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INTRODUCTION

Butler County-is located in south-
western Ohio, in the socutheastern part of
the corn belt. The dominant interest in
the County is manufacturing, but it 1s
alao a good agricultural county. It was
chosen for detalled study of birth differ-
entials for two reasons: (a) it was be-
lieved to be falrly typical of many coun-
ties in Ohio, Indiana, and southern Michi-
‘gen; and (b) it is the county in which the
Scripps Foundatlion 1s located. .

As an introduction to the descrip-
tion of the study 1t will be well to note
brlefly the chlef characteristics of the
population of Butler County. In 1930 it
had a populaticn of 114,084, of which
84,756, or T4.3 percent, was urban;”
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 Iin 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 Chio and in
Butler County 1s shown in Table 2. The
proportions in the different age groups 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 persons 45 years of

TABLE 1: NUMBER AND PERCENT DISTRIBUTION BY INDUSTRY, OF WORKERS BY g8EX,

BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO:

1930

Workere

Type of Occupation or Industry Rumber Percent

Male Female Male Fomale
Total 35,291 8,552 | 100.0 100.0
Farm owners, tenants, managers, and foremen 2,132 50 6.0 0.6
Farm lsborers 1,540 27 h.h 0.3
Building industry workers 2,660 36 7.5 0.4
Automobile workers 2,549 25 T.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 allled industry workers 3,591 1,008 10.2 11.8
Other manufacturing workers 2,876 1,433 8.1 16.7
Transportation and commnmication 2,723 272 T.T 3.2
Trade 4,361 1,399 12.4 16.4
Recreation, amsement, professional and sem!-professional service 1,331 1,372 3.8 16,0
Domestic and personal service 1,128 2,301 3.2 26,9
Industry not specified 1,434 142 ko 1.7

1. The urban population iz made up of three citles having the following populations in 1930: Hamilton,
52,176; Middletown, 29,992; and Oxford, 2,588. According to the preliminary figures from the 1940
Census, the County now has a population of 120,315, Hamilton has 50,632 and Middletown, 31,230.
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TABIE 2:

BUTLER COURTY AND TOTAL OHIO:

NUMEER ARD YERCENT DISTRIBUTION
BY AGE, FOR ALL CLASSES OF FERSONS IN UR-
BAN, RURAL-NONFARM, AND RURAL-FARM AREAS,

1930

All Classes Persons

Age Number Percent
Butler Butler
Ohlo comty | °®2° | county
Urban
All Ages | ¥,507,371 | 84,756 | 100.0 1100.0
o- L 371,630 8,707 8.2 10.3
5-1h 798,960 | 15,726 17.7 18.6
15-19 380,74k 7,028 8.5 8.3
20-hi 1,884,762 | 34,645 k. Lo.9
k564 830,178 | 14,355 18.4 16.9
654 238,783 4,275 5.3 5.0
Uninown 2,314 ° 20 0.1 _—
Rural-nonfarm
All Agea | 1,135,038 | 17,568 | 100.0 100.0
o- 4 114,098 2,195 10.1 12.5
5-14 230,049 3,990 20.2 22,7
15-19 ok, 144 1,296 8.3 T.h4
20-44 393,049 6,386 4.6 36.3
ks-64 206,446 2,560 18,2 14.6
65/ 96,549 1,140 8.5 6.5
Unknown 703 1 0.1 —_—
Rural-farm
All Ages | 1,004,288 | 11,760 | 100.0 100.0
0- & 87,436 962 | 8.7 8.2
5-1k 22%,031 2,k97 22.2 21,2
15-19 103,245 1,138 10.3 9.7
20-44 297,345 3,47 29,6 31.9
hs-64 213,557 2,547 21.3 21.6
654 79,504 868 7.9 7.4
Unknown 170 1 - —_——

age and over than elther the rursl-nonfarm

or urban population.

The rural-nonfarm

population had a distinetly higher propor-
tion 6f young children (0-4) than either
the urban or rural-farm population.
compared with the same groups in Ohlo, the
urban and rural-nonfarm populations of But-
ler County had somewhat more children under

20 and somevwhat fewer persons over 45.

When

In

the rural-farm population, however, the

proportions at different ages were much the
same in Butler County and in Ohio.
differences in age make-up arise in part

Theae

from differences in birth rates as will be
shown later, and in part from the fact
that the urban and rural-nonfarm popula-
tions were mligrant-receiving groups, while
the rural-farm population lost by migra-
tion.

Sex ratio (males per 100 females)
varied with age as shown in Table 3. The
sex ratlo for the native white population
in 1930 was sbout normal for a population
which 1s relatively young, and did not
vary significantly from that of Chio; nor
was there anything unusual in the sex ra-
tios in the County at ages 0-4 and 5-1%4.
But at ages 15-19 there was & very low pro-
portion of males in the native white popu-
lation. This probably can be accounted
for by the large migration of young people
from Kentucky. Of these migrants some of
the young married women were 15-19 while
more of the men were 20 or over. The pro-
portion of first marriage women aged 15-19
was much higher among the south-born na-
tive white population thaen among the north-

| born native white population as will be

shown below. (See Table 12.) 'The rise in
the sex ratlos of the native white

TABLE 3: SEX RATTOS AND FERCENT DISTRIBU-
TION BY AGE, FOR THE POPULATION BY RACE
AND RATIVITY, BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930

All Rative Forelgn-
Age Classes| White | born white| NeS¥©
. Sex Ratilo

All Ages 102 101 125 102

0- 4 103 104 100 102

5-14 101 102 78 92
15-19 g3 93 111 86
20-L1 103 102 - 127 10k
L5-64 107 104 137 129
65/ 93 90 110 95
Unknown —— —— —— —

Percent Plestribution

All Ages 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0

0-4 10.4 10.7 0.3 11.0

5-14 19.5 20.2 1.7 19.4
15-19 8.3 8.5 1.9 9.7
20-44 39.2 39.0 ho,3 L3.1
ks_gh4 17.1 16.5 6.4 4.3
65/ 5.5 5.1 19.4 2.5
Unknown - —_— _— —_—
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TABIE %: NUMEER AND FERCENT DISTRIBUTION BY RACE AND NATIVITY, FOR THE POPULATION BY
SEX AND TYPE OF COMMUNITY, BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1530

) Rural- Rural-
Color and Nativity Total Malo Female Urban nonfarm farm
i Number
All Classes 11k,084 57,549 56,535 84,756 17,568 11,760
Native White, Native Parents . 90,094 5 L8 1.8 64,858 15,239 9,997
Native White, Forelign or Mixed Parents 14,374 92,465 51,5953 11,379 1,h96 1,499
Foreign-born White 3,986 2,218 1,768 3,428 338 220
Negro : 5,61k 2,837 2,717 5,075 495 Ly
Other Colored 16 9 7 16 - ——
Percent Distridbution

All Classes 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Native White, Native Parents 79.0 1.2 2.0 76.5 86.8 85.0
Native White, Foreign or Mixed Parents 12.6 : 92. { 13.4 8.5 12,7
Foreign-born White 3.5 3.9 3.1 k.1 1.9 1.9
Negro k.9 L.9 4.9 6.0 2.8 0.4
Other Colored -—- -— ——— -— - ——

TABLE 5: NUMBER AND FERCENT DISTRIBUTION BY

population at ages 20-44 and 45-64 1is also
largely accounted for by the excess of STATE OF BIRTH, FOR THE TOTAL NATIVE POPULATION,
males among migrants from Eentucky. BSex HAMILTON CITY AND OHIO URBAN: 1930
vatios by age Were not avallable for the - —
urban, rura%—nonfarm, and rural-farm pop- | State of Native Population
’ Hamilton Ohio Urban

ulation but for all ages combined the Birth R = S——" R —— —
usual differences were found. These ra-
tios were 99, 106, and 115, respectlvely.

The mativity and racisl composi- | oot 49,980 | 100.0 |3,948,728| 100.0
tion of the County is shown in Table k. Ohio 31,374 | 62.8 |2,871,831| 72.7
In 1930 native whites constituted almost Indiana 2,387 L.8 84,684 2.1
92 percent of the total population; but, Illinois 467 0.9 45,736 1.2
as we shall see in a moment, there was a Permsylvenial 415 0.8 232,139 5.9
large contingent of southborn persons l1n New York 212 0.4 64,488 1.6
the County, so that the native white popu- | Michigen 192 0.k 4o,274 1.3
lation was by no means an homogeneous ~ Missouri 176 | 0.4 17,198 0.4
group. In this County the native whites Other North k72 1.0 75,004 1.9
of foreign and mixed parentage are far 1 8 . .
more closely assimilated to the dominant g::’:;:l:;e 11’;29 2?”1 122:;31 ig
northborn native white pattern of life Georgla 505 1.0 53,899 1.4
than sre the southborn native whites who Alabema L8 1.0 4o, 204 1.0
are almost 100 percent of native parent- W. Virginia 295 0.6 81,097 2.1
age. The foreign-born and Negro groups Yirginia 285 0.6 32,360 0.8
were small and are not discussed in the N. Carolina 119 0.2 15,697 0.4
body of the monograph. Other South 467 0.9 63,195 1.6
. gince the native white southborn
population is one of the chief Groups stud-| Oklie 31,374 | 62.8 2,871,831 7T2.7
ted, 1t will be worth while to glve such Other North | 4,321 | - 8.7 568,613 | 1bk.k4
relevant data as the Census supplies. Un- [ South 14,129 | 28.2 484,560 | 12.3
fortunately, state of birth was not glven Weat 113 0.2 12,358 0.3
for counties; but it was given for the one Uniknown L3 0.1 11,366 0.3
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TABLE 6: NUMEER AND FPERCENT DISTRIBUTION
BY MARTTAL CONDITION, FOR THE POPULATION
AGED 15 YEARS AND OVER, BY SEX,

BUTLER CQUNTY, OHIO: 1930
Marital
Condition Total Males Females
Number

Total 80,007 40,333 39,67k

Single 20,985 11,825 9,160

Married 52,000 26,075 25,925

Widowed 5:838 11875 3:963

Divorced 1,146 538 608
. Unknown 38 20 18

Porcent Distributlion

Total 100.,0 100.0 100.0

8ingle 26.2 29.3 23.1

Married 65.0 64.7 65.3
. Widowed 7.3 b6 10.0

Divorced 1.4 1.3 1.5

Unknown 0.1 0.1 0.1

city, Hamilton, having over 50,000 popula-
tion. (See Table 5.) Of the total native
population of Hamilton 2B.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, T, and 8 show the marital
condition of the population of the County.
Marital condition by age is not avallable
for the entire County--but Table 7 glves

CHART 1: FERCENT OF ALL WOMEN MARRIED, BY AGE,
SEIECTED AREAS: 1930. (Based on Table 7
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the proportion married for women within
each age group in Hamilton and Middletown,?
and comparative figures for Total and Ur-
ban Ohio, and Total, Urhan, and Rural-farm
Eentucky, the leading source of south-born
migrants, (see also Chart 1). When the
prroportions married, for women of differ-
ent ages Iin Hamllton and Middletown were
compared with those for Urban Chio or Urban
Kentucky it was found that these two Butler
County citles 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 WOMEN MARRIED, BY AGE, SELECTED AREAS: 1930
Ohio Kentucky
Age Hemilton Middletown Total Urban Total Urban, Rural-farm
154 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 60.3 51.8 61.4
25-34 81.3 82.0 79.7 78.0 80.8 73.3 85.0
35-4k 81.8 82.5 83.0 80.9 82.8 4.6 89.6
45-5k .9 77.0 77.2 4.0 7.2 67.6 86.4
55-64 60.9 59.4 64.3 59.3 6.1 52.7 76.2
65/ 31.7 30.1 35.4 31.2 36.0 26.4 46.5

2. These cltiea contained sbout 97 percent of the urban population of the County in 1530.
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due to the large migration of young married
couples from Kentuecky. A comparison of the
proportions married at these ages in rural

TABIE 9: NUMBER OF FARMS AND USE OF LAND BY

EKentueky and in these c¢ities shows that SIZE OF FARMS, BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930
they were very much allke and makes this 8ize |Number] Acres | Acrea of | Percent of
assumption appear reasonable, of of in | Crop Land | Farm Land
In Butler County the proportion of Farme |Farms | Farms | Harvested | Harveated
single women 15 and over was highest in (AcTes) 1929
the rural-farm population (25.2 percent)
and lowest in the rural-nonfarm (19.3 per- Total [2,469 60,906 | 135,846 52.1
cent). The same was true for males. (See Under 3 8 11 3 27.3
Table 8.) The proportion of rural-farm 3- 9| 169 996 366 46.7
males remaining single was particularly 10- 19 W5 1,994 661 33,1
high. 20- ko | 283| 9,568 3,971 n.5
50- 99 | 64h | k8,155{ 23,650 4g.1
TABLE 8: NUMBER AND PERCENT DISTRIBUTION 100-174 865 116,026 | 62,430 5%.8
BY MARITAL CORDITION OF THE URBAN, RURAL- 175-259 266 | 55,540 [ 29,405 53.1
NONFARM, AND RURAL-FARM POPULATION 15 AND 260-hk99 86| 26,806 | 14,4kl 53.9
OVER, BY SEX, BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 500-999 3| 1,810 829 5.8
Males Females
Marital Rural- -
Con- | Urben|non- |Rural | Urbanpon- |Rural
farm | -farm farm |-farm
Number TABIE 10; NUMHER, ACREAGE, LAND HARVESTED,
Total [29,970 [5,827 | ¥,536 [30,359 5,556|3,765 | A VALUE OF Fmogofmga BUTLER COUNTY,
Single | 8,612 J1,549 | 1,664 | 7,238 1,074 48 | ———o———0ou—o—+
Married 19,581 [3,911 | 2,583 19,49l 3,887|2,5u4 —_;;;;;;—T Number | Acres | Percent | Averege Value
Percent Distribution of of in of Land | of Iand and
Farms Farms Farms | Harvest- Buildings per
Total 100,0 100.0 | 100,0 [ 100.0 200.0|100.0 ed Farm Acroe
single | 28.7126.6 | 36.7| 23.5 19.3| 25.2 Total [2,469 | 260,906 | 52.1 12,348 | $117
Married| 65.3|67.1| 56.9] 64.2] 70.0| 67.6 Ownexrs
Full |1,418 |117,672| 48.3 |10,k93 | 126
Part 203 28,673 | 54.9 13,841 o8
Solected farm data showing the gen- ’;m"a::'s 3k 6,128| 51.2 |2g,122 | 162
eral nature of agriculture in the County enan
are given in Tables 9 and 10. The modal g::h é62 1h’gi8 hg.j il’zgg 122
farm in the County was in the 100-174 acre or 52 | 93,845 56.9 2 0

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 commerclal farms.

Description of the Study.--This de-
tailed study of the number of children 1n
relation to the number of women in a single
county was undertaken because 1t was
thought that the Census contained informa-
tion which if fully exploited would throw
additional 1ight on the social and demo-
graphic factors assoclated with the birth
rate differentials which were known to

exist in most communities, The study was
1imited 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 valild
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 assceciation.

In order to eliminate some of the
wealknesses arising from the use of small
numbers the main body of the monograph 1s
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 huasbands at the time of the 1930
Census.”

These native white first marriage
women were then divided on the basis of
thelr birth-regilon: the northborn are
those born north of the Ohio River, or &
line of approximately that latitude, and
the southborn are those born in the South
Atlantic, the East South Central, and the
West Scuth 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 Eentucky. (See Table 5.)
These northborn and southborn groups were
further subdivided into those living in
the urban and the rural communitles of the
County. This gives the followlng 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) 1living in
the rural communities of Butler

County.

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

County.

' Group 4%. The southborn first marriage
women 15-49 (or 20-44) living in
the rural communitiss of Butler

County.

Responsibility for the Study.--The
roles of the Bureau of the Census and the
3cripps 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 speclal tabulation sheet all
the information which it was thought could
possibly be useful in studying the rela-

3. The average number of children in other groups will be treated briefly in an appendix.

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 tabulatlons
were made. It was in the course of making
the tabulationa that 1t became apparent
that the population was too small to yleld
satisfactory information on certain polnts.
This forced the complete abandonment of
some compariscns and made 1t 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 tlmes
close collaboration between the Population
Division of the Bureau of the Census and
the Scripps Foundation.® The general out-
1line of the study and the preparation of
the material for publicaticn was largely
the work of the Secripps Foundation. 1It,
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 mske
speclal 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-
1y her work. Dr. Lang managed the work of
transcription of the originel 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.

- - i = -

Thelr numbers

vere few and their inclusion with native white first nmarriage women (with husband present ) seemed
likely to give a distorted picture of the fertility of the more important groups in the County.
4. Dr. Leon E. Truesdell, Chief Statistician; Dr. Richard 0. Lang in immediate charge of this project.
5. This was rendered relatively simple because Profesacr Whelpton of the Scripps Foundation was in
. Washington at the time and could confer at need with Dre. Truesdell and Lang.



Chapter |
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSJIONS

Examination of the basic data (see
Appendix Tables) on the average number of
children per native white first marriage
woman 15-349 (or 20-44) in Butler County
shows substantial differences between
these averages for the four chief Groups
studied in this monograph.! Since the
categories northborn and southborn, urban
and rural, used In determining these four
Groups, by no means exhaust the demograph-
ie, the social, and the economic differ-
ences between the women 1n this County,
'the body of the monograph is devoted to
defining and measuring other differences
between them--both differences between the
four chief Groups of women and those be-
tween classes of women within these four
Groups. '

The chief method employed to bring
out the significant differences 1n average
numbers of children for the several Groups
and classes of women in the County was the
standardization of the averages for these
several claszes on the basis of all the
native white first marriage women 20-44 in
the County.? The following summary gives
the more significant results of this stand-
ardization of averages for the several
typea of demographic, soclal, and economic
differences which could be measured with
the data svailable.

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

When the c¢rude averages were
standardized for age the differences re-
maining between the northborn Groups (1
and 2) and the southborn Groups (3 and ¥)
and between the urban Groups (1 and 3) and
the rural Groups (2 and 4) (See Table 11,
line 2) were large but were conslderably
smaller than those between the crude or
actual averages for the same Groups. The
results of these comparisons accord 1in

general with the findings of numerous other
studiea on differential fertility--the ex-
treme spread 1ln averages beilng that between
Group 1 (northborn urban) and Group 4
(southborn rural). The latter had a stand-
ardized average about T4 percent greater
than the former. When urban and rural
Groups were compared it was found 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, therefore, these
four Groups of women were contributing
children to the next generation in quite
different proportions from those which they
themselves constituted of the present mar-
ried women of the County. (See Chart 4.)
Group 1 women would have had to have about
one-fourth more children than they did in
order to bring thelr proportion of children
up to their own proportion of first mar-
rlage 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 half 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 four basic Groups of
first marriage women in the County. Since
it is well known that age at marriage af-
fects the average number of children women
have, 1t seemed advisable to see how these
differences in asge at marriage affected the
average number of children in these Groups.

The results of standardizing

1. For the description of these four Groups see the Introduction.
2. For the results of standardizing for the several factors and the method of standardization employed

see Table 11.
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TABLE 11: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN, STANDARDIZED FOR VARIOUS FACTORS,
BUTLER COURTY, OHIO: 1930

‘Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group k4
A% | B® A B A B A B
1. Actual 52 | e-- 63 | —-- 16| --- 96 | ---
STANDARDIZED® FOR:
2. Age .54 .| .02 .68 | .05 L |-.05 .94 |-.02
3. Age &t Marriage .54 | .02 B4 ] 01 .72 | -.0b 91 |-.05
b, Age and.Age at Marriage .55 | .03 .68 | .05 .69 | -.oT : .91 |-.05
5. Length of Time Married® .55 | .03 .63 | .00 .73 |-.03 .91 |-.05
6. Age and Length of Time Married .57 | .05 68| .05 69 |-.07 .88 |-.08
7. Duration of Marriage .52 | .00 _ .66 | .03 75 1-.01 95 [-.01
8. Age and Duration of Marriage .54 | .02 .68 | .05 1| -.05 .90 |-.06
9. Rental .58 06 meed| ---d .69 | -.07 -==d] =-=-4
10. Age and Rental .58 | .06 —ed| ---d 66 |-.10 . ——-a| ---a
11. Employment Status of Women .55 | .01 .60 |-.03 7)) .01 .92 §1-.04
12. Age and Employment Status of Wamen .55 | .03 i .65 | .02 .72 | -.0k .90 |-.06
13. Type of Family .55 | .01 .63 | .00 76| .00 .96 | .00
14, Age and Type of Family .5h .02 .68 .05 .11 | -.05 .94 |-.02
15. Children not of This Woman 52 .00 .63 .00 7 .01 .96 .00
16. Age and Children not of This Waman 54 | .02 .68 | .05 L {-.05 W94 1-,02
17. Tenure of Home 535 | .01 65 | .02 73 | -.03 .96 | .00
18. Age and Tenure of Home .54 | .02 69 | .06 .70 | -.06 .95 |-.03
19. Number of Gainful Workera .52 | .00 .62 |-.01 18] .02 o4 |-.02
20, Age and Number of Gainful Workers .54 1 .02 L7 | .ok .72 | -.04 .92 | -,0k
21. Age of Husband .53 | .01 67 | .0k 15 |-.03 .96 | .00
22, Age and Age of Husband Sk .02 .68 | .05, .71 |-.05 b .02
Urban Marrisage Combinatione® MC-A MC-B MC-C MC-D
23. Actunal 51| - bl | --- 1 [— B3| -—- .
STANDARDIZED® FOR: |
2L, Age .52 01 61 [-.03 .51 | -.03 7 [ =06
25. Rental .56 | .05 b7 | .03 541 .00 72 |-11
26. Age and Rental 56 | .05 63 [-.01 | 51 | -.03 .69 {-.14

8/ A4 © sge-specific averages snd B S difference from actual,
&/ 'Ta direct method of standardization was ueed in this study. ALl pDative white first marriage wmen 20-44 Yedars of age and living wich husbandi
in Butler County at the time of the Censis were used as the basis Of standardization; for eXszpls, to standardize for ags, the age-specific
averages for & given Group wers applied to the County total of native white First marriage women of the corresponding five-year age period. The
results {calculsted childran all women Would have had with the ago~specific averages of the glvan Oroud) wers cmmlstad for the age Dperiod 20-44
and divided by the County total of native white first marriage women 2~44 to get the atandardized averags {20-44) for the given Oroup.

To standardize for sge-at-aarTiage, the averages for wmen 20-44 of each age—at-pmrriage (undsr 20, H0-2¢, and 25 and over) in the given
Oroup were applied to the Ohunty total of pative white Iirat marriege women 20-44 in the OOTTesponding age-at-marriage intervals., The results
(calculated children all wmen would have had with the averages by age-at-marriage of the given Oroup) wers amulated LY age at Barrisge and di-
Tided by the Dunty totsl of native mhite [IPst marrisge women 20-44 L0 get the average, stsndardized for ags at marrisge for women 20-44 in the
given Group.

To standardize for sge and age-at-marrisge, the age-specific averages for sach age-at~marriage Intarval for the given Group were applisd
%0 the County cotal of native shite first marrisge women in the corresponding age and age-at~marrisge intervals, i.e., the women in each cell In
dopendix-Tahle 1 except thoss under 20 e0d 46~49 years of age. The resulta {calculsted children these women would have had with the apecific ags
md age-at-marTisge averages of ths givan Oroup) wers cumlated Yy age and by age at marriage and éivided by the (ounty total of native whits
firat marriage women 20-44 to get the standardized (for age and for sge at marriage) average (2D-44) for the given Oroup.

Standardization for other factors follows the method described abova,
¢/ Length of time married under full six years for women under 0.
{4/ D¥ot calculatesd bLecstios fural rentals Ars NOT comparable to urban rentals.
¢/ HC-A stends for marTiage combination A which is made up of northbern urban Women married to porthborn husbends, MO-B ia made up of northborn
nrban women married to southborn huabands., MHO-C is made up of southbornm urban women married to northborn huabands. MO-D is made up ¢f aouthborn
urban wamen MArTied To southborn husbhands. ’
{7 ‘Thsse averages are not quits the ssme as thoss ghown in Table 43 since thess ars stundardized on the basis of all women in the County, while
in Table 43 only urban wamen are used &5 & banis, .
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averages for two aspects of age at marriage
{a) the differences in time spent in mar-
riage under full six years® (Table 11,
line 5), and (b) the different proportions
married under 20, 20-24%, 25 and over
(Table 11, line 3), showed that these 4dif-
ferences 1n age at marriage which also af-
fected the length of time married were
somevwhat more important than age differ-
ences in raising the average number  of
children in Group 1 and lowering it 1n
Group 4, but did not much affect that of
Group 2. The effect on Group 3 averages
was to lower them significantly but not as
much as di1d standardizing for age. On the
whole 1t mey be sald that the differences
in age at marriage, when used to adjust
average numbers of children, show that
Group 1 women were handlicapped in child-
bearing by spending less time in marriage
at the more fertile yeara than those of
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 becsuse 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, 1line 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 1l and
4-.more significant than differences in
age. On the other hand, differences in
age were of chief signiflcance 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,

had 1little effect upon the actusl averages,
except 1n Group 2. In other words Groups
1, 3, and 4 414 not differ materially in
duration of marriage from the total women
in the County, but in Group 2 the average
was ralsed significantly by such standard-
ization, that 1s to say, a lower proportion
of northborn rural women than of those in
the other Groups, was found in the duration
of marriage intervals most favorable to &
high average number of children. (See
Table 11, line 7.)

But even though age, age at mar-
riage, and length of time married are fac-
tors of much significance in explaining
differences between Groups in actual aver-
age numbers of children, these demographic
factors by no means account for all of the
differences. There still remain very sig-
nificant differences in averages to be ex-
plalned by social and economic differencesa,

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 famlily rentals,* to average number of
children can be summed up very briefly by
saylng that there was a very clese and con-
sistent inverse relation between them--the
higher the economlic 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 & rental of $40 had no
significant effect on the average number
of children per woman in this County. This
glso held when comparison was made between
northborn and southborn urban women. In
fact, at the higher rentals Group > women
(southborn-urban) failed to produce their
proportion of children by a larger margin
than Group 1 women {northborn-urban). This

3. See discussion in Chapter III and note ¢ of Table 22. .
k. The monthly rentel of the family was used where the home was rented. Where the family owned ite home

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

Another point of interest 1s 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 rentsals
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 1n 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 1n this County
what at first appeared to be chlefly a dif-
ference in fertility between northborn and
southborn womern was probably a difference
in fertility between women of high and low
economle 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 1s 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 1n this County
the economically handlicapped are bearing
an undue share of the responsibility 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 populatlon 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 perscns 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 standardlzed average
number of children for scuthborn women was
almost 30 percent above that for northborn
women of the same occupational classes.
When skilléd, semi-skilled, and laborer
classes (the only occupational classes
among the southborn large enough to yleld
reliable results) were arrayed by family
rental, (Tables 35 and 36) it was found
that at rentals over $30 there was compara-
tively 1little dlfference 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 c¢hlldren in the northborn urban
Group seemed to be more closely associated
with economlie 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 scuthborn women in Butler County dif-
fered significantly in their number of
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children per woman even after such factors
as rental, age, length of time married,
and age at marriage were taken into ac-
count. It was thought that 1t would also
be of Interest to see how the different
northborn-southborn marriage combinations
(MG-A,s northborn wife-northborn husband;
MC-B, northborn wife-southborn husband;
MC-C, southborn wife-northborn hushband;
and MC-D, southborn wife-southborn husband)
in the urben populatlon, were related to
the average number of chlldren. The most
interesting conclusion to be drawn from
the average number of chlildren per woman
in each of these four marriage combinations
is that the influence of northern and
southern blirth seems to operate through the
husband more effectively than through the
wife., Thus northborn wives with northborn
husbands had an aversge standardlzed, for
age, of 0.52 while with southborn hushands
they had an average of 0.61. On the other
hand, southborn wives with northborn hus-
bands had an average of only 0.51 while
with southborn husbands they had an aver-
age of 0.77. One can say, therefore, that
it seems to meke no difference 1n the
average number of children whether a north-
born man marries a northborn or a southborn
woman, but when & southborn man marries a
northborn woman the average number of chil-
dren 1s raised appreciably above that of
the opposite combination (1.e., northborn
man married to southborn woman), and when
a southborn man marries a southborn woman,
there 1s a still further increase.

8ince, as has been shown, there was
a close inverse relation between economle
status and average number of children, and
since the esconomic status of the family
was largely determined by the husband's in-
come, it 1s possible that the closer rela-
tion of average number of chlldren to birth
place of husband rather than to that of
wife merely reflects the economic differ-
ences between families with northborn and
southborn husbands. In order to see
whether this was the case, each average
number of children in these four marriage
combinations was also standardized for dif-
ferences in rental (Table 11, line 25)
with the result that northborn men, whether
married to northborn wives (MC-A) or south-
born wives (MC-C) had relatively low aver-

5. MC = Marriage Combination.

ages, with the latter combination having
an average about 4 percent lower than the
former. Furthermore, with this standard-
1zatlon, the southborn husband-northborn
wife combination (MC-B) had an average
&bout 20 percent higher than the northborn
husband-northborn wife combination (MC-A)
and almost 25 percent higher than the
northborn husband-southborn wife combinsa-
tion (MC-C), and only about 7 percent below
that of the southborn husband-southborn
wife combination (MC-D). Clearly, although
economlc status accounted for some of the
differences in crude averages between north-
born and southborn marriage combinations
(compare 1ines 25 and 23 of Table 11), it
by no means explained all this difference.
The averake number of children was still
more closely related to the birthplace of
the husband than to that of the wife, i.e.,
there was less difference between marriage
combinations A and C or B and D than be-
tween marriage comblinations A and B or C
and D, (8Ses Tuble 11.)

It 18 also of Interest that all
the differences between northborn-southborn
marriage combinations tended to disappear
in the higher rental classes {see Table
42), as was the case in the four basic
Groups. As already suggested, low economic
status favored the retention of those so-

"e1al and cultural differences between the

northborn and southborn people in this
County which make for differences in fer-
tility, while good economlic¢ status tended
to reduce the fertility of all CGroups,
classes, and marrlage combinations to a
common level.

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

In this County the employment of
women away from home was very closely as-
soclated with low fertility, as can be seen
from the standardized (for age) average of
0.16 for this class. (See Table 47.) This
was less than one-fourth of the average
among women not employed. The way in which
the differences between Groups 1in respect
to the employment of women affected the
actual averages can be seen by comparing
them to the averages adjusted for employmmt
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of women given in Table 11, 1line 11, and
Table 48. The chief effect of this adjust-
ment was to_reduce the differences between
urban and rural Groups by reduclng the
averages for the rural Groups in which
relatively few women were employed. The
most significant point of general sccial
interest is the extremely low fertility of
emp%oyed women at all ages. (See Table

L7,

7. AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN FER
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 1ln 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 chlldbearing 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 availaple did not permit of the
measurement of employment differences be-
tween these types of families with any ex-
actitude.

However, the number of secondary
famlllies was relatlively low, about T per-
cent of the total, and the proportion of
secondary famllies 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 iIn the differences
in their economic status although there 1s

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.

2. AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN PER WOMAN IN
ONE-WORKER AND MULTIPLE-WORKER FAMILIE3

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 famil-
lies. Even when all employed women and
their children were deducted from the two-
and-more-worker families the women in one-
worker families still had a lead of about
15 percent. The data here do not supply
eny satisfactory explanation of this 4if-
ference but 1t may be suggested that fami-
lies wlth more than one worker, like sec-
ondary famllies, probably represent a type
of famlly in which the rearing of children
1s somewhat Interfered with by unusual
family comblnations. Standardizing for
number of galnful workers In the family
(Table 11, line 19) did not have much ef-
feet on the c¢rude 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,"® 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 %,
(See Section 6 of Chapter VI, Table 55, and
Table 11, lines 21 and 22.)

6. These are children whom the waman is rearing but who are not legally members of the family.
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1l. 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 c¢hlldren within the northborn rural
Group but practically no trend for the
southborn. (See Table 56.) 1In 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 lndicates a c¢lear lnverse rela-
tion between economlc status and average
number of children.

12. TOTAL FERTILITY IN DIFFERENT GROUP3
AND CLASSES

The total fertility of the first
marriage women in Butler County cannot be
obtained by summing up the age-specific
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 heavlly at the younger ages
and more heavily at older ages. When the
age-apecific 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 prevalling 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 assoclation 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. (8es
Table 58.) When total fertility for all
ages at marriage was caleulated by welght.
ing each Group according to the proportion
of its first marriasge 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.T74.

(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 replaclng themselves with a margin to
spare of about 7 percent and 28 percent,
respectively, while Group 4 had a margin of
over T2 percent.

It should be noted, however, that
this was the total fertility for first
marrlage 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 assumption that the
daughters of these women will be distrib-
uted by marital classes (first marriage
women husband present, first marrilage
women husband absent, second marriage
women, widowed and dlvorced 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 chlldren 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 assocl-
atlion between age at marrlage and medlian
rental per person, particularly in Group 1
--the lower the age at merriage the lower
the median rental per person. (See Table
61.) However, from our data, it was not
clear whether thls assoclation was due to
age at marriage or to the larger familles
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, 1t was shown
that the ciltles of thls County were guite
different from the urban populaticon of
Ohio in the proportions of all women 15-
19, etc., who were married, and in Table 8
1t was shown that thers were significant
differences in the proportions marrled and
3ingle in the urban, rural-nonfarm, and
rural-farm populastions of the County. These
differences created a presumption that
there were significant differences between
the four basle Groups 1ln the age make-up of
thelr first marriage women. It 13 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 comparlsons. Table 12
shows, for each of the four Groups, the

CEART 2: PERCENT DISTRIBUTION BY AGE, FOR NATIVE
WHITE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMEN 15-4Q, SELECTED BIRTHE-

RESIDERCE GROUPS, BUTLER COUNTY, OHEO: 1930
(Based on Table 12)

15-19 20- I LUl
Total . IIIIIIiIITT IHRHENKH ——=
orowp 1 |, A =
Group 2 [\ MR —
Group 3 FHENK
Oroup B [, MEHKHE

9 B 5 15 100

percentages of the women who were of dif-
ferent ages (15-19, 20-24, etec.). These
differences are large and it 1s important
to eliminate them as far as possible from
the averages for Groups, before making
comparisons between them.

14

This was done by standardizing the
average number of children per woman for
a2ll Groups and classes on the age dlstri-
bution of all Butler County native white
first marriage women 20-4% with husband
present (see "Total" column in Table 12).

TABLE 12: DISTRIBUTION BY AGE FOR NATTVE
WHITE FIRST MARRTAGE WOMEN 15-kLg,
SELECTED BIRTH-RESIDENCE GROUPS,

BUTLER COUNTY, OHTO: 1930

Age at Groups

Census Total 1 2 z 4
15-Lo 100.0 { 100.0 | 100.0 |100.0 |100.0
15-19 4.6 3.3 34| 7.3| ko
20-24 17.3 15.2 | 11.6 | 23.9| 17.8
25-29 20.2 16.5| 16.7 | 22.9| 22.4
30-34 18.5 18.6] 19.8 | 16.7| 21.7
35-39 16.4 17.2 1 18.7| 15.7| 16.2
Lo-Lk 12.% | 1%.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
standardlzed for age as used in what fol-
lows represents the average number of chil-
dren the women 20-44 in the given Group or
¢lass would have had if they had had the
same age dlstribution 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 inadvlisable to include women of this
age. The women 45-49 were also omitted,
chlefly because of the very small averages
in most of the classes into which the four
basic Groups were divided. It should elso
be noted at this.point that although dif-
ferential fertility is often spoken of, the
average number of children 0-4 1is not &
very exact measure of fertility. At best
it 1s 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 i1s 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 CHART 3: AVERAGCE NUMBER OF CHIIDREN O-4 FER

homogeneous in several other respects, are NATIVE WHITE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 20-Uk,
approximate measures of differential fer- SELECTED BIRTH-RESIDENCE GROUPS, BUTLER COUNTY,
tility. OHIO: 1930

The effects of atandardization for (Based on Table 13)
age differences, upon the total and the
average number of children in each of the Total

Aotual
Ssandurdiped®

four Groups, are shown in Chart 3 agnd
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 dlifferent ages at marriage.
As & rule, the age-speclfic averages of
women married under 20 were higher than aStendardized on the age distribution of all Iutlsr Domiy nasive white fireh
those of women married at 20-24% and at 25 marrisge womed living vith busbends at the tims of the Census.

and over, although there was one interest-
ing exception to this rule. This excep-
tlon will not be dlscussed here, further

TABLE 15: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN O-4 PER WOMAN® BY AGE AND BY AGE AT MARRIAGE,
SELECTED BIRTH-RESIDENCE GROUFS, BUTLER COUNTY, CHIO: 1930

Average Children per Woman

15-k9 20-L4 -19 |20-24 |25-29 |30-34 |35-39 [4o-bk |45-4
Groups rotuss | Aotesl l atand P 15-19 5-29 |30-3% 135-39 5-49
First Marriage 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 o | 0,70 | 0.77 | 0.56 | 0.34 | 0.17 | 0.04
Croup 2 0,54 0.63 0.68 0.5L ] 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 | 0.75 | 0.38 | 0.18
Married Under 20
Total 0.73 0.8 0.73 0.52{ 1.13 | 0.97 | 0.62 | 0.47 | 0.30 | 0.05
Group 1 | 0.57 0.6k 0.57 ok | 0,96 | 0.85{ o.41 | 0.29| 0.18 | 0.03
Grgu£ 2 0.67T | 0.T7 0.76 . 0.51]1.22 | 098] 0.65] 047 | 0.28 | ¢.0b
Group 3 0.82 0.90 0.78 0.55 | 1.19 | 0.98 | 0.60 | 0,55} 0.47 { 0.07
Group b 1.01 1.10 1.03 0.69 | 1.38 | 1.29 | 1.04 | 0.85 (| 0.37 | 0.15
Married at 20-2i
Total 0.51¢ 0.57 0.55 o.b5 | 0.91 | 0.66 | 0.37 | 0.18 | 0.05
G 0.43° 0.4 0.48 0.39 | 0.82 | 0.59 | 0.29{ 0.15 | 0.0%
cigﬁi é o.5g° 0.52 0.58 0.k8 | 0.90| 0.76 | 0.38 | 0.20 | 0.04
Group 3 0.61° | 0.65 0.61 0.49 } 0,98 | 0.68 | 0.7 | 0.23 | 0,08
Group ¥ | 0.77° ] o0.82 0.78 0.61 | 1.21| 0.85 | 0.70 [ 0.33 | 0.24
Married at 25 and over

Total 0.38¢ . 0.38{ 0.7L [ 0.46 | 0.2k | 0.06

d 0.35| 0.66 | 0.4 | 0.19 | 0.05
g;g:g : 022 0.5 | 0.73 | 0.46 | 0.35 | 0.06
Group 3 | 0.k0% 0.39 | 0.72 | 0,47 | 0.23 1 0.05
Group b | 0.61% 0.38¢| 1.25¢| 0.57 | 0.52°| 0.13

ndicated only native white firat marriage women with husband present
ua are used in thie study. Firet marriage women with hueband abseent,
and widowed and divorced women are coneidered separately in an Ap-

g/ Unlese otherwise 1

at the time of the cens

gecond merrlage woman; )
tion).

R A standardized averages refer to averagee standardized on the

therwise indicated
Eg{e gﬁ:::bgtign of all Butler,(:ounty native white first marriage women whoee husbande were

f the Censue.
geBREZr:;etzzm:ﬁeog children per woman 20-49 since there are no women 15-19 in this age at

E/mi:g:a;;a:::;xber of children per woman 25-49 eince there are no women 15-2k in this ege at

marriage clase.
e/ I.eage than 25 women in the age 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 slze 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
20-2% 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 twlce as
much as Group 1. On the other hand,
Groups 3 and U4 had a more favorable age
composition than the total body of women,
a3 a result of which Group 3 lost almost 7
percent by standardization and Group 4 lost
about 2 percent.

TABLE 14: NUMBER OF CHILDREN O-4 THE DIF-
FERENT GROUPS OF WOMEN 20-44 HAVE AKD THE
NUMBER THEY WOULD HAVE WITE STANDARDIZED
ACE COMPOSITION, ACTUAL AND STANDARDIZED
AVERAGES, AND PERCENTAGE CHANGE OF STAND-
AFDIZED AVERAGES FROM ACTUAL AVERAGES,

BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930
Number of Average Number
Groups Children of Children
Stand- Stand- | Percent
fiotual ardized Actual ardized| Change
Total |8,740| 8,720% 0.65 | 0.65 0
Group 1 3,177| 3,278 | 0.52 | 0.54 4
Group 2 1,%27| 1,537 | 0.65 | 0.68 8
Group 3 3,003| 2,799 | 0.76 | 0.71 -7
Group 4 1,133| 1,106 | 0.96 | 0.94 -2

a/ Corresponds to actual within the margin
of error due to being based on ege-specific

averages calculated to only two decimal
places.

The general effect of standardiza-
tion for age (sSee Tables 14 and 15 and
Chart 3) was to reduce the differences in
actual averages between northborn and
southborn Groups, and to lncrease these
differences where urban Groups were com-
pared with rural Groups born in the same
region. Thus standardlzatlon 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 hetween those

"for Groups 1 and 2 (0.11 actual, 0.1%

standardized) and Groups 3 and 4 (0.20
actual, 0.23 standardized). (See Table 14)
Table 15 shows 1n 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 g3 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, respsctively.
Clearly, differences between Groups in the
proportions of women in the several age

TABLE 15: FPERCENTAGE DIFFERENCE IN AVERAGE

NUMEERS OF CHILDREN, ACTUAL AND STANDARDIZED

FOR AGE, BETWEEN WOMEN IN THE FOUR GROUPS,
BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930

Group 12| Group 2| Group 3| Group I

Growps ™8T 2 s | a8 | a]s
Group 1 0| o]-17(-21| -32|-24 | 46| =43
Group 2| 21|26 | of oO| -17|- 4| -34|-28
Group 3| 46|31 | 21| & ol o] -21|-24

Group 4| 85|74 | 52| 38| 26| 32| o] o
a/ Group in hesding 1s used as base in each
cage,

b/ Column A shows differences in actual aver-
ages.

¢/ Colum S shows differences in averages
standardized for age differences.
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clesses were large and must be taken ac-
count of 1in all comparisons between the
average numbers of children in each of
these four Groups. ,

Averages standardized for other
variaebles 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-
lzed averages from those standardized for
age.

-

2. CONTRIBUTION OF FOUR BASIC GROUPS
TC CHILD POPULATION

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

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,

OF AGE 17
CHART 4: PROPORTION OF WOMEN 20-44 AND
THETR CHTLDREN O-4 IN EACH OF THE FOUR
BASIC GROUPS, BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930

(Based on Table 16)
aroup 1 AT LR LGS AL AL LA LA AL AL L SRR R |
Group 2
ow 3 AT T N L N |
Elvomen 20.4%
Group & Echildres 04
0 ¥ 15 ’ » ) Ls
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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-
Pplying children in proportion to their own
numbers, falling short by almost one-fourth;
iroup 2 women also fell short, but only by
about one-fourteenth; while Group 3 and
Group 4 women had children in excess of
thelr 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

TABIE 16: NUMEER AND PERCENTAGE OF WOMEN 15-49 AND 20-kk ARD THEIR CEILDREN O-4 IN

EACH OF THE FOUR BASIC GROUPS, BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930
Women 15-k9 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 9,208 |15,857] 0.58 8,740 | 13,l49| o0.65 8,720% | 0.65
Group 1 3,326 | 7,190 0.46 3,177 | 6,077} o0.52 3,218 0.54
Group 2 1,h04 | 2,752 0.5% 1,47 | 2,259 0.63 1,537 0.68
Group 3 3,210 | k,578( 0.70 3,003 | 3,931| 0.76 2,799 0.71
Croup 4 1,188 | 1,337{ 0.89 1,133 | 1,182 0.96 1,106 0.94
Peorcent Distribution
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100
Group 1 36.0 L5.3 36.3 ks.2 37
Group 2 16.2 17.4 16.3 16.8 18
Group 3 4.9 28.9 4.4 29.2 32
Group I 12.9 8.4 13.0 8.8 13

a/ See note to Table 1k.
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percent of the children while northborn
women (Groups 1 and 2) constituted 62.7
percent of all women but had only 52.2 per-
cent of the children. These differences
measure roughly the proportions of the next
generation of local birth which will come
from northborn and southborn women.

3. URBAN AND RURAL DIFFERENTIALS3

From data given above it 1is clear
that the urban-rural differentials are
large. They are not of as great lmportance
from the standpolnt of the differential
growth of population classes as northborn-
southborn differences, however, since only
sbout one-fourth of the first marrlage
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 partlicularly on
small plots of land near the two industrial
citles, the men working in these citles.
It 1s important to remember this when dis-
cussing urban-rural differentials in thils
County.

If Group 1 (northborn urban) women
had had the age-specific averages of Group
2 (northborn rural) women they would have
had almost one-fourth (24 percent) more
children than they did (see Chart 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. (3See section a
of Table 17 and Chart 5.) Thus 1t appears
that urban influences (whatever they may
be) have acted only a 1little more effec-
tively to reduce the average number of
children of southborn migrants to the
cities of the County than to effect a 4if-
ference in the averages of the native
northborn population in urtan and rural
communities. In this connectlon it is of
interest (last column, Table 16) that the
average number of children to southborn
urban women 1s well above the average to
northborn urban women but only a little
higher than that to northborn rural women.
Assuming that the southborn urban and rural
women come from substantlally the same
groups of Xentucky rural women, it may be
sald that living in the cities of the
County-has reduced the fertility of the

CHART 5: RELATIVE* NUMBER OF CHILDREN GROUP 1
WOMEN WOULD HAVE IF THEY EAD THE AGE-SFECIFIC
AVERAGES OF OTHER GROUPS; AND IF THEY HAD THE
AGE DISTRIBUTION AND AGE AT MARRTAGE DISTRIBU-
TION AS WELL AS TEE AGE-SPECIFIC AVERAGES OF
OF OTHER GROUPS, BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930
(Based on Table 17)

With the sge-specific averazes as indliceted:

¥ith the age and ightlon and

1 age
the age-spéclfic avarages as
Group 1 po——— E———

at marri dist
mluto

PERCEXNT
¢ Actusl children in Oroup 1 aquals soe-huodred percent.

South. Furthermofe, thls depressing ef-
feet of urban 1ife on reprcductive activi-
ty must beglin to act almost at once slnce
the age-speciflce averages of southborn ur-
ban and rural women married under 20.d4if-
fered substantially at ages 15-39 and
throughout the childbearing psriod for
those married at 20 and over. {See Table 13)

It 1s possible that a part of the
difference in the fertility of urban and
Tural women'arose from the selective influ-
ence of the rural environment, the rural
environment belng more attractive to people
with larger femilies. It may be that this
selective influence has sorted the women of
the County into the more fertile and the
less fertlle, with the rural areas around
the cities drawing a disproportionate
share of the former. But 1t scarcely secems
probable that such a selectlve 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 unlncorporated areas near the two
industrial citles--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-

southborn migrant women about 25 percent
below that of rural women al1s¢ born in the

ferences In the age-specific averages of
urban and rural women at ages 30-34 and
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TABLE 17: NUMBER OF CHILDREN AND PERCENT CHANGE FROM ACTUAL WEEN TEE WOMEN OF EACH GROUP
ARE GIVEN BOTH THE AGE AND AGE AT MARRIAGE DISTRIBUTION OF THEIR OWN AND OTHER GROUPS AND

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

1930

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

Group 1 Croup 2 Group 3 Group 4
Groups Kumber of | Percent | Number of | Percent | Number of | Percent | Number of | Percent
children | change | children | change | children | change |children | change

(a) With their own age and age at marrlage distribution dut with age-specific averages of
Groups 1in stub.

Group 1 3,316 -- 1,188 -20 2,521 -21 696 -1
Group 2 4,118 24 1,49k - 3,151 -2 a8k -26
Group 3 k,205 27 1,541 3 3,210 - 901 -24
Group 4 5,614 69 2,081 39 4,151 29 1,188 —

(b) With the age distribution, age at marrisge distribution,
Groups in atub,

and age-specific averages of

Group 1 3,316 -- 1,269 -15 2,111 -3k 617 -48
Group 2 3,903 18 1,hkoh - 2,485 -23 726 -39
Group 3 5,041 52 1,930 29 3,210 -- 937 -21
Group k 6,389 93 2,445 64 k4,068 27 1,188 ---

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 asccount-
ed for this urban-rural difference 1n av-
erages, it has led to a considerably more
rapld increase among rural women than among
urban women. Looking at this dlfference

~ 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 marrlage 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 1is 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 now

avallable.

4. NORTHBORN AND SOUTHBORN 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 discusased in greater detall
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 1s known
about such communities this County would be
expected to have a relatively lovw birth rate,
The northborn rural populatien, which 1s,
on the whole, of o0ld 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 s higher birth rate than the urban

| population.

The southborn in this County, as
shown above, are largely of Kentucky stock
and, as 18 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 emlgrated.
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Nothing is known which would indicate that
"those who migrated to urban communities
were less fertile at home than those who
migrated to rural communities.

In view of what has just been said
1t 18 not surprising that the standardized
average of southborn rural women was sbout
three-fourths greater than that of north-
born urban women. It is a matter of some
surprise, however, that the standardized
average of southborn urban women was only
about one-third greater than that of north-
born urban women; and when compared with
that of northborn rural women the standard-
1zed average of southborn urban women was
very little higher. But the net effect of
these large northborn-southborn differen-
tials, as was shown above, is that there

were large differences in the contrlbutions

of these two classes to the next generation

(see Chart 4 and Table 16). ,
At first glance the facts suggest

‘that these differences in fertility between

northborn and southborn women may have

.arisen out of the differences between them

in cultural backgrounds. However, as the
detalled analysis proceeds it appears in-
creasingly doubtful whether the explanation
of these differences is so direct and sim-
ple as these first comparisons seem to in-
dicate. Other differences besides being
northborn and southborn will appear, which
from the data available seem to be more
intimately asscociated with differences in’
average numbers of children. These points
are discussed below in considersble detail.
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AGE AT MARRIAGE AND LENGTH OF TIME MARRYED IN RELATION
TO AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN PER WOMAN

In the flrst place, attention may
be directed to the differences between
Groups in the proportions of first map-
riage and single women at the different
age periods. (See Table 18.1) A con-
slderably 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 intervel, 1.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 1n the age interval, 1.e., almost 33

percent were first marriage women. The
difference in percentage married was some-
vhat 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 of 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 1n proportion of first
marriage women and conversely of single
women persisted at all ages but became leas
important from a reproductive standpoint
as age lncreased, both because of the de-
cline in the relative differences and be-
cause of the decline in fertility.

From these data 1t 1s clear that
the average first marriage southborn woman

TABLE 18: NUMBER ARND PROPCORTION® OF NATIVE WHEITE WOMEN WHO ARE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMEN AND

SINGLE WOMEN, BY AGE, SELECTED BIRTH-RESIDENCE GROUPS, BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930
Total Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group b

First |Single First |{Single | First [Single | First [Single | First lBingle
Ages Marriage Women | Marriage Women | Marriage Women | Marriage Women | Marriage Women

Women Women Women Women Women

- Number
15-49 15,857 | 7,611 | 7,190 | »,601| 2,752 | 1,837 | 4,578 | 1,209 1,337 274
15-19 "125 | 30720 | 2bo | 20000 | ok | ez | asr | Teok | su | 173
20-24 2,7k2 | 1,791 | 1,092 | 1,062 319 3071 1,093 360 238 62
25-29 3,211 vt | 1,h0b Lg99 460 112 ] 1,047 123 200 13
30-34 2,940 b7 | 1,339 293 Skl 67 767 51 290 6
35-39 2,595 377 | 1,235 259 515 76 627 30 216 12
ho-Lk 1,963 300 | 1,007 213 421 54 397 27 138 6
b5-lg 1,683 259 873 1685 399 58 310 1h 101 2
Percent Married and 8ingle :

15-b 67.6 22,4 61.0 39.0 65.7 34,3 77.9 22.1 83.0 | 17.0
12-13 16.3 83.7 10.3 89.7 11.0 89.0 2.7 67.3 23,8 | 16.2
20-2h 60.5 29.5 50.7 k9.3 51.0 kg0 75.2 24.8 79.3 | 20.7
25-29 81.1 18.9 73.8 26.2 80.4 19.6 89.5 10.5 95.8 4.2
30-3h 87.6 12.% B2.0 18.0 89.0 11.0 93,8 6.2 98.0 2.0
35-39 87.3 12.7| 82.7 17.3 87.1 12.9 95.4 4.6 9.7 5.3
ho-Li 86.7 13.% 82.5 17.5 88.6 11.4 95.6 6.4 95.8 4.2
L5-kg 85.7 13.3 B2.5 17.5 87.3 12.7 95,7 4.3 98,1 1.9

g/ First marriage with husband present and single women of each group and of each age

= 100 percent.

1. It should be remembered that when first marriege women are referred to they are first marriage women

with husband present.

21
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of the County, both in the citles and 1in
the country, spent an apprecliably larger
proportion of her potential chlldbearing
l1life 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 proportlon mar-
ried and age at marriage among northborn
and southborn women 1n general, because
the southborn women in Butler County are a
selected migrant group and apparently have
a somewhat higher proportion of flrst mar-
riage women at most ages and particularly
in the younger ages, 15-19 and 20-2%, than
the groups from which they came. (See
Table 19.)

woman 1n 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.)
S1ightly fewer than one-third (32.7 percent)
of Group 1 women were marrled under 20
years of age while 55.4 percent of Group 3
women were married under 20, 1.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 PROPORTION" OF WOMEN WHO ARE MARRIED AND SIRGLE, BY AGE, URBAN

OHIO AND RURAL EENTUCKY: 1930
Age Ohio Urban Women Kentucky Rural Women
at Rumber Percent Number Percent

Censug | Married Single | Married|Single Married S8ingle | Merried|Single
15-19 | 21,790 | 175,544 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 | b1,922 78.0 | 22.0 50,110 8,081 86.1 | 13.9
30-34 | 151,119 | 24,398 86.1 | 13.9 46,662 h,337 91.5 | 8.5
35-39 | 151,991 20,234 88.3 | 11.7 46,201 3,251 95.4 | '6.6
ho-4k [ 125,158 16,194 88.5 |1 11.5 39,240 2,787 93.4 6.6
45-4g | 104,153 13,533 88.5 | 11.5 34,595 2,183 94.1 | 5.9

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

These data on Ohlo urban women and
Kentucky rural women {married and single)
show that a considerably smaller propor-
tion of EKentucky rural women than of south-
born women in Butler County were married
at each period, but even so 1t 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 llving in 1950. This made it neces-
sary to sllow for differences between these
four Groups in age at marriage within the
several S5-year age intervals and in dura-
tlon of marriage if we were to arrive at a
fairly accurate l1dea of the real differ-
ences in average number of children per

women were married at all older ages.
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 qulte as great as in the urban
Groups but 1t 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-specifie
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 measursd
in two ways with the data avallable: {(a) a
fairly accurate estimate can be made of
the effects of the age at marriage on the

The
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CHART 6: FROPORTION OF NATIVE WHITE FIRST

MARRTAGE WOMEN MARRYING AT GIVEN AGES, SE-
LECTED BIRTH-RESIDENCE GROUPS, BUTLER
COUNTY, OHIO: 1930. (Based on Table 20)
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TABLE 20: PROPORTION OF NATIVE WHITE FIRST
MARRTAGE WOMEN MARRYING AT GIVEN AGES,
SELECTED BIRTH-RESIDENCE GROUPS,
BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930

Age at Groups
Marriage | [OURL 1 2 3 N
All ages 100.0 |100.0{100.0[100.0|100.0
Under 20 2.0 32.71 36.7| 55.4| 56.9
20-24 k1.4 L46.3| 45.3] 33.6] 33.6
25-29 12.2 15.2| 13.5| 8.0] 7.2
30-34 3.0 k.ol 3.1| 1.8|] 1.8
35-39 1.0 1.3| 1.1| 0.8] 0.4
LO-U4 0.3 0.4| 0.2 0.3 ---
Ls-49 0.1 0.1] 0.1 o0.1] 0.1

Under 20 20-24 2529 30-3  35-39 W=l W5l

average time spent in marriage under full
8i1x 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 calculatlons 1s 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 1n average number of children per
woman to be expected from the differences
between Groups in age at marriage.2 (b) A
silmpler but less satlsfactory 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
standardizlng averages on the baslis of the
proportion of all women married at given
ages; but since the data used were for only
three age-at-marriage periods,® under 20,
20-24%, and 25 and over, this method did not
show the full effects of differences be-
tween these Groups 1n age at marriage,

" .

1. DIFFERENCES IN LENGTH OF TIME 3PENT IN

MARRIAGE UNDER FULL 3IX YEAR3 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 1 women (northborn urban), at every
age at marriage and at every Census age
for which calculations were made, had bheen
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 maxirum average number of children
0-b because children born after sbout one year of married 1life begin to pags out of the 0-4 age period
five years later. If there were no voluntary control of family aize this maximum mumber of children
would only begin to decline as natural fertility began to decline, probebly after 30 years of age, or
as infant and child mortality increased with the growth of the family in aize,

Single years of age at marrisge 18-25 are also available. Averages for Groups 1, 2, and 3 standardized
on these data were exactly the same as those standardized on the three age-at-marriasge intervals {under
20 years, 20-24 years, 25 years and over) but the former standardized average for Group 4 was 5 pointa
below that standardized on the three age-st-marriage intervals.
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CHART 7: AVERAGE YEARS SPENT IN
MARRTAGE* BY NATIVE WHITE FIRST MARRIAGE
WOMEN UNDER 30, SELECTED BIRTH-RESIDERCE

GROUPS, BUTLER C , OHIO: 1930

(Based on Table 21)
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*Considers only that part of msrriage falling
within the gix yeare preceding the Census.
See 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 sach 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 1t may be noted
that the average Group 1 flrst marriage
woman 15-19 in the Census had been married
one and one-fourth years (TPable 21, Sec-
tion I, Column B} at the time of the Cen-
sus, wvhile 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 flrst mar-
riage woman 20-24% in the Census had been
married a little over three years, whille
the average Group 4 woman 20-2% had been

married 3.9 years, almost 30 percent longen
The average Group 1 woman 25-29 had been
married six years, vhile the average Group
4 woman in the same sge class had been mar-
ried seven and three-fourths years, or 8l-
most 30 percent longer. However, some of
the women 20-24, and many of the women 25-
29 had been married longer than 3ix years,
that is, they could have had chlildren born
more than flve years before the Census, .
This study deals only with children under 5
as & measure of fertility. Therefore, the
average years spent in marriage as shown 1n
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-marrisge 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 thls calculation of time
spent in marriage under full six Yyears was
made, the time so spent by the average
woman in each of the four Groups was ex-
pressed as & percent of the average time
spent 1n marriage by all women in the
County, and this percentage was applled to
the actual averages for women by five year
age intervals 20-%4 in Table 13 to get
these "adjusted" averages showm 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 YEARS SPENT IN MARRIAGE BY NATIVE WHITE FIRST MARRTAGE WOMEN OF SELECTED
AGES, BY AGE AT MARRIAGE, SELECTED BIRTH-RESIDENCE GROUPS, BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 19302

Calculated Total Calculated, deducting years married in
excesa of aix®

Censue | A | B3 | ¢ | »p T E F ¢ | B | 1 | g
Age Groups Groups
Total t P

1 [ 2 ] 3 ] % |™™[ 3T T =27 35 %

Native White First Marriage Women (I)

15-19 1.h0h | 1.286 | 1.743 | 1.486 | 1.694 | 1.h0h4 | 1.246 | 1.343 | 1.486 | 1.694
20-24 3.458 | 3.023 3:525 3.833 | 3.915| 3.315 | 2.951 | 3.232 | 3.617 | 3.705
25-29 6.63L | 6,001 6:570 { 7.182 | 7.748 | b4.996 | k.762 | 5.107 | 5.140 | 5.422

Married Under 20 (II)

15-19 CLl.bok | 1.246 1 1.343 | 1.486 | 1.694 | 2.hok | 1,246 | 1.343 | 1.486 | 1.694
20-24 L.469 | 4.149 | L.26k | 4.706 | L.737 | 4.241 | 4.015 | 4.11k4 | L.4OO | 4.LLY
25-29 9.312 | 8.949 | 9.07h | 9.628 | 9.600 | 6.000 | 6.000 | 6.000 | 6.000 | 6.000

Married at 20-24 (IIT)

20-24 1.728 | 1.691 | 1.881 | 1.707 | 1.817 | 1.728 | 1.601 | 1.881 | 1.707 | 1.817
25-29 | 5.229 | 5.050 | 5.521 | 5.270 | 5.635 | h.762 | 4.64%0 | 4.972 | 4.791 | 5.009

Married at 25-29 {(IV)
25-29 1.792 | 1.830 | 1.955 | 1.625 | 1.906 | 2.792 | 1.830 | 1.955 | 1.625 | 1.906

g./ Because a larger proportion of southborn than of northborn women were married young,
i.e., under 18, 18-19, and 20-24, 1t was felt some adJustment should be made In the age-
apecific averages so that, when compared, they would represent differences in fertility
for a uniform length of time spent in marrisge. The sdjustment made agsumes that the age-
specific average for all Groups at a given Census age, e.g., 15-19, ete., 1s directly pro-
portional to the time spent in marriasge up to eix years. (See note to Table 22.)

The date available were: (a) women 15-17 years old at marriage, (b) women by eingle
yoars of age et marriege from 18-25, (c) women by two-year age-at-marriage intervals 26-29,
and (d4) women by five-year age-at-marriage intervals for ages 30 and over, all by five-
year age-at-Censua intervals. The total women under 30, 30-39, and 40-49 at Census were
availsble by single yeers of age at marriege 15-34. This latter single year of age at
marriage dlstribution was applied to the corresponding women mentioned above me given by
two, three, or five-year intervals of age at marriasge, to get women by single years of age
et marriage 15-3% for the five-year age periods (Census age). A swumation graph was drawn
for each single year of age at marriage, and women by eingle years corresponding to Census
ege 15-49 were read for each single year of age at marriage 15-3h.

The next aesumption was that ell women giving their age in.the Census the pame as their
age at marriasge had been married on the averege one-fourth year, all women giving their age
in the Census a8 one year older than their age at marrisge had been married on the average
one year, those giving their age in the Census ap two years older than their age at marriage
had been married two years, etc., eg., those married at 25 and 25 in the Census were assumed
to have been married on the average one-fourth year, those married at 25 and 26 in the Census
had been married on the average cne year, etc. Using these weights for the women dlatributed
by single years of ege, and by single years of age at marrlage es described above, the aver-
age years spent in marriage were calculated for vomen by five-year Census age periods for
each of the four birth-residence Groups and for all women.

1_:/ Children born more than five years before April 1, 1930, are not included in this study
and therefore it seemsad wise to consider only that part of marriage falling within the eix
gears preceding the Census. Thus a women married B} years would have 24 years deducted
from the total before the average for the Group i1e calculated.
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TABLE 22: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN O-4 PER WOMAN BY AGE AND BY AGE AT MARRIAGE, FOR
EACH YEAR'S DURATION OF MARRIAGE,a BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1950b ’

Average Children per Woman
Groups Actuigiizausteap 15-19 2o—gh 25-29 | 30-34 | 35-39 | Lo-b4 | WS-h9
‘ 7 Native White First Marrisge Women (I)
Total 0.65 | 0.65 0.37 0.26 0.18 0.12 0.07 0.04 0.01
Group L | 0.52 | 0.55 0.35 0.23 0.17 0.10 0.06 0.03% 0.01
Group 2 | 0.653 | 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 % | 0.96 | o0.91 0.41 0.32 0.22 0.17 0.12 0.07 0.02
Married Under 20 (II) 3
Total 0.81 0.81 0.37 0.27 0.16 0.10 0.08 0.05 0.01
Group 1 0.64 0.66 0.35 0.24 0.1% 0.07 0.05 0.03 0.01
Group 2| 0.77| 0.78 0.38 0.30 0.16 0.11 0.08 0.05 0.01
Group 3 | 0.90 | 0.89 0.37 0.27 0.16 0.10 0.09 0.08 0.01
Group 4 | 1.10 | 1.08 0.k 0.31 0.22 | o0.17 0.1k 0.06 0.02
Married at 20-24 (IIT) -
Total 0.57 | o0.57 0.26 .| o0.19 0.11 0.06 0.03 0.01
Group 1 [ 0.49 | 0.50 0.23 0.18 0.10 0.05 0.03 0.00
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 0.08 0.0k 0.02
Group ¥ | 0.82] o0.79 0.34 0.2k 0.1%4 0.11 0.06 0.03
Married at 25 and Over (IV)
Total 0.21 0.16 0.08 0.0k 0.01
Group 1 0.19 0.15 0.08 0.03 0.01
Group 2 X 0.23 0.15 0.08 0,06 0.01
Group 3 0.2k 0.17 0.09 0.03 0.01
Group 4 0.192 | o0.25¢ | o0.10 0.108 | -

g./ Does not allow for more than 6 years spent in marriage--based on Tables 13 and 21.

p/ 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 aspent in marriage by these women, up to a maximm of
8ix years. This number was then divided by the number of women to get a new age-specific average per
yoar's duration of marriage at each age intervel. The point most queationable in thie procedure is the
aasumption that differences in age-specific averages are directly proportional to the average length of
time spent in marriage by the women In the different Groupe up to a maximm of six years. The writers
know of no evidence showing whether thla assumption of a dlrect ratio between these two factors ls better
than ecme other ratio.

:_:/ This average is adjusted for length of time spent in marriage under full gix years and was arrived
at as follows: the average number of years spent in marriage by all women in each age interval (15-19,
20-2k, etc., Column F of Table 21) was given the value of 100, and the average years of each Group
{Columns G, H, I, and J of Table 21) were calculated as a percentage of this total. (Where the women
wore married more than gix years no adjustment wes made for Group differenceas in children O-4 or in
averages. For women aged 30 and over the adjustment was slight and only applled to those married at 25
and over, end to the all ages at marriage group, therefore, it was not shown in Teble 21.) The number
of children for each age group of women was then divided by these percenteges to secure the number of
children there would be on the sssumption that the women in each of the four basic Groups at each age
interval had been married the same length of time as all women of that age in the County. The total
mmber of children the women in each Group would have on thia sssumption was then divided by the mumber
of wamen 20-4k in each Group to secure the adjusted average.

4/ Based on less than 25 women.
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CEART 8: AVERAGE NUMEER OF CHILDREN O-I PER
NATIVE WHITE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 20-hl,
ACTUAL AND ADFUSTED TQO THE YEARS SPENT
IN MARRTAGE BY ALL BUTLER COUNTY NATIVE
WHITE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMEN,* SET.ECTED
BIRTH-RESIDENCE GROUPS, BUTLER COUNTY;
OHJO: 1930
(Based on Table 22)

11
Fotat [ Actual

Group 1 B adjusted
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*No adjustment 1s made for marriages lasting more
than gix 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

% and 4 from 26 percent to 25 percent. The
total spread between Groups 1 and L 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 ilmportance in ex-
plaining the differences in actual average
numbers of children 0-4% found in these
four basie Groups.

The average number of ‘chlldren per
woman for each year's duratlon of marrlage
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-speciflc averages
per year of marriage when calculated on
this basis but they are not as large as
the differences in the age-speclfic aver-
ages which are not adjusted for length of
time spent in marriage (see differences in
avérages 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 was very 1i1ttle 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 caleculation
showed, therefore, that the difference in
fertility between Groups 2 and 3 was large-
1y 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-
e8 between the four Groups, but they by no
means eliminated them except between Groups
2 and 3. There was still a large differ-
ence between Group 1 and Groupa 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 was over 5S4 percent.

TABLE 23: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN O-4
PER WOMAN 20-4i, ACTUAL AND STANDARDIZED
FOR CERTAIN AGE AND AGE AT MARRIAGE DIF-
FERENCES BEIWEEN THE FOUR BASIC GROUS,

BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930
Groups A B C D E ¥
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
Croup 3 | 0.76] 0.71] 0.72] 0.69 | 0.73 | 0.69
Group 4 | 0,96| 0.94| 0.91| 0.92]0.91 | 0.88

a/ A, Actual aversges; B, Averages standardized
for age; C, Averages standardized for age et mar-
riage; D, Averages standardized for both age and
age at marriage; E, Averages adjusted for length
of time married under full six years; F, Aversages
standardized for age and adjusted for years spent
in marriage under full six years.

Another standardization for duration of mar-
riage can be mads, based on the four time periods,
married less then 5 years, 5-9 years, 10-1lk years,
and 15 years and over. These are broad periode and
magk differences in duration of marriage within
them just as married under 20, 20-24 and 25 end
over masked differences between Groups in age at
merriege. This second proceas 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 perlods 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 glven group to con-
form to the proportions of all women 1n
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 basls of
three intervals (married under 20, 20-2%,
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 dilscussed. It
tended to reduce the differences between
Groups by ralsing 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 Tgble 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 for Groups 2 and 3 as age and
length of time married up to full six
years (Column F), but did not raise the
average of Group 1 as much nor lower the
average of Group 4 as much as did the lat-
ter adjustment.*

Table 2% shows the changes in the
total number of children 0-4 that each of
these Groups: would have had with the sage,
age at marriage, and length of time aspent
in marriage of all women 1n 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 iIn Columnsg 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 1little dif-
ference in the effect of these different .
ad justments except for length of time
spent 1n marriage. In the case of Group 2,

TABLE 24:

NUMBERS OF CHILUREN EACH OF FOUR

GROUPS OF WOMEN 20-44 HAD AND NUMEER EACE

WOULD HAVE HAD WITH THE ADJUSTMENTS IN-
DICATED, BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930

Number of Children

To Women Adjusted for Dif-

Group | ferences between Groups in
Groups Ac- Age AGQ Time
tual Dis- at Spent

tri- Mar- |in Mar-
bution | risge riage
Total 8,740 8,720% | 8,648 | 8,711
Group 1| 3,177 3,278 3,281 3,32k
croup 2| 1,427 1,537 1,446 | 1,k426
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

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

g./ See note to Table 1k,

however, the age adjustment was of prime
importance, the other two adjustments--age
at marriage and length of time spent in
marrlage--had little influence. Thess ad-
justments affected the averages of Groups
3 and 4 1n 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 of 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 1t mean that the cause of these dif-
ferences ls thereby exposed. There are
reasons why these demographie differences
exlst, although we canncot expose them
satisfactorily with the data at hand. Thus
there 13 no reasonable doubt that much of
the age difference between these four

L. The euthor regards the adjustment for length of time spent in marriage under full six years as more

accurate.
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Groups arose out of the migration of.large
nunbers 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 effeet on the age composition of
both sendling and receiving communities.
Age at marriage likewlse has an explana-
tlon 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
varles with age at marriage. The effects
of these demographic differences can be
measured 1n 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 8 maximum of six years.
Thus duration of marriage necessarily came
into consideration in certaln aspects in
connection with age at marrlage. It will
be well, therefore, to add at this point
such further discussion on the duratlon of
marrlage as a factor affecting the average
number of children per woman as the avall-
able data call for.

2. DURATION OF MARRIAGE IN
RELATION TO FERTILITY

The averages for the four Groups
standardized for duration of marriage®
showed but 1ittle variation from the actual
averages except in Group 2 where the
standardized average (20-44) was signifi-
cantly higher than the actual. (See Table
25.)

The extreme percentege varlations
in actual averages between women in Groups
1 and 4 were about the same at O-U4 years
and 5-9 years duration of marrlage, but
increased markedly at durations of 10-1%
years and of 15 years and over. The dif-
ference in averages between women in
Groups 2 and 3 was negligible at less than
5 years duration of marriage; but was sig-
nificantly higher for women In Group 3 at

CHART 9: INDEX OF AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN
0-4 PER WOMAN 20-4bi FOR DIFFERENT DURATIONS
OF MARRIAGE, SELECTED BIRTH-RESIDENCE GROUPS3,
BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930

{Based on Table 26)
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longer durations. The averages for Group
4 women at durations of 10-1% years and 15
years and over were much higher than those
for the women in any of the other Groups.
The varlations.of the averages of each
Group, from the average for all women of
each duration of marrlage, 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 Ilnereasingly
wilde 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-
ribge are shown in Table 27. They are
glven in terms of thelr variation from the
average 1n the 5-9 year duration interval,
which had the highest average in all four

5. Standardized on the baais of the proportions of all native vhite firet marriage women 20-44 1in the

County married for different lengths of time (0-b, etc. ).

The duration of marriage dealt with in this

gection differs from the length of time apent in marriage as calculated above, by using only four tims
intervals of duration--0-4 years, 5-9 years, 10-14 years, and 15 years and over--for women 15-49, by

5-year age intervale.
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TABLE 25: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILIREN O-4 PER NATIVE WHITE FIRST MARRTAGE WOMAN BY ACE AND
BY DURATION OF MARRIAGE, SEIECTED BIRTH-RESIDENCE GROUPS, :
BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930

Aversge Children per Woman
Maret 15-49___20-h L ho-bl |5k
. - - - - 0- -
Merried Actusl| Actual | Stama.® | 10°19 [R0-24 |25-29 |30-3k |35-39 2-49
Native White Firat Marriage Women
Total 0.58 | 0.65 0.65 | o0.52|0.88] 0.88| 0.66| 0.43| 0.24 | 0.05
Under 5 0.60, | 0.63 ] o0.51|0.68| 0.60] 0.47| 0.27| 0.21 | 0.07
5- ¢ 1.00,| 1.0L ‘ 1.45° 1.35 | 1.05 | 0.84 | o.54| 0.20 | 0.10
10-14 0.58’| o0.60) 1.00°| 0.86 | 0.60| o.u4 | 0.31 [ 0.03
15 and over| 0.26°| 0.36 1.13°| 0.65| o.b1| 0.23 | 0.05
Group 1 - Northborn Urban Wemen
Total 0.46 0.52 0.52 o.4k | o.70| o.77| 0.56| 0.34 | 0.17 o,oh
Under 5 0.52 | 0.5k 0.k | 0.56 | 0.57 | 0.45 | 0.29 | 0.10°] 0.05°
5- 9 0.86b 0.87b 1.16 | 0.95 ] 0,78 0.53| 0.18 | ¢.12
10-14 0.4h| o.b5 |. 1.00% 0.63 | 0.48 | 0.38 | 0.25 | o.0b
15 and over| 0.16 0.23 0.4 | 0.27] 0.16| 0,03
N : Group 2 - Northborm Rural Women
Total 0.54 0.63 0.66 0.51 | 0,957 0.8¢| o0.72| 0.43| 0.26| 0.05
Under 5 0.67,| 0.70 0.50 | 0.77] 0.66| 0.50| 0.7 0.382 0.50°
5- 9 0.97b 0.98,b 140 | 1.04 | 0.86] 0.51| 0.10]] ----
10-14 0.59,f 0.61) 0.77| 0.68| o.b5| 0.37| ----
15 and over| 0.25 | 0.35 0.71 | o.b0o| 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| 0.3k [ o0.07
Under 5 0.65,} 0.69 0.5 | 0.77| 0.61| 0.41 [ 0.15 0.33% ----
5- 9 L15)| 1.2k 1.65°| 1.38 | 1.09 | 0.88 | 0.65 0.29q ----
10-1b 0.68 | 0.6 1.00| 0.89| 0.65| 0.48} 0.2k | ----
15 and over| 0.36°| 0.45 1.00% 0.51] 0.52| 0.35]| o0.07
Group I - Southborn Rural Women
Total 0.89 0.96 0.95 0.69 | 1.16| 1.21| 0.98 | 0.73| 0.38| 0.18
Under 5 0.78 | 0.82 0.65.| 0.79 | 6.92 1.11% 0.179 ----] ----
5-9 1301 13 1.50°| 1.66 | 1.25} 1.20 | 0.477 0.25% 1.00°
10-14 0.97,| o0.97; 1.009 1.33 | o0.84 | 0.77] 0.82% ----
15 and over| 0.58"°] o0.70 . 1.67% 1.07 ] 0.76| 0.34] 0.17

3./ Standardized for duration of marriage. Averages atandardized for age mre shown in
Column B of Table 23. Averages for different durations of marriage (under 5, 5-9,
etc.) are not standsrdized for age because of the small numbers of women in many of
the colls and other cells being entirely void.

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

o €

Based on less than 25 women.
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TABLE 26: RATIO OF ACTUAL AVERAGE NUMBER OF TABLE 27: RATIO OF THE AVERAGE NUMBER OF
CHILDREN AT DIFFERENT DURATIONS OF MARRIAGE CHILDKREN PER WOMAN 20-44% FOR EACE IURA-
FOR THE FOUR BASIC GROUPS TO AVERAGE FOR ALL TION OF MARRTAGE TO THE AVERAGE IN THAT .
WOMEN 20-L4 OF SAME DURATION, BUTLER COUNTY, GROUP FOR 5-9 YEARS DURATION, SELECTED
OHIO: 1930 BIRTH-RESIDENCE GROUPS, l!.BIJ'I'I.‘IEIR COUNTY,
= OHIO: 1930
Duration of Marriage (yeara) —_—
Groups ol 5 | 1010 25+ eroups Duration of Marriage (yeara)
A1l women 100 | 100 | 100 100 ' 0-4 | 5-9 | 10-M | 15+
Group 1 86 86 75 n All women | 62 100 59 36
Group 2 111 I 102 97 Group 1 62 100 52 26
Group 3 110 113 115 125 Group 2 71 100 62 36
Group 4 130 130 162 194 Group 3 61 | 100 61 39
] Group b 63 100 Th 53
Groups. Group 2 had a higher relative 8/ Based on Table 25. Average for 5-9
average at 0-4 years duration than any of years = 100.
the other Groups (71 as compared to 61-63
for the other Groups). All the others
:g::agtm:;? the same varlation from the TABLE 28: TNFLUENCE OF AGE AT MARRIAGE ON
s duration. At longer durations NUMBER OF CETLDREN O-4,® SELECTED BIRTH-
of marriage, however, Group 1 showed a much RESTDENCE GROUPS BUTLEl; COUNTY, OHIO: 1930
more rapld decline in averages than any of ! ! ;
the others, reaching a maximum decline of Rural
T4 percent at durations in excess of 15 Age at dem;ornIn%an Nbruifmn
years. Groups 2 and 3 showed a less rapid Marriage A om;n C A om;n C
and almost equal decline, amounting to 64
and 61 percent, respectively, at durations Total 3,316 3,433 4 |1,h0k |1,617) 8
in excess -of 15 years. Group 4 showed a Under 20 |1,338| 1,338 0| 680 680| ©
still less rapid decline, amounting to only 20-24 1,465( 1,631 13 | 618 | 73719
47 percent at this longer duration. This 25+ 533] ueu|-13 | 196| 200| 2
seems to confirm the view that the success- Southborn Urban| Southborn Rural
ful practice of family limltation decreased Women Women
almost steadily from Group 1 to Group 4 and A B c A B c
that it became lncreasingly prevalent in Total 3,210 3,528] 20 [1,188 [1,299( o
Groups 1, 2, and 3, as duration of marriage
increased, since it seems probable that the Under 20 12,0671 2,067| 0 | 7661 766) 0
difference in the relative declines of the 20-24 . 90 1,186, 26 Ul 435 | 26
averages In Groups 1, 2, and 3 as compared 25+ 203 23| 35 78 9826

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 1t 18 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 sbout balanced one another, so that.
the above statement holds.

"3. AGE AT MARRIAGE IN RELATION T0 FERTILITY

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

e/ A = the number of children the given
vomen actually hed, B = the mmber 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 pame 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 who 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
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is, they were actually 11 percent less
fertile at ages over 20 after marriage

than the women who married younger. On
the other hand, the women who married at

25 and over were more fertlle by 15 percent
at ages over 25 than the women who married
under 20. Thils is a difference that might
be expected if the size of the family was
largely determined by voluntary measures.
The line of reasoning 1s that the women
who married young and had two or three
children early in life began to 1limit their
famllies at a younger age than those who
married later and who, 1f they were to

have a family of two or three chlldren
also, continued to bear children at older
ages. In a word, it seems rather probable
that as the size of the completed famlly
comes under voluntary control, the fertili-
ty at different ages depends largely on
the age at marriage and the spaclng of
children, with a tendency for women who
marry relatively late to have larger age-
specific averages at older ages.

This line of reasoning 1s in ac-
cord with the facts for those Groups in
which 1t 1s assumed family limitation was
less genersl than in Group 1 (northborn
urban). Among Group 2 women {northborn
rural) 25 and over, there was very little
difference between the age-speciflic aver-
ages for women who marrled under 20 and
those who married at 25 and over; while
those who married under 20 had consider-
ably higher averages at 20 years and above
than those who 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 was very little differ-

ence between it and the women marrying at
25 and over at the ages where both were
married--both had higher averages than the
women married at 20-24 and also than the
correspondling age and age-at-marriage
groups of northborn urban women.

In the southborn Groups the women
wvho married under 20 had much higher aver-
ages at all ages than the women marrled at
20-24 and at 25 and over--from 26 percent
for rural women married under 20 compared
with those marrled at 25 and over to 35
percent for urban women married under 20
compared with 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 women who
married later are alsc those who voluntarl-
1y controlled the size of the family most.
One may hazard the suggestion that in the
southborn Groups the regulation of the
8ize of the family began by merrying later
and continued by veluntary control after
marriage among those women marrying later.

Thls pattern of fertility by age
at marriage also suggests the possibility
that the women who were naturally more
fertile marrlied earlier, but in view of the
various ways in which the practice of
voluntary control of the size of the family.
may affect the pattern of fertility by age
at marrlage, little can be said on this
point until additional data are available.
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RENTAL AND OCCUPATIORAL

Iy
CLASSES IN RELATION

TO AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN 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), showed a close inverse re-
lation to the monthly rental up to $40
per month--the higher the average number
of children the lower the monthly rental
(see Table 29). At $40 and over there was
only one rental interval ($70-79) where
the women {standardized for age) had an
average as large as the lowest of those
found at rentals under $40 and only one
($60-69) where the average was appreclably
below that of other classes paying over
$40. (See Chart 10.) - The evidence here

CHART 10: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN
0-4 PER NATIVE WHITE FIRST MARRIAGE
WOMAN 20-4}4 STANDARDIZED FOR AGE DIF-

. FERENCES, BY AVERAGE MONTHLY RENTAL,

BUTLER COUNTY, OEIO: 1930
(Based on Table 29)

E All Rantels
B .
é

'éé%éé?imq

] 1] [] 1 L

gE8288 588 §
MONTHLY RENTAL

50 -
$10- 194
4504

$10- 14 4
$15-19

Tnder $10 4

lends no support to the view that there 1s
a direct, rather than an inverse, relation
between economic status and slze of family
in the higher rental classes, but.it does
show that after rentals of $40 were reached
there was no further decline of any sig-
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nificance in the average number of c¢chil-
dren per woman in this County. The most
significant fact in this table (29) 1s that
about 23 percent of all the families having
women 20-44 paid rentals of $15-24% and had
a standardized average number of children

TABIE 29: ACTUAL AND STANDARDIZED AVERAGE
NUMBER OF CHILDREN O-4 PER NATIVE WEITE
FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 15-49 AND 20-4k,

BY AVERAGE MONTEIY RENTAL,
BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930

Kumber of Average Children

Monthly® |  Women per Waman

Rental 15-k9 20-Lk
25-49| 20-bb|, 4 01 [Aotuarstend,

Totel  [15,857 [13,449| 0.58 | 0.65 | 0.65

Under $1q 366| 305| o0.90| 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 0.65( 0.70 | 0.67
30-34 1,767} 1,536 0.56 | 0.62 | 0.60
35-39 1,L417] 1,221 o©.47 | 0.52 | 0.52
Lo-ky 1,191| 1,038| o.hk2 | 0.47 | 0.48
L5-4g 770 663 0.41| 0.46 | 0.48
50-54 930 7671 0.39 ! 0.48 | 0.49
55-59 317 327 o0.41| o.47 | 0.k9
60-69 7751 6] 0.35| 0.40 | 0.45
70-79 458 375| 0.36 | 0.kk | 0.52
80+ 938 741 o0.32| 0.39 | 0.h9

a/ The value of owned homes was divided by
100 to secure equivalent monthly rental,

b/ Standardized on the ege distribution of
all native white first marriage women in
Butler County.

¢/ Includes unknown rentals.

of 0,83, while a slightly larger group psid
rents of $25-34 and had a standardized av-

erage of only 0.64, and a slightly smaller

group pald 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
generatlion.

The upward trend in average number
of children as rentals decreased from $40
was not quite as consistent at svery ags
(see Appendix Table 3) as for all ages
combined (see Table 29), but it was suf-
ficlently consistent to leave no doubt
that 1n this County 1in 1930 this lnverse
relation was a fact among women of every
age. The rather considerable and seemlng-
ly erratic variation in the average number
of children at the hlgher rentals, which
varlation was particularly noticeable at
ages 20-24, 25-29, and 30-34, suggests a
possible bresk in the usual inverse rela-
tion between economic status and size of
family in the more comfortable classes, but
certainly there was no proof here of such
a change. Even 1f more were known about
the duration of marriage in the higher
rental groupa of women aged 20-24, 25-29,
and 30-34, 1t .1s doubtful whether any
clear light would be thrown on thils 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 yesars, 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 lnadequate to .
throw any light on the matter of the
direct relationship between higher econocm-
ic status and larger families. (See Ap-
pendix Table 3.)

But 1f there was no consistent de-
e¢line 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 $25-40.2  The
most significant decline in averages for
the women of the County as a whole came as
rentals increased from $20-24 to $25-29.
The standardlzed average for the former
vaa 23 percent higher than for the latter.
Other substantisl 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 c¢lose relatlon between lower
economic status and larger average numbers
of chlldren appears even more slgnificant
when Group 1 (northborn urban) and Group 3
(southborn urban) women are compared.Z2
(See Table 30.) In both Groups, except for
the under $20 rental ¢lass in Group 1,
there was a steady decline ln 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'11.)
Beginning with these rentals there was not
only no decline of any significance in
either Group, but the averages for the two
vere almost the same, except in Group 3
where the average was appreciably higher at
rentals of $50-59 than at the next lower
and the next higher rental c¢lasses. But in
general, 1t appears that when southborn
urban women reached the more comfortable
economic levels they had about the same
average number of chlldren as northborn
women in the same rental classes, while at
lower rentals (under $40) they had sub-
stantlally higher averages.

When age-specific averages are con-
sldered there were only & few exceptions

1. It should be remembered that even if the age-specific marital fertility of women at higher rentals
were greater than that of women at lower rentals, their rate of reproduction might be lower because of
spending fewer years in wedlock. A higher total fertility is not the pame as a higher age-specific

marital fertility.

2. This comparison of rentals and average numbers of children has somewhat groater validity when confined
to the urban populhtion than when applied to the entire population, for there 1s considerable doubt as
to whether equal rentals mean the game level of living in the urban end rural commmities of the

County.
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CHART 11: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN O0-4 PER
NATIVE WHITE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 20-44
STANDARDIZED FOR AGE DIFFERENCES, BY
REGION OF BIRTH AND BY AVERACE
MONTHLY RENTAL, URBAN BUTLER
COUNTY, OHIO: 1930
{Based on Table 30)
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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 northborn and
southborn women in the lower rental class-
s than in the higher rental classes. In
fact, at the older ages there was some
slight evidence that northborn 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 signifl-
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 northborn
and southborn women were more closgly as-
sociated with their differences in economlc
status or with those background differences
arising from being born in the North or in
the South. They alsc suggest the likell-
hood that background differences between
northborn and southborn women have more
influence on the size of the family among
peaple of low economlc status than among
those of better status.

3. RENTAL IN RELATION TQ THE CHILD
CONTRIBUTION OF URBAN WOMEN

It has frequently been sald that a

TABLE 30: ACTUAL AND STANDARDIZED AVERAGE
NUMBER OF CHILLDREN O-4 FER RATIVE WHITE FIRST
. MARRIAGE URBAN WOMAN 15-49 AND 20-bl, BY RE-

GION OF BIRTH AND BY AVERAGE MONTHLY RENTAL,

BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930
Average Children per Woman
Group 1 Women Group 3 Women
;‘:2:211’ Northborn Urban| Southborn Urban
15-L9 20-44 15-49 20-44
Act. | Aot.|Stand | Act. | Act, |Btand,
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| o0.70] 0.87) 0.9k 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 o.42]| 0.48] 0.47| 0.50| 0.55| 0.55
4o-49 0.41] 0.45| 0.b7| 0.40| 0.46 o.lrrEl
50-59 0.38] 0.44] 0.46| 0.44| 0.50 0.51a
60+ 0.23} 0.40]| 0.45] 0.33] 0.38] 0.43
a/ Based on more than 10 but lesa than 25

women in one of the five age intervaele. This
means that a change of one in number of chil-
dren, for women of each ege, could changs the
age-gapeclfic average of the age group having
the smallest number of women (in this case
10-24 women) by 4 to 10 points (t.0b to t,10).
Bach of the four other ege groups have 25 or
more women 80 & difference of ons child in
any other sge group would change the average
less than four points (¥.04). If all age
groups were changed in the sams direction
(which 1s not likely), there being one extra
{or one less) child in each age group, the
standardized average would be changed leas
then five pointa (}.05). This represents a
maximm error. The probable errcor would be
about half of this or ¥.02 to *.03.

Any atandardized average not so foot-
noted is based on more than 25 women in all
age groups and therefore ie subject to a
maximm error of less than three pointe or
a probable error of .01 to .02, more like-
1y 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, soclally, and
economically to glve their children a good
start in life. The data here throw no
light on the blological 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 consliderably more than its shars of
the next generation. (See Table 31 and
Chart 12.)

CHART 12: TPERCENTAGE OF WOMEN 20-Lk
ARD THEIR CHILDRER O-4 IN SELECTED
RENTAL CILASSES, GROUPS 1 AND 3,
BUTLER COURTY, OHIO: 1930
{Based on Table 31)
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In Group 1 about one-fourth of the
women paid rents of less than $30 and they
had about one-third of the children. In
Group 3 slightly over 60 percent of the
women pald 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 pald less than $30 rent and they had
over 52 percent of the chlldren. These
proportions should not be compared direct-
1y with those often given to the effect
that one-fourth of the women produce one-
half of the next generatlon because we are
dealing here only with first marriage
women, husbands present.

When narrower rental intervals
were considered in comparing Groups 1 and
5, several interesting facts appeared. 1In
the first place, although a much largser
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 excessa 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-Li4 AND

THEIR CHILDREN O-4 IN SELECTED RENTAL
CLASSES, GROUPS 1 AND 3, BUTLER

COUNTY, OHIO: 1930

e
—

Rental Groups

per land 3 - 1 .3
Famlly |2l c®| w| e¢|w |c
Under $20|13.0/20.2| s5.7| 8.2 [24.2]32.9
$20-29 25.8/32.3 | 18.7| 24.6 | 36.7 | 40.3
$30-k9 26,6/ 30.9 [ 41.5] 40.0 [29.2 | 21.3
$50+ 24 6/16.6 | 34.11 27.2 | 9.9 | 5.5

a/ W = Women 20-k4: € = Children 0-k. Groups
1 and 3 are the urban Groups, Group 1 heing
-made up of northborn women and Group 3 of
gouthborn women.

4} percent to supply a like proportion of
children but Group 3 women falled to do so
by about 27 percent. 1In the rental clasas
paying $50 and over the proportion of chil-
dren in Group 1 was about four-fifths as
great as the proportion of women, while 1n
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 populatlon
of the County just as In the urban popula-
tion with one exception. (See Table z2.)
The northborn 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 pather slight differ-
ence 1s doubtful, but it may be said in
passing that a lower average number of
children for those paying very low rents
than for those 1n somewhat more comfortable
elrcumstances would appear to be quite
natural, once the practice of family 1imi-
tation has become general, 1f 1t is assumed
that such limitation 1is primarily an at-
tempt to adjust the size of the family to
the means avallable for the maintenance of
a glven soclal and economic status.

As would he expected from the
urban-rural comparisons made above, the
rural-nonfarm women, both northborn and
southborn, had significantly higher
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TABLE 32: ACTUAL AND STANDARDIZED AVERAGE
NUMBER OF CHIITREN O-k PER NATIVE WHITE FIRST
MARRTAGE WOMAN 15-k9 AND 20-bh, BY REGION OF
BIRTH AND BY AVERAGE MORTHLY RENTAL, RURAL

: EUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930

Average Children per Woman

Monthly 155h9__§_c%l|T 15'29 Eo-hh
Rentel A A S A A S

Group 2a - North-| Group 2b - North-

born Rural-nonfarm| born Rural-farm
Total 0.58 |0.65] 0.67 | 0.b9 | 0.60] 0.69
Under $20| 0.69 {0.75| 0.74% | ©¢.58 [ 0.71} 0.77
$20-29 0.70 |0.79] 0.78 | 0.50] 0.62 0.72c
$30-49 0.49 | 0.56 0.58c 0.42 ] 0.52 0.59'1
$50+ 0.39 |o.u5f 0.57 | 0.42 0.5 ]| ~---

Group 4a - South-| Group 4¥b - South-

born Rural-nonfarm| born Rural-farm
Total 0.95 |0.99| 0.94 | 0.78 | 0.86| 0.96
Under $20| 1.06 |1.12]| 1.07 | 0.82 |0.90] 0.96°
$20-29 0.96 | 1.00 a
$30-49 0.76 |0.81} 0.83 | 0.72 | 0.78| -~~--
$50+ 0.34 |0.43

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

b/ Since farm rents ere not comparable to ur-
 ban and nonfarm-rural rents In essveral respects,
no comparisons are made between them.

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

&/ Not calculated because several age groups
contained lesg than 25 women.

averages than the urban women (see Tables
30 and 32) at all rentals where numbers were
sufficlient to glve 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 averasges 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 1s that living condltions are
quite different for urban families than for
rural-nonfarm families and that these 4if-
ferences probably account for a large part

of the differences in average numbers of
children; 1t is glso probable that knowl-
edge of the means of family limitation is
more common in the uprban population and is
a factor of considerable importance in ex-
plaining the differences in averages just
noted,

8o 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 1%t should
be said that rural-farm rentals are not
comparable with either urban rentals or
with rural-nonfarm rentals, hence, there 18
no object in comparing rental classes in
these different groups.

5. RENTAL IN RELATION TC THE 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 thelr pro-
portions of chlldren to the next generation
whille those paying the higher rents con-
tributed less than their proportions of
children (see Table 33) but the differences
are not a8 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 T3 percent of the children
while at rentals of $30 or more, about 38
percent of the women contributed only 27
percent of the chilldren.

TABLE 33: PERCENTAGE OF WOMEN 20-44 AND
THETR CHILIREN IN SELECTED RENTAL CLASSES,
GROUPS 2a AND 4a (RURAL-NONFARM),
BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 19%0

‘Rental Groupa

per ﬁ_ﬂa_nl_ga 2a La
Family v le|[w e W |c
Under $20 | 35.8|43.0|28.7]|35.1| 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
$50+ 13.9] 7.9[19.4]13.4| 5.6] 2.4

8/ W = Women 20-k4: C = Children O-h.
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In comparing northborn (Group 2a)
and southborn (Group 4a) rural-nonfarm
women, there was little difference in the
excess contributlion of children vwhere
rentals were under $20; but at all other
rentals the northborn women either con-
tributed a larger exceas of chilldren above
their own proportion or more nearly ap-
proached thelr proportlion in the higher
rentals, than the southborn women--another
indication that as the economic status of
southborn women rose, fertility declined
a8 rapldly, i1f not more rapidly, than
among northborn women. However, as has
already been shown, there was little dif-
‘ference 1n the average number of chlldren
of northborn and scuthborn women in the
more comfortable classes.

6. OCCUPATIONAL CLASSES
The differentials between occupa-
tional groups in average number of children
were what would be expected from the eco-
nomic differentials already noted where
economic status was also closely related
to occupational status. (See Table 34.).

CEART 13: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILIREN O-h
PER RATIVE WHITE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 20-LbL
STANDARDIZED FOR AGE DIFFERENCES, BY REGION
OF BIRTH AND BY OCCUPATION OF HUSBAND, URBAN

BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930
{Based on Table 34)

Profeseional

Fropristor

laborer

0.90

There were too few southborn women
with husbands 1n the professional class to
permit of standardization {for age), but
Judging from the actual averages, they
probably would have had a somewhat higher
standardized average than northborn women.
(See also Chart 13.) For proprietors there

TABLE 34: ACTUAL AND STANDARDIZED AVERAGE
NUMBER OF CHILUREN 0-4 PER NATIVE WHITE
FIRST MARRTAGE WOMAN 15-49 AND 20-Lh BY RE-
GION OF BIRTH AND BY OCCUPATION OF HUSBAND,
URBAN BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930

. Average Children
Occupation per Woman
of 15-h9 20-Lk4
Busband Actusl| Actusl]Stand.
Group 1 - Northborn Urban
Professional 0.k2 0.46 0.46
Proprietor 0.37 0.43 o.h7
Clerical 0.43 0.48 0.47
Skilled Worker 0.47 0.54 0.57
Semi-gkilled Worker 0.51 0.59 0.57
Laborer 0.58 0.65 0.63
Group 3 - Southborn Urban
Profeesional 0.5k 0.55 ----r
Proprietor 0.40 0.45 0.48 .
Clericel 0.52 0.56 0.52°
Skilled Worker 0.63 0.68 0.66
Semi-skilled Worker O.77 0.83 0.76
Laborer | 0.82 | 0.90] o0.81

a/ Two few women in Group to standardize
averages.

b/ Based on more than 10 but lems than 25
woemen in one of the five age intervals.
(Ses note to Table 30.)

was practically no difference between the
northborn and the southbopn; but for cleri-
cal workers the southborn had & signifi-
cantly higher average. There were also sub-
stantial differences in averages between
the northbern and the southborn in the
laboring classes. Southborn urban skilled
laborers had a 16 percent higher average
(standardized for age) than northborn urban
skilled workers. For semi-skilled workers
the average for the southborn was 33 per-
cent above that for the northborn--double
the difference between southborn and north-
born for skilled workers. For common
laborers the difference was 8lightly less
than for semi-skilled workers, the south-
born having a 29 percent higher average
than the northborn. In both the northborn
and southborn Groups, however, there was a
significant increase in averages in passing
from the white collar workers to the hand
workers. This amounted to a 1little over 20
percent as between clerical workers and
skilled workers among the northborn, and
was probably over 30 percent for the same
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occupatlonal groups among the southborn.
But 1t 1s worth noting that whlle the in-
crease 1n standardized averages 1n passing
from skilied workers to unskilled laborers
was only a little over 10 percent among

the northborn, it was over 22 percent among
the southborn. In so far as occupation
measures soclal status there was a substan-
tial difference between the average number
of children of northborn and southborn
women of similar soclal status.

7. OCCUPATIONAL CLASSE3 AND RENTAL
IN. URBAN AREA3

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

TABLE 35: ACIUAL AND

STANDARDIZED AVERAGE

NUMBER OF CBILIREN O-hk FFR NATIVE WHITE
FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 15-49 AND 20-44, BY
RENTAL AND BY OCCUPATION OF BUSBAND,
FOR NORTEBORN WOMEN LIVING IN URBAN
BUILER COURTY, CQEIO: 1930

Average Children per

Occup;tion Group 1 Woman
o
Husband 15-h9 20-44
Actual [Actual [Stand.
Rentals Under $50
Profeseional 0.43 [ o.b7 | 0.4k
Proprietor o.44 lo,ko | 0,48
Clerical o.46 (0.5 | 0.46
Skilled Worker 0.53 | 0.59 | 0.60
Rentala $50 and Over
Profeasional 0.42 | 046 | O.U6
Proprietor 0.32 | 0.38 | 0.U458
Clerical 0.39 |o.b5 | 0.45
Skilied Worker 0.354 | 0.41 | 0.47
Rentale Under $40
Clerical 0.51 | 0.56 | 0,50
Skilled Worker 0.6 | 0.63 | 0.62
Rentala $40-49
Clerical 0 .EG 0 .29 0.40
Skilled Worker 0.43 | 0,48 ] 0,53
Rentels Under $30
Skilled Worker 0.62 | 0,70 | 0.67
Semi-siilled Worker| 0.67 | O.74 | 0.67
Laborer 0.7 | 0.7T7T1 0.73
Rentals $30 and Over
Skilled Worker o.42 | 0,48 ] 0,52
Semi-skilled Worker| 0.42 | 0.49 | 0.51
Laborer o.ks | 0,52 0.52

a/ Based on more than 10 but lees than 25

women in one of the

five age intervals.

(See note to Table 30.)

TABLE 36: ACTUAL AND

STANDARDIZED AVERAGE

NUMEER OF CEILDREN O-4 PER NATIVE WHITE
FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 15-49 AND 20-44, BY
RENTAL AND BY OCCUPATION OF HUSBAND,
FOR SOUTHBORN WOMEN LIVING IN URBAN
BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930

Occupation

Average Children per

of
Hueband

Group 3 Woman
15-b9 20-

Actual |[Actual | S8tand.

Rentals Under $30

8killed Worker
Semi-ekilled Worker
Laborer

‘Bkilled Worker
Semi-skilled Worker
Laborer

0.79 |0.85 | 0.76
0.88 |0.95 | 0.87
0.91 |0.99 | 0.8
Rentals $30 and Over
0.k |0.51 | 0.54
0.54 |0.60 | 0.58
0.47 |0.54 | 0.51




4o

DIFFERENTIAL FERTILITY

In the skilled, semi-skilled, and
laborer clagsses, however, lower family
rentals were much more closely assoccilated
with higher average numbers of children
than was social status as measured by de-
gree of skill required in one's work. {See
Table 35.) The differences in average
numbers of chlldren 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-
forent rentael levela. 8Skilled 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 seml-skilled work-
ers were identical (0.67) and those for
laborera 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. 8ince these percentages are based on
averages standardized for age, they are
not .blased by differences in age distribu-
tion at the different rental levels.

In Group 1 the average numbers of
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 signlificant point in this comparison
is that at rentals of 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 skllled worksrs
can also be c¢ompared 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 of
¢lerical workers. Thus evidence continues
to pille up that in this County, economie
differences are more closely associlated
with differences in average numbers of
chlldren than such cultural and occupation-
al differences a3 can be measured with the
data available.

Southborn urban women showed &
g8lightly 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 of the southborn
women w&s ignored there was a greater
spread between the averages for the pro-
prietors and clerlical workers on the one
hand, and the lazborers on the other, than
among northborn women. Southborn women.
whose hushands belong in the white collar
classes had averages, so far as one can
judge from the small numbers, only a lilttle
higher than those of northborn women in the
same occupational classes. (See Table 34.)
When arrayed by rental groups, the south-
born women 1in the laboring classes wilth
rentals under $30 had conslderably higher
averages than the northborn women 1n the
same rental class. For rentsls under $30,
& southborn woman with laborer husband had
an average number of children of 0.89,
while the corresponding northborn woman had
an average number of chlldren of 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 c¢lasses in the different basic
Groups had 1little or no difference in aver-
ages, although what are usually thought of
as soclal and cultural differsences were
qulite marked, while the poorer clesses
shoved rather substantigl differences be-
tween the same social and cultural groups.

' Chart 14 shows the average number
of children O0-4 for southborn wives of
laborers, semi-skilled, and skllled workers
according to rental pald. 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 groups
of laborers, seml-skilled, and skilled
workers was subdivided by rental (see TPable
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37) it was found that laborers paying rents
of less than $20 had quite high standard-
ized average numbers of children per woman,
but no higher than semi-skilled workers
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 payilng less than $25 (this group
was to0o small to subdivide into the same
rental intervals as laborers and seml-
skilled workers); but laborers 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 O-4 PER

NATIVE WHITE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 20-4h STAND-
ARDIZED FOR AGE DIFFERENCES, BY RENTAL
AND BY OCCUPATION OF HUSBAND, FCR
SOUTHBORN WOMEN LIVING IN URBAN
BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930
(Based on Table 36)

8killed workars=
Ui
Labvorers

Semd -akilled
workers

Laborers

0.60 0.90

CAILIETE FER TOMAR

0 0,30
AVIRAGE

The general implication in these
differences 1In averages 1s that voluntary
limitation of the slze of the family In
the dlfferent southborn occupational class-
es depends more on the economlc status
they attain in the community to which they
have moved than on the soclal and cultural
factors brought with them from the South or
those assoclated with their occupations.

8. 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 STANDARDIZED AVERAGE
NUMBER OF CHILIREN O-h PER NATIVE WHITE
FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 15-49 AND 20-L4, BY

KENTAL AND BY OCCUPATION OF HUSBAND,
FOR SOUTHBORN WOMEN LIVING IN URBAN
BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930

Average Children per
Monthly Group 3 Woman
Rental 15-49 20-LY
Actual | Actual | Stand,
Laborers
Under $20 1.05 | 111 | o.97®
$20-24 0.82 0.88 0.84
$25-29 0.78 | o.85 | o0.8%
$30+ 0.47 0.5k 0.51
Semi-pkilled Workers
Under $20 0.98 | 1.07 | 0.96
$20-24 0.96 | 1.02 | 0.9%%
$25-29 0.66 | o.11 | o.64°
$30+ 0.5k 0.60 0.58
Skilled Workera
Under $25 0.88 | o.9k | o0.84
$25-29 0.68 | o0.69 | o.&4*
$30+ 046 | o.51 | o.54

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

of farm owners had a standardized average
of 0.59 vhile that of northborn farm tenant
wives was 0.84. (See Table 38.) There can
be no reasonable doubt that the former had
a better economlic status, Again, the
vwomen with professional, proprietor, &and
clerical husbands had lower averages (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 workers
living in rural areas had higher averages
vhere rentals were under $30 than where
they were over $30. (See Table 30.) Also
they had higher averages than northborn
women of like rental and occupational
classes 1living 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 0,87 for the corre-
sponding urben 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 CHILIREN O-4 PER NATIVE WHITE
FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 15-49 AND 20-L44 BY RE-
GION OF BIRTH AND BY OCCUPATION OF HUSBAND,
RURAL BUTLER COUNTY, OHTO: 1930

Average Children
Occupation 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.Bhb
Professional 0.5% [ 0.62 | -—--
Proprietor 0.37 | 0.43 ——
Clerical 0.52 | 0.58 | 0.54
Skilled Worker 0.57 | 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 ----:
Farmer Tenant 0.’{0c O.Blc —y
Profeasional ——— ====al """y
Proprietor 0.52 | 0.73 Th
Clerical 0.66 | 0.73 | =-=-
Skilled Worker 0.89 | 0.94 | 0.92
Semi-skilled Worker| 0.9% | 0.98 0.88:
Farm lLaborer i.¢.3 | 1.11 | ----
Other Laborer 1.01 | 1.07 | 1.02

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

b/ Two few women to standardize average.

¢/ Fot calculated beceuse there were less
than 10 women in the age group.

4/ Based on more than 10 but less then 25
women in the age group.

of like amounts measure like economie
statua,

Finally, 1t may be noted that
southborn wivea of skilled workers, semi-
s8killed workers, and laborers living in
rural areas had much higher averages than
northborn wives of the same occupational
classes 1living in these areas. (See Table
38.) There can be no reasonsble doubt
that & conslderable part of this northborn-
southborn difference in averages arose
from the fact that a larger proportion of
the southborn women belonged in the lower
rental classes, but the numbers in the

TABLE 39: ACTUAL AND STANDARDIZED AVERAGE
NUMBER OF CHILDREN O-i PER NATIVE WHITE
FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 15-49 AND 20-44, BY

RENTAL AND BY OCCUPATION OF HUSBAND,
FOR NORTEBORN WOMEN LIVING IN RURAL
BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930

md—

Average Children per
Occupation Group 2 Woman
of
Husband 15-49 20-hk
Actual [Actual |Stend.
Rentala Under $30
Farm Tenant 0.78 | 0.86 | 0.91
Skilled Worker 0.67 | 0.72 [ 0.74
Semi-gkilled Worker 0.68 | 0.76 | 0.7h .
Rentals $30 and Over
Farm Tenant 0.5 | 0.62 | 0.72*
Skilled Worker 0.4k7 | 0.55 0'629.
Semi-gkilled Worker| O.4k [ 0.50 | 0.57

g./ Based on more than 10 put less than 25
wvomen in one of the five age intervals.

southborn rurel occupational classes were
too few to permit of division into smsller
rental c¢lasses.

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

(1) There is 1ittle doubt that the
vhite 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 economlc classa-
es, hence 1t is not possible to say whether,
within thls general class, there are sig-
nificant differences in averages which are
assoclated with differences in economic
status.

(2) There 1s 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, 1ike rentals
are assoclated with 1like averages, and
conversely, large differences in rentals
are assoclated with large differences in
averages,

(3) In general, southborn women
have .slgnlficantly higher averages for
most occupational c¢lasses of husbands and
at most rental levels, than northborn
wvomen of corresponding position.
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(%) Classifying urban and rursl
women by occupational status of husband
does not affect the usual urban-rural fer-
t11lity differentials. (It was not possi-
ble to compare urban and rural averages on
the basis of economic status.)

(5) Pinally, these facts suggest
that it may be the economle status of the
famlily, rather than its social status as

measured by occupation, which 1s most
closely assoclated with the number of chil-
dren 1t will have--the lower the economic
status, the larger the family. Further-
more, there is no evidence in the data for
this County that there is any tendenocy to-
ward larger families among the economical-
ly comfortable as compared with those less

. well off,
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PARENTAGE AND BIRTHPLACE IN RELATION TO
AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN PER WOMAN

Table 40 brings out several inter-
esting facts concerning the variations in
average number of c¢hildren 1n different
nativity and blrth-residence Groups of
husbands. In the first place, the native
wives of natlve white northborn urban
husbands of native parentage had a some-
what higher average number of chlldren
(standardized?! for age differences) than
the native wives of native white husbands
of forelgn parentage, 0.52 and 0.48, re-
spectlvely, 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 1n the averages where the hus-
bands were northborn rural of native par-
entage, on 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 northborn 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 northborn
rural husbands (0.67) while southborn
rural wives had an average 38 percent
above that of northborn rural wives. (See
Table 13.) This suggested that a further
comparison of the average number of chil-
dren in pure and mixed northborn and south-
born marrisges would be of interest.

1. FURE AND MIXED NORTHBORN-SOUTHBORN
MARRIAGES

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

TABLE 40: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN O-k4
PER NATIVE WHITE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN
15-49 AND 20-44, ACTUAL AND STARDARD-
IZED FOR AGE DIFFERENCES, SELECTED
BIRTH-RESIDENCE GROUPS OF HUSBANDS,
BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930

Color, Rativity, . Average Children
Birth Region, and per Womsn
Residence of 15-49 20-44
Husband Actual]Actual|Stand.
Total 0.58 | 0.65 | 0.65
Northiborn Urban" 0.45 | 0.51 | 0.52,
Native Parentage o.k7 | 0.52 | 0.52
Foreign Parentage 0.33 | 0.42 | 0.8
Mixed Parentuazs 0.43 | 0.50 | 0.57
Northborn Rurel” 0.53 | 0.62 | 0.67
Native Parentage | 0.56 | 0.64 | 0.67
Forelgn Parentage } 6
Mixed Parentage ©.59 | 0.52 | 0.6
Southborn Ur'ban: 0.72 | 0.79 | 0.73
Southborn Rural 0.91 ) 0,97 | 0.95

2/ Refers only to native whites. Foreign-
born whites are included 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 northborn
(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 northborn and southborn husbands were
married to southborn urban wives (Group 3).
Northborn 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 women of all ages in the differsnt parentage of husband classes is of no particu-
lar significance since the age composition of the different groups was quite different.

Ly
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TABLE 41: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN O-4 PER

RATIVE WHITE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN BY AGE,

SELECTED MARRTAGE COMBINATIONS, URBAN AND RURAL BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930

Average Children per Woman

Birth and resi-

dence group of 20-44
hugband Total Actual] Stand. 15-19 [20-24 | 25-29 | 30-34 {35-39 | 4O-bi [45-49
- All Native White First Marriage Women
NB Urban 0.h5, 0.51]0.52 0.k1 | 0.68] 0.73| 0.55| 0.33 0.17 | 0.03
NB Rural 0.535 | 0.62)0.67 0.36| 0.88] o0.91| 0.73| o.b1 | 0.24 0.05
SB Urban 0.72{ 0.79]0.73 0.56| 1.02) 0.97| 0.67| 0.52| 0.33 | 0.08
SB Rural 0.91| 0.97]0.95 0.835]| 1.25]| 1.18| 0.95| o0.77| 0.4k2 | 0.19
. Group 1 - Northborn Urban Women
NB Urban (A) 0.54 | 0.51]0.52 0.38 | 0.67] 0.74| 0.56| 0.33 | 0.17 | 0.04
SB Urbtan (B) 0.59 | 0.64]0.61 0.57| 0o.8s] 0.8¢| 0,58 0.39| 0.19 | 0.06
Group 2 - Northborn Rural Womsn
NB Rural (E) 0.52 | 0.61]0.67 0.36 | 0.87| 0.90| 0.72] 0.1 ] 0.25 | 0.05
SB Rural (F) 0.76| 0.80]0.78 0.91% 1.27| 0.88| 0.66| 0.62 | 0.3 | 0.06"
Group 3 - Southborn Urban Women
NB Urban (C) 0.51| 0.54]0.51 0.50| o.7% 0.65| 0.50} 0.34| 0.17{ 0.02
SB Urban (D) 0.76| 0.8310.77 0.56| 1.06] 0.99| o.70| 0.56 | 0.28 | 0.08
Group 4 - Southborn Rural Women
NB Rural (G) 0.66| 0.72]0.71 0.388 0.95| 1.00| 0.79| 0.43] 0.16 O.OOB'
SB Rural (H) 0.95] 1.02]1.00 0.78 | 1.24| 1.27| 1.02| 0.82| o.44 | 0.22

g./ Based on legs than 25 women.

had an average of 0.77, or 5l percent
higher. Thus whether a northborn urban
man_was marrled te a northborn urban woman
(MC -A) or a southborn urban woman (MC-C)
made practically no difference 1n 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).
¥hen 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, Marrisge Combination. See Tableas 41 and L2.

southborn men {MC-F) had an average 16 per-
cent above what they had when married to
northborn men (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 averasge 41 percent sbove

that of southborn rural women married to
northborn rural men (MC-G).

From these data i1t appears that in
this County the region of birth of the
husband had a closer association with the
average number of chlildren 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
vife 18 predominant in determining the num-
ber of children.
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2. RENTAL AND BIRTEPLACE OF HUSBAND
IN RELATION TQ AVERAGE NUMBER (OF
CHILDREN PER WOMAN

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

TABLE L2: AVERAGE NUMRER OF CHTLIREN O-I PER
NATIVE WHITE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 15-49 ARD 20-Lk,
ACTUAL AND STANDARDIZED FOR AGE DIFFERENCES, BY
EROAD MONTHLY RENTAL INTERVALS, SELECTED MARRIAGE
COMBINATIONS, UREAN BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930

Monthly Average Children per Woman
Rental 15-4g 20-44
e Actual Actual | Stand.
Marriage Combination A"
Under $30 0.60 0.67 | o0.62
$30-49 0.4h 0.49 0.9
$50+ 0.35 0.42 0.47
Marriage Comblination 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 Combination C°
Under $30 0.62 0.66 | o0.58°
$30-49 0.Ls 0.48 0.1;6b
$50+ 0.36 0.40 0.46
Marriage Combination »*
Under $30 0.90 0.97 0.87
$30-49 0.52 0.58 0.58b
$50+ 0.40 0.46 | o0.49

a/ Marriage Combinations are: A = North-
born Women with Rorthborn Husbands;

B = Forthborn Women with Southiborn Hugbands;
C = Southborn Women with Northborn Husbands;
D = Southborn Women with Southborn Husbands.

b/ Based on more than 10 but less than 25
women in one of the five age intervals.
{See note to Table 30 for statement of
poseible error.)

was made on the basls of rentals for each
of the four possible northborn-southborn
marriage combinations.® The point to test
was whether differences in economic status
in these northborn-southborn marriage con-
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-
cldedly lower average number of children
than northborn urban women with southborn
husbands {MC-B), 0.62 and 0.76, respective-
1y. (See also Chart 15.) At rentals of
$30-49 there was alsoc a substantial dif-
ference between the averages for these two
marriage combinations, amounting to about
one-8ixth--0.49 and 0.57, respectively. At
rentals over $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
8lightly lower averages at rentals of over
$50. (B8ee 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. wvomen 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 hushbands were also south-
born. WVhere the rentals were $30-4%9 there
was still a significant difference between
the averages of the D combination and of
the A and C comblnations but there was no
slgnificant difference between the D and B
combinations, in both of which the husbands
were southborn. When averages for women
raying rentals of over $50 were considered,

3. A,northborn wife and northborn husband; B, northborn wife and southborn husband; €, southborn wife

and northborn hueband; and D, southborn wife and southborn husband.

(See Table 4l.)
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CHART 15: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHIIDREN 0O-4 PER
NATIVE WHITE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 20-L4L
STANDARDIZED FOR AGE DIFFERENCES, BY
AVERAGE MONTHLY RENTAL, FOUR MARRIAGE
COMBINATIONS, URBAN BUTLER COUNTY,
OHIO: 1930
{Based on Table 42)

. Northborn wozen with northborn busbands
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only about 10 percent difference was found
between any of the four marrlage combina-~
tions (compare B and D in Table 42); in
the A and C combinations, where husbands
are northborn, there was very little d4if-
ference 1n the average number of children
per woman when rentals were about $30.
This method of presentation further
emphasizes the lmportance of the economic
diff'erences 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 1n monthly
rental of the home, and those in line four
are standardized for age and rental com-
blned. 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
(erude) averages for these marriage combi-
nations, They confirm the view that the
birthplace of the husband is more closely
assoclated with the average number of
children than 1s the birthplace of the
wife. When each of these four northborn-
southborn marriage combinations in the

TABLE 43: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN O-4 PER
HATIVE WHITE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 20-L4, ACTUAL AND
STANDARDIZED FOR SELECTED FACTORS, NORTHBORN
AND SOUTHBORN MARRIAGE COMBINATTONS,

URBAN BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930

urban population was given the same rental
structure as all urban women in the County,

Average Children
Type per Woman for:
A of Marriage Combinations
verage a a a a
A B C D
Actual 0.51|0.64|0.54]0.83
Standardized for:
Age 0.53|0.62]|0.51|0.78
Rentel 0.55|0.64[0.53|0.69
Age and Rental 0.56(0.63[0.52]0.68
Duration of Marriege 0.52/0.62(0.5310.82

a/ A = Northborn Women with Northborn Husbanda:
B = Northborn Women with Southborn Husbandse;
C = Southborn Women with Northboern Busbanda:
D = Southborn Women with Southborn Huabanda,

b/ Standardized on Urban Groupe only. This dif-
fers from values shown in lines 24-26 of Table
11 and Table U4l because in these Tablea valuea
are gtandardized on all native white women in the
total county instead of on the urban women only.

g/ Seven rentel classes were used.

the effect was to ralse 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 1s the actual and standardized aver-
ages were both 0,64 Ffor women 20-44 in
marriage combination B. When northborn
men had southborn wives standardization
changed the average only 0.0l1, or from
0.54% to 0.53 for this group (MC-C). These
small changes indicate that the rentsal
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 mach less favorable
than that of D. The difference between
0.55, the average for the northborn husband-
northborn vife 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 1n eco-
nomic status in so far as average monthly
rental measures the economlic status of the
home; nor was 1t due to a difference in
birthplace of women. BHence, it seems rea-
sonable to attribute this difference large-
ly to the differing influences of northborn
and southborn husbands.

It 1s, of course, quite possible
that there were selective factors 1n the
southborn husband-northborn wife combina-
tion other than economic status and birth-
place which would account for this differ-
ence 1n averages, but these data seemed to
polnt definitely to a close aasociation be-
tween the birthplace of the husband and
the average number of children per woman.
The prcobability 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 combinatlions were
examined. The average, standardized for
rental, for northborn husband-scuthborn
wife (combination ¢) showed only a 2 per-
cent decrease from the actual, which means
that its rental structure was only slight-
1y more favorable to a high average than
that of all urban women in the County, but
appreciably more favorable to & 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
marrisge 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 1s, it had & 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 1s that there was
slightly less than 4 percent difference
between combination A (northborn husband-
northborn wife)} and combination C (north-
born husband-southborn wife), the same as
when standardized for age. Moreover,
combination C had the lowser average on both
bases. It 13 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
northborn 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 comblnations were standardlzed for
both age and rental (Table 43, 1ine 4) all
the averages except that for combination A
(northborn husband-northborn wife) were re-
duced by one point from the value standard-
1zed for rental only, whlle that for combi-
nation A was ralsed one polnt. As a conse-

‘quence of this double standardization, the

extreme difference in actual averages, viz.,
that between northborn hushand-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 wlth southborn
wives (B) and southborn husbands with
southborn wives (D). Furthermore, the dif-
ference 1n averages beftween northborn and
southborn women with southborn husbands
was reduced from about 30 percent in the
actual averages to less than 8 percent
vhen standardized for both rental and age.
The division of the four marriage
combinations into rental classes shown in
Table U4 ylelded results essentislly simi-
lar to some already noted in other connec-
tions., On account of the small number of
women in combinatlons B and C, at rentals
of under $20, 1t was not practicable to
standardize (for age) the averages for
these women but there can be no doubt, con-
sildering actual averages, that southborn
husbands with northborn wives (B) had an
gppreciably higher average than northborn
husbands with southborn wives (C). This
vas also true at rentals of $20 and over
but the difference at these higher rentals
was certalnly less. This classification
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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TABLE L44: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN 0-4 PER NATIVE WHITE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN BY AGE AND BY

RENTAL FOR SELECTED MARRIAGE COMBINATIONS, URBAN BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930

-
—

Average Children per Woman

Marriage 20-LL
Combination | IOFAY Ty 15-19 | 20-24[ 25-29{ 30-34 | 35-39| LO-Lb | bh5-kg
Actual
Tor Age
Rental Under $20
A 0.61 0.70 | 0.64 0.6 1 0.80 | 0.97.| 0.75. | 0.18.{ 0.3 0.00
B - 0.8 | 0.93 [ -2 0.68;': 1.11 1.38: 0.38: o.hs,z ooé: o.oo:
c 0.61 0.63 | ---- o.Lk™o7h | 0.83 | 0.56 | 0.25 | 0.00 | 0.00
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 | 0.27 | 0.0b
B 0.56 | 0.61 ] 0.59 0.50 | 0.79 | 0.83 { 0.59 | 0.39 | 0.20 | 0.07
e 0.4 | o.535 | 0.51 0.48 | 0.7h } 0.64 | 0.50 | 0.35 | 0.20 | 0.02
D 0.66 | o0.73 | o0.70 0.45 | 0.96 | 0.88 | 0.65 | 0.55 | 0.34 | 0.09
Rental Under $30
A 0.60 0.67 | 0.62 0.47 }0.85 | 0.92 | 0.64 | 0.32 0.25b o.o3b
B 0.77 | 0.85 | 0.76° 0.59 |0.9- [ 1.16 [ 0.62 | 0.68 [ 0.25 | 0.00
c 0.62 | 0.66 | 0.58° o.k2 {0.82 | 0.79 | 0.51 | 0.42 | 0.29" | 0.06
D 0.90 | 0.97 | 0.87 0.62 | 1.1% | 1.12 | 0.82 | 0.69 | 0.4k | 0.10
Rental $30 and over
A o.k0 | o.k6 | 0.18 0.29 10.57 | 0.68 | 0.5% | 0.33 | 0.16 0.0k
‘B 0.49 0.52 | 0.53 0.8 | 0.76 | 0.72 | 0.57 | 0.28 | 0.18 | 0.09
c 0.42 | 0.46 | 0.5 0.54 | 0.65 | 0.56 | 0.50 | 0.29 { 0.17 | 0.00
D 0.k9 | .0.56 | 0.57 0.30 | 0.82 | 0.67 | 0.53 | 0.1 { 0.32 | 0,08

5/ Not calculated because most of the age groups contained less than 25 womsn.

1_:/ Based on less than 25 women.

g/ Based on more than 10 but less than 25 women in one of the five ege intervalas.

closer to that of combination C than to
that of comblnatlon B but was always
higher than that of C. It may also be
noted again that at higher rentals ($20
and over, and $30 and over) there was
much less difference in the average number
of children in these different marriage
combinations than at the lower rentals.
The maximum difference was always between
southborn wives with northborn husbands
and with southborn husbands (MC-C and
MC-D).

The indexes in Table %5 make it
clear that the relations of averages 1n
the four marrisge combinations noted
above also held for practically all age
intervals. There was & closer assoclatien
between the birth-region of the husband
and the average number of children per
woman than between the birth-region of the
wife and the average number of children at
almost every age interval and in each of

the several rental classes, 1,e., the aver-
ages of marriage combinations A and ¢ are
more alike than those of A and B, and those
of marriage comblnations B and D are more
allke than those of ¢ and D.

Finally, before leaving this matter
of marriage combinations and rental classes,
it will be of Iinterest to turn attention
for a moment to Table 46, giving the average
number of chilldren per woman by relatively
narrow rental intervals for the two marriage
comblnations in which the number of women
was large enough to permit of such an array:
MC-A, northborn urban women with northborn
husbands; and MC-D, southborn urban women
with southborn husbanda. The point of
chief interest 1s that the differences in
averages between these groups dimlinished as
rentals increased. (See Chart 16.) At
rentals under $20 the average was over one-
half greater where both husband and wife

were southborn than where both were northbarn.



50

DIFFERENTIAL FERTILITY

TABLE L5: BﬂMﬂHﬁa OF AGE-SPECIFIC AVERAGES
FOR THE FOUR NORTHBORN-SOUTHBORN MARRIAGE
COMBINATIONS, URBAN BUTLER COUNTY,

OHIO: 1930
Mar-
Index of Average Children per Woman
riage
Combi- _
pations 15-19| 20-24 [ 25-29| 30-34 | 35-39| ho-4k
Rental under $20 .
A 1°°1, 100 100b 100_D 1oob 100
B 11»8b 139 11;2b 513 256b
C 96 g2 86 75 1 139 | .-
D 154 | 156 | 131 | 117 | 367 | 194
Rental $20 and over
A 100 [ 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100
B 136 | 120 | 134 | 107 { 118 | 118
C 150 | 112 88 91 | 100 | 118
D 122 | 145 | 121 | 118 | 161 | 200
Rental under $30
A 100 | 100 } 100 | 100 | 100 100b
B 126 | 108 | 126 o7 | 212 109b
c 8] 99| 86| Bo| 13| 83
D 132 1 137 1 122 | 128 | 216 | 191
Rental $30 and over
A 100h 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100
B 166 | 133 | 106 | 106 85 | 112
c 186 | 11 B2 9% 88 | 106
D 103 | 1k 99 98 | 124 | 200

g,/ Age-specific averages of merriage combi-
nation A = 100.

1)/ Based on less than 2'5 women as indlicated

in Table hk.

This difference declined almost steadlly
as rental inereased, the average for mar-
riage combination D being only 4 percent
above that for marrlage combination A at
rentals of $50 or more.
atatus lmproved, the differences in back-

grounds (difference in birth-region) which
accompanlied a large difference in averages

As economic

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: (&) be-

ing southborn or northborn was fairly

closely associated with the average number

‘of children per woman even when certain

other important factors were held constant
but eappeared to be more closely associated

CHART 16: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN O-4 PER
NATIVE WHITE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 20-44 STAND-
ARDIZED FOR AGE DIFFERENCES, BY AVERAGE MONTH-
LY RENTAL, MARRIAGE COMBINATIONS A AND D, URBAN
BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930
{Based on Table L&)

ME-A, orthh
X with'northbors asband

WC~-D, Ycuthborn woman
i ) E' with' aoutbbors imabAnd

Under $20  $20-24 $25-29 $30-39  $o-l9
MONTHLY RENTAYL

with the influence of the husband than with
that of the wife; (b) when differences in
rental status were eliminated by atandard-
ization, differences in actual (crude)
averages between these combinations were
much reduced, 1ndicating that economie 4if-
ferences were falrly c¢losely assoclated
with the differences 1n 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, vlz., that when a northborn man
married a southborn women (MC-C) the aver-
age was significantly below that of any of
the other three comblnations.

These data showing the relation of
average numbers of chlldren in different
marriage combinations in the urban popula-
tion in relation to certain other factors
suggest several rather general hypotheses
which may be stated a3 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 NUMEER OF CHILDREN O-k PER NATIVE
WHITE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 15-49 AND 20-bk, ACTUAL
AND STANDARDIZED FOR AGE DIFFERENCES, BY AVERAGE
MONTHLY RENTAL, MAFRRIAGE COMBINATIONS A AND D,
URBAN BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930

Average Children
Monthly per Woman Percent
Rental 15-49 20-hl Difference
Actual[Actual|Stand.

Marrisge Combination Ab
Under $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 0.4 | 0.52 | 0.50
$40-49 | 0.40 | 0.45 | 0.46
350+ 0.35 | 0.k2 | 0.47

Marriage Combination ]J'b
Under $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 1
$50+ 0.40 | 0.46 | 0.49° "

- af Percent standardized average in D 1s
greater than in A.
b/ A = Forthborn Women with Northborn Hus-
bands; D = Southborn Women with Southborn
Hugbands.
¢/ Based on more then 10 but less than 25
women in one of the five age intervals.
(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 dlssi-
pate these differences and to reduce all
the different Groups &nd classes to & low
birth rate; and (3) the attitude of the
husband towards the control of the size of
the family 1is fully as important as, prob-
ably more important than, that of the wife.
It i8s to be hoped that as new facts become
avallable 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 than one-
fourth as large as the average for a
woman not employed, 0.70. (See Chart 17
and Table 47.) 8Since very few rural
women were employed outside the home,
comparisons of averages between women
employed outslde 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 numher
of children was found among Group 3 em-
ployed women than among Group 1 employed
women 1s what would be expected from the
differences between these two Groups al-
ready noted. The age-specific dlffer-
ences were also about what would be ex-
pected. Furthermore, the same types of
differences 1ln average numbers of chill-
dren between employed and not employed
women were found in both northborn and
southborn Groups of women.

About the same proportion of sall
flirst 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 malntenance
level which requires that two out of
every three first marriage women 20-ll4
have a chlld under five 1f thelr 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 WHITE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 20-4i
STANDARDIZED FOR AGE DIFFERENCES, BY
EMPLOYMENT STATUS, SELECTED BIRTH-
RESTDENCE GROUPS, BUTLER COUNTY,
OHIO: 1930
(Based on Table 47)

a eyl

Women loyed
nngu!’r:a‘:gu

1.00

eral similarity 1in the behavior of north-
born and southborn women as regards em-
ployment and chlldren it should be noted
that employment away from home was somewhat
less of a deterrent to bearing children,

or chlldren were less a deterrent to em-
ployment, among the younger marrled women,
particularly thoss 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
limitatlon of the size of the family was
more general at the younger ages among
northborn women than among southborn women.

The differences In actusl 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
a3 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 1little or
no significance.

In order to show how differences
in proportions employed affected the aver-
ages to gll 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 CHILDREN O-i PER NATIVE WHITE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN, BY AGE
AND BY EMPLOYMENT STATUS, SELECTED BIRTH-RESIDENCE GROUPS,
BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930 ‘

Average Children per Woman
15-19 20-24| 25-29( 30-34| 35-39( ho-Ub| 45-49

Employment

Statue 15-h9 20-bh

Act.| Act.|Stand.
Native White Firat Marriage Women
Rot Employed 0.62 | 0.70] 0.70 | 0.57 [ 0.97 |0.95 |0.70 |0.b5 | 0.25 | 0.06
Employed away 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 Employed 0.50 | 0.57] 0.60 |0.50| 0.82 |0.85 |0.60 [0.36 }0.18 | 0.0k
Employed away_from home | 0.12 | 0.15] 0.1310.10] 0.10 |0.20 |0.09 |0, 27 | 0.07 | 0,00
Group 2 - Northborn Rural Women

Not Employed 0.56 | 0.65} 0.71 | 0.52 | 0.99.|0.92 | 0.74 [0.4k | 0.26 | 0.05
Employed awsy from heome | 0.12 | 0.13 ____BI %1 b 2I:v b 6b b

0.00] 0.107|0.13 | 0.2k .|]0.00 | 0.17] 0.00

Group 3 - Southborn Urban Women
Not Employed 0.76 | 0.83%] 0.77 |0.61| 1.05 |1.01 [0.73 |0.54 | 0.36 | 0.08
Employed away 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 Employed 0.91 | 0.98 0.96& O.TZLh 1.21Lb 1.214b 0.99.b 0.7‘)'.b 0.39.b 0.15.b

Employed away from home | 0.34 | 0.31| ---~} 0,001 0.257]0.57 |0.33 |0.007|0.007| 1.00

5/ Not calculated because there were less than 25 women in several age intervals.
y/ Based on less than 25 women.

(Column D). The results of these calcula- CHART 18: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN O-4 PER
tions together with other selected averag- NATIVE WHITE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN 20-b},
es, useful for comparison, are given in ACTUAL AND STANDARDIZED FOR EMPLOYMENT
Table 48. Differences in proportions em- STATUS OF WOMEN, SELECTED BIRTH-
ployed effected a small, but probably sig- RESIDENCE GROUPS, BUTLER COUNTY,
nificant, modification in the actual OHIO: 1930

{erude) averages (Chart 18 and Columns A {(Based on Table 48)

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 differences
in proportions of employed women in these
four Groups were sufficlient to effect an

appreciable diminution of the differences |
between the rural and urban Groups in average for Group 1 only one point instead

their ¢rude and standardized average mum- of two; for Group 2 it lowered the average
bers of children per woman, &lthough the three points instead of raising it five, in
different proportions employed had little (Group 3 1t reised the average one point in-

infiuence on differences between northborn | stead of lowering it five, and in Group 4
and southborn Groups. it lowered the average four points instesd

When compared with the results of [of two. Age is thus shown to be more impor-
standardizing for age (Column B), standard-|tant than employment in accounting for the
1zing for employment (Column C) raised the differences in the crude averages between
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TABIE 48: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN O-I 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% B c® D
A1l Vomen 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65
Croup 1 0.52 | 0.54 | 0.53 | o.55
Group 2 0.63 0.68 0.60 0.65
Group 3 0.76 0.71 .77 0.72
Group 4 - 0.96 0.94 0.92 0.90

e/ Column A = Actual Averages; Column B
= Btandardized for Age; Column C = Stand-
ardized for Employment; Column D = Stand-
ardized for Age and Employment.

Groups, except in the case of Group 4. But
employment of women was by no means a
negliglible factor in the total situation
although 1t did not act in exactly the
same manner &3 did differences in age.

The results of standardlizing for
both age and employment at the same time
are shown in Column D of Table U8, As
would be expected thls 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 ermploy-
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.
Clearly, differences in the employment of
women away from home, as a factor affect-
ing the averages {c¢rude) 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 1n the same Group. This caleulation
showed that 1f 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 NUMBER OF CHILIREN 0-}
BELONGING TO THE WOMEN 15-49 IN THE FOUR
BASIC GROUPS AND NUMBER THEY WOULD HAVE
HAD TF NO WOMEN HAD BEEN EMPLOYED AWAY
FROM HOME OR FOR WAGES AT HOME, SELECT-
ED BIRTH-RESIDENCE GROUPS, BUTLER COUNTY,
OHIO: 1930

Children in Given Group
1 2 3 L
5,316 | 1,494 13,210 | 1,188

Actual

With no em-
ployed women |5,673

Percent changs
from actual 11 h 8 2

1,548 | 5,452 | 1,217

49.) Altogether there would have been 682
more children under 5 in the County in

1930 1if 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 (0-3) population.
It 15 not intended to imply that the em-
ployment of women away from home caused al-
moat 700 fewer children to be raised in
Butler County. As indicated above, it is
not known whether, or to what extent, women
had smaller familiea because they worked or
worked because they had few or no children.
The data avallable for this study throw no
light on this aspect of the matter.

2. PRiMARY AND SECONDARY FAMILIES

‘Women pPrimary families living
alone had a considerably higher average
number of children (standardized for age)
than either thoss in primary families with
a secondary family present, that ia, 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.%
They also had higher averages at every age
where the numbers were large enough to
vyield reliable results. (See Table 50.)

It 1s 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 1little difference between
northborn and southborn urban women in the
average number of children in secondary
families (actual averages). These facts

1. "Primary femily" as used in this etudy refers to the firat fomily in the home, i.e., the family of
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TABLE 50: AVERAGE NUMEER OF CHILIREN O-4 PER NATIVE WHITE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN, BY AGE
AND BY TYPE OF FAMILY, SELECTED BIRTH-RESIDENCE GROUPS, BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930

Type of Average Children per Woman
Family 15-49 20-kY 1 L y
Actual Actualli ™ 5-19 | 20-2k4 | 25-29 | 30-34 |35-39 |ho-4k h?-kQ
Native White First Marrisge Women
Primary only| 0.60 0.67 | 0.68 0.58 -0.95 0.91| 0.67 | 0.3 | 0.24 | 0.05
Secondery 0.4} 0.47 | 0.40 0.38] 0.51( 0.55| o.44 | 0.33| 0.05 | 0.0k
, ' Group 1 - Northborn Urban Women
Primary only} 0.L47 0.54 | 0.56 o.48 | 0.75| 0.79| 0.58 | 0.34 | 0.17 0.05b
Secondary 0.39 0.41| 0.36 0.36 [ o.b7| 0.6 0.39 | 0.30 | 0.07 | 0.00
Group 2 - Northborn Rural Women
Primary only| 0.55 0.64 O.TOE 0.63| 1.02| 0.90| 0.73 0.113b O.ETb 0'05b
Secondary 0.51 0.56{ ===- 0.26| o.k6| 0,80 0.864 | 0.39| 0.00°| 0.25
: Group 3 - Southborn Urban Women .
Primary only| 0.73 0.79 0.7ha 0.61] 1.05( 0.97| 0.67 0.51b 0.35b 0.0Tb
Secondary 0.k2 Ol | —-ee 0.41| 0.561 0.37]| 0.17| 0.19| 0.00 | 0.00
Group 4 - Southborn Rural Women
Primary only| 0.91 0.98 0.96a 0.76.| 1.25| 1.24 0.98b 0.72b 0.37b 0.20_h
Secondary 0.69 o.7h | ---- 0.56] 0.69]| 0.717] 1.33 | 1.50| 0.00 | 0.00

5/ Fot calculated because several age groups contained leas than 25 women,

y/ Based on less than 25 women.

suggest the possibllity that the primary
and secondary family combinations repre-
sented a somewhat less satisfactory. adjust-
ment of famlily 1life among the southborn
urban population of the County than among
the northborn urban population; but there
i1s no clear proof that this was the case.
The data avallable did not supply
any satisfactory explanation of the dif-
ferences in average number of children in
primary and secondary famlilles 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 1s 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

{FPootnote continued) which the head of the household is a msmber,

L3

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 rursl Groups, since
there were but few rural women employed
away from home,

The differences in averages be-
tween families in which there was but one
worker and theose in which there wae more
than one worker (see Section 4 below) add
1likelihood to the suggestion that employ-
ment of women may have been a factor of
some lmportance in explaining the differ-
ences in averages In these primary and
secondary famllles, As between Groups,
differences in the proportions of the 4if-
ferent types of families (primary and sec-
ondary) seemed to be of little signifi-
cance 1in determining average number of
children., 8tandardizing 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.)

It is composed of a husband and

wife living together, with or without children. A secondary family i1s the second or subsequent com-
plets family living with a primary family, and is composed of a husband and wife living together, with

or without children.

Since the nmumber of women in "primary with sscondary” families was quite small

in all four Groups, these women are omitted from the following diascussion.
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3, NUMBER OF CHILDREN TO OWNERS AND RENTERS.

Table 51 shows the differences he-

tween owners and renters in average num-
bers of children per woman.
women in Butler County, those in rented

homes had an average {standardized for age)
about one-sixth higher than these in owned

For all

homes. However, the differences varied
considerably from Group to Group.
was slightly less than 4 percent differ-
ence in averages (standardized for age)
between owners and renters in Group 1,

while the difference 1n standardized aver-

There

ages between northborn rural owners and
renters (Group 2) was about 20 percent
greater among renters and that between

southborn urban owners and renters {Group
Z) was almost the same.

In Group 4

(southborn rural) renters had an average

about 14 percent higher than owners.
rather large differences between the actual

averages and the standardized (for age)
averages show the effects of differences

TABLE 5):

The

in the age distribution of these two class-
es {owners and renters). In every Group
the standardized average for owners was
gsignificantly higher than the actual aver-
age while that for renters was the same or
lower, indicating that owners had an age
composition less favorable to a high aver-
age number of children per woman than
renters. )

Another way to show the effect of
owvner-renter differences in age is to calcu-
late the total number of c¢hildren owner
women would have had 1f they had been given
the age distribution of renter women in the
same Group but retalned their own age-spe-
cific averages. The results of these cal-
culations are given in Table 52, Columna B
and C. They indicate that, (a) within
Groups 1 and 2, renter women had a very
distinct advantage in age composition but
that this was somewhat smaller in Group 3
and still less in Group 4. (See percents
in Column C.)?

In order to get a falrly preclse

AVERAGCE NUMBER OF CHILDREN O-4 PER NATIVE WHITE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN, BY AGE
AND BY TENURE OF HOME, SELECTED BIRTH-RESIDENCE GRCUPS, BUTLER COUNTY, OHTO: 1930

Avérage Children per Woman

Tenure 15-49 50-hb

of Home Actual | Actual|Stand. | 15-19 { 20-2k | 25-29 | 30-34 | 35-39 [ ho-uh | L45-k9
Netive White First Marriage Women

Owned 0.46 0.54 { 0.59 0.50 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 - Northborn Urban Women

Owned 0.39 0.46 | 0.52 0.39 0.61 0.74 0.62 0.32 0.16 0.0k

Rented 0.5% 0.58 | 0.54 0.46 0.73 0.78 0.50 0.36 0,18 0.0k
Group 2 - Northborn Rural Women

Owned 0.43 0.53 | 0.62 0.43 0.71 0.91 | 0.70 0.38 0.19 0.04

Rented 0.68 o.7% | 0.74 | 0,54 1.0k 0.88 0.73 0.51 | 0.4 0.06
Group 3 - Southborm Urban Women

Owned 0.54 0.60 | 0.62 0.64 0.87 0.79 0.65 0.39 0.27 0.05

Rented 0.77 0.835 | 0.75 0.53 1.02 0.98 0.66 0.57 0.38 0.08
Group 4 - Southborn Rural Women

Owned 0.78 0.85 | 0.87 0.5881 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 1.08 0.77 0.45 0.22

&/ Based on less 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-L4L4 in the County.
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idea of the relative importance of differ-
ences in age and differences in age-specif-
lc average numbers of children in account-
ing for differences in actual averages be-
tween owners and renters, calculastions
were also made to show the change in the
total number of children to owner women if
they had had the age-specific averages of
renter women. (See Columns D and E of
. Table 52.) The percent of increase in
number of chlldren shown in Column E when
compared with that in Column C showing the
effect of age differences, gives a fairly
good notion of the relative importance of
these two factors. 1In Group 1 almost all
* the dlfference between owners and renters
in average numbers of children was due to
age differences. The owner 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 1in age-apecifiec averages,
but only to the extent of belng about one-
third greater; in Group 3 they were of
about equal importance, 21 and 19 percent,
respectively; and in Group 4 differences
1n age-speclfic averages were almost twice
as important as those in age composition.
If it 18 assumed that the economle
status of renters was less favorable than
that of owners then the differences between
theae classes in age-specific averages for
Groups 2, 3, and 4 eappear quite consistent
with the generally observed relationship
between lower economic status and higher
fertility, but the situation in Group 1
suggests the possibllity that this inverse
relationship was in procesas of passing.
However, as has already been shown, the
relationship between economic status,
measured by rental, and fertlility was high-
1y inverse, particularly at low rentals,
~1n a1l of these four Groups in 1930. Hence,
one must conelude the classification of
the women in Group 1 into owners 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 economlc status.
‘It is also of some interest that,
although in general renters had higher
averages than owners, and the differences

57
‘TABLE 52: NUMBER OF CHILIDREN O-4 OF NATIVE
WHITE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMEN 15-49, BY TENURE
OF HOME, SELECTED BIRTH-RESIDENCE GROUPS,
BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930
Tenure a 8 a B a
of Home A B c D B
Native White iirat Marriage Woman
Total 9,208] 10,024 9 |9,602] b
Owned 3,297 &,113 25 }3,680( 12
Rented 5,817 5,817 -- |5,817] --
Unknown ol 1 -- 105| 12
Group 1 - Northborm Urban Women
Total 3,316 3,735 13 |3,333| 1
Owned 1,k69| 1,888 | 29 |1,u86| 1
Rented 1,811 1,811 --11,811] --
Unknown 36 36 - 26| --
Group 2 - Northborn Rural Women
Total 1,h9k| 1,699 14 {1,649 10
Owned 650 855 32 802| 23
Rented 830 830 - 830| --
Unlmown 1L 14 -- i7] 21
Group 3 - Bouthborn Urban Women
Total 3,210 3,357 5 3,354 b
Owned 708 855 21| 8uk] 19
Rented 2,h70| 2,470 -- |2,470| --
Unlmown 32 32 - kol 25
Group 4 - Southborn Rural Women
Total 1,188 1,233 h|1,266) 7
Owned 470 515 lo| 54|17
Rented T06 706 - TO8| --
Unknown 12 12 - 12| --

a/ Column A = Actual number of children;
Column B = Calculated number of children they
would have had 1f ownere had age composition
for renters but their own age-epecific aver-
ages; Column C = 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-epecific
averagea of renters; Column E = Percent D
changes from A.

between the age-specific averages for own-
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 intereated in owning homes
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were somewhat less fertile than those who
rented, but that as they grew older, e.g.,
30-3%, they made up to some extent for
thelir lower fertillty at younger ages.

4. CHILDREN IN ONE-WORKER AND
MULTIFLE-WORKER FAMILIES3

Table 53 shows that among the flrst
marriage women of all ages in the County
the average number of children per woman
‘(standardized for age differences) was &
half larger in families where there was
only one galinful 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 1n average
number of children between one- and two-
worker families varied greatly from Group
to Group. In Group 4 1t was 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
l, 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 1n respect to the dif-
ferences in the average number of children
per woman in one-worker and two-or-more-
worker families than elther was to the

same birth-reglon Group, living 1in the
rural areas of the County.

With only minor exceptlions there
was a higher average number of chlldren
in one-worker families than in two-or-more-
worker families In all age pericds of each
Group, but the difference tended to be
greater in the early age periods and to
diminish as age 1ncreased. Why this 4if-
ference diminished with increasing age, or
why there was any difference at all between
one- and two-or-more-worker familles or
between urban and rural dwellers cannot be
explained entirely satisfactorlly by the
data avallable; but it 1s not unlikely
that it 13 more or less closely connected
with the variations between Groups and
types of famlilles, in the proportion of
women employed away from home.

If we assume, for the sake of mak- ]

ing certain calculatlions, 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

. galnful workers.

CHART 19: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN O-k4
PER NATIVE WHITE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN
20-4i STANDARDIZED FOR AGE DIFFERENCES,

BY NUMBER OF GAINFUL WORKERS IN THE
FAMILY, SELECTED BIRTH-RESIDENCE
1930

GROUPS, BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO:
(Based on Table 53)
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* Excludes families whers the firet marriage women are workers.

workers, other than the wife, present guite
another picture of the differences in the
average number of children in one-worker
familles and in famillea with two or more
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 galnful workers are shown in the
last line of each section of Table 53 and
by the 4th bar in each section of Chart 19
As already noted for the first marriage
women of all ages In the County, the stand-
ardized average number of children for
one-worker famllies was about one-half
greater than for two-or-more-worker fami-
1ies 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 1st and Yth bars
of Chart 19.) In Group 1 the difference
vas 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-hslf and
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TABLE 53: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILIREN O-4 PER NATIVE WHITE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN BY AGE
AND BY NUMBER OF GATNFUL WOREERS IN FAMILY, SELECTED BIRTH-RESIDENCE GROUF3,

BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 19530
Fumber of Average Children per Woman
gainful - 20kl .
workers Total s unll Stand. 15-19 | 20-24 | 25-29 | 30-34 | 35-39 | ho-Uh | Us5-L9
Netive White Firat Marriasge Women
1 0.68 0.74 | 0.72 0.61 1.01 0.97 0.7% 0.44 0.2% 0,05
2 0.ko 0.46 | 0.48 0.43 0.63 0.63 0.44 0.38 0.21 0.05
3+ 0.36 0.44 | 0.%5 0.39 0.56 0.54 0.37 0.43 0.28 0.07
24¢ 0.46 0.57 | 0.63 0.50 0.84% 0.84 0.58 0.47 0.27 0.06
Group 1 - Northborn Urban Women
1 0.55 0.60 | 0.61 0.50 0.84 0.86 0.62 0.36 0.18 0.0k
2 0.30 0.35 | 0.37 0.L44 0.45 0.51 0.42 0.25 0.14 0.01
3+ c.28 | o.34)] 0,37 | o.29 | o2 | 0,50 o0.,32 { O.54 | 0,18 | 0.07
24° 0.36 0.4 | 0.5% 0.48 0.7h4 0.78 0.55 0.32 0.17 0.0k
Group 2 - Northborn Rural Wemen
1 0.62 0.69 | 0.72 0.63 1.04 0.91 0.77 0.3 0.26 0.05
2 0.39 0.0 | 0.58 0.32: 0.65 o.Bab 0'531; 0.43 0.25 0.04
3+ 0.27 0.38 | -=-s 0.25 0.56 0.44 0.4k 0.41 0.26 0.06
246 0.39 0.53 | 0.65 0.30 0.79 0.97 0.60 0.48 0.26 0.05
Group % - Southborn Urban Women
1 0.84 0.89{ 0.80 0.64 1.10 1.07 0.78 0.54 0.33% 0.05
2 0.48 0.53 | 0.51 0.k 0.78 0.66 0.31 0.43 0.27 0.09
34+ 0.46 0.55| 0.51 0.46 0.71 0.56 0.37 0.48 0.42 0.07
24¢ 0.57| o0.65) 0.64 | 0.56 | o.91| 0.80 | o.49 | o5k | 0.39 | 0.09
Group 4 - Southborn Rural Women
1 0.97 1.02| 0.96 0.73b 1.26 1.25 1.00 0.70 0.32 0.18
2 0.73 0.84 0.903 0.1;5b 1.09 1'081: 0.89,0 o.a?m o.hsb 0.21
3+ 0.52 0.62 ---- 0.57_D 0.59 0.89°| 0.86° | 0.73 0.41°] 0,16
24° 0.72 0.86| 0.95 0.56 1.02 1.23 0.97 0.88 0.hé 0.14

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

b/ Based on less than 25 women.

¢/ Excludes families where the first marriage woman is also & 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 1t 1s the relatively
large proportion of galnfully 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

famlilies 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 18 justified, but since, in this
astudy, 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 NUMEER OF CHILDREN O-k
BELONGING TO THE WOMEN IN THE FOUR BASIC
GROUPS AND THE NUMBER THEY WOULD HAVE
HAD TF ALL WOMEN BELORGED TO ONE-
WOREER FAMILIES, BUTLER COUNTY,

OHIO: 1930
Groups
Total 1 2 3 4
X | 9,208 | 3,316 [ 1,494 | 3,210 | 2,188
Y | 10,162 | 3,743 | 1,580 | 3,620 | 1,219
Z 10 13 6 13 3

X/ Actual number.

I/ Children if all women belonged to one-
worker families.

Z/ Percent change 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 THTS WOMAN

Among the 15,857 first marriage
women 15-49 in this study there were but
T3 who had chlldren who were not thelr own
in the home. These were cases of nephews,
nleces, young cousins, grandchildren, chil-
dren of frienda, and other unrelated chil-
dren who were living in the household, i.e,
as members of the famlly. Of these 73
women, only 28 had children under 5 years
of age. 8ince less than one-half of one
percent of the women had children not
thelr own, 1% is impossible to say whether
the presence of these chlldren had any ef-
fect upon the number of their own chlldren.
In any event, the effect on the birth rate
of the population as a whole, of the pres-
ence of families assuming the care of
children not thelr own, would be of little
significance.

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

When the age of the hushand was re-
lated to that of the wife for the women of
all ages in the County as a whole (Table
55) the actual average number of children
(crudea) rose to a maximum when the husband
was aged 25-29 and then declined steadilly.
This would be expected, in view of the fact
that the maximum average number of children
0-4 was reached when the duration of mar-
riage was 5-9 years, for men 25-29 would
have a high proportion of their marriages
falling in thils duration interval. The
rise In average number of children up to
25-29 years of age for husbands was prob-
ably due largely to the Increase in length
of time married as age increased. The de-
¢line in the average number of chlldren
after husbands passed thls age probably
resulted from the lnecreasing voluntary con-
trol of family aize and from the decreas-
ing fecundity of the wives as they became
older. At ages of wife 25-29 and over
there was a rather general decline 1in the
average number of children with increase
in the age of the husband, with the excep-
tion that hushands 40-4% with wives 25-29
had an average as high as husbands 25-29
with wives of 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
younger. At ages over 25, women generally
had higher averages when thelr husbands
were younger than they were, than when
thelir husbands were the same age or older.
This suggests the possibllity 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 abllity to participate in reproduc-
tion. There is, of course, no proof of
this hypothesls in the data glven hers.

3. There were too few women in most sge classes by age of ﬁusband to permit of reliable atandardization
(for age) of the average mmber of children per woman,
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TABLE 55: AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN 0-h PER RATIVE WEITE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN, BY AGE

AND BY AGE OF HUSBAND, BUTLER COUNTY, OETO: 1930

_Age of Average Children per Woman
Hugband | 15-49 20-4Y4
(years) |Actual [ActuellStand. | 77 20-24 | 25-29 | 30-34 | 35-39 | ho-bb | k5-hg

- . . Rative White Firat Marrisge Women
nder 20| 0.32 . N c
me ol oln | o2 o7 o o | = 2 [
10| 0.7 |-y . . 90 | 0.70° | meme | coee | -ee-
2529 0.91% | 0.92%|---- 0.58 | 0.96 | 0.91 | 0.4 | 0.67° | 0.00° | 0.00°
30-3) 0.78 | 0.78 |0.75 0.79 | 0.96 | 0.86 | 0.68 | 0.55 | 0.67° | 0.00°
35-39 0.56_| 0.56 [0.68 0.86° | 1.08 | 0.80 | 0.65.| o.k4 | 0.29 | 0.15
Lko-4k 0.37 | 0.39_|0.T%, 0.50° { 2.21° | 0.91 | 0.63 | o.bo | 0.23 | o.07
45-4g 0.21% | 0:30°| - -——- ] 0.18° | 0.68° | 0.61 | 0.3% | o.24 | o.07
50+ 0.13" | 0.29%|---- 1.00° | ---- | 0.69° | 0.50 | 0.37 | 0.21 | o.04
Group 1 - Northborn Urban Women

Under 20| 0.38%| 0.25%]----" 0.81° | 0.25° | cooo | oo | wmee | cmem | eeee
20-24 0.58: 0.63: ----: 0.45 | 0.60 | 0.8 | 0.33°] cmem | coee | ----
2529 [ 0.74% [ 0.75°(----) o7 | 0.75 | 0.77 | 0.63 0.25° | mmme | ----
30-3} 0.65 | 0.66 |---- 0.72° | o.71 | o.7% | 0.61 | o.us | 0.67° | 0.00°
35-39 0.57% | 0.47 |0.67 0.00° | 1.26° | 0.82 | 0.53 | 0.37 | o.24 | 0.08°
Lo-hl 0.26* | 0.28%----P e | 12.25° | 0.76 | 0.46 | 0.29 | 0.17 | 0.06
45-k9 | 0.13% | 0.207 ----: ---- [ 0.50° | 0.56° | 0.63 | 0.27 | 0.24 [ 0.0k

50+ 0.0 | 0.22%f ---- aeee | ==== | 0.00° | 0.60° | o.24 | 0.16 | 0.03

Group 5 - Southborn Urban Women

Under 20 0.32% | 0.25%-=--) [ 0.35 | 0.29° [ 0.00° | wooo | cooe | oomn | eee
20-24 o.'rqa 0.89a -y 0.55 | 0.80 | o.91 | 0.80 --=- | - ===
25-29 0.99 1,01 Ty 0.67c 1.06 0.99 0.72 0.80 ——— o.ooc
30-3h 0.84 | 0.85 |---- 0.56° | 1.06 | 0.95 | 0.70 | 0.45 | 0.40° | 0.00
35.39 0.59 | 0.60 |0.6% 0.33° | 1.00 | 0.66 | 0.58 | 0.55 | 0.3% | 0.25°
LO-bY 048 | 0.51 |--- weem | 2.20° | 1.13%° | 0.80 | 0.52 | 0.26 | 0.06
¥s-ko | 0.28% | 0.37°|--—-- ee- | 0.00% | 1.00% ] 0.29° | 0.28 | 0.2 | 0.10
50+ 0.18% | 0.42%[---- coem | we== | 0.50° | 0.28%] o0.54 | 0.33 | o.o0b

a/ Biased because there were no or few women in certain age intervals.
g/ Not calculated because several age intervals contained less than 25 women.

_<_:/ Baged on less than 25 women.

7. VALUE OF FARM AND AVERAGE NUMBER
OF CHILDREN

From the data in Table 56 it is
possible to draw only very tentative con-
e¢lusions regarding the relatlon of the
value of the farm to average number of
children per first marrlage 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 chlldren {standardlzed 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 $10,000-1%,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 chlldren per woman on
farms valued at $6,000-9,999 and $10,000-
14,999 1s of no significance since the num-
bers are small and many of the more vaiua-
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) smsller
than when the value was $10,000-14%,999,
Without more information than was available
in 1930 1t would be impossible to jJudge 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 FUMBER OF CHILIREN O-4 PER
WOMAN 15-49 AND 20-44, BY VAIUE OF FARM,
SELECTED BIRTH-RESIDERCE GROUPS,
BUTLER COUNTY, OHIC: 1930

Number of | Average Children
Vhi:e Women per Woman
Farm 15-Lg [20-uy | 1>-H9]_ 20-Mh
9 Act. [Act. [Stand.
Rural-farm
Total® 1,505 |1,204 | 0.56[0.67| 0.76
Under $6,000] 234| 187| o.61fo.74| 0.80°
6,000- 9,999 360| 281 0.510.63] 0.73
10,000-14,999 35%| 285 | ©0.52l0.62{ 0.7k
15,000+ 387| 310| 0.49|0.59| 0.69
Group 2b -~ Rorthborn Rural-farm
Total® ,160] 911 ] o.u9]o0.60] 0.69
Under $6,000| 137] 104 | o0.50[0.62] ----°
6,000~ 9,999 284| 217 0.47[0.60| 0.7
10,000-14,999 302| 239 | 0.47(0.58| 0.68
15,000+ 336| 267| 0.k6|0.57} --—
Group 4b - Southborn Rural-farm
Total® 345] 293{ 0.78[0.86] 0.96
Under $6,0001 97| 83| 0.76|0.88 ----:
6,000- 9,994 76| 64| o.67[0.70| ----
10,000-14,999 52| 6| o.81|o.87[ ----°
15,000+ 51 u#3| o0.67|0.77] ----°

a/ Includee unknown value of farm.
9/ Baged on more than 10 but leass than 25

women in one of the five age intervals.

note to Table 30.

See

¢/ TWot calculated beceuse several age groups
contalned less than 25 women.

ol
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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 $10,000-1%,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 $15,000 was
0.77 or 10 percent higher. Since the num-
ber of southborn womern on farms was small,
Group 4b averages could not be standard-
ized, and the crude averages are not of
very great slgnificance.



Chapter Vi

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 first marrlage women 1n 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
¢lasses for which such totals can be made.
In these two rBles 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 mssume 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 women, thus mek-
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 1s no difference in the age-specific
averages for first merriage 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 1s believed that the
totals give an approximate idea of the
way in which the reproduction of the women
compares with that needed to maintaln the
class of native white first marriage women
in this population. This appears all the
more reasonable if it is noted that the
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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 1life 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 irst marriage woman had such and
such a total fertility which if unchanged
would have a given relation to the main-
tenance of thls same Group or class in the
next generation. Thus it can be sald that
since each native white first marrlage
woman with husband present at the Census
needed & total of 2.75 children to insure
in the next generatlion an equal number of
firast marriage women with husband present,
Group 1 women fell almost one-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. 1In the
County as & 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 northborn ur-
ban women. Hence, such small natural in-
crease of population &s this County had in
1930 was due entirely to the presence of
southborn migrants with birth rates consid-
erably higher than those of the majority
group of’ northborn women.

Fortunately the shortcomings of
the total number of children per first mar-
riage woman, as absolute measures of fer-
ti1ity in the various Groups and classes,
are of even less significance vwhen making
comparisons of total fertility between the
several Groups and classes, Here 1t 18 a
question of the relative accuracy of these
totals for these several Groups--whether
the differentials found represent actual



DIFFERENTIAL FERTILITY

TABLE 57: AVERAGE NUMEER OF CHILDREN O-k PER NATIVE WHITE FIRST
MARRIAGE WOMAN BY AGE AND BY SINGLE YEARS OF AGE AT MARRIAGE,
SELECTED BIRTH-RESIDENCE GRCUPS, BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930

Averesge Children per Womsan
Age at 20-hy
Marriage Total Rotoal|Stand, 15-19 | 20-2h | 25-29 [30-34 | 35-39 [LbO-bh |k5-Lg
’ . HNative White Firet Marriage Women
Total 0.58 0.65 | 0.65 0.52| 0.88¢f 0.88 | 0.66| 0.43 | 0.24 | 0.05
Under 18 0.80 0.90 | 0.80 0.64| 1.28] 0.96 | 0.66 | 0.53 | 0.40 | 0.05
18 years 0.70 0.80 | 0.72 0.22| 1.1k | 0.95 | 0.62 | 0.4% | 0.26 | 0.09
i9 0.63 0.71 | 0.64 0.00] 0,90} 0.99 | 0.56 | 0.k4% | 0.2k | 0.03
20 0.55 0.59 | 0.59 0.61| 0.95 | 0.60 | 0.38 | 0.21 { 0.07
21 0.55 0.61 | 0.59 0.41 | 1.06 | 0.64 | 0.40 | 0.22 | 0.05
22 0.48 0.55 | 0.52 0.34 | 0.97 | 0.62 | 0.33 | 0.16 | 0.03
23 © 0.46 0.52 | 0.h7 0.13 0.81 | 0.72 | 0.36 | 0.15 | 0.06
24 0.46 0.52_ o.haa 0.00} 0.61 | 0.81| 0.57T| 0.17 | 0.05
25 0.47 .| . 0.48 | 0,91 | 0.k1 | 0.21 | 0.07
26-27 0.43 =l “a 0.31 [ 0.8B0| 0.55| 0.21 | 0.06
28-29 0.k2 =l e 0.12 | 0.62 | 0.5T | 0.31 | 0.05
30-3h 0.28 | 0.31| o.ko | 0.25 | 0.0k
35 and over 0.13 —— | - 0,18 | 0.25 | 0.05
Group 1 - Northborn Urban Women '
Total 0.46 0.52 | 0.54 0.4k | 0.70 | 0.77 | 0.56 | 0.34 | 0.17.| 0.0k
Under 18 0.63 0.70 | 0.58 0.57 1.12| 0:70 | 0.37 | 0.33 | 0.27 | 0.00
18 years 0.56 0.63 | 0.58 0.25| 0.94 [*q.835 | 0.49 | 0.31 | 0.1k | 0.07
19 0.52 20.59 | 0.53 0.00 | 0.79 | o.94 | 0.37 | 0.22 | 0.15 | 0.02
20 0.46 0.51 | 0.52 0.52 | 0.90 | 0.54 | 0.29 | 0.15 | 0.05
21 0.kk 0.50 | 0.50 0.37T| 0,92 | 0,50 | 0.35 | 0.18 .| 0.03
22 0.kL 0.52 | 0.48 0.36 | 0.97 | 0.50 | 0.24-] 0.15 | 0.02
23 0.4 0.45 | 0.42 0.13| 0.81 | 0.65 | 0.22 | 0.11 | 0.07
24 0.39 o.hha 0.36a ‘ 0.00| 0.43 | 0.79 | 0.31 | 0.15 | 0.02
25 0.4z =l o.46 | 0.80 | 0.38 | 0.17 | 0.06
26-27 0.39 ==l 0.28_D 0.76 | 0.8 ] 0.15 | 0.03
28-29 0.43 el Tl 0.17 | 0:59 | 0.62 | 0.25 | 0.07
30-34 0.25 | e 0.34 o.3hb 0.22 | 0.04
35 and over 0.12 S} 0.29 | 0,15 | 0.06
Group 2 - Northborn Rural Women
Total 0.5k 0.63 | 0.68 0.51| 0.95| 0,89 | 0.72 | 0.43 | 0.26 | 0.05
TUnder 18 0.72 0.80 | 0.77 o.64| 1.26 | 0.95 | 0.78| 0.38 | 0.25 o.ohb
18 years 0.69 0.81 | 0.81 0.071 1.32 | 1.06 | 0.61. | 0.58 | 0.29 | 0.06
19 0.61 0.70 | 0.70 0.00°| 1.07 | o.94 | 0.59 | 0.47 | 0.25 | 0.03
20 0.50 0.57 | 0.58 0.67| 0.86 | 0.70 | 0.30 | 0.18 | 0.00
21 0.57 0.63 0.60c 0.39b 1.04 | 0.77| 0.31 | 0.31 | o0.10
22 0.4y 0.52 0.55c o:asb 0.97 | 0.70 | 0.4 | 0.08 | 0.00
23 0.k6 0.56 o.§2a 0.101 0.69 | 0.90 | 0.52 | 0.2% | 0.05
2 0.46 0.56a e 0.00| 0.89 [ 0.75 | 0.k42 0.19b 0.0’(b
25 0.48 =l e o.5ob 1.03 | 0.32 | 0.36 o.13b
26-27 0.50 | . 0.50_ | 0.82 | 0.54 o.hz.b o.ohb
28-29 0.34 ===l = 0.00" 0.52 | 0.35 0.47"| 0.0k
30-34% 0.29 e e 0.18°| o.7h 0.20 o.oh,b
35 and over | 0.11 ——— ) - 0.00°| 0.23 | 0.05
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(Teble 57 Continued)

o at - —Avernge Childr AmAT
Mﬁf'ria.ge Total Actﬁlg:md. 15-19 |20-2k |25-29 [30-34 |35-39 |40-hY4 PS-h9
Group 3 - Southborn Urban Womsn
Total 0.70 0.76 | 0.71 0.55 | 0.99 | 0.93 [0.65 | 0.50 | 0.3% [o0.07
Under 18 0.87 0.97 | 0.84 0.66 ] 1.33 | 1.00 | 0.62 | 0.58 | 0.56 | 0.07
18 years 0.78 0.89 { 0.75 0.20 ( 1.18{ 0.9% | 0.61L [ 0.4% | 0.hL 0.08b
19 0.71 0.77 | 0.71 0.00 | 0.92] 0.97 [ 0.57T | 0.59 { 0.38 o.ohb
20 0.66 0.69 | 0.66 10.65| 1.02 |0.58 | 0.53 { 0.39 |0.13
21 0.65 0.70, | 0.63_ 0.k9 | 112 [0.69 | 0.49 | 0.15 |0.03,
22 0.56 0.59 | 0.56 0.30,| 0.95 |o0.72 | 0.b1 | 0.2 | 0.18
23 , 0.54 0.61 | 0.53° 0.22°( 0.85 |0.72 | 0.52 | 0.18 0.0k’
2l 0.54 0.56 | - 0.00 | 0.70 |0.80 [ 0.25 [ 0.15) f0.21)
25 0.k9 ] I, 047 [1.00 [ 049 [ 0.2’ |0.06
26-27 0.4k ] e 0.35 | 0.82 | 0.50, [ 0.06 [ 0.10]
28-29 0.47 L 0.00 [0.65°| 0.79°| 0.29, | 0.00]
30-34 0.29 S [ 0.32 | 0.3k | 0.27. | 0.20)
35 and over | 0.1k S 0.07°| 0.40° | 0.00
_ Group 4 - Southborn Rural Women

Total 0.89 0.96 | 0.9%4 0.69 | 1.16 | 1.21 | 0.98 | 0.73 | 0.28 0.18b
Under 18 1.02 1.11 | 1.05 0,75, 1.45 | 1.31 | 0.97 | 0.88 [ o.bk Jo.2b
18 years 1.00 1.10 | 1.04° 0.50 ) 1.56 ] 1.24 [ 1.19 0.66_9 o.ahb o.2ob
19 0.98 1.07 | ----% 0.00 [12.07] 1.32 {1.09 | 1.00’| 0.38"| 0.08
20 0.79 0.83 | —=u 0.90.| 1.14 | 0.76 [ 0.727] 0,35 0.33
21 0.82 0.84 | ----% 0.k3)| 1.57, | 0.18 | 0.65,| 0.36 [0.33
22 : 0.60 0.69 | -0 0.k0 | 1.06 | 0.77f 050, 0.50] | 0.10
23 0.65 0.71 | -=--2 0.00°| 0.94’ | 0.87,| 0.86, 1 0.0, (0.17,
2% 0.95 ] R 1.20] [ 1.25| 0.92] 0.50" [ 0.20]
25 0.90 S 0.7 [ 1.36 | 0.75,} --=- 0.0/
26-27 0.66 L 0.00. | 1.007} 0.93 | 0.33 [ 0.20
2829 - 0.48 L (R 0.20° | 3.00)| 0.36, | 0.boy | 0.0,

b | B 0.00 ! 0.38°| 0.75_ | 0.00
30-3h4 o.héb o - N b b
35 and over 0.29 ——— | =—-- 0.00°| 0.50" | 0.33

a/ Not calculated because there were no women 20-24, or few (less than 25) women in older

age groups. See note to Table 30.
1_3/ Based on leas than 25 women.

_t_=/ Pased on more than 10 but less than 25 women in one of the five age intervals.

differences in fertillty. 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 chlildren per womén would
be proportionally the same for all Groups
and classes as would also thelr 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 sll 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 yleld 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 1n the total fertllity of
women married at Aifferent 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 1n total
number of chlldren between those married
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 CHILIREN THE AVERAGE
FIRST MARRTAGE WOMAN, MARRIED AT GIVEN AGES,
WUULDE!W'EINTBECOURSEOFBERMARRIEDIIFE,

SELECTED BIRTH-RESIDENCE GROUPS, BUTLER
COUNTY, OHIO: 1930
(Rased on Table 58)

6.00 1

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 conslid-
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. Agaln the percentage decline 1in
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 hers

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

BUTLER COUNTY, OHTO: 1930

Total Children per Woman

Mig;; i:;e Butler Groups

County 1 2 3 4
Under 18 k.se |3.36| 4.3% | 4.82 | 5.94
18 years | 3.72 [3.03 | 3.99 | 3.89 | 5.59
19 3.16 |2.49 | 3.35 | 3.7 | k.oh
20 2.8 (2.5 2.72 | 3.30 | k.20
21 2,78 (2.35 | 2.92 | 2.97 | &.12
22 2.45 |2.23| 2.51 { 2.80 | 3.2k
23 2.23 |1.99| 2.50 | 2.52 | 2.8%
2l 2.01 [1.70| 2.32 | 2.01 | 2.83%
25 2,08 |[1.87| 2.34 | 2.16 | 2.82
26-27 1.91 |1.70| 2.35 | 1.83 e.hsb
28-29 1.67 [1.70] 1.38 | 1.73 | 2.15
303 1.00 |o.9% | 1.16 | 1.04 | 1.13
35+ 0.4 | 0.50 0.28 | 0.47 | 0.83

a/ The number of women in Group 4 married at
24 ia very small so an actual total of L.07
18 repleced by a total midway between that
for women married at 23 and at 25,

b/ Actual total 3.96 but the mumber of women
1e 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.

TABLE 59: INDEX OF TOTAL FERTILITY BY AGE AT
"MARRIAGE IN EACH OF THE FOUR (GROUPS BASED
ON THE TOTAL FERTILITY OF ALL WOMEN IN
THE COUNTY OF THAT AGE AT MARRIAGE,
BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930

Age at All Groups
Marriage Groups | 1 2 3 y
Total 100 82 103 108 145
Under 18 100 (! g6 107 131
18 years 100 81 107 105 150
19 100 79 106 110 156
20 100 87 96 117 1y
21 100 85 105 107 148
22 100 91 102 1 132
23 100 89 112 113 127
24 100 85 115 100 k1
25 100 - | 90 112 104 136
26-27 100 89 122 g6 129
28-29 100 102 83 104 129
30-3h 100 ok 116 104 113
35+ 100 109 61 102 180
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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, wilth only rather in-
significant exceptlions 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 situatlon may be summed up by
saying that a woman married under 18 had
more children than two women marrlied 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, 1.9%:1; Group &,
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 marrlage.

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 (northborn urban) more closely than
that of Group 2 women (northborn 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 untll age 27 18 passed;
after that age there i1s 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-

rilage is that while there are large differ-
ences between QGroups at almost all ages at
marriage under 30 there are even larger
differences between women in the same Group
having five or six years difference 1in age
at marriage. Furthermore, the decline in
total fertility as age at marriage increas-
es 18 much the same proportiocnally in all

‘of the four Groups (see Table 58).

Before comparing the total fertili-
ty of the average woman in the four Groups
as unlts, adjustments must be made to allow
for the fact that varying proportions of
the women in each of them marry at 18, 19,
20, ete¢., years of age, The surmation of
the age-specific averages in the "Total"
lines of Table 57 (see Column A of Table
60) gives an erroneocus impreasion of the
total fertility of the average woman in
these several Groups because of 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 NUMBER OF CHILDREN THE
AVERAGE FIRST MARRIAGE WOMAN, MARRIED
AT ALL AGES, WOULD HAVE IN THE COURSE
OF HER MARRIED LIFE, CRUDE AND
ADJUSTED, SELECTED PIRTE-
RESTDENCE GROUPS, BUTLER
COUNTY, OHIO: 1930
(Based on Table 60)

it el

Total
] crute
oronp 1 Eamame e e B st
M“DaEEEE!EEiiiiEiﬁii ___________________ I
e el gt el
omw;EEEE
promp b e e )
hEEEZEE?'"-'faFEEEEEE§§!
0 2.00 4,00 6.00
TOTAL YOOER OF CRILDREM

* Waighted by the sew-st-marriege dietribution of sll tetive white firet
marrisge women in the County. BSes dlscussion 1in Chapter VIL.

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, etec. 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 totsl obtained by mere summation
of age-specific averages. (See also



68

DIFFERENTIAL FERTTLITY

Chart 21.) This shows two things: (a)
that total fertility of all women 1s re-
duced about one-fifth because comparative-
1y few of them marry at the younger ages,
and (2) that the proportional decline in
total fertility as age at marriage increas-
e8 18 much the same in all four Groups.
These totals present a considerably more
accurate picture of differences 1n total
fertllity than the totals in Column A.

TABLE 60: TOTAL NUMBER OF CHILDREN FER WOMAN
IN EACH OF THE FOUR GROUPS AND TOTAL ADJUSTED
FOR DIFFERENCES IN AGE AT MARRIAGE,

BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930
Groups Aa BB ca Da
All Women 3.66 2.97 2.97 100
Group 1 3.02 2.4k 2,30 7
Group 2 3.79 3.06 2,95 . 99
Group 3 k.03 3.21 3.53 119
Group 4 5.33 k.31 h.Th 160

a/ A = Unadjusted total, the sum of the age-
specific averages of the "Totala™ in Table 57;
B = Welghted by the distribution by age et
marriage of all women in the County;

C = Welghted by the distribution by age at
marrlage of all womenr in the glven Group;

D = Index of total fertility based on Columm
c.

The totals in Column C approach
8t1ll closer to the true total fertility
of the average woman in each of these
Groups in 1930 because these totals are
calculated on the actual proportion of the
women in each of the four QGroups who were
married at diff'erent ages. On this basis
the total fertility of Group 1 women was
only 77 percent of the total for all women,
while that of Group 2 was 99 percent, of
Group 3, 119 percent, and of Group 4, 160
percent. Thus the total fertility of the
average Group 4 woman (southborn rural)
was 8sllghtly more than twice that of a
Group 1 woman (northborn urban). This is
much the same as the difference between
these Groups in standardized average num-
ber of children 0-4 per woman 20-44 noted
above but 1t gives a 1little clearer pic-

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

It 18 not claimed here that early
marriage was the sole, or even the major,
cause of larger families, It 1s only said
that when the women in this County married
young they had larger families than when
they married later--when married under 18
years of age they had, on the average, more
than twice 83 many chlildren as when they
married at 24 (see Table 58) and almost
three times as many &s when they married at
28-29. 1If one 1s seeking causes of high
fertility 1t will be necessary to find out
why some women marry so much younger than
others, and why when married young they in
general retain a high fertility longer than
women who marry at older ages.

Early Marriage and BEconomle Status.
It was thought that the data on age at
marriage and economlc status might throw
some light on whether women who marry young
have, as a rule, a lower economlc status-
than those who marry later. If this was
the case, thelr greater fertllity might
reasonably be assumed to be assoclated
with economic status as well as with age
at marriage.

The data avellable for studying
the relation of age at marriage and econom-
ic atatus consist of the median rental per
person® by age at marriage of the first
marriage woman. This is not nearly as
satisfactory a measure of the economic
status of the famlly as family rental,
hence the results of this comparison (see
Table 61) are inconclusive. One cannot
say definitely that those women who mar-
ried young are lower in economic status
than those who were older at marriage al-
though the former had, in general, a lower
median rental per person.- It is possible
that the lower median rental per person
for women in Group 1 married under 18
($7.50) than for Group 1 women 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 where the
voman was married at 28-29 paid $43.50,
and the average six-person (four-child)

1. The rental per person for each family was calculated by dividing ite rental by the number of persons
in the family, and the median rental per person is the medisn value of these individual rentals per

person,
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TABIE 61: MEDIAN RENTAL PER PERSON IN FAMI-
LIES OF WOMEN MARRYING AT DIFFERENT AGES,

BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930
Age at Groups
Marriage 1 2 3 L
Under 18 $7.50 | $5.10 | $5.00 |33.50
18 years 8.90 5.40 | 5.50 | k.20
19 9.70 | 6.00 | 6.20 | L.10
20 10.60 | 6.00 | 7.00 | 3.70
21 1140 | 7.00 | 7.00 | b.90
22 12,70 | 7.30 | 7.20 | 6.90
23 13,50 | 6.90 | T7.80 | k.90
b=} 14210 7.80 | 8.60 4.30
25 13.60 | 7.20 | 8.90 | k.50
26-27 1%.10 9.50 | 9.4 | 6.50
28.29 1k.50 7.70 | 8.90 | 7.30
30-34 15.40 | 10.20 | 8.80 5.80a
35+ 18.30 | 11.%0 | 11.30 | ----

a/ 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 paylng 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 economis
status among the latter. These data on
medlan 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
medlian rental per person between the women
in the four basle Groups. This has already
been shown from differences in family
rentals and adds nothing to our knowledge
of Group and class differentials 1ln 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 1s a falrly c¢lose as-
sociation of low economic¢ status and early
marrisge as between Groups but we do not
know that this is the case within the sev-
eral Groups, although on loglical grounds

it seems quite likely to be the case.
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AFFENDIX TABLE 1: OHILIREN 0-%, WOMEN 15.%9, AND AVERAGE NUMEER OF CHILDREN PER WOMAR® BY AGE AND EY AGE AT

KARRIAQE, SELECTED BIRTR-RESIDENCE GROUPS, BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930
Age of Women at Census
All ages 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-3% 35-39 hO-44 15-49

Age at X B T A B [ X B 0 A B [ A B [] A B [] A B ] AT B ]
Marriage |chilarer] Women| cAY|Children|Women| ¢AF|Children]Women| 0A|Childaren|Women| €/ jchildren|Women| €AF [children|Women| ©/W|Children|Women| C/W [Children|Women| O/
Total 9,208 B5,857|0.58] 377 | 7e5 |0.52| 2,16 |2,72|0.88| 2,822 |3,211]|0.88| 1,930 {2,940|0.66| 1,107 |2,593f0.%3 65 [1,963]|0.2% 91 |1,683]|0.05
Under 20 4,851 | 6,65910.73 377 725 Jo0.52] 1,963 |1i,731]1.13] 1,323 |1,370]0.97 604 978|0.62 373 786 10.47 186 611|0.30 25 ¥58|0.05
20-24 3,347 6,567|0.51 453 11,0110.85] 1,379 |1,523|0.91 918 |1,384|0.66 08 [1,098 |0.37 150 815/0.18 39 T36]0.05
Under 25 | 8,198 p3,22610.62) 377 | 725 |0.52| 2,M6 |2,742c.88| 2,702 |2,893|0.93| 1,522 |2,362|0.6% 781 |1,88% [0.8 336 |1,426|0.28 6% |1,194{0.05
25+ 1,010 | 2,631{0.38 120 31840.38 o8 578|0.71 326 709 |0.46 129 537]0.28 27 A8gjo.06
Group 1 3,316 | 7,190]0.06 106 280 | 0.8 761 | 1,092]0.70} 1,075 |1,M08|0.77 756 |1,339]0.56 815 11,235(0.34 170 |1,007]0.17 33 873]0.0%
Under 20 1,338 | 2,351|0.57] . 106 240 |o.Mh 566 592/0.96 o5 487]0.83 1% 317/0.41 ™ 27710.29 45 257]0.18 6 191|0.03
20-24 1,05 3,330/0.83] ... 195 500]/0.39 608 742{0.B2 hok 685]0.59 161 563 0,29 [ 437]0.15 13 h03]0.03
Under 25 2,783 | 5,68110.49] 106 | 2h0 |o:MM 761 | 1,092|0.70| 1,013 |1,229]/0.82 535 |1,00710.53 250 | 8%0|o.20 109 684]0.16 19 59%[0.03
25+ 533 | 1,509|0.35 1] 175/0.35% 221 337|0.66 175 395 |0.84 61 3231019 14 279/0.05
Qroup £ 1,494 | 2,752|0.54 A8 9k 0.5 296 | 319]0.93 311 | A60}(0.89 390 | s44fo.72 221 | 515[0.43 100 | &21]|0.26 19 | 399|0.05
Under 20 680 | 1,011]0.67 [} ok |o.51 236 193]1.22 i1 | 175|0.98 s | 1770.65 ™ 154 |0l 47 33 120|0.28 ] 96|0.0%
2024 6181 1,248|0.50 . S N 60 126|0.48 222 | 2%6|0.90 199 | 263|0.76 90 234 |0.38 39 154]0.20 8| 185|0.0%
Under 25 1,298 | 2,259|0.57 AS 9% |0.51 296 519/0.93 393 421|0.93 -31M hhojo.71 163 388 (0. 42 T2 314|0.23 12 2830.0%
25+ 196 ¥93/0.%0 .s s [avan wen e 18 35| 0.6 76 1084|0.73 58 127]0.46 7 107|0.35 T 116|0.06
QOroup 3 3,210 | A,578|0.70| 185 | 33T {0.55] 1,082 |1,093(0.99 972 [1,087]0.93 501 T67|0.65 34 627]0.50 % | serfo.mw 21 310|0.07
Under 20 2,067 | 2,536|0.82] 186 337 |0.55 925 T75[1.19 521 53310.58 201 353|0.60 143 261 |0.55 83 176|0.47 8 121/0.07
20-24 940 | 1,580)0.61 157 | M8jo.a9 M7 | d26]0.98 219 321/0.68 107 | 230|0.47 B3 135]0.23 9 110]0.08
Under 25 3,007 | 5, 075107 186 337 |0.55] 1,082 | 1,093]|0.9% 938 559|698 20 658| 0.64 250 ¥91|0.51 114 311/0.37 17 2911 0.07
254 23] 502/0.%0 34 88| 0.39 81 113|0.72 64 135|0.47 20 86|o0.23 L] 79]0.05
Group & 1,188 | 1,337}0.89 b1 sS4 |0.69 21t 238|1.16 364 300|1.2 283 290|0.98 157 216[0.73 52 138/0.38 18 10110.18
Under 20 6] T61[1.00 37 54 |0.69 236 | 1m|1.38 226 [ 175[1.20 157 | 1s51]1.04 i) ghjo.83 25 680.37 7 ag|o.15
2024 348 Malo.T7 .. wa fanee [} 67/0.61 132 109|1.21 96 115{0.83 50 nlo.7 16 49]0.33 9 38|0.2%
Under 25 1,110 | 1,210|0.92 3 5% [0.69 T 238(1.16 358 284 1.26" 253 266 0.95, 128 165|0.78 1)} 117]0.35,] 16 86|0.1
25+ 18| 127|0.60 . P N é 16}0.38 30 28]1.25 29 s10.57 11 21]0.52 2 15|0.13

y’ Only sative whits firet marrisge womso with husband present at the time of the Census syw used in this Tubls.
3/ Based oo lses than P53 womss.
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APFENDIX TABLE 2: CHILDREN 0-§, WOMEN 1‘5-¥9, AND AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILIREN-0-% PER VOMAN® BY AOE AND BY

. DURATION OF MARRIAOE, SELECTED BIRTH-RESITENCE OROUPS, BUTLER COUNTY, OHMIO: 1930
Age of Women at Census
All ages 15-19 20-23% 25-29 30-34 35-39 ho-b4 35-45

Years F) B 0 A B [ A B [} A B [} A B [ A B [} A B [} A B c
Married |Children Women| CAT|Children)Women| GA jehildren|Women| CAW Jchalaren|Womsn| O/ JChildren|Women| CA lent1aren|wonen| oY kmi1aren|Vomen | 0AF [nt1dren|Women | o
Total 9,208 i5,857|0.58] 377 | 725 |0.52| 2,46 [2,7820.88| 2,822 [3,211[0.88 | 1,930 [2,9%c|0.66] 1,107 [2,593[0.43] 365 11,963]0.28 %1 |1,683(0.05
Under 5 | 2,34 | 3,907|0.60| 361 | 718 |0.51,] 1,295 [1,909]0.58 535 | 872l0.61 120 | 255(0.%7 26 95f0.27 T 340,21 2 28lo.07
5-9 3,618 | 3,605(1.00 16 11 |1.457] 1,109 821 1.35] 1,693 |1,6488|1.03 645 765|0.8% 131 24310, 54 15 T5|0.20 5 A2 l0.10
10-14 1,904 | 3,263]0.58 ceefeenn 12 121.00 584 683 0.86b 893 |1,401]0.60 350 To8 |0 . b4 62 2030.31 2 76 |0.03
15+ 1,348 | 5,082]0.26 eee |an 9 8h.13 27 h2g|0.63 600 |1,357|0.51 381 |1,651|0.23 83 |1,537(0.05
group 1 | 3,316 17,150/0.36] 2106 | 2h0 |0.4N 761 |1,092|0.70§ 1,075 [1,40%0.7T 756 |1,339(0.56 s |1,235[0.34 170 |1,007{0.17 33 813 (oc.08
Under 5 940 { 1,B07|0.52 106 239 |0.44 h72 ghzlo.56 [ 275 479 |0.57 68 152(0.45 16 56]0.29 2 20 [0.10 1 19 0.05"
5-9 1,369 | 1,595|0.86 1]aens 288 | 2391.16)] 6| To9lo.93 3231 Mm3fo.78 76 | 134)o0.53 e 44 |0.28 3 ‘25l0.12
10-14 627 | 1,438|0.3% 1 il1.00 129 206 |0.63 308 647]|0.48 159 hzh|o.3B 28 113 [0.25 2 47]0.0%
15+ 360 | 2,350|0.16 N PO 5T 127[0.85 164 6110.27 132 830 0.16 27 782{0,03
Oroup 2 1,!91. 2,752/ 0.5k A8 9% |o0.;m1 206 319]0.93 k11 460 |0.89 350 544l0.72 221 515]0.43 109 421 |0.26 19 399 |0.05
under 5| 36| sorfo.sr| a8 | v fosa| 18| 2msforr| 75| 18fo.es| 20 sofo.so s|  7len] 8lo.s8] 1 2[o.50”
5-9 528 | 544 0.97 N PPN 112 8o|1.4%0 27 261 [1.0% 121§ 1M/0.86 23 45]0.51 1 10(0.10 Tl-.-.
10-1% 360 | 612|0.59 . . e P PO N 1 8k |o.77 20k | 300/0.68 T | 164]0.M5 17 k6)0.37 . 18]....
15+ 270 | 1,092|0.25 . . Y P 1f.... 5] 630,71 119 | 299|0.%0 aa 357[0.25 18 a7z2|0.05
Group 3 3,210 | 4,578]0.70 186 337 |0.55| 1,082 |1,093]|0.99 972 §1,047]0.93 501 | '767|0.65 ) 31k-| 627|0.50 134 397(0.3% 2) 31010,07
Under & 871 |1,342]0.65| 113 | 329 |0.53) 531 | 692|0.77 139 | 29(c.61 22 540,81 ¥ 26]0.15 2 6 0.33: . 61.0us
5-9 1,285 [ 1,136/1.13 13 1.63 541 | 391]1. 561 51%[1.09 1% | 2161|0.88 P13 37(0.65 5 17(0.29 e 9l....
10-1% 620f 907)0.68 van R PP 10 10|1.00 268 | 301)0.8 258 | 396(0.65 76 | 157|0.48 8 33)0.2% . 10]....
15+ 36 [ 1,193[0.36 . R L3 &[1.00 80 156|0.51 210 | hotlo.52 119 341 0.35 21 285 0.07
Group ¥ 1,188 | 1,337|0.89 37 st |o.69| 277 | 238|1.16 364 300[1.21 283 290(0.98 157 2160.75 52 128 0.38 18 101 10.18
Under 5 199 | e2salo8[ 3 | seo.es) 108 136f0.79 w6 |  s0f0.92 10 of1.11} 1 sloar] ... N 1 .
5-9 2] 330(1.31 3 2 |1.50 168 | 101[1.6 191 155[1.23 60 50(1.20 8 17|0.47 1 0.25,] 1 1[1,0
10-14 297| 306le.97 1 1|1.00 122 92(1.3 128 138|0.8% 151 s3l0.77 9 11fo.82 .e L1 PR
15+ 260 4%7]0.58 5 3[1.6 89 831,07 107 140]0.76 ha - 123 |0.34 17 98(0.17

!j Only native vhite firat marriage wamsn with husband prosant at tho timn of ths Consus are used in this Table.
t/ Based on less then 25 woman,
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APFENDIX TABLE 3: CHILDREN 0-k, WOMBN %5-.9, AND AVERAGE FUMEER OF CRILDREN 0.4 PER WOMAN® BY AOE AND BY
BQUIVALENT NONTHLY RERTAL OQF HOME, TOTAL AND URBAN BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930

Age of Women at Censuns
— All ages 15-19 20.24 25.29 3034 ' 35-39 o-44 45-3g
R “‘ u, A B [ Fy B T A B ] ) B ¢ 'y B o A B (] i ] [ A B ¢
7% [muraren| vomen| 0/ |chirdren|Women| OV [ehtlaren|Women| GAY kmildren|Women| cAt |ons1aren|Womsn| oA ontddren| women| A font1droen| Women| e/ ntraren|vomen] oA
Total 9,208 l15,857|0.58| 377 725 |0.52 ) 2,M6 |2,782|0.88 | 2,822 {3,211[0.88 | 1,930 |2,9%0 0.66 | 1,107 | 2,593(0.43 465 |1,963 [o.2h 91 {1,66310.05
Tnder 10 329 366|0.90 23 32 |o.T2 87 79|1.10 96 B1j1.19 64 s8|1.10 36 44 |0.82 20 421047 3 29|0.10
$10-$1% TTh 93510.83 6 8T |o.70 260 238|1.09 204 18311.11 144 159]0.91 64 119/0.54 35 80{0.44 6 69]0.09
#$15-419 | 1,301 | 1,553{0.8% T2 124 |o.58 Wt | 3meiar 27| 362{1.18 217 278|0.79 108 19310.56 32 112|0.2¢0 3 16/0.07
$20-424 | 1,581 | 2,020|0.78 ar 155 |0.56 Aok 501|0.99 gk §5111.10 n 336|0.81 150 248|0.60 75 186|0.%0 10 13007
$25-429 | 1,248 | 1,967/0.63 33 9% |0.46 368 | &22|0.86 425 | s75]/0.89 219 | 334|o.66 129 | 2s7|0.50 55 217|0.28 13 168[0.08
$30-43% 99% | 1,767|0.56 23 61 |0.38 301 34810.86 308 399|0.77 186 313|0.59 114 am9|0.41 L 1:] 197024 | 7 18 170|0.08
$25-429 668 | 1,017|0.47 16 35 |0.36 156 | 2%0|0.6s5 193 | 292]|0.66 146 | 278]o.53 w2 | 253)0.42 8y 172|0.26 7 151[0.05
$u0-§a4 95 | 1,191(0.3%2 10 32 |o.31 ] 85 | 1s56|0.5% 1h9 245/0.61 135 | 217}0.62 91 23110.39 18 169[0.11 7 131 0.05
$45-439 n7 TT0|0. M1 8 15 10.53 ] 42 T9|0.53 106 154 0.69 95 | 160|o.55 ¥2 | 139(0.30 22 131]0.17 2 9210.02
$50-454 363 930/0.39 6 22 {0.36 &0 68|0.59 109 168|0.65 107 205) 0,52 64 181|0.35 32 145lo0.22 3 ik1jo.02
$55-459 154 317|0.m1 . 1].... 1 30|0.37 61 69|0.868 37T 750,49 28 8g|0.m 17 640,27 .. Ml....
$60-459 275 T15|0.35 5 11 0-!5: 29 61{0.h0 75 1. 1o6l0.72 | 9k 189 0.50 n 165|0.2% 21 11910.18 10 120|0.08
$70-$79 167 A5Bl0.36 1 5 |o.20 ] 19 29]0.66 33 51|0.65 63 93| 0.70 n 110{0.28 12 86{0.1h 2 T8l0.03
$80+ 300 938]0.32 3 12 |o.25 20 j0|o.50 69 93|0.7% 99 176|0.56 76 231|0.33 28 201/0.1% 5 185/0.03
Wot
reportod 246 393|0.63 17 29 |0.59 m ™ 0.9 ™ B82|0.89 L} 4 T10.66 b} ) 60|0.52 6 M |0.15 1 3|o.03
Group 1 | 5,316 | 7,190]0.)6 106 240 |o.Mh 761 |1,092|0.70 | 2,075 |1,40k|0.77 756 |1,339]|0.56 5 | 1,235]0.3% 1Te | 1,007|0.17 35 873|0.0%
Under §20¢ 280 a230.66 25 A5 |o.56 101 116]0.87 )1 B%|1.08 L} 62/0.69 12 ¥|o.26 8 31|0.26 . -38]..
$20-428 366 539|0.68 24 4 |0.55 139 151|0.92 105 10%|1.01 52 76| 0.68 29 65/ 0.48 16 5610.29 1 ¥2j0.02
$25-429 NS Th|0.57 18 A2 °"3u 1% 185]0.76 160 181|0.88 69 12110.57 39 93| 0.4 16 gs|0.15 3 68]0.04
$30-434 Mg B816|0.55 11 o3 o.uEs.= 145 178|0.00 153 205|0.75 T 137| 0.56 38 106/ 0.36 20 930,22 5 Tslo.o7
$35-439 N5 818|0.42 6 23 0.26 ] 137]0.57 111 182]0.61 Bo 153 0.52 LY 134|0.35 19 99|0.19 ] 90|o.0%
$20-400 A3 | 1,208|0.01 1 27 0.4 72| 1a5|0.49 17% 256/ 0.68 128 236/ 0.5% 76 21110.35 26 158|0.13 6 130/0.05
$50-459 M 870(0.38 2 13 |o.as] 28 60047 127 | 17y o.73 98| 191|0.32 A8 | 169j0.28 26 14%0.18 2 119(0.02
:624 53T | 1,606(0.33 5 15 |0.33 39 92|0.42 125 194| 0. 70 193 | 337|0.57 115 | 383]0.2¢ 38 285/0.13 12 300]0.0%
{+]
reported) 70 1hajo.50 ] 8 |0.509 19 27{0.70 19| ° 28|0. 7" 16 261 0.62|. 1 26|0.42 1 17]0.069 . 12]...
Group 3 | 3,210 | &,578[0.70) 186 | 357 |o.55(| 1,082 |1,093|0.9¢ 92 [1,047]0.93 501 767]0.65 ann| 62710.50] 13 397|0.38 2 310|0.07
Under $24 1,063 | 1,111|0.96 88 128 |o.69 n1 54811.18 338 a74|1.23 125 1M8| 0.84 ™ 115/ 0.63 25 50]l0.50 3 AMB10.06
$20.42% 769 8m|0.87 13} 82 Jo.s52 264 256]1.03 252 | =228)1.11 06| 136|0.78 75 89| 0.8s 28 63/0.4n 1 25|0.08
$25-429 o2 731|0.67 18 39 ]0.46 161 172]0.9% 159 19110.83 83 131/ 0.67 M B3| 0.a7 18 62j0.20 T 48|0.15
$30-434 310 534]0.58 8 30 Jo.27 1ns 131}0.88 B8 | 119{o.7M N7 86/ 0.55 32 e2|0.39 13 0,30 T LH BT
$35-439 183 367]|0.50 8 18 0.3 55 7jo.77 1] 70} 0.63 30 70/ 0.43 26| - sglo.m 19 asl0.a2 1 340.03
f1o-449 165 | xosfo.n0 5| 15|e.n] © 3|  sAlo.6s) 39 8zl o.a7 53| 83o.68 2t T5|o.20 10 s53/0.19 1 asf0.02
$50-459 84 190|0.40 S L] 1.25 11 2110.52] 20 31| 0.65 16 35{ 0. M6 22 A6{0.48 10 25/0.%0 . 20]....
:60+ 88 amjo.3 3 g10.3 T 16| 0.4% 21 321 0.66 30 65] 0.6 17 63jo.27 9 Mio.19 1 37]0.03
ot
reported 56 87/o0.63 8 | 12fo.679 23| 2a|0.96f 1 19| 0.58° 6 13j0.065 6] 10|0.605 2 7fo.20§ .. z|....

8/ Only oative white Firet marriags wamn with hustand pressct at the tims of the Cangus are
ynu.qum 1s equivalant to $200.00 valus,
of Dased on lsas than 25 womn.

mmmm.wxmsmmmm_,mw,u-mummm,m.
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APPENIIX TABLE ¥: CHILDREN O-M, WOMEN 15-49, ARD AVERAGE NUMEER OF CHILDREN O-3 PER voMAN® BY AGE AWD BY
OCCUPATION OF EU3BARD, SELECTED BIRTH-RESIDENCE GROUP3, BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930

Age of Women at Cenaun
Ocoupaticn All ages 15-19 20-2% 25-29 30-34 35-3% 30-4% 35.49
of ) B T [+ A B T A B [+ A I A B ¢ B [ X B [] A B 0

Husband . Children|Women| 0/W |Onildren|Women| OAf |Children|Wemen| O [Chilaren|Women| ¢AY [Children|Women| C/W |Children|Women| 6/W [ChildreniWomen| 6/ |Children|Women| oM
Group 1 ' 3,516 | 7,190|0.46 106 280 |0.M% 761 |1,0920.70 | 1,075 |1,M0K[0.77 756 |1,33910.56 35 |1,235[0.3% 170 |1,007|0.17 33 a3 lo.on
Parmer-Ovners 3 110.27) 1 % PP INOUR PSRN IR (DR PO S 1f.... 1 3lo:33® 1 slo.2s®| . 2l....
Farmsr-Tenants 2 6(0.33 1 1 [1.00 1 -] L b AR I b N PN al.... .o LY P
Professional 220 52210.42 o R 26 59|0.5% ™ 116 [0.6% T0 117 [0.60 35 102034 12 T7j0.16 3 700,06
Propristor bo38 933|0.37 2 5 |o.40 [ 33 82]0.50 111 146 [0.76 112 205|0.55 58 19710.29 13 150 [0.09 3 148 |o.02
Clorioal M8 |1,161]0.43 12 31 |o.29 95 181 |0.52 169 253 [0.67 136 238/0.57 60 212|0.28 22 123[0.18 ] 113 |0.0%
8killed workera 1,177 | 2,%86]0.47 27 67 |0.5%0 252 318|0.79 379 ko2 {0.77 264 §760.55 160 43% 10,37 81 500 |0.20 b1 ] 299 (0.05
Semi.skilled 705 [1,382|0.51 36 75 |0.48 216 292]0.74, 241 280 o.Bﬁh 113 211 o.sl&h ™ 188 Jo.39, 20 161 |0.12 5 176 |0.03
Farm laborera 15 21|0.71 .. 1].... 5 610.83 5 4.5 L] 5(0.80 1 3l0.33 ves -2 TR . A TR
Other laborers 356 58010.58 26 A2 10.62, 124 18610.85, 87 101 0-85J 52 76 Jo.66, 24 78l0.31, 19 T0|0.27, 1} 67]0.06
Service vorkers 13 40,30 1 1]1.00 1 hlo.25 L} 5 U-aoh ] Ti0.T1 1 glo.1, 1 Blo.13 e 10].40s
TUnknovn 6 Ahj0.1% ‘e -3 2].... 5 Te.n Blevss 1 8lo.13 1j.... . nl...
group 2 1,404 | 2,752]|0.54 a8 94 10,51 296 319|0.9% 1 k600,89 390 544 [0.72 221 515 [0.43 109 321]0.26 1§ 399 |0.05
Farmer-0vmera 113 k140,27 .. 2aiany 5 12 o.!zb 25 22(1.14" 1] 4g,10.69 21 Bslo.25 21 105|0.20- 7 139l0.05
Farmer-Tenanta 27 %05]0.67 2 6]0.33 L1 39|t.1 63 62 1.02b ki 97|0.79, 51 90 10.57, 32 67 0.48, 2 40,05
Professional n T7f0.53 s 1., 5 10[0.50, 13 17 o.'rﬁh 12 11{1.09 9 18 |0.50 2 100,20 .
Proprietor 64 173(0.37 .. 3 eeiay 8 10)0.80 16 20|0.80 20 34 [0.59 13 33 0,30 6 39]0.15, 1
Olerical 107 20%|0.52 1 b jo.25 21 28(0.75 3 560,77 33 54 (0.61 27 |0.30 1 19]0.05 .
Bkilled vorkers 47 611|0.57 T 17 0.81° 76 n1.07 96 11k |0.B% 106 14510.73 31 113 [0.36 18 B3]0.22 3
Semi-skilled 250 523|0.59 11 25 o.lnb 67 L) 0.89b T2 82|o.68 53 800.66 25 64 o.39b 20 57 0‘35b 2
Far laborsrs 89 145(0,61 9 13 0.69" 1% 23|0.61 25 300.83 20 28lo.71 14 20 [0, 70 3 910,33 5
Other ladorers 203 27 0'7511 1T 20 |0.85 52 a9 :l..oﬁb 58 56 1,08 35 44 |0.80 37 52 0. L} 26 0.15, .
8ervice vorkers 5 * 10 0.5‘,0b . s diiay 1 1 1.Doh . [ P 1 eans 2 2[1.00 2 2|1.00 .
tnknown 2 19|0.12 1 3 ]0.33 1 1|1.00 b 1 PN ves b 8 . 1f.. oy &).... ..
Oroup 3 3,210 | h,578/0.70 186 | 337 |0.55 | 1,082 11,093(0.99 972 |1,047/0.93 501 767 [0.65 4 627 |0.50 134 397|0.3% 21
Parmer-Ovnora 2 s[0.a0] 1 1]1.00% ... 1l.... VR PUDURY P vosonergl ve N . 1 1}1.00® .- 2]....
Parmer-Tenants 2 310,67 Y van vrenr|enaay PP [ “aeay] 1 110b 1 1.1.0()h e T T f 1l....
Profoanicnal 38 T0[0.54 1 1 |1.00 6 1040. 16 2110.76 10 1kjo.n 5 15 (0,33 Tleves . 2l....
Propristor 85 211|0.%0 2 & |0.50 17 27]0.63 19 3200.59 25 48 [0.52 14 44 |0.32 8 32 0.25, . 28 ceeny
Clerical 144 278|0.52 1 8 ]0.13 38 59/0.64 53 77/0.69 20 5310.55 19 30 [0.48 2 2100.10 2 20 |o.10
Skilled workers 8ok |1,27%]|0.63 37 68 |0.54 233 230(0.97 249 284[0.88 173 258 [0.67 74 203 |0.36 30 128|0.23 8 930,09
Seni-skilled 1,003 |1,322]0.77, [51 124 |0.5%, 370 363|1.02, 302 316 o.96h 146 211|0.69 83 154 |0.5% 38 97[0.49, 3 67]0.0%
Parm laborers 8 240,33 1 3|0.33 4 5/0.80°, 1 2|0.50 . Y cen B).... 2 3|o.67 . 6liunn
Othor laborers 1,030 |1,331)0.82 8o 13 |o0.61 310 382)2.07, 325 20911.05] 113 170 u.65b 112 154 [0.73, 42 103 0.4 B 8210.10
Ssrvics vorkers 13 26/0.45 . 1oy 3 L} 0.75, 6 L) 1'5013 2 5 u.uob 2 6 0.33b N 2 seery . Tlean
Unknovn 1 31/0.35 2 6 |0.33 1 210.50 1 2)0.50 2 6(o0.33 L 6[0.67 1 30.33 . €l...
Group & - 1,188 |1,337|0.89 37 5% |0.69 277 238[1.16 364 300|1.21 283 290 |0.98 157 216|0.73 52 138[0.38 18 101|0.18
Parmer-Ovnera M 7]0.60 . N P 8 3|e.670 5 3[1.67] 9 2oy 12 20 [0.60° 7 240,297 3 11(0.270
Farmor-Tenants . 69 9910.70, 1 2 |0.50 12 7.7 2 19]1.11 1% 14|1.00 15 27/0.56 3 13|0.23 3 17 o.mb
Professional 1 ‘slo.T ' T T EERT P 1 sonyl 2l IS e S PR 1 3l0.33
Proprietor 16 3|o.52 . T 3 0.75, 5 610.83 ] 2 3l0.67, 6 Blours [ ... 12y .- Flrees
Olerical 35 53|0.66 2]aess 9 11{0.82 16 15114 & 8jo.50 3 910.33 3 6lo.50 . 3l....
Skilled workers 310 34910.89 3 7 o.'o;: 67 60|1.12 116 g90|2.20 69 g87]0.79 36 4910.73 17 37(0.36, 2 19 o.n:
Semi-skilled 232 248(0.9% 9 13 t'.».69h 59 51]1.1 78 641,22 65 62 1.05, 15 32 U"Tb ] 16 0,25 2 1010.20,
Parm laborers 102 99|1.03 6 T o.aab 12 14|0.86 38 26]1.46 25 20(1.25 1% 12|1.17 ] 12]0.33 3 8lo.38,
Other laborers 370 366 1.o1b 18 23 |o.78 102 ay 1.2L, 85 T7I1.10 95 81]1.17 52 56 0.93, 14 28lo.s0 L) 17]0.2%
Bervice workors 7 61.17b . P T 5 1.2 N 2 12.00, e b Y
Unknown 2 T[0.29 . P P e |- 2 2[1.00 ..., .. 3]....

s/ Only native vhits firat marrisge vomen with husband present at the time of the Consus are used in this Table. Oroups 1 and 3 ars northborp and scuthbborn wemen, respsctively, living in urban Butler County, and Groups 2
and & wre northborn and southborn women, respectively, living in rural Butler County, OChio, ’
b/ Based on loss tben 23 women,

gl
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APPENDIX TABLE 5: CHILIREW O-N, WOMEW 15-39, AND AVERAGE NUMHER OP GHILIRBN 0-4 PER womn® By AGE, BY
EQUIVALENT MONTHLY RENTAL™ OF HOME, AND BY OCCUPATION OF HUSBAND FOR RORTHBORN AND SOUTHBORN
WOMER IN URBAN BUTLER COUNTY, OKIO: 1930

Age of Women at Censua
Oooupation All ages 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 - 35.39 ho-54 45-49
. and A B [} A B 4 A B 4 A B [} A B [} B [+ A B [} A B [
Rental Cnildren|Women| C/A | Children|Women| CA¥ |Children|Women| /W |Children{Women| C/A¥ |children|Women| /W |Children|Women| €A |cnirdren|Women| ¢Av | cnirdren|women o/
Group 1 3,316 |7.190|0.06 106 | 280 |o.M4 761 |1,092f0.70 1,075 (1,%08]0.77 756 |1.339|0.56 35 11,235/0.3% 170 |1,007}0.17 33 875/0.04
Professional 220 s22|0.42 Kl.... 26 59|0.44 T 116|0.64 70 117|0.60 35 102 o.;uo 12 ks °°16c: 3 47]0.06
$1.00-$49.99 82 189[0.43 3].... 20 41l0.49, 33 51|0.65 17 Mjo.n 7 21(0.33 4 20]o.20 1 12|/0.08
$50.004 133 320 t:i.'oz° 1]eees [ 18l0.33 LY} 63/0.63, 52 Blo.n, 25 7 0.320 8 53]0.15 2 35|0.06
Unknovn 5 13|0.38 . 1 z|o.s0 1 3lo.33 3 30.75 . a.... .. N
Proprietor 131 933]0.37 2 5 u.hu: [}8 82]o.50 111 146}0.76 112 20510.55 |. S8 197|0.29 1% 150|0.09 3 1%8]0.02
$1.00-$49.99 187 336/0. 44 2 3 jo.67 n 5910.53 A8 69]0,70 by 0.56 18 holo.sT 3 38]0.08 1 ¥0jo.03
$50,00+ 183 579|0.32 | 1d.... 8 21]0.38, 8 75|0.81 61 11g|0.51 L1.] 136[0.27, 11 111.{0.10 2 106|0.02
Unimovn 1 180.61 1. 2 21,00 2 2|1.00 7 8lo.28° . 2].... .. ... . 2l....
Clerieal o8 |1,1651]0.03 12 ¥ |0.29 95 191 |6.52 169 253]0.67 136 2380.57 60 212|0.28° 22 123{0.18 1) 113|0.0%
$1.00-435.99 208 | %06/0.51 8 | e7]e30, 70 | w3062 7| 98lo.T9 37 T2[0.51 13 47(0.28 3 26{0.12 . 23f....g
$40.00-$49.99 86 239]0.36 1 6 017, 13 28|o.k6 30 63]10.48 27 A6lo.59 12 3610.26 2 32/0.06 1 18|0.06
$50.00+ 197 A99l0.39, 3 8 |o0.38 10 35[0.29, 60 890.67 70 117 |0.60 1] 116]|0.29 17 68]0.27 3 70{0.0M
Tninovn 7 17j0.m VA T 2 slo.%0 2 3|0.67 2 3lo0.67° 1 3]o.33° . 1].... .. 2.
Bkilled workers | 1,177 |2,486|0.%7 27 67 lo.wo 252 318{0.T9 379 | wozlo.77 264 A76)0.55 160 azslo.37 8 soclo.20 18 299{0.05
$1.,00-$29.99 %00 683%]0.62 16 33 |0.%8 1 139[0.9% 126 139}0.91 67 101 |0.66 50 96|0.42 16 68|0.2 ] 67|0.06
$30.00+ 755 11,797[0.%2 9 33 |0.2T | 120 175(0.69, 283 | 3asjo.m | 193 367]0.53 115 327|0.35 65 326|0.20 10 226|0.08
Unknovn 22 46]0.48 2 1 [2.00 1 lo.25 10 10]1.00 1] 8{o.50° 5 11]|0.45° .. 6].... . 6l.....
$1.00-439.99 720 |1,279{0.56 19 M JONS 199 227]0.688 232 303{0.77 139 218o.64 80 192|0.42 43 165[0.26 8 130[0.06
$100.00-$09 .99 187 ¥38[0.43 A 1) 0.35: 27 39|0.69 66 82|0.80 35 87]0.52 28 87(0.32 16 86(0.19 1 A6|0.02
$50.00+ 248 T23|0.5% 2 11 |0.18 25 ABJo.52 n 97|0.73 6 163 |0.47 N7 1M4]0.33 22 183]0.15 5 117|0.0%
Seml-skillsd 105 |1,382[0.51 36 75 10.48 216 292]0.7% 241 280|0.86 113 211 |o.54 ™ 188|0.39 20 161|0.12 5 175{C.03
$1.00-$29.99 328 y¥aglo.67 23 AT 1009, 123 149]0.83 110 | 109|1.00 37 Tllo.s2 27 x7]0.57 8 37|0.22 .- 28)....
$30,00-439.99 192 a00lo.48 [3 16 |0.38] 56 81)o.69 & 88|o.83 33 68(0.49 16 51(0.31 5 ao.11 3 520,06
$A0, 00+ 170 46910.36 7 12 |o0.58 29 53]0.55, 55 Tr[e.71| a2 7% |0.60 29 87(0.33, 6 76(0.08 | 2 980,02
Undmown 15 sl | L. ] ..l 8 9|0.89 3 6|o.5a 1 2]0.50° 2 3{0.67 1 Afo.25 . 1f....
Other laborars 336 580|0.58 26 A2 |0.62 124 146]0.85 87| 101|0.86 52 76|0.68 2% 78[0.31 19 70(0.27 4 67|0.06
$1.00-429.99 203 290|0.70 19 28 o.68 n 82|0.87 56 5301.06 35 Aslo.76 10 25(0.80 12 33/0.36 .. 23| ...
$30.00+ 124 27% o.!sc 5 8 0.630 [ 13 57 o.azc 30 N7 o.&c 17 3 |o.57 1h 52|0.27 7 3710.1% 3 43|0.09
Unknown 9 16|0.56 2 6 ]0.33 [ 7/0.86 1 1j1.¢60 . N . . 1}.... . [ . 1]....
Qroup 3 3,210 |4, 578j0.T0 186 | 337 |o.55 | 1,082 |1,093]0.99 972 |1,047]0.93 501 T767[0.65 314 627]|0.50 134 397|0.34 21 310]0.07
3rilled Vorkers 8oy |1,274)0.63 37 68 |o.5% 233 280]0.97 289 | 284]0.88 1Y) ‘2581067 ™ 203/0.36 30 128]0.23 8 93]0.09
$1.00-$24 99 358 »03{0.88 24 36 jo.67 ] 126 117[1.08 113 | 100[1.13 61 68(0.90 19 42|0.45 n 25{0. 48 | . 15]....
$25.00-429.99 148 230|0.64 3 11 0.55. 36 ¥0|0.90 65 T0|0.93 2% 3510.69 11 31|0.35 2 23j0.09 s 20]0.20°
$30.00+ 289 622 ci.#sﬂ 5 18 0.28° 68 ™ o.asq 67 1090.61_ [:F] 150,56 1) 130]0.3% 17 T9|0.22 A s8] 0.07
Uninovn 13 19(0.68 2 3 |o.67 3 Ao.7s s s|o.80 3 6l0.67° .- . 1}.... .- I
Seml-akilled 1,013 |1,322/6.77 ‘61 | 11 [o.54 370 3631.02 302 | 316|0.96 146 2110.69 a3 15010.5% A8 97| 0.9, 3 67/0.08
$1.00-919.99 336 30,98 k44 M jo.61 m 108]1.21 109 gol|1.21 Al Blo.85 18 30}0.60 10 12 0.83: . 121 sansg
$20.00-$24.99 o 26%0.96 15 er (0.56, 93 Bal1.11 87 82|1.06 37 Ao 82 28 2511.12 11 14(0.79 ] 1 7]0.18
$25.00-$29.99 155 236/0.66 L} 11 }0.36 61 66]0.92 A2 55|0.76 > 5110.65 9 25|0.36 6 16}0.38 . 12]....
#30.00+ o0 A3d 0.5k 10 25 Jo.d0, 76 960,79, 62 85/0.73, 35 650,58 28 73|0.38 Fal 5810.39 2 36}0.06
Unknown 16 4| 0.67 5 7|en 9 9[1.00 2 ¥ o.50 .. 2].... ‘e 1f.... . y.... . I P
Other Laborera 1,000 |1,%%)0.82 Bo 131 [o.61 0o 382|1.07 325 309|1.05 113 170{0.66 112 154|0.73 a2 103 o.'l»:lG 8 8210.10,
$1.00-$19.99 517 50211.03 0 57 jo.T0 £10 m1.2s 166 | 126|1.32 85 535{0.85 N s7jo.77 9 20| 0.45 3 18|0.17
$20.00-424 .99 751 33| 0,82 -2 38 0.55, 86 930,98 94 8]1.16 32 Moi0.T0 28 31§0.90 12 3410.35 ] wa 1 -errn
$25.00-429.99 152 194|0.78 8 12 [0.67, 56 7|19 36 ¥|o.m8 22 32]0.69 18 2s|o.72 9 16]0.56 3 16|0.19
$30.00+ 128 eT2|0.07 10 z2 | 045 A8 61]o.19, 2 51]0.47 | 12 3M|0,35 20 30,51 12 30{0.80 2 35| 0.06
Unimown 20 29]0.69 1 2 |o.50 10 10}1.00 5 5{1.00 2 slo.%0" 2 2]1.00° . 3l.... . 2l....

!jmxruunu_uhmmﬂunuumw;mt-tthu-ntmuuum-dh&hm.mlmammum-—, respectively, living In urbes Butler Commty, ORio.
3/ A $1.00 yental 1s squivelact to §100.00 valne.
2/ Besed ot 1ssa than £ woman.
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APPENDIX TABLE 6: CHILDREN 0-, WOME¥ 15-89, AND AVERAGE NUMEER OF CHILIREN Q-4 PER WoMAX® BY AQR, AND BY
COLOR AND NATIVITY OF HUSBAND, SRLECTED BIRTH-RESIDENCR GROUPS OF WOMEN, BUTLER COURTY, OHIO: 1930

Age of Women at Censua

Color, nativity All ages 15-19 20-28 25-29 30-34 35-39 R0-44 h5-k9
and residence A B [+] A ] [] A B [ A B [4 A B c A B [-] A B [+] A B [+]
of husband Children| Women{ C/W|Children|Women| G [Children)Women| €AW [Children|Wemen| C/W |Children|Woemen| G/ [Phildren|Women| G/ Ehilaren|Women| 0/ [children|Women| oW
Total 9,208 ]15,857]0.58 37T 725 |0.52| 2,%6 |2,742|0.88 | 2,822 |3,211[0.88] 1,930 |2,940(0.66| 1,107 |2,593|0.43 465 |1,963|0.2% 91 {1,683/0.05
¥orthborn Urban N.W.| 3,165 | 6,997|0.45 93 226 0.4l 762 |1,113(0.68 | 1,000 [1,368[0.73 724 |1,308(0.55 397 [1,201|0.33 160 951 0.7 29 830 0.03
N.¥.N.P. 2,680 | 5,M1|0.47 89 206 | 0.43)] 675 981]0.69 858 |1,1990.72 617 |1,088]0.57 293 93210,31 120 724 10.17 18 585 [0.03
N.W.P.P, 233 70110.33 5 17 |0.2% 36 64]0.56 56 8% |0.67 55 118|0.47 54 135 |0.5%0 24 13210.18 [} 151 |0.03
NVW.K.P. 252 58510.%3 e L 3 PPN 51 68]0.75 % 85]0.82 52 | 106|0.39 50 | 134 [0.37 16 9507 T 9% lo.oT
Northborn Rursl N.W.] 1,336 | 2,698(0.53 30 83 |o.36 284 322(0.68 308 356 10,91 389 536(0.73 208 503 |0.51 99 415(0.2h 18 393{0.05
N.W.N.P. 1,268 | 2,270/0.56 28 80 0.35 256 296|0.86 37T h00[0.94 343 yrolo.73 172 423 0.41 k14 320 0,24 15 201|0.05
A.N.F. or M.P, 168 h28{0.39 -] 3 10.67 28 26/1.08 n b6 (0.67 L1 66lo.70 36 80 |o.45 22 g5l0.23 3 112]0.03
Scuthbern Urban R.W.| 3,250 | &,%99]o.72 193 344 |0.56| 1,066 |1,0%5[1.02 | 2,006 [1,034)0.97 508 758|0.67 317 612 |0.52 135 so6l0.33 2% sohfc.08
Southborn Rura) K.W.| 1,227 | 1,349]0.91 52 63 0.83': 287 230)1:25, 367 32 :l.:lE!l 280 296 0.95 165 213 |0.77 57 13540 k2 19 10010.19
North Burope F.B.W. &7 20k |0.33 2 3 o.6’rh T 1T o.!ub 15 19|0.79 17 24 0.7 13 o 0.33,] 12 51 |0.2% 1 50|0.02
Bouth Eurocpe F.B.W, 58 97 [0.60 6 5 §1.20 10 13|0.77 2k 30 0.80l 12 21|o. 6 2z2l0.27)] . Lfavueg e 5le.es
Other F.B.W, 5 13 [0. 364 .. 1. . 2f.... 2 2[1.00 . 1.... 1 210.50 2 410.50 . L} PO
eroup 1° 3,316 | T,190/0.46 196 2ko | 0.54 761 |1,092|0.70 | 1,075 |1,%0%|0.7T 756 |1,339]0.56 415 |1,235]0.34 170 |1,007[0.1T7 3 B73|0.0%
Northborn Urban H.W.| 2,681 | 6,03910.4% 63 166 | 0.38 586 875|0.67 874 1,174 |0.74 635 |1,131|0.56 349 |1,058|0.33 146 870(0.17 28 765]0.08
Southborn Urban N.W. 549 926[0.59 33 69 0.57] 163 195 o.ahb 171 19210.89 101 173|0.58 53 137|0.39 18 95l0.19 L3 65|0.06
Foreign-born vhite 82 2160.38 L} 4 [1.00 12 22|0.55 28 . 36[0.78 20 3 |0.59 12 3g]0.31 5 39]0.13 1 A2|0.02
Growp 2° 1,39% | 2,752(0.54 8 9% |0.51 296 319|0.93 N1 §6010.89 390 544 10,72 221 515)0.43 109 421 |0.26 19 39910.05
Northborn Rural N.W.| 1,252 | 2,%21[0.52 25 T0 o.36h 233 267|0.87 347 385 0.90 347 K330.72 188 57051 94 383|0.25 18 37610.0
3outhborn Rurel N.W, 2a% 294 |0, 76 20 | 22 10.9% 61 48 1.27, 64 T30.88 39 59|o. 28 a5 °'62r 10 29 o.3hb 1 18|0.06
Foreign-born white 1% 360,53 3 2 |1.50 2 3lo.67 . 21, 13 2|2.00 5 13|0.38 5 9|0.56 . L]
Group 3° 3,210 | &,578|0. 186 | 337 |o.s55| 1,082 [1,093(0.99 972 |1,04710.93 501 767|0.65 314 627]0.50 134 397|034 21 310|0.07
Northborn Urban R.W. 384 958 10.51 30 60 |0.50 176 238|0.7% 126 194 0.65 89 177|050 48 1430.3% 1% 81lo.17 1 65|0.02
Southborn Urban K.W.] 2,701 | 3,573[0.76 155 275 °'56u 903 850 1.0:)5b 835 8h2 0.99, kot 581 0.70 264 375 0.56I 117 311 °'38h 20 239(0.08
Foreign-born vhite 2% 44 10,55 1 2 ]0.50 3 slo.75 11 11/1.00 5 9[0.56 2 Blo.25 2 40,50 .
aroup & 1,188 | 1,337(0.89 37 54 10.69 217 238]1.16 364 300|1.21 283 290]0.98 157 2160.73 52 138|0.38 18 101|0.18
Northborn Rural N.W. 164 277 |0.66 5 13 0.38" 51 55/0.93 61 611.00 h2 5510.79 20 a60.%3 5 32|0.16 . 17|.. ..
8outhborn Rural N.W.| 1,004 |'1,0550.95 32 5 |o.78 226 182|1.2% 303 23941.27 251 23T1.02| . 137 168|0.82 47 1060 4% 18 8z|o.22
Poreign-born vhite | ..... B5leaas .e e Juaen 1]...s ces [ “aw vesfunees “re 2liean s casfenas . -] P

g/ Only native vhite first marrisge womsn with huoband precent at the timo of the Consus are used in this Table. Groups 1 and 3 are northborn and southborn women, respeotively, living in urban Butler County, and Groups 2
and § are northborn and wonen, peotively, living in rural Butler County, Ohio.

b/ Based on loms than 25 weman,

¢/ Totals include "other foreign-born white.*
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APPENDIX TABLE 7: CHILDREN OE'I, WOMEN 15-49, AND AVERAOE NUMEER OF CHILDREN PER WOMAN® BY AGE AND BY
EQUIVALENT HONTHLY RENTAL ™ OF HOME, RORTHBORN AND SOUTHBORR MARRIAGE GOHBIM'I‘IOHSG. URRAN BUTLER
COUNTY, OHIO: 1930

Age of ‘Homen_ at Census
Monthl All ages 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 50-4% 4549
Rontal A B ) B | O A B [ A B T A B T A B )] A B ] A | B C
Children|Women| O/ |Children|Women| G/ |Children|Women| C/W |Chilarsn|Women| 0/ |Children|Women| €A |childreniWomen} €AW |ChildreniVomen| ¢/ |Children|Women | CAY
ne-A° 2,681 |6,03910.0% 63 166 0.38d 586 875|0.67 878 |1,iTh[o.TH 635 [1,131]0.56 343 |1,058)0.33 146 870 j0.17 28 765 10.04
Under $15.00 A9 97/0.51 ] 9 n.ahd 16 27]0.59 16 14 1..111d 8 16 o.5¢)‘l 1 11 c’.r.19‘l ] 11 o.:sd e 9 .
$15.00-$19.99 145 220}0.566 ] 1710.57 Sk 61]0.89 L}-] k6lo.01 32 37]0.86 5 23fo.22 L) 15 0.27" . 21 ..
$20.00-$24,99 269 409|0.66 15 280.54 103 11%10.90 76 T8|0.97 2 61]0.89 20 holo.n 12 a5 |o.27 1 3N 0,03
$25.00-$29.99 352 633|0.56 13 nlo.h2 111 120,78 30 150 |0.87 54 97]0.56 27 8110.33 14 75 |0.19 3 57 |0.05
430.00-439.99 626 |1,35410.56 10 32 0.31‘I 166 251 |0.66 a9 316 0.69 118 23%lo.50 69 203{0.34 35 165 |o.2;1 9 153 |0.06
$40.00-4%9.99 ¥14 |1,035|0.40 L] 20|0.00 62 126|0.49 pL) ] 218|0.65 109 198lo0.55 68 184]0.37 21 172 |0.12 5 117 |o.0%
$50.00-$59.99 287 T48|0.38 . feeeny 25 K9lo0.51 111 160|0.69 88 165]0.53 42 144 |0.29 21 118 |0.18 e m J|....
$60.00-4$79.99 279 8ol]o.35 2 8 0.25, 24 61 0.39, 69 106 10,65 106 188|0.56 50 181]0.28 20 126 |0.16 [:] 131 [0.06
$50.00+ 205 628|0.33 2 6 0.33, 12 2810.50, 52 65 0.80, 55 112 0'58d 56 15910.35, b1 127 |0.11, 2 131 |0.02
TUnkmovn 5T 118{(0.38 1 A0.25 13 20]0.65 18 21[0.86 13 23(0.57 11 2310.48 1 16 Jo.06 . 11 |....
uo-p° 549 | 926]0.59 39 69|0.57 163 195]0.8% 17 192 0.89d 101 173|0.58 53 137|0.39 18 95 jo.19 5 65 |o.06
Under $15.00 29 39|0.7h T 9 o.w:' 13 13 1.00: & L] 1.00, 2 3 0.67: 3 5 0.60% . 2 . . - 2
$15.00-$19.99 52 57/0.91 6 10(0.60% 17 i 25 17[1.87 1 5l0.208 3 8|o.38% . 2 f.... - 1 |-...
$20.00-$24 .99 1] 119|0.79 8 1A 0.57, 35 35]11.00 2 25|1.16 10 15 °‘67d 8 1%10.57 L] 30 o.to" s 6 |....
$25.00-429.99 ga | 1z1)0.69 5 ufo.ksi 2 38(6.66 28 28|1.00 13 190,68 12 11|1.08% 1 6 loary .. 8 ...
$30.00-439.99 182 | esdo.61 5 1370.38 54 60|0.90 35 5610.63 3% 45(0.69 12 280.43 2 20 [0.10 .. 8 l...
$30.00-§49.99 61 12910.47 3 [ 0.503 8 1% 0.57: 25 30(0.83, 1% 30 o.l'rd 5 19 0.262 5 20 0.25: 1 10 0.103
$50.00-$59.9% 38 B87]|0. 4% 1 1[1.00, 2 7|0.29, 1h 12(1.17, 9 21 o.l}d 6 2010.30, 1 16 |0.25 2 10 [0.20,
$60.00-$79.99 23 Th|o. 1 1 1/1.00 3 5|0.60 9 1% o.&d [ 190,32 3 18 0.17, . 6 |... a 1 11 |o.09
$80.00+ 1M LY 0.30, . seleeiiy . 2 ey 1 L) 0.25, 10 10 1.002 1 12|0.08 2 12 |0.17 ‘e T10-..
Unknevn 12 19/0.63 3 3{0.75 6 7}0.86 1 2|o.50 2 2{1.00 . 2].... e 1.... .. O T
uo-c® 34 | 958lo.51 30 600,50 176 238 o.'rld 126 19% o.ssd 89 177]0.50 L1 183]0.23% L 81 |o.aT 1 65 |0.02
Undor $15.00 28 | aslo.62 . 1l.... 20 o¢o.63 5 7l0.2 3 7[o.a3¢ al.... . ... .. I
$15.00-$19.99 M| e9foss 3 8lo.soj| 1 selo6dd| 1 160.88% 7 11 Jo.64? 2 slo.3% .. ' . 2 |iiih
$20,00-§24.99 102 14910.68 5 13 0.3ad LY:} sklo.B9 28 26|0.92 15 28o.5% 7 15 o.t'rd 3 6 o.sod . T |eeq
$25.00-429.99 76 | 136{0.56 M sfo.myl 29 36l0.m1 21 32(0.66 1 2 fo.h6d 9 20[0.852 1 7 |o.1ag 1 8 o.13
$30.00-$35.99 1% 22310.51 8 16 o.sod n 57 0.1'2d 37 57{0.65 13 38 |0.38 11 31|0.35 [} 18 {0.29 . 10 |....
$40.00-449.99 ar | 1mfe.ss 3 - 540.60 1 20[0.88 6 21l0.22 17 szlo.53 9 210432 1| 13 |o.08d . 16 |....
$50.00-$59.99 28 | “er[o.ah 2 1]e.00t 5 no.as] 8 11 o.735 g 100.503 2 15 0.13: 2 8 o.25] .. 8 |....
$60.00-3$79.99 28 T1|0.3%9 . 2, 3 ¥o.75, 9 1010.90, 9 15[0.60, 5 2ifo.2h, 2 14 lo.1s, .. 5 lea-s
$80.00+ 11 51 o.zsz 1 2|0.50, 1 5]0.204 2 5|o.ae 5 11 0.4 1 10[0.10, 1 9 |o.11 . 9 |--.-
Unkoown 9 16|0.56 3 3]1.00 L} 5(0.80 .. 3].... .. )} PO 2 211.00 N 2] 0. . e Jevns
wc-o° 2,701 |3,573|0.76 | 155 275/0.56 903 850(1.06 835 BA2|0.99 07 581 |0.70 268 475/0.56 117 | 31t |o.38 20 59 [0.08
Under $15.00 393 387[1.02 L} 58|0.72 155 128)1.21 109 Bg|1.22 52 A2|1.2% 2] 37(0.65 9 11 [o.82 2 22 0.09:
$15.00-$19.99 601 610|0.99 A2 61]0.69 222 174 [1.28 210 162|1.30 63 B3lo.72 L1 T0]0.67 16 31 |0.52 1 23 |o.0h
$20.00-$24 .99 662 Te3|0.92 3T 67|0.55 216 201|1.07 225 2001.13 91 108|0.84 67 72}0.93 25 57 |0.4% 1 18 u:}.msdl
$25.00-$29.99 A3 589|0.70 14 30|0.47 132 135]0.98 138 158|0.87 ™ 108 o1 32 67[0.48 17 55 |0.31 6 M {0.15
$30.00-439.99 370 | 662|0.56 -] 32|0.25 127 143[0.89 92 129/0.71 62 115 [0.54 AT 108|0.08 26 72 |o.36 8 63 lo.13
$30.00-$49.99 115 270|043 2 10 o.zo: ] Mo, n 55]0.56, 36 Wlo. 13 SN[ 0. 08 8 38 10,21 1 30 |o.o3
$50.00-459.9% 55 | 18fo.a7 3 3]1.00% 6 10l0.605| 12 17fo.ny 1 25(o.28 19 28]0.68 8 | awwloas®| .| 18],
$60.00-479.99 | so7le.m 2 Ajo.50 1 Mo.259 7 ooy 1 23 |o.as? A 21/0.19% 5 | 20 [e.25d .. 15 |..u.y
450.00+ 19| aslo.ae .- 1., 2 3(0.67, 3 7[o.439 5 15[0.333 7 10 o.1n: 1 s [0.20] 1 7 o128
Unknovn L)) 69]0.62 5 9{0.56 18 18[1.00 8 150,53 6 12|0.50 5 8lo.50 2 5 |o.x0 | 2 ...

af Only native whits firet marvisge wasso with busband presant at the time of the Ceoyus are yeed in this Table.
b/ A §1.00 rental 1 equivelest to §100.C0 valoe.

yEJlmmmmmmumlnmmmdmmm. MC-B stands for marrisge combioation B or sorthhors woman marTisd o scatbborn Xasbanda, MC-C stands for mrrisge
ombioation O or soathbory-voms mrrisd to oorthborn busbands. MC-D stands for mecriegs combiratios D or southharn vomsn married to southdorn hogbenda.
4/ Pused ot lees than 2% woman.
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APPENDIX TABLE 8; CHILPREN 0-4, WOMEN 15.49, AND AVERAGE WOUMBER OF CHILTREN PER WOMAN EY AGR AND BY MARTTAL
CONDITION, SELECTED BIRTH-RESIDENCE GROUPS, BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO: 1930

Ago of Women at Consun
Groups All ages 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-3% B 35-39 hO-kh 45-%9
and marital A B [ A B [} A B 0 A B [ A B [ A B [ A | B 0. A B
atatus fnilaren| Women| Al |Children|Women| C/W |Children|Women| CAW |Children/Women | /W |Children|Woman| /W | Children|Wemen| 0 |Children|Women| 0/W |cnildren|Women| 0AY

Native vhite vomen | 10,#80 |27,236|0.38 %23 |4,554|0.09 2,735 |4,990j0.55 | 3,120 [§4,514 |0.69 | 2,172 [3,952(0.55 | 1,339 |3,663[0.37 576 |2,9%5]0,20 115 ‘{2,618 (0.0%
Single cevees | TH61L].0es «os |3,720)] .. ceers |1,T01) ., veees | TAT].... veeen nTl.... crnee 377].... ven 300{.... . 2591....
1st marr.-hus.prea.| 9;208 |15,857]0.58 377 72510.52 2,416 |2,742(0.88 2,822 [3,211[0.88 1,930 | 2,940 |0.66 1,107 |2,593|0.33 465 |1,963{0.2% 91 |1,683|0.05
1at marr.-hus.abs. 195 559(0.35 24 57|0. %2 5 143 0,52 42 gh(o.35 19 68(0.28 20 75(0.27 12 65(0.18 2 570,04
2nd marriage 918 | 2,117{0.43 17 300,57 195 211 /0,92 220 | 32|0.T1 198 374 [0.53 187 nsjo.4s a7 39hl0.22 15 381 [0.03
Widoved 96 655[0.15 3 T[0.¥3, 14 18|0.78 19 57(0.33 21 T79l0.27 21 123 |0.17 1 16810.07 k4 203 [0.03
Divoroed 65 437]0.15 2 15|0.13 36 B5lo.42 17 g3|0.18 L3 T4 [0.05 ] 8o |o.05 1 5510.02 1 35|0.03

Group 1 .

Norinborn urban women 3,750 [13,505]0.28 121 |2,367]|0.51 851 |2,3130,37 1,19% | 2,137|0.56 841 11,919]0.A8 490 |1,8030.27 210 |1,567]0,13 ¥ [1,399]0.03
Bingle enar | 4,600}, x| 2,090],... sesss [1,062.... feaae s9g|.... Lhaae 293].... inae 259444, vee 213}.... ves 185(....
1at mars,-hus.pres.] 3,316 | 7,190|0.46 106 240/ 0. 48 761 | 1,092[0,70 1,075 |1,%04 |0.TT 756 [1,33%20.56 315 11,235[0.3% 170 |1,00710.17 » 875|008
1st marr.-hus.abs. 81 279(0.29 10 23/0.83, 31 5910.53 22 51|0.43 6 36017 7 3hlo.21 5 4210.12 as 3af....
2nd parriage 269 883 (0.30 3 6|a.s0, 39 56 0.70, k] 15[0.63, 64 1650.39 55 1780.31 29 183{0.16 6 180]0.03
Widoved A5 32%(0.1%4 1 310.33, 3 60,50 9 21[0.43 12 a5)0.27 10 560,18 6 87|o.07 5 106}0.04%
Divorasd 39 22810.17 1] . slo.20 7 38(0.45 15 47032 3 41 |0.07 3 dx [0.07 ‘oo 350 0aus “er 210,44,

Group 2

Northborn rurel vemen{ 1,619 | ¥,622]0.35 51 863|0.59 334 677|0.%9 428 | 619]0.69 418 676]0.62 246 662 |0.37 120 566|0,21 22 . 559|0.08
8ingle cenes | 1,837).... ree 763].... vea 307).. .. fes 112],... svaes 14 9P enes T6)iaen vee skl.... ven &8l....
1let marr.-hua.prea.| 1,39% | 2,752[0.5% [1:] 9% 0.5t 296 31910.93, b11 k60 |0.B9 390 | skklo.T2 221 515 o.b}_ 109 §21]0.26 19 3990.05
18t marr.-hus. abs, 17 35)0.38 3 40,75 10 16|0.63 1 sle.ar® 1 5(0.20% 1 4 fo.25 1 3los3 .., 7|....
2nd marriage 93 28110.33" b S 18 2570.72, | 13 280.50 25 k8lo.52 23 b7(0.%9 10 65(0.15 3 G700k
Widoved 8 77(0.10 vee ... b B[1.00, 1 b fo.252 2 7(0.29® 1 14 fo.07? ... 21{,... ces 2%]....
Divorced 7 30(0.23 . I P 3 6]1.00 1 910.11 . Sleaee | sinee 6lesun . -1 ee 2]ee.

Group 3 A

Scuthborn urban vomsn 3,758 | 7.2310.52 207 |1,082|0.19 1,229 |1,655]0.7% 1,094 |1,%0b|c.78 595 11,020/0.58 ns 931 |0.45 180 615]0.29 bt 524 |0.06
Single ceess | 1,299(.... vee gokl.... rees 360].... evan 123 ]..., haee [ N veres 30|iaa. vee 27| eu.. ree 1%]....
1st mapr,-hus.pres.| 3,210 | 3,578/0.70 186 337|0.55 1,082 |1,093]0.99 972 |1,047[0.93 501 767 0.65. 314 627 |0.50 134 397(0.3% 2 310/0,07,
st marr,-hua.aba. a3 212(0.39 10 2510.40, 27 59]0.46 15 3210.47 12 27(0.4% 12 3610.33 5 19|0.26 2 14)0.1%
2pd marriage 208 751]0,.54 9 15{0.60_ 101 96]1.05, 97| 135|o.72 77| 131}0.59, a3 159 [0.52 37 105|0.35 ) 110 |0.0%
Widoved 35 22410.16 1 210.50, [ T(0.86 9 30lo0.30 [} 20 10,20 -8 490,16 ) 50|0.08 3 66 0.05,
Divorced 18 167(0.11 S gle.1 13 80|0.33 1 37|0.03 1 2k lo.04" 1 3010.03 e 17 ees ‘1 10(0.10

aroup 4

Bouthborn rural womed 1,357 | 1,878|0.72 L) 242(0.18 321 34510.93 Aok 354 (1.1% 38 337]|0.9% 185 267 |0.69 66 197|0.3% 19 1360.1%
Single e 274].... een 173 ... . 62].... eane 13[enns vaeae ] veaen 12l.... vee ceen - ] P
lat marr.-hus.pres. 1,188 | 1,337|¢.89, 37 54/0.69, 217 | 238116 300|1.21 283 290]0.98 157 216 |0.73 52 138|0.38, 18 101 (0,18
1st marr.-hus.abs, 12 23]0.52 1 50'2°a 9|0.67 5l0.80 . PR P b 3 AP 1 112,00 e - P
2nd marriage 148 202/0.73 5 8l0.63, 37 34]1.09, 34)1.06 32 3011.07 26 31/0.84 11 ¥jo.27 1 280,08
Widoved 8 30(0.27, 1 1/1.00 1 11,00 2l.... 3 7(0.43% 2 4 |0.50° 1 ojo.0 ... 5|....
Divoroed 1 12|0.08 b PPN arean Lfoses veafrane sees Blaene 1 1/1.00 2lsaee

a/ Bawed on less than 25 vomen.
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