (see Table 
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37) it was found that labo~e~s paying ~ants 
of less than $20 had quite high standa~d­
ized ave~age numbe~s of chil~en pe~ woman, 
but no higher than semi-skilled worke~s 
paying less than $25 rental. Laborers pay­
ing $20-24 and $25-29 rentals had about the 
same average numbers of children as skilled 
workers paying less than $25 (this group 
was too small to subdivide into the same 
rental intervals as labore~s and semi­
skilled workers); but labo~ers paying $30 
or more had the lowest averages of all. 
The point of greatest drop in averages oc­
curred at $30 rentals for laborers, but at 
·$25 rentals for skilled and semi-skilled 
workers. 

CHART 14: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN 0-4 PER 
NATIVE liiii'l'E FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 20-44 STAND­

ARDIZED FOR AGE DWERENCES, BY REm'AL 
AND BY OCCUPATION OF IIUSBAND, FOR 

SOUTHBORN WOMEN LIVING IN URBAN 

BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 
(Based. on Table 36) 

The general implication in these 
differences in averages is that voluntary 
limitation of the size of the family in 
the different southborn occupational class­
es depends more on the economic status 
they attain in the community to which they 
have moved than on the social and cultural 
factors brought with them f~om the South or 
those associated with their occupations. 

B.·OCCUPATIONAL CLASSES AND RENTAL 
IN RURAL AREAS 

The occupational classes in rural 
Groups {farm and nonfarm combined), like 
those in urban Groups, showed an inverse 
relation between economic status and aver­
age number of children where such compari­
sons could be made, e.g., northborn wives 

TABLE 37: ACTUAL AND STANDARDIZ!m AVERAGE 
NUMBER OF Cm.IIIEN 0-4 PER NATIVE liiii'l'E 
FIRST MABRIAGE WOMAN 15-49 AND 20-44, BY 

RENTAL AND BY OCCUPATION OF IIUSBAND, 
FOR SOUTHBORN WOMEN LIVING IN URBAN 

BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 

Average Chilcl.ren per 
Month~ Grou1> 3 Woman 
Rental 15-49 I 20-44 

Actual Actual Stand.. 

laborers 

Uncl.er $20 1.03 1.11 0.97
9 

$20-24 0.82 0.88 0.84 
$25-29 0.78 0.85 o.soa 

$30!- 0.47 0.54 0.51 

Semi-skilled. Workers 

Uncl.er $20 0.98 1.07 0.96
9 

$20-24 0.96 1.02 0.99
9 

$25-29 0.66 0.71 o.64
8 

$30!- 0.54 0.60 0.58 

Skilled. Workers 

Uncl.er $25 0.88 0.94 0.84 

$25-29 0.64 0.69 o.64
8 

$30!- 0.46 0.51 0.54 

!!:/ Baaed. on more than 10 but leas than 25 
women 1n one of the f1 ve age intervals , 
(See note to Table 30.) 

of farm owners had a standardized average 
of 0.59 while that of no~thborn farm tenant 
wives was 0.84. (See Table 38.) There can 
be no reasonable doubt that the former had 
a better economic status. Again, the 
women with professional, p~oprietor, and 
clerical husbands had lower ave~ages {actu­
al averages were used for the first two 
classes) than the women with laborer hus­
bands. Here, too, there can be no doubt 
which had the better economic status. 

Among northborn rural women the 
wives of skilled and semi-skilled wo~kers 
living in rural areas had higher ave~ages 
where ~entals were unde~ $30 than where 
they were over $30. {See Table 30.) Also 
they had higher ave~ages than northborn 
women of like rental and occupational 
classes living in urban areas, northborn 
rural women paying less than $30 rent and 
having skilled or semi-skilled worker hus­
bands had an average number of children of 
0.74 as compared with 0.67 for the corre­
sponding urban women. (See Table 35.) But 
again it should be remembered that it is 
doubtful whether rural and urban rentals 
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TABLE 38: ACTUAL AND STANDARDIZED AVERAGE 
NUMBER OF' CIIIL1lREN 0-4 PER NATIVE 1ffilTE 

FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 15-49 AND 20-44 BY RE­
GION OF' BIRTI! AND BY OCClll'ATION OF I!USBAND, 

RURAL BUTLER COUNTY 1 OHIO: 1930 

Average Children 
0CCUllation per Woman 

of 
Husband 15-49 20-44 

Actual Actual Stand. 

Group 2 - Northborn Rural 

Farmer Owner 0.27 0.39 0.59a 
Farmer Tenant 0.67 0.76 o.84b 
Professional 0.53 0.62 

b 
l'roprietor 0.37 0.43 ----
Clerical 0.52 0.58 0.54a 

Skilled Worker 0.51 0.64 0.68 
Semi-skilled Worker 0.59 0.66 0.66b 
Farm Laborer 0.61 0.69 ----
Other Laborer 0.75 0.82 0.80 

Group 4 - Southborn Rural 

Farmer Owner 0.60 0.66 
____ b 

b 
Farmer Tenant 0.70 0.81 ----b c c 
Professional ---- b 
Proprietor 0.52 0.73d 

b 
Clerical 0.66 0.73 ----
Skilled Worker 0.89 0.94 0.92 
Semi-skilled Worker 0.94 0.98 0 88a • b 
Farm Laborer 1.03 l.ll ----
Other Laborer 1.01 1.07 1.02 

~ Based on J!lOM th"" 10 but lese than 25 
women 1n one of the five age intervale • (See 
note to Table 30.) 

~ Two few women to standardize average. 

~ Not calculated becauee there were lese 
than 10 women 1n the age group. 

2:/ Based on more than 10 but lees than 25 
women 1n the age group. 

of like amounts measure like economic 
status. 

Finally, it may be noted that 
southborn vives of skilled workers, semi­
skilled workers, and laborers living in 
rural areas had much higher averages than 
northboro wives of the same occupational 
classes living in these areas. (See Table 
38.) There can be no reasonable doubt 
that a considerable part of this northborn­
southborn difference in averages arose 
from the fact that a larger proportion of 
the southborn women belonged in the lover 
rental classes, but the numbers in the 

TABLE 39: ACTUAL AND STANDARDIZED AVERAGE 
NUMBER OF CIIILllREN 0-4 PER NATIVE 1ffilTE 
FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 15-49 AND 20-44, BY 

RENTAL AND BY OCClll'ATION OF I!USBAND, 
FOR NORTIIBORN WOMEN LIVING IN RURAL 

BUTLER COUNTY 1 OHIO: 1930 

Average Children per 
Occupation Group 2 Woman 

of 
Hue band 15-49 20-44 

Actual Actual stand. 

Rentals Under $30 

Farm Tenant 0.78 0.86 0.91 
Skilled Worker 0.67 0.72 0.74 
Semi-skilled Worker 0.68 0.76 0.74 

Rentals $30 and Over 

Farm Tenant 0.54 0.62 
a 

0.71 
Skilled Worker 0.47 0.55 0.62 
Semi-skilled Worker 0.44 0.50 0.57a 

~ Based on more than 10 but l"'ss than 25 
women 1n one of the five age intervale. 

southborn rural occupational classes were 
too few to permit of division into smaller 
rental classes, 

The main conclusions of this study 
of the differences in average numbers of 
children between occupational and rental 
classes can be stated very briefly: 

(1) There is little doubt that the 
white collar workers have considerably 
smaller families than the hand workers; 
but the number of white collar workers in 
this County is too small to permit of 
satisfactory division into economic class­
es, hence it is not possible to say whether, 
within this general class, there are sig­
nificant differences in averages which are 
associated with differences in economic 
status. 

(2) There fs a marked difference 
in averages within the hand working groups, 
and this difference is closely associated 
with differences in economic status. In 
the three laboring groups, like rentals 
are associated with like averages, anCI. 
conversely, large differences in rentals 
are associated with large differences in 
averages. 

(3) In general, southborn women 
have-significantly higher averages for 
most occupational classes of-husbands and 
at most rental levels, than northboro 
women of corresponding position. 
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(4) Classifying urban and rural 
women by occupational status of husband 
does not affect the usual urban-rural fer­
tility differentials. (It was.not possi­
ble to compare urban and rural averages on 
the basis of economic status.) 

(5) Finally, these facts 'suggest 
that it may be the economic status of the 
family, rather than its social status as 

measured by occupation, which is most 
closely associated with the number of chil­
dren it will have--the lower the economic 
status, the larger the family. Further­
more, there is no evi'dence in the data for 
this County that there is any tendency to­
ward larger families among the economical­
ly comfortable as compared with those less 
well off. 



Chapter V 

PARENTAGE AND BIRTHPLACE IN RELATION TO 
AVERAGE HUMBER OF CHILDREN PER WOMAN 

Table 40 brings ~ut several inter­
esting facts concerning ~he variations in 
average number of children in different 
nativity and birth-residence Groups of 
husbands. In the first place, the native 
wives of native white northboro urban 
husbands of native parentage had a some­
what higher average number of children 
(standardized 1 for age differences) than 
the native wives of native white husbands 
of foreign parentage, 0.52 and 0.48, re­
spectively, but a somewhat'lower average 
than the native wives of husbands of mixed 
parentage, 0.52 and 0.57, respectively. 
In the second place, there was almost no 
difference in the averages where the hus­
bands were northboro rural of native par­
e~tage, ~n the one hand, and of foreign 
and mixed parentage, on the other, 0.67 
and 0.65, respectively. In the third 
place, the averages, when the husbands 
were southborn native urban (0.73), are 
higher than those when husbands were north­
born native urban (0.52) by 40 percent, 
while when southborn and northboro native 
urban women were compared, the difference 
was only 31 percent. (See Table 13.) 
Southborn rural husbands (0.95) had an 
average 42 percent higher than northboro 
rural husbands (0.67) while southborn 
rural wives had an average 38 percent 
above that of northboro rural wives. (See 
Table 13.) This suggested that a further 
comparison of the average number of chil­
dren in pure and mixed northboro and south­
born marriages would be of interest. 

1, PURE AND MIXED NORTHBORN-SOUTHBORN 
MARRIAGES 

When Group 1, where all the wives 
were northboro urban native whites, was 

TABLE 40: AVERAGE NlJMBER OF C!IILllREN 0-4 
PER NATIVE lll!lTE FlRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 
15-49 AND 20-44, ACTUAL AND STANDARD­
IZED FOR AGE DIFFERENCES, SELECTED 
BIRI'I!-RESIDENCE GROUPS OF IIUSl!ANre, 

BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 19}0 

Color, Nativity, Average Children 
Birth Region, and per Woman 

Residence of 15-49 20-44 
Husband Actuel Actuel Stand. 

Total 0.58 0.65 0.65 
a 

Northboro Urban 0.45 0.51 0.52. 
Native Parentage 0.47 0.52 0.52 
Foreign Parentage 0.33 0.42 0.48 
Mixed Parentttg~ 0.43 0.50 0.57 

a 
Northboro Rural 0.53 0.62 0.67 

Native Parentage 0.56 0.64 0.67 
Foreign Parentage } 0.39 0.52 0.65 
Mixed Parentage 

a 0.72 0.79 0.73 Southborn Urban 
a 0.91 0.97 0.95 Southborn Rural 

~ Refers only to native whites, Foreign­
born vhites are inoluded in the "Total." 

divided according to the place of birth of 
the husband (Table 41), the average number 
of children to.women of all ages (stand­
ardized for age differences) was 17 percent 
higher where the husbands were southborn 
(B, 0.61) than where they were northboro 
(A, 0.52). This difference is large enough 
to be significant (see note to Table 30). 

There was also the same kind of 
difference in average number of children 
when northboro and southborn husbands were 
married to southborn urban wives (Group 3). 
Northboro husbands with southborn urban 
wives (Group 3, C) had an average number of 
children of only 0.51, while southborn hus­
bands with southborn urban wives (Group 3,D) 

1. The crude average for YQIIIen of all ages in the different parentage of husband classes is of no particu­
lar significance since the age composition of the different groups wee quite different. 

44 
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TABLE 41: AVERAGE NUMBER OF C!IIL1lREN 0-4 PER NATIVE 'W11ITE l'IIlST MA:RRIAGE WOMAN BY AGE, 
SELECTED MA:RRIAGE COMBINATIONS, URBAN AND RURAL BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 19}0 

Average Children per Woman 
Birth and reei-
dence group of 

Total 20-44 
15-19 20-24 }0-}4 40-44 45-49 husband Actual Stand. 25-29 }5-}9 

· All Native White Firat Marriage Women 
NB Urban 0.45, 0.51 0.52 0.41 0.68 0.7} 0.55 0.}} 0.17 0.0} 
NB Rural 0.5} 0.62 0.67 0.}6 0.88 0.91 0.7} 0.41 0.24 0.05 
SBUrban 0.72 0.79 0.7} 0.56 1.02 0.97 0.67 0.52 0.33 o.os 
SB Rural 0.91 0.97 0.95 0.8} 1.25 1.18 0.95 0.77 0.42 0.19 

Group 1 - Northborn Urban Women 
NB Urban (A) 0.44 0.51 0.52 0.}8 0.67 0.74 0.56 0.}} 0.17 0.04 
SB Urban (B) 0.59 0.64 0.61 0.57 0.84 0.89 0.58 0.}9 0.19 0.06 

Group 2 - Northborn Rural Women 

NB Rural (E) 0.52 0.61 0.67 0.}6 0.87 0.90 0.72 0.41 0.25 0.05 
SB Rural (F) 0.76 0.80 0.78 0.918 

1.27 0.88 0.66 0.62 0.}4 o. o6"" 

Group } - Southborn Urban Women 

NB Urban (C) 0.51 0.54 0.51 0.50 0.74 0.65 0.50 0.}4 0.17 0.02 
SB Urban (D) 0.76 0.8} 0.77 0.56 1.06 0.99 0.70 0.56 0.}8 o.os 

Group 4 - Southborn Rural Women 

NB Rural (G) 0.66 0.72 0.71 o.}Ba 
SB Rural (H) 0.95 1.02 1.00 0.78 

y Baeed on lese than 25 women. 

had an average of 0.77, or 51 percent 
higher. Thus whether a northborn urban 
man

2
was married to a northborn urban woman 

(MC -A) or a southborn urban woman (MC-C) 
made practically no difference in the 
standardized (for age) average number of 
children (0.52 and 0.51, respectively); 
but when a southborn urban man married a 
northborn urban woman (MC-B) the average 
was 17 percent above that of the north­
born man-northborn wife combination (MC-A); 
and when he married a southborn urban wife 
(MC-D) the average was 51 percent above 
that of the northborn husband-southborn 
wife combination (MC-C). However, when a 
southborn urban man had a southborn urban 
wife (MC-D) the average number of children 
was 26 percent higher than when he was 
·married to a northborn urban wife (MC-B). 

When the northborn-southborn mar­
riage combinations for the rural women 
were examined the results were similar to 
those for the urban marriage combinations 
although the differences were not as 
large. Northborn rural women married to 

2. Marriase Combination. See Tables 41 and 42. 

0.9} 1.00 0.79 0.4} 0.16 0.008 

1.24 1.27 1.02 0.82 0.44 0.22 

southborn men (MC-F) had an average 16 per­
cent above what they had when married to 
northborn ~en (MC-E) and 10 percent above 
that of southborn rural women married to 
northborn rural men (MC-G), while south­
born rural women married to'southborn men 
(MC-H) had an average 41 percent above 
that of southborn rural women married to 
northborn rural men (MC-G). 

From these data it appears that in 
this County the region of birth of the 
husband had a closer association with the 
average number of children per woman than 
the region of birth of the wife. This re­
sult came somewhat as a surprise for it 
has been quite commonly assumed that where 
voluntary control of the size of the family 
is widely practiced the attitude of the 
wife is predominant in determining the num­
ber of children. 
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2. RENTAL AND BIRTHPLACE OF HUSBAND 
IN RELATION TO AVERAGE NUMBER OF 

CHILDREN PER WOMAN 

In order to see whether differ­
ences in economic status, as measured by 
the rental value of the home, might ac­
count for the close association of the 
birthplace of the husband with the average 
number of children, a tabulation of the 
urban women of the County (see Table 42) 

TABLE 42: AVERAGE NUMBER OF C!IILllREN 0-4 PER 
NATIVE lilii'l!E FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAl'l 15-49 AND 20-44, 

ACTUAL AND STANDARDIZED FOR AGE DIFFERENCES, BY 
BROAD MONTI!LI RENTAL INTERVAlS, SB:LECTED MARRIAGE 

COMBINATIONS, 1lRliAN BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 

Monthly 
Average Children per Woman 

15-49 I 20-44 
Rental 

Actual Actual I Stand. 
a 

Marriage Combination A 

Under $30 0.6o 0.67 0.62 
$30-49 0.44 0.49 0.49 
$50. 0.35 0.42 0.47 

a 
Marriage Combinstion B 

Under $30 0.77 0.85 0.76b 
$30-49 0.56 0.60 0.57 
$50. 0.36 0.39 0.44 

Marriage Combinstion C 
a 

Under $30 0.62 0.66 0.58" 
$30-49 0.45 0.48 0.46 
$50. 0.36 0.40 0.46b 

a 
Marriage Combinstion D 

Under $30 0.90 0.97 0.87 
$30-49 0.52 0.58 0.58b 
$50. 0.40 0.46 0.49 

~ Marriage Combinstions are: A = North­
born Women with North born l!uebande; 
B = Northborn Women with Southborn l!uebande; 
C = Southborn Women with Northborn l!uebande; 
D = South born Women with South born Husbande. 

"Ef Baeed on more than 10 but less than 25 
women in one of the five age intervals. 
(See note to Table 30 for statement of 
possible error.) 

was made on the basis of rentals fo.r each 
of the four possible northborn-southborn 
marriage' combinations •3 The point to test 
was whether differences in economic status 
in these northborn-southborn marriage com­
binations might account for·the results 
discussed in the preceding section. At 
rentals under $30 northborn urban women 
with northborn husbands (MC-A) had a de~ 
cidedly lower average number of children 
than northborn urban women with southborn 
husbands (MC-B), 0.62 and 0.76, respective­
ly. (See also Chart 15.) At rentals of 
$30-49 there was also a substantial dif­
ference between the averages for these two 
marriage combinations, amounting to about 
one-sixth--0.49 and 0.57, respectively. At 
.rentals ov.er $50 the difference was only 
about 7 percent but was reversed--northborn 
women with southborn husbands had a lower 
average than northborn women with northborn 
husbands, 0.44 and 0.47, respectively. 
When· northborn women with southborn hus­
bands (B) were compared with southborn 
women with northborn husbands (C) by rental 
classes, the former (B) were found to have 
significantly higher averages at rentals 
under $30 and at those of $30-49 but 
slightly lower averages at rentals of over 
$50. (See Chart 15 and Table 42.) More­
over, this C combination (southborn.women­
northborn husbands) had lower averages at 
all rentals than the A combination--north­
born. women with northborn husbands. In 
the under $30 rental class, southborn 
women with southborn husbands (MC-D) had 
a much higher average number of children 
than the A and C marriage combinations--40 
percent higher than the A and 50 percent 
higher than the C--but their average num­
ber of children was only about 14 percent 
higher than the average in the B combina­
tion where the husbands were also south­
born. Where the rentals were $30-49 there 
was still a significant difference between 
the averages of the D combination and of 
the A and C combinations but ~here was no 
significant difference between the D and B 
combinations, in both of which the husbands 
were southborn. When averages for women 
paying rentals of over $50 were considered, 

3 • A, northborn wife and northborn husband; B, northborn wife and south born husband; C, southborn wife 
and northborn husband; and D, southborn wife and southborn husband. (See Table 41.) 
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CHART 15: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN 0-4 PER 
NATIVE WliiTE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 20-44 

STANDARDIZED FOR AGE DUiERENCFS, BY 
AVERAGE MONTIILI RENTAL, FOOR MARRIAGE 

COMBINATIONS, URBAN BllTLER COUNTY, 
OHIO: 1930 

(Based on Table 42) 

0 o.,o 

only about 10 percent difference was found 
between any of the four marriage combina­
tions (compare Band Din Table 42); in 
the A and C combinations, where husbands 
are northborn, there was very little dif­
ference in the average number of children 
per woman when rentals were about $30. 

This method of presentation further 
emphasizes the importance of the economic 
differences between Groups and classes in 
explaining the differences between them in 
average numbers of children. The figures 
in the third line of Table 43 were calcu­
lated from the basic data of Table 42 (see 
Appendix Table 7) and show the averages 
for the four marriage combinations when 
standardized for differences in monthly 
rental of the home, and those in line four 
are standardized for age and rental com­
bined. The averages standardized for age 
and for duration of marriage are also 
given in order to show how these factors . 
used independently affect the actual 
(crude) averages for these marriage combi­
nations. They confirm the view that the 
birthplace of the husband is more closely 
associated with the average number of 
children than is the birthplace of the 
wife. When each of these four·northborn­
southborn marriage combinations in the 
urban population was given the same rental 
structure as all urban women in the County, 

TABLE 43: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN 0-4 PER 
NATIVE WliiTE FJJIST MARRIAGE WOMAN 20-44, ACTtiAL AND 

BrAN!lAIUliZED FOR SEL'ECTEil FACTORS, NORTIIBORN 
AND SOUTHBORN MARRIAGE COMBINATIONS, 

URBAN BUTLER COUNI'Y, OHIO: 1930 

Average Children 
Type per Woman for: 
of 

Average Marriage Combinations 
A a Ba ca Da 

Actual b 0.51 0.64 0.54 0.83 
Standardized for: 

}.ee 0.53 0.62 0.51 0.78 
Rentalc 0.55 0.64 0.53 0.69 
Aee and Rental 0.56 0.63 0.52 0.68 
Duration of Marriage 0.52 0.62 0.53 0.82 

,Y A = North born Women vith Northborn Husbands: 
B = Northborn Women vith Southborn Husbands: 
C = South born Women vi th .North born Husbands: 
D = Southborn Women vith Southborn I!Usbands. 

'Ef Standardized on urban Groups only. This dif­
fers from values shown 1n lines 24-26 of Table 
11 and Table 41 because 1n these Tables values 
are standardized on all native white women in tho 
total county instead of on the urban women only. 

gJ Seven rental classes were used. 

the effect was to raise the average sig­
nificantly above the actual average (from 
0.51 to 0.55) when northborn men had 
northborn wives (MC-A), and to lower the 
average for MC-D very significantly (from 
0.83 to 0.69). On the other hand, this 
standardization had no effect on the aver­
age when southborn men had northborn wives, 
that is the actual and standardized aver­
ages were both 0.64 for women 20-44 in 
marriage combination B. When northborn 
men had southborn wives standardization 
changed the average only 0.01, or from 
0.54 to 0.53 for this group (MC-C). These 
small changes indicate that the rental 
structure of the B and C marriage combina­
tions was little different from that of 
all women, and therefore was more favor­
able to a high average number of children 
than the rental structure of marriage 
combination A, and much less favorable 
than that of D. The difference between 
0.55, the average for the northborn husband­
northborn wife marriage combination (A) 
standardized for rental, and 0.64, the cor­
responding average for the southborn hus­
band-northborn wife combination (B) was, 
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therefore, not due to differences in eco­
nomic status in so far as average monthly 
rental measures the economic status of the 
home; nor was it due to a difference in 
birthplace of women. Hence, it seems rea­
sonable to attribute this difference large­
ly to the differing influences of northborn 
and southborn husbands. 

It is, of course, quite possible 
that there were selective factors in the 
southborn husband-northborn wife combina­
tion other than economic status and birth­
place which would account for this differ­
ence in averages, but these data seemed to 
point definitely to a close association be­
tween the birthplace of the husband and 
the average number of children per woman. 
The probability that this influence of the 
husband on averages was not fictitious was 
further strengthened when the differences 
in averages, standardized for rental, in 
the other two marriage combinations were 
examined. The average, standardized for 
rental, for northborn husband-southborn 
wife (combination C) showed only a 2 per­
cent decrease from the actual, which means 
that its rental structure was only slight­
ly more favorable to a high average than 
that of all urban women in the County, but 
appreciably more favorable to a high aver­
age than that of women in combination A 
(northborn husbands with northborn wives). 
The largest change in averages wrought by 
standardization for rental was in the D 
marriage combination (southborn husband­
southborn wife) where there was a decline 
of 0.14 or about 17 percent. This combina­
tion had a rental status definitely favor­
able to a high average number of children 
per woman, that is, it had a larger propor­
tion in the low rental classes than any of 
the other three marriage combinations in 
the urban population of the County. 

But perhaps the most interesting 
and significant fact brought out by stand­
ardizing for rental is that there was 
slightly less than 4 percent difference 
between combination A (northboro husband­
northboro wife) and combination C (north­
born husband-southborn wife), the same as 
when standardized for age. Moreover, 
combination C had the lower average on both 
bases. It is also significant that there 
was only 8 percent difference between the 
southborn husband-northborn wife combina­
tion (B) and the southborn husband-south­
born wife combination (D), the latter hav-

ing the higher average. Hence, the extreme 
difference in averages standardized for 
rental differences, was not between the 
northboro husband-northborn wife combina­
tion (A= 0.55) and the southborn husband­
southborn wife combination (D = 0.69), as 
might have been expected, but between the 
latter and the northborn husband-southborn 
wife combination (C = 0.53). 

When these same northborn-southborn 
marriage combinations were standardized for 
both age and rental (Table 43, line 4) all 
the averages except that for combination A 
(northborn husband-northborn wife) were re­
duced by one point from the value standard­
ized for rental only, while that for combi­
nation A was raised one point. As a conse­
quence of this double standardization, the 
extreme difference in actual averages, viz., 
that between northboro husband-northborn 
wife (0.51) and southborn husband-southborn 
wife (0.83), of about 63 percent was re­
duced to 31 percent and was shifted to that 
between northborn husbands with southborn 
wives (B) and southborn husbands with 
southborn wives (D). Furthermore, the dif­
ference in averages between northborn and 
southborn women with southborn husbands 
was reduced from about 30 percent in the 
actual averages to less than 8 percent 
when standardized for both rental and age. 

The division of the four marriage 
combinations into rental classes shown in 
Table 44 yielded results essentially simi­
lar to some already noted in other connec­
tions. On account of the small.number of 
women in combinations B and C, at rentals 
of under $20, it was not practicable to 
standardize (for age) the averages for 
these women but there can be no doubt, con­
sidering actual averages, that southborn 
husbands with northborn wives (B) had an 
appreciably higher average than northborn 
husbands with southborn wives (C). This 
was also true at rentals of $20 and over 
but the difference at these higher rental~ 
was certainly less. This classif~cation 
also showed that there was a large differ­
ence between the averages for women in 
each of the marriage combinations where 
rents were under $20 and where they were 
$20 and over. When the division was made 
at $30 there were the same types of differ­
ences between marriage combinations that 
have just been noted. The average number 
of children, standardized for age differ­
ences, in marriage combination A was much 
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TAl!LE 44: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CIIILDREN 0-4 PER NATIVE Wl!ITE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN BY AGE AND BY 
RENTAL FOR SELECTED MARRIAGE COMBINATIONS URBAN BUTLER COUNTY OHIO· 1930 

' ' 
Average Children per Woman 

Marriage 
Total 20-44 

20-24 Combination 15-19 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 
Actual. Stand. 

for Age 

Rental Under $20 
A 0.61 0.70 0.64 0.46 0.80 0.97b 0.7\ O.l8b 0.3~ o.oob 
B 0.84 0.93 a 0.68b 1.11 ---- l.,Sb 0.38b o.46i; o.oob o.oob 
c 0.61 0.63 a 0.44b 0.74 ---- 0.83 0.56 0.25 o.oo o.oo 
D 1.00 1.09 0.97 0.71 1.25 1.27 0.88 0.66 0.60 0.07 

Rental $20 and over 
A 0.43 0.50 0.52 0.37 0.66 0.73 0.55 0.33 0.17 o.o4 
B 0.56 0.61 0.59 0.50 0.79 0.83 0.59 0.39 0.20 0.07 
c 0.49. 0.53 0.51 0.48 0.74 0.64 0.50 0.33 0.20 0.02 
D 0.66 0.73 0.70 0.45 0.96 0.88 0.65 0.53 0.34 0.09 

Rental Under $30 
A 0.60 0.67 0.62 0.47 0.83 0.92 0.64 0.32 0.23b 0.03b 
B 0.77 0.85 0. 76' 0.59 0.9- 1.16 0.62 0.68 0.2\ 0.00 
c 0.62 0.66 0.58c 0.42 0.82 0.79 0.51 0.42 0.19 o.o6b 
D 0.90 0.97 0.87 0.62 1.14 1.12 0.82 0.69 0.44 0,10 

Rental $30 and over 

A 0.40 0.46 0.48 0.29 0.57 0.68 0.54 0.33 0.16 o.o4 
B 0.49 0.52 0.53 o.48b 0.76 0.72 0.57 0.28 0.18 0.09 
c 0.42 0.46 0.45 0.54 0.63 0.56 0.50 0.29 0.17 o.oo 
D 0.49 0.56 0.57 0.30 0.82 0.67 0.53 0.41 0.32 o.o8 

y Not calculated because most of the age groups contained less than 25 woman. 

E} Based on less than 25 woman. 

'2f Based on more than 10 but less than 25 vomsn in one of the five age intervals. 

closer to that or combination C than to 
that or combination B but vas always 
higher than that or C. It may also be 
noted again that at higher rentals ($20 
and over, and $30 and over) there vas 
much less dirrerence in the average number 
or children in these dirrerent marriage 
combinations than at the lo~er rentals. 
The maximum dirrerence vas always between 
southborn wives with northborn husbands 
and with southborn husbands (MC-C and 
MC-D). 

The indexes in Table 45 make it 
clear that the relations or averages in 
the rour marriage combinations noted 
above also held ror practically all age 
intervals. There vas a closer association 
between the birth-region or the husband 
and the average number or children per 
woman than between the birth-region or the 
wire and the average number or children at 
almost every age interval and in each or 

the several rental classes, i.e., the aver­
ages or marriage combinations A and C are 
more alike than those or A and B, and those 
or marriage combinations B and D are more 
alike than those or C and D. 

Finally, before leaving this matter 
or marriage combinations and rental classes, 
it will be or interest to turn attention 
ror a moment to Table 46, giving the average 
number of children per woman by relatively 
narrow rental intervals ror the two marriage 
combinations in which the number or women 
vas large enough to permit of such an array: 
MC-A, northborn urban women with northborn 
husbands; and MC-D, southborn urban women 
with southborn husbands. The point of 
chier interest is that the difrerences in 
averages between these groups diminished as 
rentals increased. "(See Chart 16.) At 
rentals under $20 the average vas over one­
hair greater where both husband and wire 
were southborn than where both were nort~ 
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TABLE 45: INDEXES a OF AGE-SPECIFIC AVERAGES 
FOR THE FOUR NORT!ll!ORN-SOUTIIBORN MARRIAGE 

COMBINATIONS, URBAN BUTLER COUNTY, 
OHIO: 1930 

Mar- Index of Average Children per Woman 
riage 
Combi-

nations 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 

Rental under $20 

A 100 100 100 100 100 100 
B 148b 139 14::": 5~ 256b 0 0 0 

c 96b 92 86 75 139b 0 0 0 

D 154 156 131 117 367 194 

Rental $20 and over 

A 100 100 100 100 100 100 
B 135 120 114 107 118 118 
c 130 112 88 91 100 118 
D 122 145 121 118 161 200 

Rental under $30 

A 100 100 100 100 100 lOOb 
B 126 108 126 97 212 109 
c 89 99 86 So 131 83b 
D 132 137 122 128 216 191 

Rental $30 and over 

A lOOb 100 100 100 100 100 
B 166 133 106 106 85 112 
c 186 111 82 93 88 106 
D 103 144 99 98 124 200 

!!:/ Age-specific averages of marriage combi­
nation A = 100. 

£f Booed on lees than 25 women as indicated 
1n Table 44. 

This difference declined almost steadily 
as rental increased, the average for mar­
riage combination D being only 4 percent 
above that for marriage combination A at 
rentals of $50 or more. As economic 
status improved, the differences in back­
grounds (difference in birth-region) which 
accompanied a large difference in averages 
at the lower rents seemed to lose its 
force. 

The general conclusions from this 
comparison of northborn-southborn marriage 
combinations have already been indicated 
but may be stated more explicitly: (a) be­
ing southborn or northboro was fairly 
closely associated with the average number 
·.of children per woman even when certain 
other importa.nt.factors were held constant 
but appeared to be more closely associated 

CHART 16: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN 0-4 PER 
NATIVE liiiiTE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 20-44 STAND­
ARDIZED FOR AGE Dll:EERENCES, BY AVERAGE MONTH­
IX RENTAL, MARRIAGE COMBINATIONS A AND D, URBAN 

0.90 

0 

BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 
(Based on Table 46) 

,, 
,' 
I 

II 
I 
I 

150+ 

with the influence of the husband than with 
that of the wife; (b) when differences in 
rental status were eliminated by sta.nda.rd­
iza.tion, differences in actual (crude) 
averages between these combinations were 
much reduced, indicating that economic dif­
ferences were fairly closely associated 
with the differences in average numbers of 
children; (c) standardization for both age 
and rental differences showed that these 
two factors combined accounted for a. large 
part of the difference between actual 
(crude) averages in the A and D marriage 
combinations; and (d) standardization for 
both age and rental also confirmed another 
rather surprising result already noted 
above, viz., that when a northboro man 
married a southborn women (MC-C) the aver­
age was significantly below that of any of 
the other three combinations. 

These data. showing the relation of 
average numbers of children in different 
marriage combinations in the urban popula­
tion in relation to cer~ain other factors 
suggest several rather general hypotheses 
which may be stated as follows: (1) eco­
nomic differences between groups and class­
es are very closely associated with differ­
ences in fertility, probably more closely 
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TABLE 46: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CBILllREN 0-4 PER NATIVE 
li!IITE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 15-49 AND 20-44, ACTUAL 

AND STANDARDIZED FOR AGE lJli>ERENCFB, l!Y AVERAGE 
MD~ :RENTAL, MARRIAGE COMBINATIONS A AND D, 

URBAN BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 

Average Children 
M:lnthl,v per Woman Percent 

15-491 20-44 Di:ff'erence a 
Rental 

Actual!Actuall stand.. 
b Marriage Combination A 

Und.er $20 0.61 0.70 0.64 
$20-24 0.66 0.73 0.68 
$25-29 0.56 0.62 0.58 
$30-39 0.46 0.52 0.50 
$40-49 0.40 0.45 0.46 
$50i- 0.35 0.42 0.47 

b 
Marriage Combination D 

Und.er $20 1.00 1.09 0.97 52 
$20-24 0.92 0.98 0.92 35 
$25-29 0.70 0.76 0.70 21 
$30-39 0.56 0.62 0.61 22 
$40-49 0.43 0.49 0.51 11 

$50i- 0.40 0.46 0.49° 40 

!} Percent etand.ard.1zed. average in D is 
greater than in A. 
EJ A = Northborn Womei) with Northboro Bue­
band.e; D = Southborn Women with Southborn 
Bueband.e. 
!Y Baaed. on more than 10 .but lese than 25 
women in one of the five age intervale. 
(See note to Table 30.) 

associated with fertility than are such 
cultural differences as can be found be­
tween the northborn and southborn people 
living in a northern industrial community; 
(2) low economic status helps to maintain 
all those physical, attitudinal, and back­
ground differences between Groups and class­
es which are associated with high fertility, 
while good economic status tends to dissi­
pate these differences and to reduce all 
the different Groups and classes to a low 
birth rate; and (3) the attitude of the 
husband towards the control of the size of 
the family is fully as important as, prob­
ably more important than, that of the wife. 
It is to be hoped that as new facts become 
available these hypotheses can be tested 
for other populations. 



Chapter VI 

OTHER FACTORS IN RELATION TO AVERAGE NUMBER Of CHILDREN PER WOMAN 

1. EMPLOYMENT OF WOMEN AND AVERAGE 
NUMBER OF CHILDREN PER WOMAN 

In Butler County all the first 
marriage women 20-44 who were employed 
away from home had an average number of 
children· per woman (standardized for 
age) of 0.16, or slightly less ~han one­
fourth as large as the average for a 
woman not employed, 0.70. (See Chart 17 
and Table 47.) Since very few rural 
women were employed outside the home, 
comparisons of averages between women 
employed outside the home and those not 
so employed, as given in Table 47, were 
confined to urban Groups (1 and 3). For 
women 20-44 the standardized (for age) 
average for Group 1 employed women was 
0.13 while that for not employed women 
was 0.60, or 4.6 times as great; in 
Group 3 the averages were 0.20 and 0.77, 
respectively, the latter being 3.8 times 
the former. That a higher average number 
of children was found among Group 3 em­
ployed women than among Group 1 employed 
women is what would be expected from the 
differences between these two Groups al­
ready noted. The age-specific differ­
ences were also about what would be ex­
pected. Furthermore, the same types of 
differences in average numbers of chil­
dren between employed and not employed 
women were found in both northborn and 
southborn Groups of women. 

About the same proportion of all 
first marriage women in the two urban 
Groups were employed away from home-­
Group 1 (northborn), 10.5 percent; Group 
3 (southborn), 10.2 percent. Although 
the average number of children per em­
ployed woman was about 50 percent higher 
among the southborn women it was still 
very low--far below the maintenance 
level which requires that two out of 
every three first marriage women 20-44 
have a child under five if their numbers 
are to be maintained at the same level 
in the future. But in spite of this gen-
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CHART 17: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN 0-4 PER 
NATIVE Wlll'I'E FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 20-44 

STANDAliDIZED FOR AGE DIFFERENCES, BY 
EMPLOYMENT STATUS, SELECTED BlllTII­

RESIDENCE GROUPS, BUTLER COUl'lTY, 
OHIO: 1930 

(Based on Table 47) 

·=)':~\ 
.D :::rf=l= 

eral similarity in the behavior of north­
born and southborn women as regards em­
ployment and children it should be noted 
that employment away from home was somewhat 
less of a deterrent to bearing children, 
or children were less a deterrent to em­
ployment, among the younger married women, 
particularly those 15-24, in Group 3 than 
in Group 1 (see Table 47). At older ages 
the Group 3 averages were decreased more 
by employment of women than were Group 1 
averages. This difference would seem to 
be just another indication that voluntary 
limitation of the size of the family was 
more general at the younger ages among 
northborn women than among southborn women. 

The differences in actual averages 
between the employed and the not-employed 
women in Groups 2 and 4 were of the same 
character and of about the same magnitude 
as those between Groups 1 and 3. However, 
since for these Groups, the numbers of 
women who were employed were small, the 
averages in these Groups were of little or 
no significance. 

In order to show how differences 
in proportions employed affected the aver­
ages to all the women in each of the four 
Groups, these averages have been standard­
ized for employment of women (Column C) 
and for employment of women and age 
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TABLE 47: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CJIILilREN 0-4 PER NATIVE W11ITE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN, BY AGE 
AND BY EMPIDYMENT STATUS, SELECTED BIRTH-RESIDENCE GROUPS . , 

BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 1 

Employment Aver~e Children ner Woman 

Status 15-491 20-44 1 
20-24 25-29 30-34 40-44 45-49 .I 15-1 35-39 Act. Act.JStand.l 

Native White First Marriage Women 

Not Emplo:yed 0.62 0.70 0.70 0.57 0.91 0.95 0.10 0 .. 45 0.25 0.06 
Emplo:yed awa:y from home 0.15 0.17 0.16 0.12 0.19 0.22 0.13 0.13 0.09 0.03 

Group 1 - Northborn Urban Women 
Not Emplo:yed 0.50 0-57 0.60 0.50 0.82 0.85 0.60 0.36 0.18 0.04 
Emplo:yed awa;y from home 0.12 0.13 0.13 0.10 0.10 0.20 0.09 0.17 0.07 0.00 

Group 2 - Northborn Rural Women 
Not Emplo:yed 0.56 0.65 ~:~=s 0.~~ 0.99 0.9~ 0.74 o.44b 0.2~ 0.0\ 
Emplo:yed awa:y from home 0.12 0.13 0.00 O.lOb 0.13 0.24. 0.00 0.17 o.oo 

Group 3 - Southborn Urban Women 

Not Emplo;yed 0.76 0.83 0.17 0.61 1.05 1.01 0.73 0.54 0.36 o.os 
Emplo:yed awa;y from home 0.19 0.21 0.20 0.15 0.36 0.24 0.12 0.11 0.12 0.00 

Group 4 - Southborn Rural Women 

Not Emplo:yed 0.91 0.98 ~::~. 0.71, 1.2~ 1.24b 0.99b 0.75b 0.39b 0.1\ 
Emplo:yed awa:y from home 0.34 0.31 0.00 0.25 0.57 0.33 0.00 0.00 1.00 

,Y Not calculated because there were less than 25 women 1n several age intervals. 

E/ Based on less than 25 women. 

total 

CIIART 18: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CJIILDREN 0-4 PER 
NATIVE WIIITE FlRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 20-44, 
ACTUAL AND STANDARDIZED FOR EMPIDYMENT 

STATUS OF WOMEN, SELECTED BIRTH­
RESIDENCE GROUPS, BUTLER COUNTY, 

OHIO: 1930 
(Based on Table 48) 

-- --- ~ - . 
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(Column D). The results of these calcula­
tions together with other selected averag­
es, useful for comparison, are given in 
Table 48. Differences in proportions em­
ployed effected a small, but probably sig­
nificant, modification in the actual 
(crude) averages (Chart 18 and Columns A 
and C of Table 48). The averages for the 
urban Groups (1 and 3) when standardized 
for differences in employment alone were 
raised one point,. or between 1 and 2 per­
cent, while those for the rural Groups (2 
and 4) were lowered three and four points, 
or 4 to 5 percent. Thus the d.ifferences 
in proportions of employed women in these 
four Groups were sufficient to effect an 
appreciable diminution of the differences 
between the rural and urban Groups in 
their crude and standardized average num­
bers of chiidren per woman, although the 
different proportions employed had little 
influence on differences between northborn 
and southborn Groups. 

average for Group 1 only one point instead 
of two; for Group 2 it lowered the average 
three points instead of raising it five, in 
Group 3 it raised the average one point in­
stead of lowering it five, and in Group 4 

When compared with the results of 
standardizing for age (Column B), standard­
izing for employment (Column C) raised the 

it lowered the average four points instead 
of two. Age is thus shown to be more impor­
tant than employment in accounting for the 
differences in the crude averages between 
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TABLE 48: AVERAGE llllMBER OF CIIILllREN 0-4 PER 
WOMAN 20-44, ACTUAL AND STANDARDIZED FOR 
AGE, FOR EMPLOYMENT STATUS, AND FOR BOTH, 

SELECTED BIRTH-RESIDENCE GROUPS, 
BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 

Average Children per Woman 
Groups 

A a Ba c" n" 
All Women 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 

Group 1 0.52 0.54 0.53 0.55 
Group 2 0.63 0.68 0.60 0.65 
Group 3 0.76 0.71 0.77 0.72 
Group 4 0.96 0.94 0.92 0.90 

y Column A = Actual Averages; Column B 
= Standardized for Ase; Column C = stand­
ardized for Dnployment; Column D = Stand­
ardized for Age and Dnployment. 

Groups, except in the case of Group 4. But 
employment of women was by no means a 
negligible factor in the total situation 
although it did not act in exactly the 
same manner as did differences in age. 

The results of standardizing for 
both age and employment at the same time 
are shown in Column D of Table 48. As 
would be expected this process yielded 
averages which varied from the actual 
(crude) by approximately the algebraic sum 
of the changes resulting.from standardiz­
ing for age and employment separately. To­
gether standardizing for age and employ­
ment reduced the spread between actual 
averages for Groups 1 and 3 from 46 percent 
to 31 percent and the difference between 
actual averages for Groups 2 and 4 from 52 
percent to 38 percent. The extreme spread 
(85 percent)--that between the actual aver­
ages in Groups 1 and 4--was reduced to 64 
percent by this double standardization. 
Clea~ly, differences in the employment of 
women away from home, as a factor affect­
ing the averages (crude) found in these 4 
Groups, although not of very great impor­
tance, should not be ignored. 

This was also shown when the em­
ployed women in each Group were given the 
age-specific averages of the not-employed 
women in the same Group·. This calculation 
showed that if no Group 1 women had been 
employed they would have had 11 percent 
more children than they actually had. 
Group 3 women would have had 8 percent 
more; Group 2 women, 4 percent more; and 
Group 4 women, 2 percent more. (See Table 

TABLE 49: ACTUAL llllMBER OF CHILllREN 0-4 
BELONGING TO THE WOMEN 15-49 IN THE FOUR 

BASIC GROUPS AND llllMBER THEY WOULD HAVE 
HAD IF NO WOMEN HAD BEEN EMPLOYED AWAY 
FROM HOME OR FOR WAGES AT HOME, SELECT-

ED BIRTH-RESIDENCE GROUPS, BUTLER COUNTY, 
OHIO: 1930 

Children 1n Given Group 

1 2 3 4 

Actual 3,316 1,494 3,210 1,188 

With no sm-
played women 3,673 1,548 3,452 1,217 

Percent changE 
from actual 11 4 8 2 

49.) Altogether there would have been 682 
more children under 5'in the County in 
1930 if the employed women in each Group 
had had the same age-specific averages. as 
the not-employed. This would have added 
7.4 percent to the child (0-4) population. 
It is not intended to imply that the em­
ployment of women away from home caused al­
most 700 fewer children to be raised in 
Butler County. As indicated above, it is 
not known whether, or to what extent, women 
had smaller families because they worked or 
worked because they had few or no children. 
The data available for this study throw no 
light on this aspect of the matter. 

2. PRIMARY AND SECONDARY FAMILIES 

·Women ~ primary families living 
alone had a considerably higher average 
number of children (standardized for age) 
than either those in primary families with 
a secondary family present, that is, where 
the women in both primary and secondary 
families were 15-49, or the women in sec­
ondary families, that is, where only the 
woman in the secondary family was 15-49. 1 

They also had higher averages at every age 
where the numbers were large enough to 
yield reliable results. (See Table 50.) 

It is of interest, too, that the 
differences in average numbers of children 
in primary and secondary families was con­
siderably less in the northborn Groups 
than in the southborn Groups, and that 
there was but little difference between 
northborn and southborn urban women in the 
average number of children in secondary 
families (actual averages). These facts 

1. "Primary fsmily" as used 1n this stud,y refers to the first fsmily 1n the home, i.e., the fsmily of 
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TAllLE 50: AVERAGE 1IUMllER OF CliiLllREN 0-4 PER IIATIVE 'WlllTE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN, BY AGE 
AND BY TYPE OF FAMrul, SELECTED BIRTII-RFBIDENCE GROUPS, BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 

Type of Average Children per Woman 
20-44 15-49 I I Family 

Actual I Actual Stand. I 
15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 . 

Native White First Marriaso Women 

Primary only 0.60 0.67 0.68 0.58 0.95 0.91 0.67 0.43 0.24 0.05 
Secondar;y 0.44 0.47 0.40 0.38 0.51 0.53 0.44 0.33 0.05 0.04 

I Group 1 - Northboro Urban Women 

Primary only 0.47 0.54 0.56 0.48 0.75 0.79 0.58 0.34 0.17 0.03b 
Secondar;y 0.39 0.41 0.36 0.36 0.47 0.46 0.39 0.30 0.07 0.00 

Group 2 - Northboro Rural Women 

Primary only 0.55 0.64 0.70 
a 

0.63 1.02 0.90 o.n o.43b 0.27b 0.05b 
Secondar;y 0.51 0.56 ---- 0.26 0.46 0,80 0.64 0.39 0.00 0.25 

Group 3 - Southborn Urban Women • 
Primary only 0.73 0.79 0.74 0.61 1.05 0.97 0.67 0.5~ 0.35b 0.07b 
Secondar;y 0.42 0.44 

a 
0.41 0.56 0.37 0.17 ---- 0.19 0.00 0.00 

Group 4 - Southborn Rural Women 

Primary only 0.91 0.98 0.96 0.7~1 1.25 1.2\ 0.98b 0.7~ 0.37b 0.20b 
Secondar;y 0.69 0.74 

a 
0.69 0.56 0.71 1.33 1.50 0.00 0.00 ----

y ·Not calculated because several age groups contained less than 25 women, 

E/ Baeed on less than 25 women. 

suggest the possibility that the primary 
and secondary family combinations repre­
sented a somewhat less satisfactory.adjust­
ment of family life among the southborn 
urban population of the County than among 
the northborn urban population; but there 
is no clear proof that this vas the case. 

The data available did not supply 
·any satisfactory explanation of the dif­
ferences in average number of children in 
primary and secondary families in each 
Group, nor of the greater differences be­
tween such families in urban than in rural 
Groups. A possible explanation of the low 
average number of children in secondary 
families is that a larger proportion of the 
women in these families than in primary 
families were employed away from home. Un­
fortunately, our data were not tabulated 
to show the proportion of employed women 
in primary and secondary families. If 
there were more employed women in second­
ary families, it would account, in part 

at least, for both the differences in aver­
ages between primary and secondary families 
and the larger difference between them in 
urban Groups than in rural Groups, since 
there were but few rural women employed 
away from home. 

The differences in averages be­
tween families in which there vas but one 
worker and those in which there vas more 
than one worker (see Section 4 below) add 
likelihood to the suggestion that employ­
ment of women may have been a factor of 
some importance in explaining the differ­
ences in averages in these primary and 
secondary families. As between Groups, 
differences in the proportions of the dif­
ferent types of families (primary and sec­
ondary) seemed to be of little signifi­
cance in determining average number of 
children. Standardizing for this factor 
raised the crude average only one point in 
Group 1 and did not affect the averages 
for the other Groups at all. (See Line 13 
of Table 11.) 

(Footnote continued) which the head of the household is a memb"". It is composed of a husband and 
wife living together, with or without children. A secondar;y family is the second or subsequent £2!!!­
plete family living with a prl.mary family, and is composed of a husband and wife living together, with 
or without children. Since the number of women 1n "primary with secondar;y" families was quite smell 
1n all four Groups, these women are omitted tram the following discussion. 
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3. NUMBER OF CHILDREN TO OWNERS AND RENTERS_ 

Table 51 shove the differences be­
tween owners and renters in average num­
bers of children per voman. For all 
vomen in Butler County, those in rented 
homes had an average (standardized for age) 
about one-sixth higher than those in owned 
homes. However, the differences varied 
considerably from Group to Group. There 
vas slightly less than 4 percent differ­
ence in averages (standardized for age) 
between owners and renters in Group 1, 
vhile the difference in standardized aver­
ages between northborn rural owners and 
renters (Group 2) vas about 20 percent 
greater among renters and that between 
southborn urban owners and renters (Group 
3) vas almost the same. In Group 4 
(southborn rural) renters had an average 
about 14 percent higher than owners. The 
rather large differences between the actual 
averages and the standardized (for age) 
averages shov the effects of differences 

in the age distribution of these tvo class­
es (owners and renters). In every Group 
the standar_dized average for owners vas 
significantly higher than the actual aver­
age vhile that for renters vas the same or 
lover, indicating that owners had an age 
composition less favorable to a high aver­
age number of children per voman than 
renters. -

Another vay to shov the effect of 
owner-r~nter differences in age is to calcu­
late the total number of children owner 
vomen vould have had if they had been given 
the age distribution of renter vomen in the 
same Group but retained their own age-spe­
cific averages. The results of these cal­
culations are given in Table 52, Columns B 
and C. They indicate that, (a) within 
Groups 1 and 2, renter vomen had a very 
distinct advantage in age composition but 
that this vas somewhat smaller in Group 3 
and still less in Group 4. (See percents 
in Column C.) 2 

In order to get a fairly precise 

TABLE 51: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHn.1lREN 0-4 PER NATIVE WI!ITE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN, BY AGE 
AND BY TENORE OF HOME, SELECTED BJRTI!-RESIDENCE GROUPS, BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 

Tenure 
Average Children per Woman 

15-49 I 20-44 I I of Home 
Actual I Actual Stand. I 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 

Native White First Marriage Women 
Owned 0.46 0.54 0.59 0.50 I 0.76 0.82 0.66 0.37 0.19 0.04 
Rented 0.68 0.74 0.69 0.53 0.92 0.91 0.66 0.49 0.31 0.07 

Group 1 - Northboro Urban Women 
Owned 0.39 0.46 0.52 0.39 I 0.61 0.74 0.62 0.32 0.16 0.04 
Rented 0.53 0.58 0.54 0.46 0.73 0.78 0.50 0.36 0.18 o.o4 

Group 2 - Northboro Rure1 Women 
Owned 0.43 0.53 0.62 0.43 I 0.71 0.91 0.70 0.38 0.19 o.o4 
Rented 0.68 0.74 0.74 0.54 l.o4 o.BB 0.73 0.51 0.42 0.06 

Group 3 - Southborn Urban Women 
Owned 0.54 0.60 0.62 0.64 l 0.87 0.79 0.65 0.39 0.27 0.05 
Rented 0.17 0.83 0.75 0.53 1.02 0.98 0.66 0.57 0.38 o.oB 

Group _4 - Southborn Rurel Women 
Owned 0.78 0.85 0.87 0.5Ba I 1.16 1.11 0.85 0.69 0.32 0.13 
Rented 0.98 1.05 0.99 0.78 1.17 1.27 l.oB 0.77 0.45 0.22 

!/ Based on lees than 25 women. 

2. It should be noted that in these calculations the age differences measured are those between owner 
and renter women in each Group while in standardizing for age (Table 51) the comparison is of both 
owner and renter women in each Group with all native white first marriage women 20-44 in the County. 
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idea of the relative importance of differ­
ences in age and differences in age-specif­
ic average numbers of children in account­
ing for differences in actual averages be­
tween ovners and renters, calculations 
were also made to show the change in the 
total number of children to ovner women if 
they had had the age-specific averages of 
renter women. (See Columns D ana E of 
Table 52.) The percent of increase in 
number of children shovn in Column E when 
compared with that in Column C shoving the 
effect of age differences, gives a fairly 
good notion of the relative importance of 
these two factors. In Group 1 almost all 
the difference between ovners and renters 
in average numbers of children vas due to 
age differences. The ovner women with the 
age composition of the renter women would 
have had 29 percent more children (Column 
C) but with the age-specific averages of 
renter women· they would have had only 1 
percent more children (Column E). In Group 
2 the corresponding percentages show that 
differences in age were more important 
than differences in age-specific averages, 
but only to the extent of being about one­
third greater; in Group 3 they were of 
about equal importance, 21 and 19 percent, 
respect~vely; and in Group 4 differences 
in age-specific·averages were almost twice 
as important as those in age composition. 

If it is assumed that the economic 
status of renters vas less favorable than 
that of ovners then the differences between 
these classes in age-specific averages for 
Groups 2, 3, and 4 appear quite consistent 
with the generally observed relationship 
between lover economic status and higher 
fertility, but the situation in Group 1 
suggests the possibility that this inverse 
relationship vas in process of passing. 
However, as has already been shovn, the 
relationship between economic status, 
measured by rental, and fertility vas high­
ly inverse, particularly at low rentals, 
in all of these four Groups in 1930. Hence, 
one must conclude the classification of 
the women in Group 1 into ovners and rent­
ers did not correspond very closely to an 
economic classification based on rentals 
in this County, and the available evidence 
seems to indicate that the latter is a much 
more accurate index of economic status. 

~t is also of some interest that, 
although in general renters had higher 
averages than ovners, and the differences 

·TABLE 52: NUMBER OF CIIILDREN 0-4 OF NATIVE 
WlllTE FnlST MARRIAGE WOMEN 15-49, lli TENURB: 

OF HOME, SELECTED BIRTII-RESI!lENCE GROUPS, 
BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 

Tenure A a Ba ca Da Ea 
of Home 

Native White First Marriage Women 

Total 9,2o8 10,024 9 9,602 4 

Owned },297 4,ll3 25 },680 l2 
Rented 5,817 5,817 -- 5,817 --
Unlmown 94 94 -- 105 l2 

Group l - Northboro Urban Women 

Total },}16 3,735 13 3,333 l 

Owned 1,469 1,888 29 1,486 1 
Rented 1,8ll 1,8ll -- 1,8ll --
Unknown }6 36 -- }6 --

Group 2 - Northboro Rural Women 

Total 1,494 1,699 14 1,649 10 
Owned 650 855 32 802 23 
Rented 8}0 8}0 -- 830 --
Unknown 14 14 -- 17 21 

Group 3 - Southborn Urban Women 

Total },210 3,357 5 },}54 4 
Owned 7o8 855 21 844 19 
Rented 2,470 2,470 -- 2,470 --
Unknown }2 }2 -- 4o 25 

Group 4 - Bouthborn Rural Women 

Total 1,188 1,233 4 1,266 7 
Owned 470 515 10 548 17 
Rented 706 706 -- 706 --
Unknown l2 l2 -- l2 --
!/ Column A a Actual number of children; 
Column B g Calculated number of children they 
would have had if owners had age composition 
for renters hut their own age-epec1fio aver­
ages; Column C a Percent B changes from A; 
Column D • Calculated number of children they 
would have had if owners and unknown retained 
their own age distribution but had age-specific 
averaees of renters; Column E • Percent D 
chana&• from A. 

between the age-specific averages for ovn­
ers and renters were generally larger in 
the younger age periods than in the older 
age periods, there were several signifi­
cant exceptions. (See Table 51.) This 
suggests the possibility that, among the 
northborn urban population, young people 
who were more interested in ovning homes 
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were somewhat less fertile than those who 
rented, but that as they grew older, e.g., 
30-34, they made up to some extent for 
their lower fertility at younger ages. 

4. CHILDREN IN ONE-WORKER AND 
MULTIPLE-WORKER FAMILIES 

Table 53 shows that among the first 
marriage women of all ages in the County 
the average number of children per woman 

'(standardized for age differences} was a 
half larger in families where there was 
only one gainful worker than in those where 
there were two, and slightly more than a 
half higher than where there were three or 
more. However, the difference in average 
number of children between one- and two­
worker families varied greatly from Group 
to Group. In Group 4 it vas only one­
fifteenth higher in the one-worker fami­
lies; in Group 2, almost a fourth; in 
Group 3, over a half higher; and in Group 
1, almost two-thirds higher. This differ­
ence was, therefore, primarily an urban­
rural difference. (See also Chart 19.) 
The northborn and southborn urban women 
were much more alike in respect to the dif­
ferences in the average number of children 
per woman in one-worker and two-or-more­
worker families than either was to the 
same birth-region Group, living in the 
rural areas of the County. 

With only minor exceptions there 
was a higher average number of children 
in one-worker families than in two-or-more­
worker families in all age periods of each 
Group, but the difference tended to be 
greater in the early age periods and to 
diminish as age increased. Why this dif­
ference diminished with increasing age, or 
why there was any difference at all between 
one- and two-or-more-worker families or 
between urban and rural dwellers cannot be 
explained entirely satisfactorily by the 
data available; but it is not unlikely 
that it is more or less closely connected 
with the variations between Groups and 
types of families, in the proportion of 
women employed away from home. 

If we assume, for the sake of mak­
ing certain calculations, that all the 
families in which the first marriage woman 
was employed away from home, were families 
having two or more gainful workers, then 
the families having two or more gainful 

CIIARr 19: AVERAGE :ritJl.mER OF CHILDREN 0-4 
FER NATIVE liHlTE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 

20-44 BrANDARDIZED FOR AGE DIFFERENCES, 
BY NUMBER OF GAINFUL WORKERS IN THE 

F.AMIIX, SELECTED BIRTH-RESIDENCE 
GROUPS, BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 

(Based on Table 53) 
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workers, other than the wife, present quite 
another picture of the differences in the 
average number of children in one-worker 
families and in families with two or more 

. gainful workers. The results of subtract­
ing the gainfully employed women and their 
children (basic data of Table 47) from the 
women and children in families having two 
or more gainful workers are shown in the 
last line of each section of Table 53 and 
by the 4th bar in each section of Chart 1~ 
As already noted for the first marriage 
women of all ages in the County, the stand­
ardized average number of children for 
one-worker families was about one-half 
greater than for two-or-more-worker fami­
lies when employed women and their children 
were included, .but only one-seventh higher 
when these women were excluded from the 
families with two or more workers as just 
explained. (Compare the lst and 4th bars 
of Chart 19.) In Group 1 the difference 
was reduced from almost two-thirds to a 
little over one-eighth, in Group 2 from 
about one-fourth to less than one-ninth, 
in Group 3 from between one-half and 
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TABLE 5:5: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CBILllREN 0-4 PER NATIVE WIII'lE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN BY AGE 
AND BY NUMBER OF GAilmJL WORKERS m FAMIL!', SELECTED BIRTH-RESIDENCII: GROUPS, 

BUTLER COWI'Y 1 OHIO: 19:50 

Number of Average Cbildren per Woman 

gainfUl 
Total 

. 20-44 
15-19 20-24 workers AotualjStend. 25-29 :50-}4 :55-:59 40-44 45-49 

Native Wbite Firat Marriage Woman 
l 0.68 0.74 0.72 0.61 1.01 0.97 o.n 0.44 0,2, 0.05 
2 0.40 0.46 0.48 0.4, 0.6, 0.6, 0.44 o.,a 0.21 0.05 
:3+ 0.:56 0.44 0.45 0.:59 0.56 0.54 0.:57 0.4:5 0.28 0.07 
2+0 0.46 0.57 0.6:5 0.50 0.84 0.84 0.58 0.47 0.27 0.06 

Group l - Northboro Urban Women 
l 0.55 0.60 0.61 0.50 0.84 0.86 0.62 0.:56 0.18 o.o4 
2 0.:50 0.:55 0.:57 0.44 0.45 0.51 0.42 0.25 0.14 0,01 
:3+ 0.28 0.:54 0.:57 0.29 0.42 0.51 0.:52 0.:54 0.18 0.07 
2+0 0.:56 1).46 0.54 0.48 0.74 0.78 0.55 0.:52 0.17 o.o4 

Group 2 - Northboro Rural Woman 

l 0.62 0.69 0.72 0.6, l.o4 0.91 0.77 0.4:5 0.26 0.05 
2 0.:59 0.50 0.58 o.,~ 0.65 0.88 0.5:5b 0.4:5 0.25 o.o4 
:3+ 0.,27 o.,a ____ a 0.25 0.56 o.44b 0.44 0.41 0,26 0.06 
2+c 0.:59 0.5} 0.65 0.:50 0.79 0.97 o.6o 0.48 0.26 0.05 

Group :5 - Southborn Urban Woman 

l 0.84 0.89 0.80 0.64 1.10 1.07 0.78 0.54 0.:5:5 0.05 
2 0.48 0.5} 0.51 0.44 0.78 0,66 0.:51 0.4:5 0.27 0.09 
:3+ 0.46 0.5} 0.51 0.46 0.71 0.56 0.:57 0.48 0.42 0.07 
2+c 0.57 0.65 0.64 0.56 0.91 0,80 0.49 0.54 0.:59 Oo09 

Group 4 - Southborn Rural Woman 

l 0.97 1.02 0.96 0.78b 1.26 1.25 1.00 0.70 0.:52 0,18 
2 o.n 0.84 0.90 0.4\ 1.09 l.o8 0.89b 0.8~ 0.45b 0,21 

a o.89b 0.16 :3+ 0.52 0.62 ---- 0.57b 0.59 0.86 o.n 0.41 
2+c 0.72 0.86 0.95 0.56 1.02 1.2:5 0.97 0.88 0.46 0,14 

!f Not calculated because several age groups contained leas than 25 woman. 
"!!} Baaed on leas than 25 woman. 
::} Excludes fomiliea where the first marriage woman is also a worker, 

three-fifths to one-fourth, and in Group 4 
from one-fifteenth or seven percent to 
about one percent. These figures create a 
presumption that it is the relatively 
large proportion of gainfully employed 
women in families with two or more gain­
ful workers that accounts for the major 
part of the difference in average number 
of children between these families and 
those with only one gainful worker. 

A relatively large proportion of 
employed women in the two-or-more-gainful­
worker class would also explain the fact 
that the differences in average numbers of 
children in one- and in two-or-more-worker 

families were larger in the urban than in 
the rural population, since a larger pro­
portion of urban than of rural women were 
employed away from home. There may be some 
doubt whether the assumption that employed 
women are members of two-or-more-worker 
families is justified, but since, in this 
study, we are considering only first mar­
riage women with husband present, it prob­
ably corresponds fairly closely to the 
facts. 

The way in which different propor­
tions of one-worker families in the four 
basic Groups affected their total numbers 
of children is shown in Table 54. If no 
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TABLE 54: ACTUAL NUMBER OF CHILDREN 0-4 
BELONGING TO TilE WOMEN IN TilE FOUR l!ASIC 

GROUPS AND THE NUMBER THEY WOULD HAVE 
BAD IF ALL WOMEN BELONGED TO ONE­

WORKER FAMILIES 1 BUTLER COUNTY 1 

OHIO: 1930 

Groups 

Total 1 2 3 4 

X 9,2o8 3,316 1,494 3,210 1,188 
y 10,162 3,743 1,580 3,620 1,219 
z 10 13 6 13 3 

!/ Actual number. 

!/ Children if ell women belonged to one­
worker families. 

y Percent chsnee from actual. 

family had had more than one gainfUl work­
er, Group 1 (northborn urban) women would 
have had 13 percent more children and 
Group 3 (southborn urban) women would also 
have had 13 percent more children. On the 
other hand, Group 2 (northborn rural) women 
woUld have had only 6 percent more children 
and Group 4 (southborn rural) women only 3 
percent more. 

5. CHILDREN NOT OF THIS WOMAN 

Among the 15,857 first marriage 
women 15-49 in this study there were but 
73 who had children who were not their own 
in the home. These were cases or nephews, 
nieces, young cousins, grandchildren, chil­
dren of friends, and other unrelated chil­
dren who were living in the household, i.a_ 
as members or the family. or these 73 
women, only 28 had children under 5 years 
of age. Since less than one-half or one 
percent or the women had children not 
their own, it is impossible to say whether 
the presence or these children had any ef­
fect upon the number or their own children. 
In any event, the effect on the birth rate 
or the population as a whole, or the pres­
ence of families assuming the care of 
children not their own, woUld be of little 
significance. 

6. AGE OF HUSBAND BY AGE OF WIFE AND 
-AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN 

When the age of the husband was re­
lated to that of the wire for the women or 
all ages in the County as a whole (Table 
55) the actual average number or children 
(crude 3 ) rose to a maximum when the husband 
was aged 25-29 and then declined steadily. 
This would be expected, in view or the ract 
that the maximum average number of children 
0-4 was reached when the duration or mar­
riage was 5-9 years, for men 25-29 would 
have a high proportion of their marriages 
falling in this duration interval. The 
rise in average number or children up to 
25"-29 years of age for husbands was prob­
ably due largely to the increase in length 
or time married as age increased. The de­
cline in the average number or children 
after husbands passed this age probably 
resulted from the increasing voluntary con­
trol or family size and from the decreas­
ing fecundity of the wives as they became 
older. At ages of wire 25-29 and over 
there was a rather general decline in the 
average number or children with increase 
in the age of the husband, with the excep­
tion that husbands 40-44 with wives 25-29 
had an average as high as husbands 25-29 
with wives or the same age. On the whole 
it appeared that young women (under 25) 
had higher averages when their husbands 
were.older than they were, than they did 
when their husbands were the same age or 
yom.ger. At ages over 25, women generally 
had higher averages when their husbands 
were younger than they were, than when 
their husbands were the same age or older. 
This suggests the possibility that where 
there is considerable difference in the 
ages of spouses the older one may be more 
than normally concerned to demonstrate his 
or her ability to participate in reproduc­
tion. There is, or course, no proof or 
this hypothesis in the data given here. 

3. There were too few women 1n most age classes by age of husband to permit of reliable standardization 
(for age) of the average number of children per woman. 
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TABLE 55: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CliiLllREll 0-4 PER NATIVE llliiTE FlllST MARRIAGE WOMAN BY AGE 
AND BY AGE OF HUSBAND, BUTLER COUNTY OHIO· 1930 

1 

' . 
.Age of Average Children per Woman 
Husband 15-49 20-44 
(years) Actual f ActualJ Stand. 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 

Native White First Marriage Women 
Under 20 0.32" 0.23" ----· 0.34 0.25c o.ooc 
20-24 0.70" o.n" b ---- ---- ----

----b 0.50 0.75 0.90 0.70c 
0.91" 0.92" 

---- ----
25-29 0.58 0.96 0.91 0.74 0.67° 0,00° 
30-34 0.78 0.78 0.75 0.79 0.96 0.86 0.68 0.55 0.67° 
35-39 0.56 0.56 0.68 o.86c 1.08 o.so 0.63. 0.44 0.29 
40-44 0.37" 0.39 O·T\ 0.50c 1.2lc 0.91 0.63 0.40 0.23 
45-49 0.21" o.3o" ----b ---- o.l8c 0.68° 0.61 0.34 0.24 
50+ 0.13" 0.29" l.OOC ---- o.69c 0.50 0.37 0.21 

Group 1 - Northborn Urban Women 

Under 20 o.:;s• 0.25" 
____ b 

o.4lc 0.25c ---- ---- ----b ----
20-24 0.58" 0.63" 0.43 o.6o 0.84 o.:;,c ---- ----

. 0.74" 0.75" b 
25-29 0.47 0.75 0.77 0.63 0.25c ----
30-34 0.65 0.66 b 0.7lc 0.71 0.74 0.61 0.67° 0.44 
35-39 0.47" 0.47 0.67b o.ooc l.26c 0.82 0.53 0.37 0.24 
40-44 0.26" 0.28" ---- l.25c 0.76 0.46 0.29 0.17 
45-49 0.13" 0.20" b 0.50c 0.5~ ---- 0.68 0.27 0.14 

0.09" 0.21" b o.ooc 0,60° 50+ ---- ---- 0,24 0.16 

Group 3 - Southborn urban Women 

Under 20 0.32" 0.25" b 0.35 0.29c o.ooc ---- ---- ----
20-24 0.78" 0.89" b 0.55 0.89 0.91 o.8oc ........ ----
25-29 0.99" 1.01" b 0.67 1.06 0.99 o.8o0 

----b 0.72 ----
30-34 0.84 0.85 0.56c 1.06 0.95 0.70 0.45 0.40° 

35-39 0.59 0.60 o.64b o.:;;;c 1.00 0.66 0.58 0.55 0.34 
40-44 0.48" 0.51 ---- l.22c l.l3c o.8o 0.52 0.26 

45-49 0.28" 0.37" 
b 0.00° 1.00° 0.29c 0.28 0.42 ----b ----

50+ 0.18" 0.42" ---- ---- o.4oc o.:;sc 0.54 o.:;, 

y Biaeed because there were no or few women in certain age intervale, 
E/ Not calculated because several age intervale contained lese than 25 women. 

9} Based on lese than 25 women. 

45-49 

--------
0.00° 
0.00° 
0.15° 
0.07 
0.07 
o.o4 

------------
0,00° 
o.osc 
0.06 
o.o4 
0.03 

--------
0,00° 
0.00° 
0.25° 
0.06 
0.10 
o.o4 
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7. VALUE OF FARM AND AVERAGE NUMBER 
OF CHILDREN 

From the data in Table 56 it is 
possible to draw only very tentative con­
clusions regarding the relation of the 
value of the farm to average number of 
children per first·marriage farm woman. 
All women, northborn and southborn com­
bined, living on the farms valued under 
$6,000 had a somewhat higher average num­

. ber of children (standardized for age dif­
ferences) than the women on the farms 
valued at over $6,.000. The averages were 
practically the same for women on farms 
valued at $6,000-9,999 and $10,000-14,999, 

with those on the more valuable farms hav­
ing a slightly higher average. The small 
inverse relation between value of farm and 
average number of children per woman on 
farms valued at $6,000-9,999 and $10,000-
14,999 is of no significance since the num­
bers are small and many of the. more va~ua­
ble farms in the County are operated by 
tenants (see Table 10), When the value of 
the farm was $15,000 and over the average 
was significantly (about 7 percent) smaller 
than when the value was $10,000-14,999 • 
Without more information than was available 
in 1930 it would be impossible to judge very 
accurately the economic and social status 
of the farm family from the value of the 
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TABLE 56: NATIVE WHITE FIRST MARRIAGE FARM 
WOMEN AND AVERAGE NUMBER OF CliiLilllEII 0-4 PER 

WOMAN 15-49 AND 20-44, l!Y VAIDE OF FARM, 
SELECTED :BIRTH-RESIDENCE GROUPS, 

BUTLER COUNTY 1 OBIC1: 1930 

Value 
Number of Average Children 

Women per Woman 
of 

15-49 20-44 
Farm J.5-49 20-44 

Act. Act. Stand. 

Rural-farm 

Total a ~,505 1,204 0.56 0.67 0.76 

Under $61 000 234 187 0.61 o. 74 o.8ob 

6,000- 9,99~ 36o 281 0.51 0.63 0.73 
10,000-14,995 354 285 0.52 0.62 0.74b 
15,000+- 387 310 0.49 0.59 0.69 

:lroup 2b - Northborn Rural-farm 

Total a ,160 911 0.49 o.6o 0.69 

Under $6,000 137 lo4 0.50 0.62 
c ----

6,000- 9,99~ 284 217 0.47 0.60 0.7~ 
lO,o00-14,99S 302 239 0.47 0.58 0.68 

336 267 0.46 
c 

15,000+ 0.57 ---
~roup 4b - Southborn Rural-farm 

Total a 345 293 0.78 0.86 0.96 

Under $6, 000 97 83 0.76 0.88 
c ----

6,ooo- 91 99S 76 64 0.67 0.70 
c ----c 

10,000-14,99~ 52 46 0.81 0.87 ----
15,0001- 51 43 0.6? 0.77 

c ----
!!:/ Includes unknown value of farm. 

pj :Based on more than 10 but less than 25 
women 1n one of the five age intervals. See 
note to Table 30. 

~ Not calculated because several age groups 
contained less than 25 women. 

farm on which the family lived. 
When northborn farm women are con­

sidered separately, even this slightly in­
verse relationship between value of farm 
and average number of children on farms 
worth $6,000-9,999 and $10,000-14,999 was 
not found. The usual inverse relationship 
was present. 

Southborn farm women had higher 
average numbers of children (actual) at 
all values of farm than northborn women, 
but there was no clear trend from high to 
low averages as value increased. The high­
est average (actual) for these women (20-
44) was 0.88 on farms valued at less than 
$6,000 but it was only 0.01 above that for 
women on farms valued at $10,000-14,999. 
The lowest average was 0.70 for women on 
farms valued at $6,000-9,999 while that for 
women on farms valued at over $151 000 was 
0.77 or 10 percent higher. Since the num­
ber of southborn women on farms was small, 
Group 4b averages could not be standard­
ized, and the crude averages are not of 
very great significance. 
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TOTAL NUMBER OF CHILDREN TO DIFFERENT GROUPS AND CLASSES OF WOMEN 

Up to this point no attempt has 
been made to compare the total fertility 
of first marriage native white women in 
the several Groups and classes that made 
up the population of Butler County. The 
data in Table 57 provide the basic average 
numbers of children needed for an attempt 
to arrive at the total fertility of the 
native white fir,st marriage women in these 
several Groups and classes. The totals 
derived from these averages (see Tables 58 
and 60) can be used in two ways: (1) as 
an absolute value expressing total fer­
tility, and (2) as a value for comparisons 
of the fertility of the several Groups and 
classes for which such totals can be made. 
In these two r6les the calculations have 
somewhat different validity and are based 
on slightly different assumptions. 

When these totals are used as abso­
lute values for total fertility they have 
the following shortcomings: (a) they do 
not include all the living children born 
to the average woman since some children 
did not live to be counted in the Census; 
(b) they assume that, for each age at 
marriage, a sum of the age-specific aver­
age number of children to women of each 
age in 1930 is equal to the life time re­
production of the average woman, thus mak­
ing no allowance for the death of women 
during their reproductive period nor for 
any change in age-specific averages during 
this period; finally, (c) they assume that 
there is no difference in the age-specific 
averages for first marriage women who die 
under 50 and for those who were alive and 
living with their husbands at the time of 
the 1930 Census. 

In spite of the fact that none of 
these assumptions is in strict accordance 
with the facts, it is believed that the 
totals give an approximate idea of the 
way in which the reproduction of the women 
compares with that needed to maintain the 
class of native white first marriage women 
in this population. This appears all the 
more reasonable if it is noted that the 

children who die in infancy and early child­
hood and do not get into the Census are 
offset to a considerable extent by assuming 
that the average woman lives entirely 
through the childbearing period. The as­
sumption of no change in age-specific aver­
ages during the childbearing life of the 
average woman merely means that we are 
dealing with a momentary cross section of 
fertility and can only say that in 1930 the 
average first marriage woman had such and 
such a total fertility which if unchanged 
would have a given relation to the main­
tenance of this same Group or class in the 
next generation. Thus it can be said that 
since each native white first marriage 
woman with husband present at the Census 
needed a total of 2.75 children to insure 
in the next generation an equal number of 
first marriage women with husband present, 
Group 1 women fell almost orie-sixth short 
of replacing themselves. (See Table 60, 
Column C.) Group 2 women. had an excess 
over replacement needs of about 7 percent; 
Group 3 women had an excess of 28 percent; 
and Group 4 women, of 72 percent. In the 
County as a whole, the excess was only 8 
percent. Thus, not only did almost all of 
the excess of children above replacement 
needs in this County come from southborn 
women, but they also made up for a very ap­
preciable deficit among the northboro ur­
ban women. Hence, such small natural in­
crease of population as this County had in 
1930 was due entirely to the presence of 
southboro migrants with birth rates consid­
erably higher than those of the majority 
group or northboro women. 

Fortunately the shortcomings of 
the total number of children per first mar­
riage woman, as absolute measures of fer­
tility in the various Groups and classes, 
are of even less significance when making 
comparisons of total fertility between the 
several Groups and classes. Here it is a 
question of the relative accuracy of these 
totals for these several Groups--whether 
the differentials found represent actual 
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Age at 
Marriage 

Total 

Under 18 
18 years 
19 
20 
21 
22· 
23 
24 
25 
26·27 
28-29 
30-34 
35 and over 

Total 

Under 18 
18 years 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26-27 
28-29 
30-34 
35 and over 

Total 

Under 18 
18 years 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26-27 
28-29 
30-34 
35 and over 

DIFFERENTIAL FERTILITY 

TABLE 57: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN 0·4 PER NATIVE WliiTE FIRST 
MARRIAGE WOMAN BY AGE AND BY SINGLE YEARS OF AGE AT MARRIAGE, 
SELECTED BIRT!I-RESIDENCE GROUPS, BUTLER COUN'IY, OHIO: 1930 

Tote1 

Native White Firat Marriage Women 

0.58 0.65 0.65 0.52 0.88 0.88 0.66 0.43 

0.80 0.90 0.80 0.64 1.28 0.96 0.66 0.53 
0.70 0.80 0.72 0.22 1.14 0.95 0.62 0.44 
0.63 0.71 0.64 0.00 0.90 0.99 0.56 0.44 
0.55 0.59 0.59 0.61 0.95 0.60 0.38 
0.55 0.61 0.59 0.41 1.06 0.64 0.40 
0.48 0.55 0.52 0.34 0.97 0.62 0.3) 
0.46 0.52 0.47 0.13 0.81 0.72 0.36 
0.46 0.52 0.42 0.00 0.61 0.81 0.37 
0.47 a a 

0.48 0.91 0.41 ---- ----
0.43 

-a a 
0.31 0.80 0.53 ----

0.42 a a 
0.62 0.57 ---- ---- 0.12 

0.28 a a 
0.31 0.40 ---- ---...: 

0.13 a a 
0.18 ---- ----

<koup 1 • Northborn Urban Women 

0.46 0.52 0.54 0.44 0.70 0.17 0.~6 0.34 

0.63 0.70 0.58 0.57 1.1::!'. o:7o 0.37 0.3) 
0.56 0.63 0.58 0.25 0.94 'Q.83 0.49 0.31 
0.52 0.59 0.53 0.00 0.79 0.94 0.37 0.22 
0.46 0.51 0.52 0.52 0.90 0.54 0.29 
0.44 0.50 0.50 0.37 0,92 0.50 0.35 
0.44 0.52 0.48 0.36 0.97 0.50 0.24· 
0.41 0.45 0.42 0.13 0.81 0.65 0.22 
0.39 0.44 0.36 0.00 0.43 0.79 0.31 
0.42 a a 

0.46 0.80 0.)8 ---- ----
0.39 

a a 
0.28b 0.76 0.48 ---- ----

0.43 a a 
0;59 0.62 ---- ---- 0.17 

0.25 a a 
0.34 0.34b ---- ----

0.12 a a ---- ---- 0.29 
Group 2 - Northborn Rural Women 

0.54 0.63 0.68 0.51 0.93 0.89 0.72 0.43 
0.72 o.8o 0.17 0.64 1.26 0.95 0.78 0.)8 
0.69 0.81 0.81 0.07b 1.32 1.06 0.61 0.58 
0.61 0.70 0.70 o.oob 1.07 0.94 0.59 0.47 
0.50 0.57 0.58 0.67 0.86 0.70 0.30 
0.57 0.63 0.60 0.39b 1.04 0.77 0.31 
0.44 0.52 0.55° 0:35b 0.97 0.70 0.41 
0.46 0.56 0.52° 0.10 0.69 0.90 0.52 
0.46 0.56 

·a o.oob 0.89b 0.42 ---- 0.75 
0.48 a a ---- ---- 0.50b 1.03 0.32 
0.50 a a 

0.82 0.54 ---- ---- 0.50 
0.34 a a o.oob ---- ---- 0.52 0.35b 
0.29 a a 0.18b ---- ---- 0.74 
0.11 a a o.oob ---- ----

0.24 0.05 

0.40 0.05 
0.26 0.09 
0.24 0.03 
0.21 0.07 
0.22 0.05 
0.16 0.03 
0.15 0.06 
0.17 0.05 
0.21 0.07 
0.21 0.06 
0.31 0.05 
0.25 0.04 
0.23 0.05 

0.17. 0.04 
' 0.27 0.00 

0.14 0.07 
0.15 0.02 
0.15 0.05 
0.18. 0.03 
0.15 0.01 
0.11 0.07 
0.15 0.02 
0.17 0.06 
0.15 0.03 
0.25 0.07 
0.22 0.04 
0.15 0.06 

0.26 0.05 

0.29 o.o4b 
0.29 0.06 
0.25 0.03 
0.18 o.oo 
0.31 0.10 
o.o8 o.oo 
0.24 0.05 
0.19 0.07b 
0.36b 0.13b 
0.43 o.o4b 
o.47b 0.04 
0.20 
0.23b 

o.o4 
0.05b 



(Table 57 Continued) 

Age at 
Marriase 

Total 

Under 18 
18 years 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26-27 
28-29 
30-34 
35 and over 

Total 

Under 18 
18 years 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26-27 
28-29 
30-34 
35 and over 

TOTAL FERTILITY 

Total I 20-44 
I ActualiStand. 1 

Group 3 - Southborn Urban Women 
0.70 0.76 0.71 0.55 0.99 0.93 0.65 
0.87 0.97 0.84 0.66 1.33 1.00 0.62 
0.78 0.89 0.75 0.20 1.18 0.94 0.61 
0.71 0.77 0.71 o.oo 0.92 0.97 0.57 
0.66 0.69 0.66 0 0.65 1.02 0.58 
0.65 0.70. 0.63 0.49 1.12 0.69 
0.56 0.59 0.56° 0.30b 0.95 0.72 
0.54 0.61 0.53° 0.21 0.85 0.72 
0.54 0.56 

a 0.80 ---- o.oo 0.70 
0.49 

a a ---- ---- 0.47 1.00 
0.44 a a ---- ---- 0.35 o.82b 
0.47 

a a ---- ---- 0.00 0.65 
a a 

0.29 ---- ---- 0.32 
0.14 

a a ---- ----
Group 4 Southborn Rural W omen -

0.89 0.96 0.94 0.69 1.16 1.21 0.98 

1.02 l.ll 1.05 o. 75b 1.45 1.31 0.97 
1.00 1.10 1.04° 0.50 1.56 1.24 1.19 
0.98 1.07 

a o.oo '1.07 ---- 1.32 1.09 
0.79 0.83 

a 
0.90b 1.14 0.76 ----

0.82 0.84 
a 0.78b ---- o.43b 1.57b 

0.60 0.69 
a ---- 0.40 l.06b 0.71b 

0.65 0.71 
a ci.oob ---- 0.94b o.87b 

a a 
0.95 ---- ---- 1.20b 1.25b 
0.90 

a a ---- ---- o. 7l.j; 1.36b 
0.66 

a a ---- ---- o.oob l.OOb 

o.48b 
a a ---- ---- 0.20 3-00b 
a a 

o.46b ---- ---- o.oo 
a a 

0.29 ---- ----

0.50 0.34 0.07 

0.58 0.56 0.07 
0.44 0.44 o.oab 
0.59 0.38 0,0\ 
0.53 0.39 0.13 
0.49 O.l5b 0.03b 
0.41 0.24 o.l8b 
0.52 o.l8b o.o4b 
0.25 0.15b 0.1:1, 
0.49 0.14b o.o6b 
0.50 o.o6b 0.10 
0.79b o.oob 0.29b 
0.34b 0.27b 0.1~ 
0.07 0.40 0.00 

0.73 0.38 0.18 

0,88 0.4\ 
b 

0.14b 
o.66b 0.24b 0.20 

0 o8b 1.00 o.38b 
0.7~ 

. b 
0.3\ 0.33b 

0.6\ 0.36b 0.33b 
0.50b o.4ob 0.~ 
o.86b o.oob 0.17b 
Oo9~ 0.50 0.20 

o oob 0.75b ----b 0 b 
0.93 0.33b 0.20b 
0.36b o.4ob o.oob 
0.38b 0.75b o.oo 
o.oob 0.33b 0.50 

!/ Not calculated because there were no women 20-24, or few (less than 25) women in olc!M' 
age groups. See note to Table 30. 
"£/ Based on less than 25 women. 
y Based on more than 10 but less than 25 women in one of the five age intervals. 
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differences in fertil~ty. The assumptions 
made when these totals are used for com­
parative purposes are: (a) that during 
the childbearing life of the average woman 
all changes from the 1930 age-specific av­
erage numbers of children per woman would 
be proportionally the same for all Groups 
and classes as would also their age­
specific death rates; (b) that in each 
Group and class those women enumerated in 
the 1930 Census who would die before 
reaching 50 years of age had the same age-

specific averages in 1930 as those who 
would live through the childbearing peri­
od; and (c) that infant and child mortali­
ty bears the same ratio to the total num­
ber of children in all Groups and classes. 

Bearing in mind the limitations 
just noted, attention may be turned to the 
calculations in Tables 58 and 59. The 
values in Table 58 are the sums of the age­
specific averages for each age at marriage 
as shown in Table 57, and are directly 
comparable for the different Groups, except 
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at a few older ages at marriage in Group 4 
where numbers were too few to yield relia­
ble age-specific averages. The indexes in 
Table 59 are based on Table 58: These 
tables show that there were very large 
differences both in the total fertility of 
women married at different ages and be­
tween women in the several Groups at all 
ages at marriage. Thus for all women 
there was a decline of 29 percent in total 
number of children between those msrried 
at 20 (2.82) and those married at 24 (2.01). 
There was a slightly larger decline (30 
percent) in total fertility between those 

CHART 20: TOTAL NUMBER OF CIIIL1lREN THE AVERAGE 
FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN, MARRIED AT GIVEN AGES, 
WOULD HAVE m THE COURSE OF HER MARRIED LIFE, 

SELECTED :BIRTH-RESIDENCE GROUPS, BUTLER 
COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 

(:Based on Table 58) 
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married under 18 (4.52) and those married 
at 19 (3.16). The percentage declines in 
the different Groups in total fertility at 
different ages at marriage varied consid­
erably--from a decline of 28 percent for 
those married under 18 to those married at 
19 in Group 3, to 26 percent in Group 1, 
to 23 percent in Group 2, and to 17 percent 
in Group 4 but these are all large de­
clines. Again the percentage decline in 
total fertility for those married at 24 as 
compared with those married at 20 varied 
from 39 percent in Group 3, to 33 percent 
in Group 4, to 31 percent in Group 1, and 
to a low of 14 percent in Group 2 but her~ 

TAllLE 58: TOTAL NUMBER OF CIIILDREN THE AVER­
AGE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN, MARRIED AT GIVEN 
AGES, WOULD HAVE m THE COURSE OF HER MAR­
RIED LIFE, SELECTED :BIRTH-RESIDENCE GROUPS, 

Age at 
Marr188e 

Under lB 
lB years 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26-27 
28-29 
30-34 
35+ 

:BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 

Total Children per Woman 

:Butler Groupe 
County l 2 3 

4.52 3·36 4.34 4.82 
3.72 3.03 3.99 3.89 
3.16 2.49 3.35 3.47 
2.82 2.45 2.71 3.30 
2.78 2.35 2.92 2.97 
2.45 2.23 2.51 2.80 
2.23 1.99 2.50 2.52 
2.01 1.70 2.32 2.01 
2.o8 1.87 2.34 2.16 
1.91 1.70 2.33 1.83 
1.67 1.70 1.)8 1.73 
1.00 0.94 1.16 1.04 
0.46 0.50 0.28 0.47 

4 

5.94 
5.59 
4.94 
4.20 
4.12 
3.24 
2.84 
2.83a 
2.82 
2.46b 
2.15 
1.13 
0.83 

y The number of women in Group 4 married at 
24 is very small eo an actual total of 4. 07 
is replaced by a total midway between that 
for women married at 23 and at 25. 

Ef Actual total 3. 96 but the number of women 
is few, hence, 2.15 is calculated for Group 
4 on the ratio for the County of total chil­
dren to all women married 26 and 27 to that 
of all women married 28 and 29. 

TA:BLE 59: JllilE:X OF TOTAL FERTILITY :BY AGE AT 
MARRIAGE m EACH OF THE FOUR GROUPS J!ASED 

ON THE TOTAL FERTILITY OF ALL WOMEN m 
THE COUNTY OF THAT AGE AT MARRIAGE, 

BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 

Age at 
Marriage 

Total 

Under lB 
lB years 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26-27 
28-29 
30-34 
35+ 

All 
Groupe l 

100 82 

100 74 
100 81 
100 79 
100 87 
100 85 
100 91 
100 89 
100 85 
100 . 90 
100 89 
100 102 
100 94 
100 109 

Groupe 
2 3 

103 1o8 

96 107 
107 105 
106 110 
96 117 

105 107 
102 114 
ll2 113 
115 100 
ll2 lo4 
122 96 
83 lo4 

116 104 
61 102 

4 

145 

131 
150 
156 
149 
148 
132 
127 
141 
136 
129 
129 
113 
180 
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too, the declines are large. It can be 
said, therefore, "that the total fertility 
of women in this County became greater as 
the age at marriage decreased (see Chart 
20) and that this was true for all of the 
four basic Groups, with only rather in­
significant exceptions in the case of 
rural women; also that, on .the whole, the 
proportional decline is much the same in 
the four Groups. Taking all women to­
gether the situation may be summed up by 
saying ~hat a woman married under 18 had 
more children than two women married at 
24, and each woman married at 20 had as 
many children as 1.40 women married at 24. 
(See Table 58.) For the different Groups 
the total fertility of women married at 18 
compared with that of women married at 24 
in the following ratios: Group 1, 1.78:1; 

_Group 2, 1.72:1; Group 3, 1.94:~; Group 4, 
1.98:1; and for women married at 20 com­
pared with women married at 24 the ratios 
were as follows: Group 1, 1.44:1; Group 2, 
1.17:1; Group 3, 1.64:1; and Group 4, 
1.48:1. There are also other interesting 
differences in the total fertility of the 
women in these four Groups at different 
ages at marriage. 

For one thing the percentage dif­
ferences between the totals for the Groups 
were somewhat greater at the younger ages 
at marriage than at the older ages (see 
Table 59). Thus the average Group 1 woman 
married at 26-27 had 1.70 children while 
the Group 4 woman married at the same age 
had 2.46 children, or a 45 percent larger 
family, while for those married under 18 
the difference between these two Groups 
was 77 percent. In the second place, 
there is a leveling off in the total num­
ber of children to women married at 22 to 
27 years of age, particularly among rural . 
women. • (See Chart 20 and Table 58. ) In 
the third place, Group 3 women (southborn 
urban) married at 24 years of age and over 
seem to follow the pattern of Group 1 
women (northboro urban) more closely than 
that of Group 2 women (northboro rural) 
which they followed more closely when mar­
ried younger. In the fourth place, urban­
rural differences are quite large at all 
ages at marriage until age 27 is passed; 
after that age there is no clear differ-
ence. 

The general conclusion from this 
comparison of the total fertility of the 
women in these four Groups by age at mar-

riage is that while there are large differ­
ences between Groups at almost all ages at 
marriage under 30 there are even larger 
differenqes between women in the same Group 
having five or six years difference in age 
at marriage. Furthermore, the decline in 
total fertility as age at marriage increas­
es is muc~ the same proportionally in all 

.of the four Groups (see Table 58). 
Before comparing the total fertili­

ty of the average woman in the four Groups 
as units, adjustments must be made to allow 
for the fact that varying proportions of 
the women in each of them marry at 18, 19, 
20, etc., years of age. The summation of 
the age-specific averages in the "Total" 
lines of Table 57 (see Column A of Table 
60) gives an erroneo~s impression of the 
total fertility of the average woman in 
these several Groups because or the varying 
proportions married at different ages just 
referred to. The needed adjustments are 
shown in the calculations in Columns B and 
C of Table 60. 

CHART 21: · TOTAL !lUMBER OF CI!ILDREN THE 
AVERAGE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN, MARRIED 
AT ALL AGES, WOULD HAVE D1 THE COURSE 

OF IIER MARRIED LIFE, CRUDE AND 
ADJUSTED, SELECTED BIRTI!­
RESIDENCE GROUPS, BUTLER 

COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 
(Based on Table 60) 
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The calculations in Column B are 
in effect standardized total fertility, 
They are standardized on the proportion of 
all the first marriage women in the County 
married under 18, 18, 19, etc. The effect 
of this standardization is to reduce the 
total for all women in the County and in 
each of the four Groups about one-fifth be­
low the total obtained by mere summation 
of age-specific averages. (See also 
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Chart 21.) This shovs tvo things: (a) 
that total fertility of all vomen is re­
duced about one-fifth because comparative­
ly fev of them marry at the younger ages, 
and (2) that the proportional decline in 
total fertility as age at marriage increas­
es is much the same in all four Groups. 
These totals present a considerab~y more 
accurate picture of differences in total 
fertility than the totals in Column A. 

TAl!LE 6o: TOTAL NOMBER OF CBILllREN PER WOMAN 
IN EACI! OF TilE FOUR GROUPS AND TOTAL ADJUSTED 

FOR DIF'FERENCES IN AGE AT MARRIAGE, 
ll1lTLER COUNTY OI!IO · 1930 • 

Groups A a Ba ca Da 

All Women 3.66 2.97 2.97 100 

Group 1 3.02 2.44 2.30 77 
Group 2 3-79 3.06 2.95 99 
Group 3 4.03 3.21 3-53 119 
Group 4 5-33 4.31 4.74 16o 

~ A = Unadjusted total, the sum of the age­
specific averages of the "Totals" 1n Table 57; 
B = Weighted by the distribution by age at 
marriage of all women 1n the County; 
C = Weighted by the distribution by age at 
marriage of all women 1n the given Group; 
D = Index of total fertil1 ty based on Column 
c. 

The totals in Column C approach 
still closer to the true total fertility 
of the average voman in each of these 
Groups in 1930 because these totals are 
calculated on the actual proportion of the 
vomen in each of the four Groups vho vere 
married at different ages. On this basis 
the total fertility of Group 1 vomen vas 
only 77 percent of the total for all vome~ 
while that of Group 2 vas 99 percent, of 
Group 3, 119 percent, and of Group 4, 160 
percent. Thus the total fertility of the 
average Group 4 voman (southborn rural) 
vas slightly more than tvice that of a 
Group 1 voman (northborn urban). This is 
much the same as the difference between 
these·Groups in standardized average num­
ber of children 0-4 per voman 20-44 noted 
above but it gives a little clearer pic-

ture of the actual contribution of these 
Groups to the next generation. 

It is not claimed here that early 
marriage vas the sole, or .even the major, 
cause of larger families. It is only said 
that vhen the vomen in this County married 
young they had larger families than vhen 
they married later--vhen married under 18 
years of age they had, on the average, more 
than tvice as many children as vhen they 
married at 24 (see Table 58) and almost 
three times as many as vhen they married at 
28-29. If one is seeking causes ot high 
fertility it vill be necessary to find out 
vhy some vomen marry so much· younger than 
others, and vhy vhen married young they in 
general retain a high fertility longer than 
vomen vho marry at older ages. 

Early Marriage and Economic Status. 
It vas thought that the data on age at 
marriage and economic status might throv 
some light on whether vomen vho marry young 
have, as a rule, a lover economic status 
than those vho marry later. If this vas 
the case, their greater fertility might 
reasonably be assumed to be associated 
vith economic status as vell as vith age 
at marriage. 

The data available for studying 
the relation of age at marriage and econom­
ic status consist of the median rental per 
person1 by age at marriage of the first 
marriage voman. This is not nearly as 
satisfactory a measure of the economic 
status of the family as family rental, 
hence the results of this comparison (see 
Table 61) are inconclusive. One cannot 
say definitely that those vomen vho mar­
ried young are lover in economic status 
than those vho vere older at marriage al­
though the former had, in general, a lover 
median rental per person.· It is possible 
that the lover median rental. per person 
for vomen in Group 1 married under 18 
($7.50) than for Group 1 vomen married at 
28-29 ($14.50), the former being only about 
one-half as high as the latter, may have 
resulted entirely from the difference in 
the size of the family. Thus the average 
three-person (one-child) family vhere the 
voman vas married at 28-29 paid $43.50, 
and the average six-person (four-child) 

1. The rental per person for each fem11y was calculated by dividing its rental by the number of persons 
1n the fem11y, and the median rental per person is the median value of these individual rentals per 
person. 
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TABLE 61: MEDIAN RENTAL PER PERSON IN FAMI­
LIES OF WOMEN MARRYING AT Dli>ERENT AGES, 

BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 

Age at Groups 
Marriage l 2 3 4 

Under 18 $7.50 $5.10 $5.00 $3.50 
18 years 8.90 5.40 5.50 4.20 
19 9.70 6.00 6.20 4.10 
20 10.60 6.00 7.00 3.70 
21 11.40 7.00 7.00 4.90 
22 12.70 1·30 7.20 6.90 
23 13.50 6.90 7.80 4.90 
24 14:10 7.80 8.60 4.30 
25 13.60 7.20 8.90 4.50 
26-27 14.10 9.40 9.40 6.50 
28-29 14.50 7.70 8.90 1·30 
30-34 15.40 10.20 8.80 5.80 

a 
35+ 18.30 11.40 11.30 ----

!/ Less than 10 women married at 35 or over. 

family where the woman was married under 
18 paid $45. No doubt the level of living 
of the three-person family paying such a 

family rental would be somewhat better than 
that of the six-person family, but this is 
only an opinion and should not be consid­
ered proof of a definitely lower economic 
status among the latter. These data on 
median rental per person are even less con­
clusive in the other Groups. All they do 
prove conclusively is that at every age at 
marriage there were large differences in 
median rental per person between the women 
in the four basic Groups. This has already 
been shown from differences in family 
rentals and adds nothing to our knowledge 
of Group and class differentials in average 
number of children per woman in this County. 
It has also been shown that southborn women 
marry younger than northborn women. Hence, 
we know that there is a fairly close as­
sociation of low economic status and early 
marriage as between Groups but we do not 
know that this is the case within the sev­
eral Groups, although on logical grounds 
it seems quite likely to be the case. 
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APPBltDIX TABUS lt OHILiftBR Ow41 VOMBB 15w'l9, AND AvimAOB NUMBBR OF ·CHILIRBB PBR VOMR8 BY AOB AND BY AOB AT 
MARRIAGE, SBLBC'l'BD BIR'l'R-RBSIIBKCB GROUPS, BU'l'LZR COUlf'l'Y, OHIO: 19)0 

Age or Women at Oenaua 

All agee 15-19 20-2'1 25-29 
Age at 

Ch1l~ • c A • c/. Ch1l:ren 
8 0 A • c A 

Marriage W0111en C/'i Children Women Women 0/'i Children Women C/'i Children 

'l'otal 9,208 5,857 0.56 377 725 0.52 2,.-.16 2,7\2 0.88 2,822 ),211 0.88 1,930 
Under 20 -...851 6,659 0.73 377 725 0.52 1,963 1,731 1.13 1,323 1",370 0.97 ... 
20-2'1 '·'-'7 6,567 0.51 ... ... ..... '>3 1,011 0.'15 1,379 1,523 0.91 918 
Under 25 8,198 3,226 0,62 377 725 0,52 2,'116 2,7.-.2 0.88 2,702 2,89., 0.93 1,522 
2>+ 1,010 2,6J1 0.38 ... ... .... ..... ..... .... 120 318 0.)8 •o8 

Group 1 3,316 7,190 o.lt6 1o6 2.0 o.n 761 1,092 0.70 1,075 1,.1foiJ 0.71 756 
Under 20 1,338 2,351 0.57 1o6 2.0 o.IJ-. 566 592 0.96 •o5 .87 0.83 131 
20-2'1 1,1J.If5 ,,,o o.IJ, ... .... 195 500 0.39 6o8 7.2 0.82 •o• 
Under 25 2,78} 5,681 0.\9 106 2.0 o~~~- 761 1,092 0,70 1,013 1,229 0,82 535 
2>+ m 1,509 0.)5 ... ... .... ... . .... .... 62 175 O,J5 221 

Group 2 1,~9· 2,752 0.5'1 .. 9. 0.51 296 319 0.93 '>1 ... 0.89 390 
Vndar 20 680 1,011 0.67 .. 9. 0.51 2}6 193 1.22 171 175 0.98 n5 
20-2'1 618 1,2'18 o.so .. .... 6o 126 0 ... 222 2lt6 0.90 199 
Under~ 1,298 2,259 0.57 .. 9 • 0.51 296 }19 0,9) 39} .21 0.9) ·JliJ .,.. 196 .9, O,IJO .. .. .... ... . .. .... 18 }9 0,'16 76 

Group J 3,210 '1,578 0.70 186 337 0.55 1,082 1,09, 0.99 972 1,0'17 0,93 501 
Vndar 20 2,067 2,536 0.82 186 ,7 0.55 925 775 1.19 521 53> 0.98 201 
20-2'1 9•0 1,>'0 0.61 ... ... .... 157 318 0.'19 .17 .26 0.98 219 
Otlder25 3,007 '1,076 0.7'1 186 ,7 0.55 1,082 1,09, 0.99 938 959 0.98 .20 .,.. 20} 502 0 ... ... ... .... ..... ..... . ... ,. 88 0.39 81 

Group 1J 1,188 1,337 0.89 37 ,. 0.69 277 2}8 1.16 36' 300 1.21 .., 
Under 20 766 761 1.01 37 ,. 0.69 236 171 1.}8 226 175 1.29 157 ..... ,.. •• 9 0. 71 .. .. .... u 67 0.61 132 109 

1:; 
96 

Under 25 1,110 1,210 0.92 37 5• 0.69 277 238 1.16 >56 ... 1. 253 .,.. 78 127 0,61 .. .. .... ... . .. .... 6 16 0.38 30 

!/ ODll" -.un *lt. ttnt ~ - wt.tb lmQcl4 ~t at U. tt. ot U. c-.. ~ --. 111 tbU 'I'Ule. 

)/ ....... l.M.IUirlt.lllie-· 

)0-)IJ 35-39 IJo-IJ-. 

• c/. A • .'/. A • 
V0111en ichndran Women Children Women 

2,9.-.0 0.66 1,107 2,593 o.IJ3 lt65 1,96) 

978 0.62 373 786 0.'17 186 611 
1,384 0.66 •o8 1,098 0.37 150 815 
2,J62 o.6.1f .781 1,880 0.'11 336 1,\26 

578 0.11 326 709 o • .lf6 129 537 

1,3}9 0.56 .15 1,235 0.)/4 170 1,007 

317 o.-.1 79 271 0.29 ., 2.7 
685 0.59 161 563 0.29 6. 'J7 

1,00:" 0.53 2.0 8•o 0.29 109 ~ 

337 0.66 175 395 0.\11 61 }23 

,. . 0.72 221 515 0.113 109 .21 

171 0.65 73 1>' o·.IJ7 33 120 
26} 0,76 90 23. 0.38 39 19. ... o.11 16} }88 0.'12 72 3>' 
10. 0.7} 58 127 0.116 37 107 

767 0.65 '" 627 o.so 13. 397 

'" o.6o 103 261 0.55 83 176 
}21 0.68 107 230 o.IJ7 31 135 
6>' o ... 250 .91 0.51 11• }11 
11} 0.72 .. 136 0.'17 20 86 

290 0.98 157 216 0.7} 52 138 
151 l.OIJ 78 9. 0.83 25 68 
115 o.; 50 71 0.70 16 .9 
266 0.9 128 165 0.78 u 117 
2. 1.25 29 51 0.57 11 21 

\5-'19 

.'/. Ch11~D • o/. V0111en 

0.2- 91 1,683 0.05 

0.30 25 •sa 0.05 
0.18 39 736 0.05 
0.2'1 60 1,19'1 0.05 
0.2- 27 .89 o.o6 

0.17 33 873 o.o-. 

0.18 6 191 O.OJ 
0.15 13 •o> O.OJ 
0,16 19 59. O,OJ 
0.19 " 279 0.05 

o.26 19 399 0,05 

0.28 • 98 O.OIJ 
0.20 8 185 o.o.lf 
0.23 12 283 o.oiJ 
0.35 7 116 o.o6 

0.)0 21 310 0.07 

0.'17 8 121 0.07 
0.23 9 110 o.oe 
0.37 17 231 0.07 
0.23 • 79 0.05 

0.38 18 101 0.18 

0.37 7 •8 0.15 
O.)J 9 }8 0.2'1 
0.~~ 16 86 0.1 .. 
0.52 2 15 O,lJ 



APPB!IDIX 'I'ABUI: 2: CHILI:RB!f 0-4, VOMEII i5-49, AJm AVERAOB JnJMBBR OP CHILIJUI:ft·0·4 PER vOM.llf BY AOB ABD BY 
DIJRATIOR OP MARRIAOB, SBLBCl'BD BIRTH-RBSIIBHCB GROUPS, IIV'l'LBR COtnrl'r, OHIO: 19)0 

Ago ot Vomon at Ooneue 

All agee 15-19 20-24 "-29 
Yean • B 0 • B c 

~~dron 
B 0 • B c • 

Married. Ch11dro Vomon c,.V Ch1ldro Vomon c,.V Vomen cAl ""'' .... " Women o,.v Children ..... 9,208 5.857 o.:;a )77 725 0.52 2,416 2,742 0.88 2,822 3,211 0,88 1,930 

Under 5 2,346 3,901 o.6o )61 11• 0,51 1,295 1,909 0.68 5)5 872 0.61 120 
5-9 3,614 ,,6os 1.00 16 11 1.45 1,109 821 '·~?t 1,691l 1,61l8 1.03 605 
10-14 ·1,901t 3.263 0.58 ... ... . ... 12 12 1.00 58• 68) 0.86, 89. 
15> 1,3U 5,o82 0.26 ... .. . .... ..... . .... .... 9 8 1.13 271 

Group 1 3,316 7,190 0.>6 106 ••o O.IJIJ 761 1,092 0,70 1,075 1,1JOIJ 0.77 756 

Under 5 9.0 1,807 0.52 106 2)9 0.41J .72 a•• o.i: 275 .19 0.57 68 
5-9 1,369 1,595 0,86 ... 1 . ... 288 •• 9 1.1 671 719 0.93 323. 
10-14 627 l,IJ38 O.lflf ... .. . .... 1 1 1.00 129 206 o.63 )08 
151 )SO 2,350 0.16 ... ... . ... ... .. . .... ... .. . .... 57 

Group 2 1,1J94 2,752 0 ... •a 9. 0.51 296 )19 0.93 '" ;6o 0.89 )90 

Under 5 ))6 ... 0.67 '" 9' 0.51 '"' 2)9 0.77 75 "' 0.66 •20 
5-9 528 ... 0.97 ... ... . ... 112 Be 1.-'1-o 271 261 l.OIJ 121 
10-1\ )6o 612 0.59 . ... - 65 a• 0.77 20. ... ... .... ... . ... 
15> 270 1,092 0.25 ... ... .... .... .. . . ... ... 1 ..•• .. 
Group 3 3,210 -'1-,578 0.70 186 '" 0.55 1,082 1,093 0.99 972 l,OIJ7 0.93 501 

"Under 5 871 1,342 0,65 17) )29 0.5) 5)1 692 0.~ 1)9 229 0,61 22 
5-9 1,285 1,136 1.13 " 8 1.63 541 )91 '·' 561 51) 

'·~~ 
,., 

10-14 620 907 0.68 ... ... .... 10 10 1,00 268 )01 o.s 258 
15> ,,. 1,193 0.)6 ... ... . ... ... .. . . ... • • 1.00 Be 

Group 4 1,188 1,337 0.89 )1 54 0,69 277 2)8 1.16 )6. )00 1.21 28) 

"Under 5 199 ... 0.78 ,. 52 0.65 lOB 1)6 0.~ .6 50 0.92 10 
5-9 . ,. ))0 1..31 ' 2 1.50 168 101 1.6 191 155 1.23 60 
10-1lt 297 )06 0.97 ... ... . ... l l 1.00 122 92 1.)} , .. 
15> 260 •• 7 0.58 ... ... .... ... .. . .... 5 ' 1.6 89 

!/ ~ ~~aun 11h1te t1rflt 111Ll'r'J.ae8 - vttb bll.llband preeent at tbl tt. ot tM Oell8\l8 are uud 111 th11 Table. 

y llue4 oa. le•• tbcl. 25 -· 

30·3" 35-39 
B c • B 0 • 

Vomen c,.V Children Women c,.V Cb1ldJien 

2,940 0.66 1,107 2,593 0.43 .65 

255 O.ll7 26 95 0.27 7 
765 o.81l '" . ., o.slt 15 

l,lf91 0,60 )50 798 o.IJIJ 62 
.29 0.63 6oo l,IJ57 o.IJl '"' 

1,339 0.56 '" 1,235 0.3" 170 

152 0.45 16 56 0.29 2 

'" 0.78 76 , .. 0.53 8 
647 0,48 159 ••• 0.38 28 
127 0.45 16. 611 0.27 1)2 

5 .. 0.72 221 515 0.43 109 

ItO 0.50 5 1 o.n ' ,,, 0.86 2) " 0.51 1 
)00 0.68 74 16. o."5 17 
. 6) o.11 119 299 O.IJO 88 

'767 0.65 31-'1-· 627 0.50 ,. .. 0.41 • 26 0.15 2 
161 0,88 •• )1 0.65 5 
)96 0.65 76 157 o • .a 8 
156 0.51 210 .07 0.52 119 

290 0.98 157 216 0,1) 52 

9 1.11 1 6 0.17 ... 
50 1.20 8 17 o.IJ7 1 

''" o.81l ., 
" 0.77 9 

"' 1,07 107 140 0.76 •• 

40-"" ••-•9 
B c • B 0 

Vomen OtV Children Vomen c,.V 
1,963 0.24 91 1,683 0.05 ,. 0.21 2 28 0.07 

75 0.20 • •• 0.10 
20) 0.31 2 76 0,03 

1,651 0.23 8) 1,537 0.05 

1,007 0.17 " 87) ~.04 
20 0,10 1 19 o.o5b .. 0.18 ' '25 0.12 

'" 0.25 2 " 0.0-'1-
8)0 0.16 27 782 0,03 

.. , 0.26 19 )99 0.05 

8 ..,~ 1 2 o.5ob 
10 0.10 .. 7 .... 
.6 0.37 .. 18 . ... 

)57 0.25 18 )72 0,05 

)97 o.,~, 21 )10 0,07 

6 0.3} .. 6 .... 
17 0.29 .. 9 .... 

" 0.2-'1- .. .10 . ... ,., 0.35 21 285 0.07 

1)8 0.38 18 101 0.18 

·:~~ 
.. 1 ''''b • l 1 1,00 

11 0.82 .. 1 .... 
12) 0,,, 17 98 0.17 



All ag8a Ko'litbl)' 
A B c Rental bhl1dren Women O/V 

Oota1 9,208 15,857 0.58 
Under$10 329 366 0.90 
$10-$1\ 774 935 o.83 
•15-•19 1,301 1,553 0.80 
$20-$2o\ 1,581 2,020 0.78 
••5-•29 1,2\8 1,967 0.63 

.)0-·34 994 1,767 0.56 

., .• ,9 664 1,o\17 0.117 

.40-·>4 495 1,191 o.o\2 
•45-••9 )17 770 0.\1 
·50-·5> )6) 9)0 0.39 
•55-•59 154 377 o.o\1 

·6o-t69 275 m 0.35 
·70-·79 167 458 0.36 .... )00 938 0.32 
••• reporte 246 )9) 0.6) 

Group 1 3,316 7,190 0.116 

Unde~_t:! 280 423 0.66· 
$20-$211 366 5)9 0.68 
••5-•29 445 77' 0.57 .,. .. ,. 449 816 0.55 ., .. ,9 345 81a 0.112 
$110-$119 49} 1,20\ 0.111 
·50-.59 })l aro 0.38 .... 537 1,6o6 0.}} 
••• Mporte<! 70 140 0.50 

Group 3 3,210 11,578 0.70 

Un4e:_~ 1,o63 1,11 1 0,96 
$20-$211 769 a79 0.87 
•25-•29 492 7} 1 0.67 .,. .. ,. )10 5) .. 0.58 .)5 .. )9 183 36 7 o.so 
$110-$119 165 409 0 ... 
·50-·59 84 190 0 ...... .... 88 270 o., 
••• report.c 56 87 0.6o\ 

APPB!IDIX 'l'ABLI '~ CliiLIRBlf 0-o\, WOMBII l5-o\9, AlfD AVBRAOB NUMBER OP CHILIJU!:JI 0-o\ PBR WOIV.rf Br AOB AlfD Br 
BQtJIVALBR'l' MON'l'HLY RBJII'l'AL OP BOMB, !'O'l'AL AlfD URBAJf BU'l'LBR COUJfl'Y, OHIO: 19,0 

Age or Women at Ceneua 

15-19 20-2.11 25-29 30-3.11 35-39 
A B c A B 0 A B c A B 0 A B 0 A Ch114re< Women C/V ~idren Women C/V ~14ren Women C/V Children Women C/V Pbn4re Vomen C/V ~ldren 

377 725 0.52 2,o\16 2,7.112 0.88 2,822 3,211 0.88 1,930 2,9110 0.66 1,107 2,593 o ... , 465 ., 32 0.72 a7 79 1.10 96 a1 1.19 64 58 1.10 36 .... 0.82 20 
6> a7 0.70 26o .,a 1.09 200 183 1.11 144 159 0.91 60 119 0.5\ 35 
72 124 o.58 437 372 1.17 427 362 1.18 217 274 0.79 10a 193 0.56 32 
a7 155 0.56 494 501 0.99 494 451 1.10 271 336 0.81 150 ••a o.6o 75 03 94 0,116 )64 422 0.86 425 '75 0.89 219 ,,. 0.66 129 257 0.50 55 

61 0.38 )4a 0.86 )Oa 0.77 1a6 114 279 O.h 4a 2) )01 )99 )l) o.59 
16 45 0.36 156 240 0.65 19) 292 0.66 146 274 0.53 102 24) o.o\2 44 10 )2 O,Jl 85 156 0.54 149 . ., 0.61 135 217 0.62 91 2)1 0.39 1a a 15 0.53 42 79 0.53 106 154 0.69 95 16o 0.59 42 139 0.30 22 

6 22 0.}6 40 68 0.59 109 16a 0,65 107 205 0.52 64 1a1 0.35 )2 .. 1 .... 11 )0 0.}7 61 69 0.88 37 75 o.\9 .a 89 0.31 17 

5 11 o.o\s 29 61 0.\8 75 106 o.n .. 1a9 0.50 41 169 0,211 2l 
1 5 0.20 19 29 0,66 33 51 0.65 69 99 0.70 )l 110 0.28 12 
) 12 0,25 20 \0 o.so 69 93 0.711 99 176 0.56 76 2)1 o., .a 

17 29 0.59 7l 79 0.90 7) 82 0.89 47 71 0.66 )l 60 0.52 6 

106 ••o o ..... 761 1,092 0.70 1,075 1,o\oo\ 0.77 756 1,339 o.s6 415 1,235 o., .. 170 
25 45 0.56 101 116 0.87 91 e.- 1.08 4) 62 0.69 12 o\7 0.26 a 24 .. o.ss 139 151 0.92 105 104 1.01 52 76 0,68 29 66 0 ..... 16 1a 42 O.IIJ 140 1a5 0.76 16o 1a1 0.88 69 1~ 0.57 )9 93 O.o\2 16 11 ., 0.118 1\5 178 0.81 15) 205 0.75 77 137 0.56 38 106 0.}6 20 6 ., 0.26 78 137 0.57 111 1a2 0,61 8o 15) 0.52 47 1>4 0.}5 19 
11 27 o.111 72 146 0.119 174 256 0.68 128 236 o.s> 76 211 0.36 26 2 l} 0.15 28 6o 0.117 127 174 0.7} 98 191 0.~1 48 169 0.28 26 5 15 0.3} )9 92 0.\2 135 194 0.70 19} 337 0.57 115 38} 0.)0 38 

4 a 0.50 19 27 0.'70 19 ... 0.79c 16 26 0.62 . 11 26 0,112 1 

186 337 0.55 1,082 1,093 0.99 972 1,0117 0.9) 501 767 0.65 )14 627 0.50 1}4 
88 128 o.69 411 }4a 1.18 >38 274 1.23 125 148 0.84 7} 115 o.6J 25 4) a2 0.52 260 256 1.03 252 228 1.11 106 136 0.78 75 89 0.811 28 1a }9 0.46 161 172 0,9.\ 159 191 0.83 88 1&' 0.67 41 88 0.117 1a a )0 0.27 115 1}1 0.88 88 119 0.711 47 0.55 32 82 0.39 l} a 1a 0.11 .. 55 n o.77 .. TO 0.6J )0 70 o.o\3 26 59 o." 19 

5 15 o., )5 So' 0.65 )9 8J O.o\7 5) 8J 0.6.\ 22 75 0.29 10 5 4 1.25 11 21 0.52 20 31 o.6s 16 ) 0.46 22 \6 O.o\8 10 
) • 0.3} 7 16 0.11\ 2l 32 0.66 )0 6 0.46 17 6} 0.27 • 
a 12 0.67 ., 211 0.96 11 19 o.se 6 1 o.-'6j 6 10 o.6oJ 2 

.110-.11.11 45-49 
B c A B c 

Women C/V ~lldren Women C/V 
1,963 0.2.11 91 1,683 0.05 

.113 0 . .117 3 29 0,10 
8o 0,11\ 6 69 0.09 

112 0.29 a· 116 0.07 
186 o.\o 10 143 0.07 
217 0.25 13 168 0,08 

-197 0.2\ 14 170 0.08 
172 0.26 7 151 0.05 
169 0,11 7 141 0.05 
131 0,17 2 92 0.02 
145 0.22 ) 141 0.02 

611 0,27 .. 49 •••• 

119 0.18 10 120 0.08 
86 o.n 2 78 O,OJ 

201 0.1\ 5 1a5 o.o, 

Ill 0.15 1 31 0.0} 

1,007 0.17 33 an 0.0 .. 

31 0.26 .. ·38 .... 
56 0.29 1 112 o.o~ 
811 0.19 ) 68 0,011 
9J 0.22 5 711 0.07 
99 0.19 4 90 o.oll 

198 0.13 6 1)0 0.05 
144 0.18 2 119 0.02 
2a5 0.1} 12 )00 0.04 

17 0.06 .. 12 .... 

)97 0.}4 2l )10 0.07 

so o.so ) \8 0.06 
6} 0." 1 25 o.oll 
62 0.29 7 \8 0.15 
"0.3() 7 112 0.17 
"5 o.112 1 ,. O.OJ 

5J 0.19 1 o\6 0.02 
25 0.-'0 .. 28 •••• 
o\8 0.19 1 37 0.03 

7 0.29j .. 2 .... 

!I ~ •""' 11b.lu nnt ~- ..s.Uro llaeblzl4 ~ at u. u.. ot u. c.- ~~n ....a 1a th18 N~D . ...,_ 1 ..... ' ~~n IIIOr't!:aban:l &1111 ~ -· ZWpeCUnlJ", u-.u. 1a 11111om JJDt.l.llr 0oaat7, Cll1o. 
lJ} A $1.00 ~\.d. 1• ....,S.ftlat to $1.00.00 ~. 

!/ ...... - ta. \MD 25 -· 



Oco1Jllat1on Allasea 
or 

Ohll:!'en 
• o/w Buaband . Woman 

Oro1Jll 1 ,,316 7,190 0.-\6 
b 

Paneer-Ovnere ' 11 0.27b 
P&riHr-'l'enante 2 6 O.JJ 
Proreaalona1 220 522 0,42 
Proprietor '" 9" 0.37 
Oler1oa1 ••e 1,161 0.43 

15Jdlle4 vorlr:era 1,177 2,486 O.IJ7 
Seml-elr:llled 705 1,)82 0-5~ 
Par. laboHra 15 21 o.n 
OtbeP laboHre ,6 580 0.58 
Barvloe vorlr:ere " " 0.30 
VDiau>VD 6 .. 0.1~ 

Group 2 l,IJ91J 2,752 0.54 

P&Ner-OVnera 11, '" 0.27 
Pan~er-'l'enante 273 •o5 0.67 
Prot'eaalonal .1 Tl 0.53 
Pl'Opr1etor 6. 173 0.37 
Clerical 107 20. 0.52 

8Jdlled vorlr:era ,.7 611 0.57 
Beml•akllled 250 .23 0.59 
Parm laborera 89 >'5 0,61 
Other laborers 203 271 o. 7S, 
8ervloe vorlr:ere 5 . 10 o.sob 
Unk:novn 2 19 0,11 

Oro1Jll 3 3,210 -.578 0.70 
b Parmer-Ovnera 2 5 o.lJob 

Panaer-Tenanta 2 3 0.67 
Prot'eaalonal ,e 10 o.s4 
Proprietor 85 211 0.40 
Clo!'loal 1 .. 278 0,52 

91dlled vorlr:era eo> 1,27.1J 0.63 
9011d-a1dlled 1,013 1,322 0.17b 
Parm laborers 8 .. O,JJ 
Other laborera 1,090 1,331 0.82 
Servloe vorlr:era " 29 O.IJ5 
Vnl<now 11 " 0,)5 

Ol'OUII 4 1,188 1,337 0.89 
P&I'IHr-Ovnere .. 73 0.60 
Pu.er~!'enantll . 69 99 O.'TOb 
Prot'eaalonal 1 "6 0.17 
Proprietor 16 " 0.52 
01er1o&l " ~ 0.66 

Sldllftd vorlr:ere )10 349 0.89 
8H1-eldlled 232 208 0.9-
Pan~ 1aboi'Orll 10> 99 1.03 
Other laborore 370 , .. 1.0~ 
8erY1oe vorlr:ere 7 6 1.17b 
VDiau>VD 2 7 0.29 

APPEIIDIX 'I'ABLB '' CHILIIlKlf 0--, VOMER 15-IJ9, AJm AVBRAGB JroMBXR OP OHILIJI.Bft' 0-IJ PBR W~ BY AOB Aim BY 
OCCOPATIO!f OF HOSIWm, SBLBO'l'BD BIRTH-RBSIIENOB GROUPS, BtiTLKR COUlft'Y, OHIO: 1930 

Age or Women at Oenaue 

15-19 20-21J 25-29 30-3- 35-39 

• • • • • • c • . _. 
Oh.11dHn vo:en o/w Chll:ren vo:en o/w Children Women c'!w Children W0111en c/w Ohlld!'en w ... n o/11 Children 

106 2•o 0,.\IJ 761 1,092 0,70 1,075 l,IJOIJ 0.77 756 1,339 0.56 >15 1,235 0.31J 170 
b 3 0:33b 1 1 1,00b ... ..... ''''b ..... ..... .... . .. 1 .•.. 1 1 

1 1 1.00 1 2 0.50 ... ..... .... . .. 1 .... ... ... • ''''b 26 59 a." 7. 116 o ... 70 117 0,60 " 102 0.3- 12 
2 5 0,40 " 82 0.50 111 l46 o.76 112 205 0.55 58 197 0.29 " 12 .1 0.29 95 181 0..52 169 25, 0.67 n6 238 0.57 60 212 0,28 22 

27 67 o.,o 252 '18 0.79 ,79 .92 0.77 26. '76 0.55 160 .,. 0.37 81 
'6 75 0.48 216 292 0.7 .. 201 2eo o.~, 11, 211 o.54b 7. 188 0.39b 20 .. 1 .... 5 6 o.e, 5 • 1.25 • 5 o.eo 1 ' 0.33 . .. 
26 .2 0.6 .. 12. l46 o.es, 87 101 o.86 52 76 0.~ 2. 78 o.,~ 19 
1 1 1.00 1 • 0.25 • 5 0,80 5 7 o.n 1 9 0.1~ 1 .. 2 .... ... 2 .... 5 7 0.71 ... ' .... 1 8 0.13 . .. 

•e 9. 0.51 296 )19 0.93 •11 •6o 0.89 ,90 "' 0.72 221 515 0,43 109 
.. 2 ''''b 5 12 o.42b 25 22 1.14 ,. .9. 0.69 21 85 0.25 21 
2 6 O.JJ .. '9 1.1 ... 6' 62 1.02 77 97 0.79b 51 90 0.57b '2 .. 1 .... 5 10 o.~ " 17 0.76 12 11 1.09 9 18 0.50 2 .. ' ''''b 8 10 o.eo 16 20 o.eo 20 ,. 0.59 " 

., 0,30 6 
1 • 0,25 21 28 0.75 " 56 0.77 " " 0.61 8 27 0,30 1 
7 17 0.\lb 76 71 1.07 96 11> o.e> 106 145 0.73 " 11, 0.36 18 

11 25 0.4.1Jb 67 75 o.89b 72 82 0.88 " eo 0.66 25 6. 0.39b 20 
9 1' 0,69b 14 23 0.61 25 '0 o.e, 20 28 0.71 14 20 0,70 3 

17 20 0.85 52 49 1.0 .. 58 56 l,O.IJ " .. 0.80 '7 52 0.?', 4 .. .. ''''b 1 1 1.0<>i. .. .. .... . .. 1 .... 2 2 1.00 2 
1 ' O,JJ 1 1 1.00 .. 1 .... ... 1 .... . .. 1 .... 

186 "7 o.ss 1,082 1,093 0.99 972 1,0.IJ7 0.93 501 767 0.65 '" 627 0.50 1,. 
1.00b 1 1 ... 1 .... ... ..... .... ... ... ''·''b ... . .. ''''b 1 .. .. ''''b ..... ''''b ... ..... .. ·;;· 1 1 l.OOb 1 1 l.OOb ... 

1 1 l.OOb 6 10 0.60 16 21 0.76 10 14 0.71 5 15 0.33 ... 
2 • o.sob 17 27 0.63 19 ,. 0.59 25 •e 0.52 " .. 0.32 8 
1 8 0.13 38 59 o ... " 77 0.69 29 " 0.55 19 40 0.48 2 

37 68 o.s4 23, 200 0.97 >'9 284 0.88 173 ~58 0.67 74 203 0.36 ,o 
61 11' o.~b 370 ,63 1,02b 302 316 0.96 l46 211 0.69 83 154 0.5- 48 
1 3 O,JJ • 5 o.8o. 1 2 o.so ... 1 ... 4 .... 2 

eo U1 0.61 410 382 1.07b 325 309 1.0~. 11, 170 o.66b 112 15. o.ub 42 .. 1 ''''b 3 • o. 7S, 6 4 l.~i 2 5 o.4ob 2 6 0.33b ... 
2 6 o_.JJ 1 2 0.50 1 2 0.50 2 6 0.33 • 6 0.67 1 

37 ,. 0.69 277 238 1.16 ,.. 300 1.21 28) 290 0.98 157 216 0.73 52 
8 b 

1.6;: 0.7~ o.60b .. .. ''"b ' 2.67b 5 ' 9 12 12 20 7 
1 2 0.50 12 7 1.71 21 19 1,11 " " 1.00 15 27 o.56 ' .. .. .... .. ''''b ... 1 . ··~· ... 2 . '''b . .. ''''b ... .. .. .... ) • 0.7'1, 5 6 O•"?i 2 3 0.67b 6 8 0'.7"b . . .. .. 2 .... 9 11 0.82 16 14 1;14 ~ 8 o.so ' 9 0.33 3 

b 67 60 116 .. 87 36 .9 ' 7 o.43b 1,12 90 1.29 0.79 0.73 17 
9 " o.69b 59 51 1.1~ 78 6. 1.22 65 62 1.oo;, 15 32 o.'7b • 6 7 o.~ 12 " 0.86 38 26 1.116 25 20 1.25 " 12 1.17 • 18 23 0.78 102 e• 1.2~ 85 77 1.10 95 81 1.17 52 56 0.93b 1. .. .. .... 5 • 1.25 ... .. .... ... ... .... 2 1 2.00b . .. .. .. .... ... ..... .... ... .. .... . .. 1 2 2 1,00 . .. 

.\0-U ,,_,. 
• 0 • • 0 

Women 0/11 Children Women 0/11 
1,007 0.17 " 873 o.olJ 

- 0.25b .. 2 ..•. 
,1 : ... .. 1 .... 

77 0,16 ' .7 o.o6 
150 0.09 ' l48 0.02 
123 0.18 • 11, O.OIJ 

•oo 0.20 " 299 o.os 
161 0.12 5 175 0,03 

2 .· ... .. . .. .... 
70 0.27b • 67 o.o6 
8 0.13 .. 10 . ... 

11 . ... .. 11 . ... 
.21 0.26 19 ,99 0.05 

105 0.20 7 U9 0.05 
67 0 ..... 2 .. 0,05 
10 0.20. .. 10 ''''b 
'9 0.1S, 1 .. 0,04 
19 o.os .. 16 . .... 
a, 0,22 ' 68 0,04 
57 o.,s, 2 40 o.o~ 
9 o,, 4 22 0.18 

26 o.1s, .. 2. .... 
2 1.00 .. ' .... 
4 •••• .. 8 ..... 

,97 0.3.1J 21 310 0.07 
1 1.oob .. 2 . ... . .. .... . . 1 .... 
7 .... .. 2 .... 

32 0.2s, .. 2 • ''''b 
21 0.10 2 20 0,10 

128 0.23 8 93 0,09 
97 0.49b ' 67 o.o, 
3 0.67 . . 6 ••.. 

103 0,41 8 .82 0,10 
2 ''''b .. 7 •••. 
' 0,3) .. 6 ..•. 

138 0.38 18 101 0,18 .. b b 
0,29b 3 11 0.27b 

" 0.23 3 17 0.1e;; ... .... 1 3 0,3) 
1 "''b .. 9 •••• 
6 0.50 .. ' .... 

0 .... 19 0.1~ 37 2 
16 0.2, 2 10 o.~ 
12 0.3) ' 8 o.,e;; 
28 o.so • 17 0.24 ... .... . . 1 . ... 

1 .... .. 3 •••• 

!/ 0111J 111.t1n Yl!1te 1'1nlt -=rrteae ~ v1th bQbud preaent at the tu.t ot the CeAOWI 11ft! Wid ln th1• Table. Ck'o\lp1 liiDA 311ft! norttlbOl'll IIDA 110\ithborD -, 1'flllplot1n~, 11Yllla; 1D urball !Ntler Cowlt.,, and. Group• 2 

IID4 • llftl IIOl'tllbGrD IIDA -!\bam_, l'flllplcUn),J, 11Yins ln rur&.L JIUU!Qo CoiUitJ, ObJ.o. 

"!/ »ue4 011. lea• tbezl. ~ -· 



Oooupatlon All ages 
and • • c 

Rental OhlldHn Voaen C/W 

Group 1 ,,,16 7,190 0.06 

Prote111ona1 220 52> O • .IJ2 
tl.OO-t"9·99 82 189 o.-.3 
tso.oO+ 133 320 O,.IJ2 
-ovn 5 13 0.38° 

PropJ01etol' 341 9, 0.37 
tl.OO-t49.99 147 336 o.-.11. 
tso.oO+ ,., 579 0,32 
Unknovn 11 18 0.61° 

Cler1oal 498 1,161 O • .IJ3 
tl.OO-t39·99 208 406 0.51 
t40.00-t.IJ9.99 86 239 0.}6 
t5o.oO+ 197 499 0.39 
11nlmovn 7 17 o • .1J1° 

Skilled vorkera 1,177 2,-.86 o.-.7 
tl,OO-t29.99 400 64} 0.62 .,..00+ 755 1,797 0,42 
11nlmovn 22 46 o • .a 
ti,OO-tJ9,99 720 1,279 0.56 
t-.o.oo-t\9.99 187 4}8 O • .IJ) 
.50.00+ 248 723 O.J" 

Sillll1-aktlle4 705 1,382 0.51 
tt.00-·29-99 328 488 0.67 
tJO,OO-tJ9.99 192 400 o.-.8 
t~to.OO+ 170 069 0.}6 - 15 25 0.60 

Other laborera 336 sse o.ss 
.l.OO-t29.99 203 290 0.70 
t30.00+ 124 274 0."5 
11nlmovn 9 16 0.56° 

Group ' ),210 •• 578 0.70 
Sld.lled Vortt.l'e 804 1,27.1J 0.63 

tl,OO-t2.1J. 99 354 403 0.88 
t25.00-t29.99 148 230 0.64 
tJO.OO+ 289 622 0.06 
11nlmovn " 19 0,68 

SeaJ.-ektlle4 1,013 1,322 0.77 
tl,OO-tl9.99 336 ,.4 0.98 
t20.00-t2.1J.99 m 284 0.96 
t25.00429.99 155 236 0.66 
tJO.OO+ 234 4}4 0.54 - 16 2.IJ 0.67 

Othel' LaboNI'tl 1,090 1,3)1 0.82 
.l.OO·tl9.99 517 502 1.0} 
t20.0042.1J.99 273 334 0.82 
............ 99 152 194 0.78 
tJO.OO+ 128 m o • .IJ7 - 20 29 0.69 

APPBRDIX !ABLB 5; CBILIJlBR 0-.IJ, VOMBR 15-.IJ9, AXD AVBRAGB lflJMBBR OP CBILIJlBR 0-.IJ PBR vOMAJf' M" AOB, BY 
BQUIVALB!I'l' MOR'l'HLY RBtrrALb OP BOMB, AlfD.BY OCCUPA'l'IOR OP HUSBARD POR ROR'l'RBORR AJifD 80UTRBORR 

VOMER IR tJIIBAB BUTUm COUH'fi, OHIO: 1930 

Age of Women at Cenaua 

15-19 20-2-4 2<-2<l 0-34 35-39 -
• • c • • c A • c A • c • • c • Children V0111en C/W Children Voaen C/11 Oh114Hn V0111en C/W Children Voaen C/11 Chil4Hn Women 0/W Childl"ell 

106• . 21l0 O.I!.IJ 761 1,092 0,70 1,075 l,.IJO.IJ 0.77 756 1,339 0.56 '>5 1,235 O.J.IJ 170 
... 4• .... 26 59 O • .IJ.IJ 74 116 0.611. 70 117 0.60 35 102 0.311. 12 ... 3 .... 20 " o.ll90 " 51 0.65 17 41 0.11.1 7 21 o.,o 4 .... 1 .... 6 18 0.3} 40 63 0.630 52 73 0.71 25 77 0.32 8 ... ... · .... ... ... . ... 1 2 0.50 1 3 O.JJo 3 .IJ 0-75° .. 

2 5 0.40° 41 82 0.50 111 146 0.76 112 205 0.55 58 197 0.29 14 
2 3 0.67° 31 59 0.5)0 48 69 0,70 44 78 0.56 18 .IJ9 0.37 3 ... 1 .... 8 21 O,JB 61 75 0.810 61 119 0,51 40 146 0.27. 11 ... 1 .... 2 2 1,00° 2 2 1.00 7 8 0.88° .. 2 .... .. 

12 41 0.29 95 181 0.52 169 253 0.67 136 238 0.57 60 212 0.28 .. 
8 27 0.300 70 113 0.62 77 98 0.79 37 72 0.51 13 .IJ7 0.28 3 
1 6 0.17 13 28 o . .IJ6 30 63 0.48 27 46 0.59 12 .IJ6 0.26 2 
3 8 0,)8° 10 , 0.290 60 89 0.670 70 117 0.60 34 116 0.29 17 ... ... .... 2 5 0.40 2 3 0.67 2 3 0.67° 1 3 o.,o .. 

27 67 o.-.o 252 318 0.79 379 492 0.77 ... 476 0.$5 160 434 0,37 81 
16 " 0.118 131 139 0.9.1J 126 139 0.91 67 101 0.66 40 96 o • .IJ2 16 
9 " 0.27 120 175 0.690 243 34> o.n0 193 367 0.53 115 327 o,'35 65 
2 1 2.00° 1 4 0.25 10 10 1.00 4 8 0.50° 5 11 0.1!5° .. 

19 44 o.-., 199 227 0.88 232 303 0.77 139 218 o.6.1J 80 192 0.42 43 
4 11 o.36° 27 39 0.69 66 82 0.80 45 87 0.52 28 87 0.32 16 
2 11 0.18° 25 .IJB 0.52 71 97 0.73 76 163 o • .IJ7 47 144 o., 22 ,. 75 0."8 216 292 0.7.1J 241 280 0.86 113 211 0.511 74 188 0.39 20 ., 47 o • .IJ90 

,., 149 0.83 110 109 1.01 37 n o.52 27 47 0.57 8 
6 16 0,38 56 81 0.69 73 es o.8J " 68 0."9 16 51 0.31 ., 
7 12 o.sB0 

29 53 0.550 55 TT o.n0 42 10 0.60 29 87 0.330 6 ... . .. .... 8 9 0.89 .3 6 o.so. 1 2 0.5()0 2 3 0,67 1 
26 42 0.62 124 146 o.8s 87 101 0.86 52 76 0.68 24 78 0,31 19 
19 28 0.68 71 82 0.8'7 56 53 1.06 , 116 0.76 10 25 o • .IJo 12 
5 8 0.63° 47 57 0.820 30 47 0,64

0 17 30 o.5r 14 52 0.27 7 
2 6 o,,a 6 7 0.86 1 1 1.00 .. .. . ... .. 1 •••• .. 

186 337 0.55 1,082 1,093 0.99 972 1,0-'7 0.93 501 767 0.65 314 627 0.50 134 
37 68 0.54 233 240 0.97 249 284 0.88 173 258 0.67 74 203 0.}6 30 .. ,. 0,67 126 117 1.o8 113 100 1.13 61 68 0.90 19 "2 o.•s 11 
6 11 0.55° ,. "0 0.90 65 '70 0.93 24 35 0.69 11 31 0.35 2 
5 18 0.28° 68 79 0.86 67 109 0.61 .. 149 0.56 44 130 o.,. 17 
2 3 0.67° 3 "0.75° 4 5 o.Bo0 

4 6 0.67° .. ... .... .. 
'61 114 0.54 370 ,., 1.02 302 316 0.96 106 211 0.69 ., 154 0.54 48 
27 44 0.61 "' loB 1.21 109 90 1.21 ., o\8 o.85 18 30 0.60 10 
15 27 0.560 93 Sit 1.11 87 82 l.o6 37 "5 0.82 28 25 1.12 11 

4 11 0.}6 61 66 0.92 42 55 0.76 " 51 0.65 9 25 0.}6 6 
10 25 o.\o 76 96 0,790 62 85 o. 730 35 65 0.5" 28 73 O,JB 21 
5 7 o.n° 9 9 1.00 2 "0.50 .. 2 •••• . . 1 .... .. 

8o 131 0.61 410 382 1.07 325 309 1.05 113 170 0.66 112 154 0.73 42 .. 57 0.70 210 171 1.23 166 126 1.32 45 53 0.85 44 !U 0.77 9 
21 ,. o.ss0 86 93 0.92 94 Bl 1.16 32 lt6 o. 70 28 31 0.90 12 
8 12 0.67 56 .IJ7 1.19 ,. .IJ6 0.78 22 32 0.69 18 25 0.72 9 

10 22 o."S
0 

48 61 0. 79 24 51 o."~c 12 "' 0.35 20 39 0.51 12 
1 2 0.50° 10 10 1.00° 5 5 1.00 2 5 o.o\0° 2 2 1.00° .. 

.IJ0-4.1J 45-4 
• 0 A • c 

Women C/W Ch114ren W0111en O/W 

1,007 0.17 " 873 o.oll 

71 0.16 3 1!.7 o.o60 20 0.20° 1 12 0.08 
53 0.15 2 35 0.06 
4 •••• .. . . .... 

150 0.09 3 148 0,02 
38 o.oa 1 40 0.03 

111 0.10 2 106 0.02 
1 .... .. 2 .... 

123 0.1Q 4 113 O.M 
26 0,12 .. 23 •••• 0 32 0.06 1 18 0.06 
64 0.27 3 70 o.o-. 
1 .... .. 2 .... 

400 0,20 14 299 0,05 
68 0.2.1J 4 67 O.o6 

326 0,20 10 ... 0.04 
6 •••• .. 6 ••••. 

165 0.26 8 130 0.06 
86 0.19 1 .IJ6 0.02 

143 0.15 5 117 o.o.IJ 

161 0.12 5 175 0.03 
37 0.22 .. 28 ..... 
4" 0.11 3 52 o.o6 
76 0.08 2 9" 0.02 

4 0.25 .. 1 .... 

70 0.27 4 67 0.06 
" 0.36 2J .... 
n o.19 4 -'3 0.09 .. .... . . 1 .... 

397 O.).IJ 21 310 0.07 
128 0.23 8 9J 0.09 

25 0."!( .. 15 •••• 
23 0.09 4 20 0.20° 
79 0.22 4 58 0.07 
1 •••• .. .. .... 

97 O • .IJ9 ' 67 O.O.IJ 
12 o.BJ .. 12 .... 0 
u 0.79 1 7 O.l.IJ 
16 O.JB .. 12 •••• 
5" 0.39 2 ,. 0.06 
1 •••• .. .. . ... 

103 o • .IJl 8 82 0.100 20 o.\5 3 18 0.17 
"' 0.35 .. 11 .... 0 16 0.56 3 16 0.19 
30 o.o\0 2 35 0.06 

3 •••• .. 2 •••• 

!/ Olll.:r •Uft wt&lW nr.t -n ... - W!Ur. ......_ .,..-t at u. u.. or tM a.- - ...a !a tl&1.ll fltllle. ~ 1 .-} - ~ .- ..tlltDD -· ....,..:Unb', llrlllc la .,.,_ art.J..r ~. Clda. 
~ a tJ,.oo .,.tal .a. ..,.sn.t.t. to tJ,oo.oo ft!M. 

!I Ja,eM .. t.. tliiiD. ., -· 

> ... 

I 



Color, nat1Y1t7 
.and Ha1denee 

ot husband 

'lotal 

lerthborn Urban I.V. 
I.V.I.P. 
R.V.P.P. 
I.V.M.P. 

Rorthborn Rural lf.V. 
R,V.Jf.P, 
J,V.P. or M.P. 

Soutbborn Urban Jl :v. 
Southborn Rural w.v. 
Borth Europe P.B.V, 
South Europe P.B,V, 
Other P,B.V, 

Group 1e 

lforthborn urban R.V. 
Soutbborn Urban lf.W, 
Porelgn-bom vhlto 

Group 2° 

lforthborn Rural lf.V. 
Southborn Rural R.W. 
Pore1gn-born vh1 te 

Group 3° 

wortbborn Urban R.V. 
8outhborn Urban R.V. 
Ponlgn-born vhlto 

Group " 
Rorthborn Rural Jf.V. 
Southborn Rural H.V. 
Pore1gn-born vhlto 

APPKRDIX TABU: 6t CRILmBR 0-11, WOHB11 15-119, ARD AVERAGE tnJMBER 011' CHILIRU 0·11 PER wOMAif' BY ADZ, ARD BY 
COLOR AJfD KATIVITY OP HUSIWfD, 8BLBC'l'BD BlRTH.;.RB81DBlfCB GROUPS OP WOHBif, BUTLBR COURTY, OHIOt 1930 

Age or Women at Ceneua 

All agee 15-19 20-211 25-29 30-3 .. 35-39 
A 8 c A 8 c A 8 c A 8 c A 8 0 A 8 0 A 

Children Yemen C/0 Cb1ldHn We111en 0/0 ~ldren Vomen c;. Children Women C/0 Children Vomen C/0 Children Ve111en 0/0 Children 

9,208 15,657 o.sa 377 725 0,52 2, .. 16 2,7 .. 2 0.88 2,822 3,211 0.88 1,930 2,9-'10 0.66 1,107 2,593 0.-'13 465 

3,165 6,997 0.-'15 93 226 o • .-1 762 1,113 0.68 1,000 1,368 0.7) 724 1,308 0.55 397 1,201 0,3) 160 
2,6&> 5,711 0.-'17 89 206 0 ... 3 675 981 0.69 868 1,199 0.72 617 1,06-'1 0.57 293 9)2 0,31 120 

2)) 701 0.33 4 17 0.2 .. )6 64 0.56 56 8il 0.67 55 118 0 ... 7 54 1)5 o . .-o 24 
252 585 o ... , .. ' . ... 51 68 0.75 76 85 0.89 52 106 0.-'19 50 1)4 0,37 16 

1, .. ,6 2,698 0.53 )0 8) 0.36 284 )22 0.88 408 446 0,91 )89 536 0.7) 208 503 o . .-1 99 
1,268 2,270 0.56 28 80 ·-~~ 256 296 0.86 377 400 0.9-'1 343 470 0.7) 172 .23 o . .-1 77 

168 428 0.39 2 ' 0.67 28 26 1,08 )1 46 0.67 46 66 0,70 )6 80 o • .-s 22 

3,250 ,, .. 99 0.72 19. 344 0.56 1,066 1,0-'15 1.02 1,006 1,03-'1 0.97 508 75> 0.67 317 612 0,52 1)5 
1,227 1,3 .. 9 0.91 52 6) 0.8) 287 2)0 1'2S. )67 312 1.18 280 296 ·-~~ 165 21) 0.77 57 

67 20. 0.33 2 ' 0.67 7 17 o.-'11b 15 19 0.79 17 •• ~-~ 1) •• 0.33 12 
sa 

97 ·-~~ 6 5 1.20 10 1) o.77 •• )0 0.80 12 21 0.57 6 22 0.27 .. 
5 13 0.) .. 1 .... .. 2 .... 2 2 1.00 .. 1 .... 1 2 0.50 2 

3,316 7,190 0,1!6 106 ••• o ..... 761 1,092 0.70 1,075 1,JJO-'I 0.77 756 1,339 0.56 415 1,235 0.3-'1 170 
2,681.. 6,039 o ..... 6) 166 0.)6 586 875 0.67 87. 1,17-'1 0.7-'1 6)5 1,131 0.56 ,.9 1,058 0.33 146 

5'9 926 0.59 39 69 0.57 16) 195 0.8-'lb 171 192 0.89 101 17) o.sa 53 1)7 0.39 1& 
82 216 0.36 • • 1.00 12 22 0.55 28 )6 0.78 20 34 0.59 12 39 0.)1 5 

l,lf911 2,752 o.s> 48 9. 0.51 296 319 0.93 •11 460 0.89 390 "'' 0.72 221 515 o.\3 109 
1,252 2,-'121 0.52 25 70 ··~S, 233 267 0.87 '" 385 0.90 ,.7 •SJ ~:~ 

188 '57 0.-'11 9. 
223 29. o.76 20 22 o.9~ 61 \8 1.27b 6. 7) o.88 39 59 o. 28 •5 ·-~~ 10 
19 )6 0.53 ' 2 1.50 2 3 0.67 .. 2 .... 4 2 2.00 5 1) 0.38 5 

3,210 .IJ,578 0.70 186 337 0.55 1,082 1,093 0.99 972 1,047 0.93 501 767 0.65 31 • 627 o.so 134 
•8• 958 0.51 30 60 0.50 176 238 0.1 .. 126 194 0.65 89 177 0.50 •8 14) 0,34 ,.. 

2,701 3,5'73 0.76 155 275 0.56 903 850 1.05, 8J5 a•• 0.99b ••7 581 0.70 26. 475 0.56 117 
24 " 0.55 1 2 0.50 ' • 0.75 11 11 1.00 5 9 0.56 2 8 0.25 2. 

1,188 1,337 0.89 37 54 0.69 277 2)8 1.16 )64 )00 1.21 283 290 0.98 157 216 o. 73. 52 
184 277 0,66 5 1) 0.)8 51 55 0.93 61 61 1.00 •• 5J O,'fg 20 46 o.-'13 5 

l,00-'1 ·1,055 0.95 )2 .1 0.78 226 182 1.2.- ,., 239 1.27 241 237 1.02 1)7 168 0~82 '7 ..... 5 •..• .. .. .... ... 1 .... ... ... .... ... ... .... ... 2 .••. .. 

11o.:-'111 li-~ 
8 0 A 8 c 

V0111en 0/0 Children V0111en C/0 

1,963 0.2-'1 91 1,68) 0.05 

951 0.17 29 8)0 0.03 
724 0.17 18 585 0.03 
1)2 0.18 • 151 0,03 
95 0,17 7 9~ 0,07 

415 0.211 18 393 0.05 
320 0,21! 15 281 0.05 
95 0.23 ' 112 0,03 

•o6 0.3) 24 , .. 0.08 
1)5 0.112 19 100 0.19 

51 0.2-'1 1 50 0,02 
1 ''''b .. 5 .... 
"0.50 .. 1 .... 

1,007 0.17 33 87) o.olf 

870 0.17 28 765 o.o.\ 
95 0.19 4 65 0.06 
39 0.13 1 42 0,02 

.21 0,26 19 399 0.05 

)8) 0.25 18 376 o.o~ 
29 0.3 .. b 1 18 0.06 
9 0.56 .. 5 •••• 

397 0.3-'1 21 )1!) 0.07 

81 0.17 1 65 0,02 
311 O.JS, 20 239 0.08 • 0.50 .. 6 •••• 

1)8 0.)8 18 101 0,16 

32 0.16 17 .... 
106 0.-'llf 18 82 0,22 . .. .... . . 2 •••. 

!I ~ Datln vbJ.te tlrat aarriaae va.m. vltll hwl~ JI1'GIB11t at tile t11110 or the Coft8\l8 are Ulld 1D tllta Tabla. Oroupa 1 IID4 3 are northbom IID4 eou.thbom -n, reapeettn}3, ll•t.na: 1n 1ZI'biiD Butl.ar COUD.Q',,IIDil Oro\lpa 2 

IUI4 • IU'e northbom and aOilthbom va.m., reapecttnl.J, U1"l..r.a: 1n runlllutl.ar CounQ>1 Ohio. 
~ llue4 OD. 1eaa tba.n ~ ~. 

gJ fota1a tnclu41 •otha:' torelsn-born vb.lte. • 



All •• Monthl7 • • Rental 

APPBRDIX TABLB 7: CHILIJmH 0611, VOMIUI l5-if9, AHD AVBRAOB troMBBR OP CHILmBJf PER VoMAif' BY AaB A1'fD BY 
BQUIVALBRT HOB'l'H;LY RBlf'l'AL OP BOMB, IOR'I'HBORll AJfD SOU'l'BBORI MARRIAOB COMBIKATIOBS0, URBAB Btl'l'LER 

COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 

Age or Women at Cenaua 

15-19 20-2'4 25-29 30.:l!J 35-39 • • 0 A • c • • c A • c • • c • Children Wo1110n o/v Children W0111en "'" Children Woasen c,N Children ll0111en o,N Children W0111en c,N Children ll0111en c,N Children 

KC-A
0 2,681 6,039 0.\.\ 6} 166 0.}8 586 875 0.67 87~ 1,17.\ 0,7\ 

~ • 16 16 1~ l,liJd Under $15.00 .9 97 0.51 9 0.\'4d 27 0.59 
.15.00-·19.99 >'5 220 0.66 B 17 0.47 .. 61 0.89 • 2 ~6 0.91 
.20.00-·2-.99 269 ~09 0.66 15 28 0.5'4 10} lH 0.90 76 7B 0.97 
.25.00-·29-99 }52 6}} 0.56 1} }1 o • .\2 111 ,.. 0.78 1}0 150 0.87 
.30.00-·39.99 626 1,}5.\ 0.\6 10 }2 0.31 166 251 0,66 219 }16 0.69 
t.\0,00-$49.99 

.,. 
1,0}5 o • .\o B 20 0 • .\0d 62 126 0.49 Hl 218 0.65 

$50.00-$59.99 287 7.0 0,}8 .. 11 ""d 25 .9 0.51 111 16o 0.69 
t6o.OO-t79.99 279 Bol 0.35 2 B 0.25d 2. 61 0.39d 69 106 0.65 
$80.00+ 20} 62• 0.}} 2 6 O.}Jd 12 ·~ o.sod 52 65 o.sod 
Vnlmovn 57 118 o • .\8 1 • 0.25 1} 20 0.65 18 21 0.86 

110-8° S'9 926 0.59 }9 69 0.57 16} 195 0 .... 1n 192 0.89 
unde:ro t1s.oo }9 0.74 • • ~ ~ • 29 7 9 0.78d 1} 1} 1.004 1.00d 
t15.00-t19.99 52 57 0.91 6 10 o.6od 17 " 1.21 25 17 1.47 
t20.00-t2\.99 9. 119 0.79 B " 0.57d }5 35 1.00 29 25 1.16 
.25.00-$29.99 e• 121 0.69 5 11 o • .\5c1 25 }8 6.66 28 28 1.00 
.}0.00-$39-99 H2 23' 0.61 5 1} 0.}8 .. 6o 0,90 }5 56 0.6} 
t•o.oo-•\9.99 61 0.47 • B • }0 0,8}4 129 3 6 o.so4 1.\ 0.57d 25 
tso.oo-•s9.99 }8 87 o.u 1 1 1.oo4 2 1 0,29d " 12 1.17d 
$6o.00-$79.99 2} 7.\ 0.}1 1 1 1.00 ' 5 0.6o 9 1\ 0.6.\d 
$8o.OO+ " 47 O.}Od .. •• '"'4 2 ""d 1 .\ 0.25d ·- 12 19 0.63 ' "0.75 6 1 0.86 1 2 0.50 

110-0° .a. 958 0.51 50 6o o.so 176 2}8 0,1.\ 126 19. 0.65 
Vnder tl5.00 2B o\5 0.62 • • .. 1 ""d 20 2\ o.BJ4 5 1 o.nd 
t15.00-$19.99 " 69 0.59 • a o.sod " 22 0.6.\ " 16 0,88 
• 20.00-$2.\.99 102 H9 0.68 5 n 0.38"' .a 5.\ 0.89 .. 26 0.92 
$25.00-$29.99 76 1}6 0.56 • 9 o • .\-\4 29 }6 0.81. 21 }2 0,66 
$50.00-$}9.99 11• 22} 0.51 B 16 o.so " 57 0.72 }7 51 0.65 
t.\o_.oo-t\9.99 .7 1>' • • 6 0.}5 ' 5 0.6od 11 20 o.55d 21 0.224 
tso.oo-ts9.99 2B 6\ 0,.\.\ • 1 2.00 5 11 0.454 B 11 o. 734 
$00.00-$79.99 2B 71 0.}9 .. 2 ""4 ' .\ 0.75d 9 10 0.90d 
$80.00+ 11 51 0.224 1 2 o.50d 1 5 0.20d 2 5 o • .\o ........ 9 16 0.56 ' ' 1.00 • 5 o.eo .. ' .... 
NC-D

0 
2,701 3,573 0.76 155 275 0.56 90} 850 1.06 835 .... 0.99 

UD<:!er t15.00 }9} }8 .2 58 0.'72 128 99 1.22 71.02 155 1.21 109 
t15.00-tl9.99 6ol 610 0.99 .2 61 0.69 222 17' 1.28 210 162 1.50 
.20.00-·2-.99 662 m 0.92 }7 67 0.55 216 201 1.07 225 200 1.13 
$25.00-$29.99 "' 58 9 0.70 " }0 0.\7 1}2 1}5 0.98 1}8 158 0.87 
$50.00-1>9.99 }70 662 0.56 B '2 0.25 127 "' 0.99 92 129 o.n 
$00.00-$'9-99 115 270 o.o\J • • 2. J.\ o.n4 55 0.56d 10 0.204 " tso.oo-t59.99 55 11 8 0.\7 ' 3 1.004 6 10 o.6od 12 11 o.n4 $6o.00-$79.99 50 97 0.)1 2 '0.50 1 ' 0.25d 7 10 0.704 
$80.00+ 19 \8 0,.\0 .. 1 ''''4 2 ' o.674 ' 1 0,4.,4 ........ ., 69 0.62 5 9 0.56 lB 18 1.00 B 15 0.53 

!I 0111J aau .. *lt. nr.t ..rrt ... - w1Ul llubca4 ~ at u. u .. at u. c..u .. ..a 1D U~.t. ~­
~ A tJ..OO ~tal 11 ~~ t.o tJ.OO.OO nJ... 

6}5 1,131 0.56 >'9 1,058 0.}} H6 
0.50d • B 16 1 11 0.09d ~ 

}2 }7 0.86 5 2} 0.22 • 
~· 61 0.69 20 ~9 0.-IJl 12 .. 97 0.56 27 Bl 0., " 118 ... 0.50 69 20} 0.}14 }5 

109 198 0.55 68 lB. 0.}7 21 
BB 165 0.5} ~· "' 0.29 21 

106 lBB o,56 50 181 0.28 20 
65 112 0.584 56 159 0.35d >~ 
1} 2} 0.57 11 2} 0.48 1 

101 17} 0.58 5} 1}7 0.}9 lB 
• • 2 ' 0.674 ' 5 o.6od .. 

1 5 0,204 ' 8 o.,ad .. 
10 15 0.674 B 1.\ 0.574 • 1} 19 0,68 12 11 1-09 1 

" ~9 0.69 12 28 0,4} 2 

19 0.26: " JO o • .\7d 5 5 
9 21 0 • .\}d 6 20 O.}Od • 6 19 0,}24 ' 18 0.17d .. 

10 10 1,00d 1 12 0,08 2 
2 2 1,00 .. 2 .... .. 

B9 177 0.50 .a >'3 o ... " • ' 1 0 . .\}d .. 2 ''"d .. 
7 11 0.6\ 2 6 O.}Jd .. 

15 28 0.5\d 7 15 o.o\7d 3 
11 2\ 0.\6 9 20 o • .\5 1 
1} 38 0.}.\ 11 }1 0.}5 • • 17 32 0.5}d 9 21 0.\}d 1 
9 10 o.9od 2 15 0.134 2 
9 15 o.6od 5 21 0.2\d 2 
5 11 o.\5 1 10 0.10d l .. 1 .... 2 2 1.00 .. 

.07 581 0.70 ... .75 0.56 117 

52 .\2 1.24 .. )7 0.65 9 
6} 88 o. 72 .7 70 0.67 16 
91 lOB 0 .... 67 '72 0.9} 25 
7. 10. o.n }2 67 O.o\8 17 
62 115 0 ... .7 loB 0." 26 
}6 .\9 0.7} l} 5.\ 0.~ s 

7 25 0.284 19 28 o.68
4 B 

ll 23 O.o\84 • 21 0.194 5 
5 15 0.))

11 7 10 o. 704 l 
6 12 0.50 • 8 0.50 2 

iJ0-'414 ~5-· 

• 0 A • Women c,N Children Vomen 

870 0.17 28 765 • 11 0.36d .. 9 
15 0.27 .. 21 
~5 0.27 1 .. 
75 0.1.9 } 57 

165 0.21 9 15} 
172 0.12 5 117 
118 0.18 .. 101 
126 0.16 B 1}1 
127 O.lld 2 1}1 
16 0.06 .. 11 

95 0.19 • 65 
2 .... .. ' 2 ''''d ·- 1 

10 0,\0d .. 6 
6 0.17d .. B 

20 0.10 .. s 
• 20 0.25d 1 10 

16 0.25 2 10 
6 "''4 1 11 

12 0.17 .. 7 
1 .... .. 1 

Bl 0.11 1 65 

• .... .. .. • ''''d .. 2 
6 o.sod .. 7 
7 0.1.\d 1 s 

" 0.29 .. 10 
• 16 1} o.o84 .. 

B 0.25d .. B 

" 0.1.\4 .. 5 
9 0.11 .. 9 
2 .... .. .. 

311 0.}8 20 2}9 

11 0.824 2 22 
}1 0.52 1 .. 
57 o.u l lB 
55 0.}1 6 •o 
72 0.}6 B 63 
}8 0.21d 50 l 
17 o • .\7d .. lB 
20 0.25d .. 15 
5 0.204 l 7 
5 o.oo .. • 

!/IC-A 1~ tor ..rrt ... ooablD&UOD. A or~- ..rrte4 to~ ........,.._, 1C-» ~ tw ~ ac.lllD&t.icm B or ~- ..:n.t to ~ ~. IC-<: ~ tor -na. 
CICJib!at.loa C or -tllltcn:r.- .n-1.a to ~ ~. IC·D .t.Db tor ..n.ca OtatllD&UOD. D cr -tllltcn:r.- ..rrte4 t.o ~ ~. 

c 
c,N 

0.0.\ 

.... .... 
0.0} 
o.os 
0.06 

0.0\ 

0.06 
0.02 .... 
0,06 

.... .... .... 

.... .... • o.1od 
0,20d 
0.09 .... 
.... 
0,02 

. ... .... 
''''d 
0,1} .... 
.... .... .... .... . ... 
0.08 

• 0.094 
0.~ 
o. 
0.15 
o.n 

0.0} .... 
'"'4 
0,14 
.... 



APPBHDD TABLB 8r CHILIIUDI 0-4, VOMBK 15-49, Aim AVBRAOB lftJMBZR OP' CHILIJl:Blf PBR VOMAR' Br AOB Aim Br MAlUTAL 
COlfDlTlOR, SBLBC'l'BD BIRTH•RESIIBHCB GROUPS, BUTLER COtJJffi, OHIO: 19}0 

Ago ot Women at ConaWI 

Groupo All a eo 15-19 20-24 2 - ·- . -
and -.rlt&l A • 0 A • 0 A • 0 A • 0 A • 0 A • 0 A 

ot&tua ~ildroen Women CA/ Children Women CA/ Children W0111on cAl Children Woman OA/ Children Women CA/ CbildNID Women OA/ Chll~n 

ll.t1YO Vbite VOIDOD 10,480 27,236 0,38 •• 3 4,55- 0.09 2,735 4,990 0.55 3,120 4,514 0.69 2,172 3,952 0.55 1,339 3,66, 0.}7 576 
Single ...... 7,611 .... ... 3,720 .... ..... 1,791 .. .. .. ... 7.7 .... ..... .17 . ... . .... 377 . ... ... 
lot maroro.-hua.proea. 9;208 15,857 o.sa 377 725 0.52 2,,16 2,742 0,88 2,822 3,211 o.88 1,930 2,9,0 0,66 1,107 2,593 0.43 .65 
let maroro.-bua,aba. 193 559 0.35 •• 57 0,42 ,. >'3 0.52 •• 94 0.45 19 68 0.28 20 75 0.27 12 
2nd marriage 91a 2,117 0.43 17 30 0,57 195 211 0.92a 220 312 o.n 19a 3>' 0.53 1a7 .15 0.45 a7 
Vid~ed 96 655 0.15 3 7 o • .-,a 1. 1a 0.78 19 57 0.33 21 79 0.27 21 123 0.17 11 
DiVOI'Oed 65 .37 0.15 2 15 O.l)a 36 as o.42 17 93 0.18 • 74 0.05 • 80 0.05 1 

Group 1 

lorihborn urban vomo 3,750 13,505 0.28 121 2,367 0.51 a51 2,313 0.37 1,194 2,137 0.56 a•1 1,919 0.4.- .90 1,803 0.27 210 
Bingle 4,6ol .... ... 2,090 .... ..... 1,062 .... ..... ... . ... .. ... 293 .... . .... 259 . ... .. . 
lat un.-hua.prea. 3,316 7,190 o . .O 106 ••o o.44a 761 1,092 0,70 1,075 1,4o.- 0.77 756 1,339 0.56 415 1,235 0.34 170 
lat M!'l'o·bWI.aba, a1 279 0.29 10 23 0.438 31 59 0.53 22 51 o.fi.J 6 36 0.17 7 ,. 0.21 5 
2nd II&J'l"iqe 269 883 0.30 3 6 0.50a 39 56 0.708 73 115 0.6} 6. 165 0.39 55 17a 0.31 29 
Widowed •5 32. O.lfl. 1 3 0.}3 3 6 0,50 9 21 O.fl.3a 12 •5 0.27 10 56 0.18 6 
D1vorooed 39 22a 0.17 1 5 0,20a '17 38 o.fl.5 15 fl.7 0.32 3 41 0.07 3 " 0.07 ... 

Group 2 

Korothborn ~1 vome 1,619 4,622 0.35 51 a63 0.59 3,. 677 o • .-9 ••a 619 0.69 41a 676 0.62 2\6 662 0.37 120 
Single 1,437 .... ... 763 . ... ... 307 .... ... 112 .... ..... 67 .... ..... 76 . ... .. . 
lat 111&!'1',-bWI,prea, 1,494 2,752 o.s> •a 94 0.51 296 319 0.938 411 • 60 0.89 390 5 .. 0.72 221 515 0.43 109 
lot maror.-bua. aba, 17 ., 0.}8 3 ... 0.75

8 10 16 0.6} 1 6 0.17" 1 5 0.208 1 • 0.25
8 1 

2nd M!'ri&SO 93 281 0.,~ ... 1 .... 1a 25 0.728 " .a 0.50 25 •a 0.52 23 .7 0,49 10 
Vidoved a 77 0.10 ... 1 .... • • 1.00 1 • 0.25a 2 7 0.29

8 1 " o.o?" ... 
D1vol'Oed 7 30 0.2} ... ... .... 6 6 1.oo

8 1 9 o.u• ..... 5 .... ..... 6 .... ... 

Ql'Oup 3 ' 
Boutbborn urban vomo 3.754 7,2il 0.52 207 1,082 0.19 1,229 1,655 0.7 .. 1,094 l,,oll 0.78 595 1,020 0.58 41a 931 0.45 180 

Bingle ..... 1,299 .... ... 69. . ... ..... 360 . ... ..... 123 . ... ..... 51 . ... 30 . ... .. . 
lat man,-bua.proea. 3;210 .lf,578 0.70 1a6 337 0.55 1,082 1,093 0.99 972 1,047 0.9} 501 767 0.65· 31. 627 o.so 1,. 
lot maroro.-bua.8ba. 83 212 0.39 10 25 0.408 27 59 0,46 15 32 0.47 12 27 0.44 12 36 0,3} 5 
2nd lll&l'rlase ••a 751 0.54 9 15 0.60 101 96 1.05a 97 135 0.72 77 131 o.s98 a3 159 0.52 37 
Vidov84 35 ••• 0.16 1 2 o.so

8 6 7 0.86 9 30 0.30 • 20 0.20 a .9 0,16 • DiYOI'Oed 1a 167 0.11 1' 9 0.118 
13 •• 0.3} 1 37 0.0} 1 •• 0.04

8 1 ,. 0.0} ... 
Group 4 

Boutbborn ~ vome 1,357 1,878 0,72 .. •• 2 0.18 321 345 0.9} ••• 354 1.14 31a 337 0.911 1a5 267 0,69 66 
Bi.nsle ..... 27' . ... ... 173 . ... ..... 62 .... . .... 13 . ... ..... 6 .... . .... 12 . ... ... 
lat m&l'r.-hua.prea. 1,188 1,337 0.89 37 5• 0.698 277 238 1,168 36. 300 1.21 2a3 290 0.98 157 216 0.73 52 
let ID&l'!'. -bua.8ba. 12 23 0,528 1 5 0.20 6 9 0.67 • 5 o.Bo8 ..... ... .... . .... 1 .... 1 
2nd m&l'l"i&Se 1•a 202 0.73 5 a 0.63

8 
37 ,. 1.098 36 34 1.06 32 30 1.07 26 31 0.84 11 

Vidoved a 30 0.27 1 1 1.oo8 1 1 1.00 ..... 2 . ... 3 7 0.4} 2 • o.so
8 1 

Divoroood 1 12 o.oa8 ... 1 •••• ..... 1 •••• ..... .. . . ... ..... ..... .. ... 3 .... 1 

!/ Baaed on leas than 25 vomen. 

40--

• o"t. A 
V0111011 Children 

2,945 0,20 115 
300 . ... .. . 

1,963 0.24 91 
65 0.18 2 

39. 0.22 " 168 0.07 7 
55 0,02 1 

1,567 0~13 ., 
2l3 . ... .. . 

1,007 0.17 " fl.2 0.12 
1a3 0.16 6 

87 0,07 • 35 •••• ... 

566 0,21 22 
54 ; ... ... 

•• 1 0.268 19 
3 0.3} ... 

65 0.15 3 
21 .... ... 

2 .... .. . 

615 0,29 31 
27 .... .. . 

397 0.3.1f8 21 
19 0,26 2 

105 0.35 • 50 0.08 3 
17 .... ' 1 

197 0.34 19 
6 .... 

13a 0.388 1a 
1 1,00 ... 

41 0.278 1 
10 0.10. ... 

1 1.00 ... 

··-·· • 0 
Women OA/ 

2,618 o.o.-
259 . ... 

1,683 0.05 
57 0,04 

3a1 0.04 
203 0,03 
35 0.03 

1,399 0,03 
1a5 . ... 
a73 0.04 
3. .... 

180 o~o3 
106 0,04 

21 . ... 

. 559 0.04 
58 .... 

399 0.05 
7 •••• 

67 0,04 
26 . ... 

2 •••• 

52• 0,06 
111 •••• 

310 0,078 

" 0.14 
110 0,04 

66 0,058 
10 0.10 

136 0.14 
2 .... 

101 0,18 

2 ''"8 
24 0,04 
5 .... 
2 .... 

CXl 
0 


