43372 .
i

National Library
of Canada du Canada
Canadian Theses Division

Ottawa, Carfada
KA ON4 [

A

Bibliotheéque nationale

Division des théses canadiennes

. , ‘ . ~,

PERMISSION TO MICROFILM — AUTORISATION DE HICROFKI.,IR :

P

o Please print or type — tcrire en lettres moulées ou dactylographier

Full Name of Author — Nom complet de |'gpteur

\

Helen (olber ~ 1
Date of Birth — Date de naissance . ( Country of Birth — Lieu de naissance
januar)/ 18, 19¢ U S A

Permanent Address — Residence fixe

S94 Dalqgle 5k Kd, L w

Oﬂ/')a»\/, Klner &a 75/4'154
O Y
Title of Thesis — Titre de la thése
e F
,()afura/ f:f’t'./;)lv ? , a5 ) 7
/ f"n~n” ﬂ¢’7¢jﬂﬁl‘(ﬂ$ /(,7,( L///')p/yjy,)aw) fl")"‘/‘fs-‘

}

ﬂ U,sfo//(w( Qamo\],u/),(l,d gt"‘”‘/

University — Université
*>

(ﬁ/n.u(rs«}; 7 /‘?/éfrftt.

Degree for which thesis was presented — Grade pour lequel cette these fut présentée

Ph &
Year this degree conferred — Année d'obtention de ce grade Name of Supervisor — Nom du directeur de these
/977 F, krishnan

Permission is hereby granted to the NATIONAL LIBRARY OF
CANADA to microfilm this thesis and to lend or sell copies of
tpe tilm.

: e d .
The author reserves other publication rights, and neither the
thesis nor extensive extracts from it may be printed or other-
wise reproduced without the author's written permission.

L autorisation est, par |a présente, accordée a la BIBLIOTHE-
QUE NATIONALE DU CANADA de microfilmer cette these et de
préter ou de vendre des exemplaires du fitm.

L auteur se réserve les autres droits de publication: ni la thése
ni de longs extraits de celle-Ci ne doivent &tre imprimés ou
autrement\eproduits sans I'autorisation écrite de |'auteur.

Date

Bt s5,1979

Signature

Q(ﬁ;ﬂ‘/ 5//%4// \

NLDY (4/TT) .

e o A —



.* National Libriw of Canada

C'ltaloguir;g‘ Branch
Canadian Theses Division

Ottawa, Canada
K1A ON4

'NOTICE

The quality of this microfiche is heavily dependent upon
the quality of the originai thesis submitted for microfilm-
ing. Every effort has-been made to ensure the highest
quality of reproduction possible.

If pages are missing, contact the university which
granted the degree. .

Some pages may have indistinct print especially it
the original pages were typed with a poor typewriter
ribbon or if the university sent us a poor photocopy.

-

Previously copyrighted m)erials J{journal articles,
published tests, etc.) are not filmed.

Reproduction in full or in part of this film is governed
by the Canadian Copyright Act, RS.C. 1970, c. C-30.
Please read the authorization forms which accompany
this thesis. )

- THIS DISSERTATION
HAS BEEN MICROFILMED
EXACTLY AS RECEIVED

-

NL-339 (3/77)

Division des thases canadiennes

, Blbliotﬁbquo nationale du Canada |

Direction du catalogage \

/

;

AVIS

re

La qualité de cette microfiche dépend grandement de la
qualité de ia these soumise au microfilmage. Nous avons
tout fait pour assurer une qualité supérieure de repro-
ductidn. ‘ .

S'il manque des pages, veuillez communiquer avec.
"'université qui a conféré le grade.

La qualité d'impression de certaines pages peut
laisser a désirer, surtout si les pages originales ont été
dactylogrdphiées a 'aide d'un ruban usé ou si l'université
nous a fait parvenir une photocopie de mauvaise qudlité.

Les documents qui fopt déja I'objet d'un droit d'au-
teur (articles de revue, examens publiés, etc.) ne sont pas
microfilmés.

~ Lareproduction, méme partielie, de ce microfilm est
soumise a la Lai canadienne sur le droit d'auteur, SRC
1970. ¢. C-30. Veuillez prendre connaissance des for-
mules d autorisation qui accompagnent ce_tte these.

LA THESE A ETE
MICROFILMEE TELLE QUE
NOUS L'AVONS RECUE

.



THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

L}
TILITY AMONG MONOGAMOUS AND POLYGYNOUS FAMILIES:
A HISTORICAL DEMOGRAPHIC 8

: by
@ HELEN COLBERT

NATURAL FER

-

v : A THESIS ' , .

-

SUBMITTED TO THE FAOULTY OF GRADUATE STUDIES AND BESEARCH

IN PARTIAL l"ULFIL..MEN'f OF THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE OF

DOCTOR OF PHILOSQPHY

DEPA.R'I‘ME;NT OF SOCIOLOGY
b

" EDMONTON, ALBERTA

FALL, 1979



THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA .
FACULTY OF GRADUATE STUDIES AND RESEARCH

The undersianed cert1 fy that they have read and recomend
to the Faculty of Graduate Studies and Research, for acceptance,
thesis entitled NATURAL FERTILITY AMONG MONOGAMOUS AND POLYBYNOUS
FAMILIES: A HlSTORICAL DEMOGRAPHIC STUDY submitted by Helen Colbert
in partial fulfilment of the requirements for the degree of Doctor

of Mhilosophy. . c )
: . , \ ‘ — /

Sup 1sor

L3S SR

Ext;rnai'E;aminer S

DATE : H‘?‘;&/M7?



.
. / .
\

!

This diuornuon tuto %he pol.ymy-fortility hypothesis by
cxwyhingodiffercnthl fertility and ‘oirth interval lengths of monogs-
mous and p.olygynoun ncm't.eonth-contury M,ornon females who experienced
natural fertility.’ It further ex.litpc the effects on -polygynous fer-
tility of the ordinal status of the wife, thc percentage of married
yesrs, spont in & poly;ynow unioy, énd the average nunber of vives
.prelcqe ine gnion Moreover, the effect on fortility of age differ-
ences beWweeh ménosdous and polymoul spouses is examined as well
as is mnrricge-cohor; fertility. The data are drawn from Family
Group Record Sheets housed in the L.D.S. Genealogical Archives, Salt

& .
Lake City, Utah. The sample consists of 1 ,896 females-—932 of whom

;ere.alvays monogamo;s and 964 of whom were at some time polygynous.

Analysis of the data revealed that, for those contihuously
married through age L6, polygynous fertility was depressed by approx-
imately 1.0 relative to monogamous fertility, not a great difference
vhen it is recognized that the average monogamous female experienced
approximately 10 confinements Only those polygynous and monogamous
vomen married to men O to 10 years older than they had equivalent
fertility. f

While no relationship was found between percentage of married
&ears polygyn?us and fertility, the same was not true for ordinal
status Or avqéage number of wives present. “ An analysis of the effects
of both vgfiébles revealed that vhi%g initially-monogamous first wives

had fertilid& identical to alwvays monogamous wives thereafter an

inverse relptiopship obtained.

iv

L 4



The same odtained ;or tverage numder of vives pr t, slthoujh
this variable appears not to be as important in d;proﬁing fertility.
Cross tabulation of ordinal status by average number of vicu
present revealed that in;tially-ionoguoul first vives in two-wife
families oxporienpod highest fcrpilitx,.boing noum(hut high.er than )
t.'hat. of ui\uyl BONQEamous vomen. Tﬁo!osrtor, therq vas an inverse
relationship. .The same was found for wvomen married at ‘gn 17 to 21.
. ‘ -
Althou;ﬂ f% would appeer that the poly%m/-tcrtility hypothesis
* .=bhad been oly;portcd. if that were true, as fertility declined signifi-
c:ﬁ% -§{ Frerences would have obtained in the length of birth Intervals.
Theée, however, were not'g.lertlly found. Instead, parity proqyess{on
\\ ratios revealed that in all iEatnnceu differential fertility resulted
. from cessntion»of childboqk‘ng at.etrlier paritiesrahd ;; greater
proportions and from a narrower parity range. .

Again, although it appears that age differences between
spouses, particularly the advanced age of the husband which was highly
correlated with ordinal status, accounted for fertility differences,
equivalent age differences between monogamous and ﬁolygynoua spouses’
did not produce similar.}ertility. Consequently, the only conclPsion

" that can be drawn at this point is that if polygyny depressed coita]
frequency é‘is had little or no effect on fertilit& and that ordinal
status, average number of wives, and percent;ge years polygynoﬁs do
not in themselves depress fertility. Rather, a yet unknown factor
related to the advanced age of the husband appears to conéribute to

lower polygynous fertility for those with aa oydinal spatul greater

than one.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Polygyny has not been nor is it currentlv an uncommon N
conjugal pattern. Anthropologists have found plural unions to have
been practiced world wide by preindustrial populations. Murdock
(19h9:28), for example, reported that 81 per cent of his cross-cultural

-sample for which he* had data positively sanctioned polygyny as a
legitimate family fo;m. Contemﬁorarily, polygyny is commonly not the
dominant conjugal pattern, although among some rural tribes in Ghana
and the Ndai of Nigeria, for example, it is. Nevertheless, it is
practiced to some extent in numerous socleties throughout the world.
It is not uncommon among Islaffc pooulations, in African societieg, in
Malaya, as well as in others.

For a variety of reasons, anthropologists, sociologists, and
demographers ha&e been interested in polygynv as a family form and its
effects on fertility levels. In recent years, there have been several
studies of and periodic controversy over the effects‘of polygyny con’
fertilitv. Jne reason for this interest is that if polyvgyny does, in
fact, affect fertility levels, it can have widespread implications for
other social structures within a community or society. ©On the one
hand, if polygyny does in fact affect fertility levels, whether through
elevating them or depressing them, and if It were confined to a
particular group or groups within a po?ulation, differential

[P

fertility would result. The significance of this difference would

[
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depend on the propoftion of the population at risk in theee groups
involved and the initial size of the practicing group or groups
gelative to others within ihe society. The implications of a rapidly
or slowly growing group in relationship to others within a sociéty’in
maintaining or disrupting the status quo are self-evident. On the

other hand, if polygyny were practiced throughout the society, it

would affect the rate of natural increase.
* -
1.1 The Polygyny-Fertility Hypothesis

It has frequently been hypothesized that polygyhous unions
while increasing the fertility of males depfesses the fertility of
females. This has beén either explicitly stated or implicitly assumed
in many studies of polygyny's effects on fertilify levels. Those who
adopt this proposition accept that there are as many as three elemen&s
inherent in polygyny which, either singly or in combinatioﬁ, act to
depress female fertility levels.

To begin with, the frequency of sexual intercourse has, at
least since Pearl's studies in the late 1930's, been thought to
influence fertility. Re;Larchers in this area frequently make the
a priori assumption that, since women in polygynous marriages must
share their husbands' sexual acts with a number of other ines, they
will of necessity experience lower coital levels than females married’
to monogamous spouses. Polygyuny, then, is viewed as causing a
reduction in coital frequency per female thereby depresging fertility
of polygynous females as compared to their monogamous counterparts.

"

Lorimer (1958:98) supports this contention when he states that "in



viev of what we nov know about the ovulation cycle and the chances of
conception, . . . even a moderate dispersion of the hplb’?d'; loxﬁnl‘
acts would be likely tS cause some reduction of the fert;lity of

married women." )

Muhsam (1956:3-4), in contrast, points out that the sssumption
that plural wives Qill receive less attention than monogaméﬁs wives is
a difficult position to support. Moreovgr,.it is not certain that if
a difference in frequency of sexual intercourse between monogamous and
polygynous vivé; &1d exist it would be significant enough to bo‘ro-'j
flected in observable fertility differences. However, Culwick and
Culwick (1938:378-379) generally agree 'that beyond a certain number
of wiyes polygyny will depress fe;tility but feel this would not be .
general rule in f;milies where there are only two or three wives.
Olusanya (1971) concursvwith this.

The second element viewed as being inherent in polygyny and
contributing to decreased fertility is that of increased coital activ-—
ity on the part of the male. It has been demonstrated that as the
frequéﬁcy of ejaculation increases, the number of active sperm de-
creases and may reach levels that inhibit conception. %ccording to
Dorjahn (1958:838) ,

if it could be demonstrated that the coitus rate per
husband per year was significantly greater for men
polygvnously married than for those who are morogamous,
this biological factor might account for much the
observed fertility differentials.

Moreover, Dorjahn believes the assumption that the coital rate per
husband per year is probably higher for polygynous as comﬁared with

monogamous males. Although this is probably valid, it cannot be
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substantiated, Howvever, ®ven if this assumption vere correct, would

the fr+quoncy level of 1nt%rcouruo be at such & level as to prevent
the spfrm cowt from rebuilding to-a normal level? This assumption
holil Lhat not only are coital rntef po; yeqr higher for polygynous
males Lhan for monogamous maleg‘but that coitus also occurs fredquently
enougq to prevent spermatogenesis from reising the sperm count to a
levellsurticiently high to i:;mit conception.

The third aasdhptii? ade regarding pdiygyny is that favourit-
{sm and avoidance are essential features and are exclusive to'it. The

assumption being made here is that plural wives will receive less

attention than wives of monogamous males. This is based on the suppo-

sitio? that where a man has several vives he wili, on the one haﬂﬁ,’
have L favourite oqe.who will receive a disproportionate amount of his
atten%ion and, on the other, have less favourite‘;ives whom he will
avoid more often. If, as according to Muhsam (1956:L), "polygynous
husbahds systematically neglect one or more of their wives, e.g. all
but the favourité, the effect on the fertility of these wives will be
strixing." He, however, found no evidence in his study to support the
contention that favouritism and avoidance either played a role or, if
they did, had any affect on the fertility of various wives.

) Dorjahn (1958:849) found that the Temne at least avoid the
problem of favouritism and avoidance through a rotationa?ih;d substitu-

tion system which enables the husband to deal more effectively with

plural wives. Under the system,
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in regular turn, each wife goes to her husband for a
period of 3 ér L nights, the rotation being a nged by
the head vife. Though he may vish i{t, the husband can
neither deny a vife her turn out of displeqsure nor seek
&n extra turn for a favourite ., . . . If o woman {s {11
and migses her turn, it vill be made up later as part of
an exchange of turns with a covife. Similarly, exchanges
will be made so that there is no conflict with the
menstrual cycle. Turns lost through extended vigits avay
are not made up, though vhenever possible short visits
are timed so that a turn is not lost. Pregnant wives are
dropped out of the rotation about three mgnths before de- 2\
livery, and suckling wives will remain out until their
child has been weaned . . . .

The interaction effect of the®e three (coital rate of female and
male and favouritism) would relult‘inlmtrkedly lower fertility levels
for fem&les married to polygynous husbands as compared to women in the
Qame soclety married to monogamous husbands. 4

Ig,fertility le;els are depressed by polygyny, per se, it would
be found that within the same society women married to polygynous hus-
bﬁnds would have consistently lower fertility than their monogamous ly

married counterparts,
: -

1.2 Findings of Previous Research
LER

The majority of the studies teiiing‘the polygyny-fertilit%

N

‘hypothesis have focused on African and Middle-Eastern populations.

"~ .
'Althougb, as the summary of thirty-two previocus studies in Table 1

indicates, the majority, twenty-one, has supported the hypothesis,
the findings are inconclusive.
While Van de Walle's (1965) study of the populations of the

Central higerian Delta, the Congo and Guinea, Henin's (1969) work on

¢ &
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Table 1. Summary ¢ Findings of Selected vn:ﬁﬂy‘oﬂm«m::% Research
L
Polygynous Fertility Oreater or The Same Monogamous ¥ertility Greater
Source Population Source Population
° 1
Baker (1957 Ikela ‘Belgian “ongc’ Boelaert (1QL7) Nkundo-Mongo (Belgian

Caldwell '196&}

i .
Sulvick & Tulwick 71938)
“hadike »pommv

Slussnys ‘1971

Pool (1968)

el
Salmon (1958

1
Schwetz (1923)

Smith & Kunz (1976)

sl
Wilbois (193L)

50ld Coast

Ghana

Wabena (Tanganyika'
Lagos, Wigeria

ovo, Iff (W, Nigeria®

Ga, Adanbe, Wale,
Dagarti, Grusi (Shana);
Wamuzimu (Belgian Congo)
Kondale (Belgian Congo)
L.D.S. (Western U.S.A.)

mbldowoaﬂﬁnv
onlnnoo:mwu

2
Bretart 1935k,

2
Brito '1952)

“harles & Forde '1938)

1
Colle {1925%)

Deordahn (1758)

1
Duren 1943)

1
Hemeri'ckx (19L8)

Henin '1969)

Ivins [195€)

1
Lindtlom (1020

1
Muraz '1928) -

Congo)
Belgian Congo

Menjaco, Balanta, ‘Brame
(W. Africa)
Ndai (Nigeria)

Bashi (Belgian Congo)
Temne

Kibali-Ituri (Belgian
Congo)

Katako, Kombe (Belgian
Congo)

Baggara, Kawakla, Gezera,
B. N. Nomads, Merglad
(Sudan)

L.D.S. {Western U.S.A.)

Akomba (Kenya)

Sara-Mad jingaye (French
Equatorial Africa)



Polygynous Yertility Sreater or The Came
Population

-~

>our e

Mcrogamous Fertility Greater

Source

Population

Muhsam (195¢)

Nlivier m Aujoulat

\worﬂ‘.. )
nuedrangc 113510

Fuopcl 717947,

Thomas 1713

[

Thomas
Yan e Walle ‘.765
1

Yincernt 179%1)

. . r 5 A
wilbcis »Qwi\

Eeduin »~f Negeb
“ton

Mossi (French West
Africa)

Bofiji-Ouest (Belgian
Congo)

Ibo (Nigeria)

Temne ‘Sierra Leone)

"entral Nigerian Delta,
Congo, & Guinea
Yotcko

Eesinsenga, Bamvele,
Wute, Efok (French
"ameroons )

2
1358:8L0-1", Muhsam

s the remairder as cited in the bibliography



the tiudan, Muhsam's (1Y%¢) research on the Beduin of the Negeb,

"
U»r1.hq'l (19%8) study of the Temne, Charles & Forde's (19i8) study
£ the Niia of Nigeria, among many others, ha®® fount fertility to he

Aejresned among polygynously marr.led females, thers' {nvestigations

have not supported this. Uume researchers {n the area have ﬁ‘unl no

Pool's (1968) and Caldvell's (19¢8) studies in jhana and "lu

oy
cad

FORITE AV 5f *the [fe and 'vo of western Nigeria, vhile

\

such as “ulwick and Culwick (193) feund polygynoys fertiliit

wigher., Still thers, such as ¥, rtes (lJ)%" were
®
any "ornolusions tecause Hf the inabllitv to control r interv

variatl ies,
r creyl s reaear-h, *here have heen 1 me Mas! - pr hiems
whith have {mpeiet *he letermina*i . 0f p lyeyvny's nfluen-e 'n ler-

il i* .8 long bLeen kn'wn *hat ferti i*y .3 e . nsejuence 7
/

cro ircraracticn f multir.ie fact.rs. _avis ani Dlake '\35‘-5t'. L

.
trpir classic article, utlirne *he "intermeiiate variables” whi-h

affect "ex-.gure *. irterc.urse” ani "extosire ¢ ~ noeption’ i oany
narilaten. The - on'ugal pattern i3 but cne cf *hese variatl .es.
*her interverning variabl.es, such as age of entry int uni.ns, the
rroporsicn Lf women remaining pérm&nently celibmate, *he amoun®t f

revrroyiuctive veri-~i spent between or after ini ns whi~h have teen

{isruptei by witowh>«i r iivorce, the length ani n.umbter ~f peri-is



4af abetinence from {ntercouree vithin marriage, in addition to the
preactice of ecuntraception or lack thereof, are crucial in determining
the levels uf fertility,

“hesa fertility-affecting variables, {n lddlt;un to polygyny,
have been noted by many investigators., ome have been able to control
fr a feav of them vhile others have been unadble to control for any.
lerein “103 the t1fficulty of determaining polygyny's effect on f'-rtix-
ttv., ‘'nieas 1t {a possible tu control for the intervening variables
affecting fertility, it is impossible to determine vhether observed
fert{lity qi{fferenti{nls between monogamous and polygynou? populations
wi*hin *he same society are the result of dlfrerencef within the
variat es be'wveen the polygynois ard monogamous popu.iations o>r are,
irn ety A resuit of poiygyny and monogamy. For this reason, Dortahn

DR ~iaims tha* "failure *n control these variatles or %o make

s me (+diaty n f *the lirection an! magritile 27 *helir effe:t makes

i+ has bhHeen suggeste] *hat s me of the “tsefved Qifferentials

are probably “he result of {{fferences between "“he °*wo populations

.
-

wi*h respect *C one or more °f these variables. Although “here are
mary sugges‘e! variab.es tc be controlied, some reappear more fre-
1d4ently chan others: age at first marriage, duration of marriage,
marita.* instabllity, infertility, age differentials between husband

and vi’e, abstinence, and continui*y -f marriage pattern.
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Hawvthora (1970).hn pointed out iuz age ot firet sarriage in a
.muht.ton {s a fundamental determinagt of ferdility. This would de
particularly true of one characterised by natural fertility vhere
contraception would not be s means of reducing fertility, although
other practices might be. Age at first marrisge, as D:vu & Blake
(1956:214) point out, is "one of the varisbles governing exposure to
{ntercourse.” Moreover, it aids in determining not only the number of
fecund years spent at risk Y\t whether those yboﬂ are also the most
fecund ones or not.

Relative to age at first marriage is duration of @arrisge. If
all women {n a birth cohort survive to menopause and all marry at the
same age, they would be at rigk for the same period of time. However,
{f, for example, one-half married five years later than the first,
this half would be at risk for less time and should, all things being
equal, have & lover fertility rate. Moreover, women vho marry later
are not only spending fewer vears at risk but those years spent at
risk may be less fecund onél. In dddition, even vhere women's mar-
riages are of the same durniié;. the age at vhich they enter those
marriages determines the fecundability (monthly chance of canception)
of those years. For example, wvomen married for fifteen years and mar-
ried at age 18 are going toghave a highay quality of fecundadbility
than women alsoc married for fifteen years but not married until age 30.
As Davis & Blake further point out, "if . . . the age of eantry into
unions is late, the potential fertility that is lost cad never be

recovered” (215).
[
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Gems investigaters have suggeeted that diffeorenses oxtes
betveen vomen married to polygynous males and those married to -'x:’.-
mous fales in um. of age of on.tq into firet unions and duretion of

v .
those unions and that it (s these differences which sccount for the
differential fertility betwveqa the two groups. Ohadike (1968),
Fortes (1958), and Menin (1969) claims that those emtering polygynous
marriages may be older than those initiating sonogamous marriages.
Fortes (1958) found amoag the um;t that as vomen grov older they
wwonurun-ﬁ'ﬁmouﬂtoummmtdu
volygynists. Muhsem (1956) found seoond vives among the Beduin of
the Yeged to be older. He also found that polygymous wives in “his
porulation in generdl had marriages of shorter duration than '.ho‘xr
monogamous counterparts. Romaniuk (1968), conversely, believes that
polygyny facilitates ear .y marriage. Supportive of this contention
is Dorhm:'s (1958) finding among the Te@ne tha! monogamous vomen
tended to marry l‘nter than women in polygyrous unfons.

Desrite the importance of coatrolling for these tvo variables,
most researchers ef{ther have neglected to 10 so or have been unsble to
do so0. The importance of contrc;lling for both age of entry into first
unions and duration of marriage is {llustrated by Olusanys's (1971)
study of five ural communities in vestern Nigeria. He discovered
initially that vhen a count vas made of the number of children born to

polygynously and monogamously married females, polygynists, on tbe

vhole, were more fertile. When the effects of age at nrric.‘ and
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swretion of aakriade vere coatrolied for, hwever, Lhere vas virtuslly
(%] ‘“"onnao tn fertility Setveen the tve gr uPps.

la conjunction vt;.u age ot Gurattom of sarviege Lo camploted
tertility. la the majority of these studies, vamen of &li ages are
tneluded rether than only vapea who have ccmppl ot od enjldvoaring. The
sseumption being @ade 1o Lhat aonogamous and POLlyEYRcus vimen, 88 vei.
as vomep of differeat birth cohortle VItAiA e8ch gruup, share the same
enildbearing patterns. Tﬁto may ur say no' be the case. Nowever , by
usiag ©Aly WeRea VRO heve ewnpleted fertility, thie perhape Orronecus

essumption wvoulid de avolded.

’ 11e ’ ] .

fAnot her variab.e affecting ferti.ivv, m-!’ro‘.nod to durstion
¢ marriage, 1o marites lnetatt . ity. ne o7 the Tavie-B.ake variadb.e®
e "amcunt ~f reproductive rericd spers et er r tetveer arone.”
“hey s%a’e:

Any negetive effect 'n fer®...%y ‘r ® ver.at.e

‘time belveen anstat.e anione, (e s Tamctior 7 1,eh the

rate of dlssoluvion of unions ani 'he tLime | s° tetveer »

snom. If unions ere stadle, OF {f they are unstabdb.e Dut

no time s los® be*veen them, fertili* vy will not de

affectel adverse.y T1088.%6: 006,
“ariteal {nssabilicy may, then, resilt in time lost o risk ei*her
pe°ween inions or after Jpions, '.holjoby i~wering ferti.ity.

As wvas {emonstrated by Lauriaet 1069:89. ', marita. iisso.ution

cends to reduce fertility, at ‘east fcr “er samp.e. The roand that
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women in discontinuous unions could be said to have lost 21 per cent

.

of the fertility they would have had had they remained continuously

married.
C'&e‘s and Forde (19038:159) found that the problem in deter-
Ay
mining polygynous and monogamous fertility rates among the Ndai was

complicated by the great frequency of divorce and remarriage.

-

Many researchers in this area believe that marital dissolution

01

is naturally more frequent among polygynous than among monogamous

unions. Olusanya (1970:133) states that '"polygynous households

1

possess the seeds of instabjlity by their very nature." He claims

+hat a man with more than onk wife may be unable to give each the

attention expected and that favouritism may lead to squabblings and

eventually to divorce. He found marital instability to be linked with

_an absence of a strict legal bond (6ustomary marriage) and polygyny.

Dorjahn's Temne informants indicated that polygynously married
males were more likely to have marital difficulties, and his Maroso
data indicate that a greater percentage of those divoreing females
were in polygynous households. He also cites several writers,
Hemiryckx, Boelart, and Sokier, who also found palygyny and divorce to
be highly related. Henin (1969), as well, found divorce to be greater
among the polvgynists 1n his sample.

Not only does polygyny seem‘to tend to encourage divorce but
there are a greater proportion of women who have experienced discon-
tinuous unions, either because of divorce or death of a spouse, found
in polygynous households. RomaniTik claims that polygyny facilitates

the remarriage of widows and divorced women. It is well known that
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in many populations, particularly where no sex-ratio imbalance exists
and wherée women outlive males, widows are a source of polygynous wives.
Moreover, in societies where the levir?p; is practiced, a man marrying
his deceased brother's wife may result in polygyny.

| Olusanya (1970:153) found marked differences in the percentage
of first marriages and remarriages for polygynous ﬁnd mMCnogAmOuUs women
among the Yoruba of western Nigeria. A higﬁer percentage of monoga-
mous women in his sample were married for the f£irst time ard a higher
percentage of polygynous women were remarried. He attributes the
higher percentage of remarried females among polygynous households to
the difficulty of these women in finding bpachelors for husbands éue +to B
the vride price.

r+ ig claimed by several +hat divorced women, due to the
status, per se, are leds fertile than continuously married females.
Dor jahn (1058) claims that not only is the mean duration of marriage
1ess £or them but they also experience & lowered coital frequency
prior to divorce. raldwell (1968), however, did not find that succes-
sive unstable marriages nad significantly lowtred female fertility in
wis NThanian sample. Even so, most researchers %ail to control for
discontinuous unions. Henin (1969) examined fertility in continuous
anions only but failed to control for age of marriage and proportion
childless.
A pnumber of studies have indicated that there is a higher

proportion of subfecund and infertile women in polygynous households.

Muhsam's (1956) study of the Beduin of the Negeb found & higher
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percentage of {nfertile women within polygynous households and
indicates that infertility of the first wife may encourage a man to
marry again. In fact, he found that infertility was high among both
nolygynous ;irst and second wives. Henin (1969) also believes that
infertility of the first wife may lead to polygyny.

Romaniuk (1968) and Van de Walle (1965) believe that a selec—
tive factor may maké the proportion of subfecund and sterile women
higher in polygynous households. Subfecund mothers, for example, may
be taken into bolygynous households by men desirous of increasing
their progeny. Although the fertility of these individual women may
be low, it increases the total fertility of the male. According to
Van de Walle .1965:308), "it is difficult to disentangle the influence
of marital status on fertility from the influence of fertility on
mari-al status." Does infertility lead a husband to divorce a wife
who then énters a polygynous marriage; does infertility of the first
wife lead the husband to marry a polygynous second wife; or do
infertile and subfecund women enter polygynogs unions.

Muhsam (1956:9) briﬁgs up an additional factor with regard to
the higher incidence of iniertility among polygynous households, that
of reporting bias. He indicates that, due to the importancé in these
sccieties of male virility, sterili£y among mONOgamous households may
be underreported since monogamous males in childless households are
more apt to report f‘ict&i}us children than are polygynous males with
infertile wives. |

Infertility seems to be widespread in tropical Africa, for

Y
example, and has been attributed to high conjugal mobilit&J}esulting

i
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from divorce, which is higher among polyg&ynous unions. According to
Olusanya (1971:174), High conjufl mobility results in reduced expo-
sure to intercourse and reduced fertility throuéh the spreading of\
venereal disease. Dorjahn (1958:151) also attributes the higher
rates of infert;ility among polygynous households to venereal disease.
Although ther are no medical studies to substantiate his contention,
Dorjahn claims tﬁat in® larger households wives are more likely to_
have extra-marital relations, thereby increasing their probability of
contracting venereal disease. The husband and other wives also,
according to Dorjahn, become digeased, thus lowéring the fertility of
the polygynous segment. Romaniuk (1968), however, claims thd® even
if polygyny plays a more active'roie in dissemination of venereal
disease it is not sufficient to make polvgyny an imminent factor in
infertility. |

Whether the higher incidence of infertflity in polygynous
unions is a result of a selection factor or venereal disease, when
determining the fextility levels ¢f polygynous and monogamous females,
there needs to be control for the effec}s of infertility. By includ-
tng al} wives, the fgrtility of polygynous wives is going to appear ‘
to be depressed relative to monogamous wives since there is a higher
1nc1dence of infertility among them. The importance of controlling
for infertile females when calculating fert*-ity rates is indicated
by Romaniuk (1968) who, when controlling for this factor, found the

differences in fertility between the two types considerably reduced.



1.2:3 Abstinence

The majority of studies in this area have been conducted in
African socleties in which are frequently found customs and traditions
which act to depress fertility. Olusanya (1971:172, 174) observed two
such practices among the Yoruba which ‘have such an effect. The first
is that Yoruba women cease childbearing once their daughters begin.

It is conceivable, therefore, that they may discontinue bearing chil-
dren long before the onset of menopause. The second practice is that

-

a wife refrains from sexual intercourse for some three to four years
\

after conception. Dorjahn (1958:855) also found intercourse forbid-
den among the Temne fop from two to three months before the birth of
a child until from one-and-a-half to two years afterwards.

It could bve assuméd that such practices would affgct the fertil-
ity of monogamous and polygynous women equally. Olusanya (1971),
Dorjahn (1958), and Lorimer (1958), however, point éut that” coital-
restricting customs, such as the lactation taboo, are more likely -
be closely observed in polygynous rgther than monogamous households.
The argument Aade here is that where a man has several wives he is
more apt to observe the proscription against intercourse with one or
two of them who are observing a two-to-three-year period of abstinence
after childbirth than is a man with only one wife. Dorjahn, citing
Krzywicki, claims that in monogamous populatjons husbands resume /
sexual relations with their wives soon after confinement. Lorimer

(1958) states that at times when lactation taboos are in force, some

African societies permit extra-marital sexual relations for monogamous
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husbands whilé in others there {s a cultural provision for some uorté!
incomplete intercourse. These provisions are not universal, however.

- Furthermore, Olusanya (1971) claims that polygynists may be
less well educated and more traditional than monogamists and would,
therefore, be more apt to observe a lactation taboo. Caldwell's
(1958:177-8) findings support this contention. He did, in fact, find

in his study of Ghana that education levels of both polygynist males
. -
and females were lower than for monogamists. He found that
amongst female respondents, only 5 percent of those
with secondary or university education were found in
polygynous marriages as compared with 15 percent of
thogse with lesser education. . . . Similar margins
were found amongst the males. Only 4 percent of those
with secondary or university education were found to
be polygynously married, as in fact was a similar
proportion with middle schocl education, but below
this educational level the vroportion of polygynists
climbed to 11 percent.
Caldwell furthermore states that "social traditionalists are marked
less by age than by their greater adherence to polygyny. .. J(1k9).
He algo observed that "male polygynists are much more likely to be
traditionalist in outlook and opposed to innovation than are their
wives, some of whom may well be participating in polygynous marriage
without feeling the slightest approval of the institution” (135).
Little‘difference in attitude toward family planning was discovered
between monogamous and polygynous females. Polygynous males, on the
other hand, expressed stronger resistance to the practice of contra-

ception than monogamous males. Moreover, hu§bands' views are a more

important determinant of whether such practices are adopted. One
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would luapoqt. th:%otore; that {f polygynous males are more resistant
to change thanfmon’.p;oul males, in the area of contraception, they
will be more consgztent in observing customs and traditions than will
the latter,

There is some support, then, for the belief that {f the "
lactation taboo, aé well as other coital-restricting taboos, has any
influence in depressing fertility thé\eftects are likely to be more ”
pronounaié){n polygynous unions. However.‘as Olusanfa (1971:173)
points out,.Vhere polygyny and lactation tabdos exist, it is difficult
to determine if there is‘any observed differential whigh is the cause

and which is the effect, i.e. whether polygyny led to observance of

the lactation taboo or whether the lactation taboo led to polygyny.

1.2:4 Age Differentials

As Caldwell (1963-AL) and others have pointed out, in a society
without~a sex-ratio imbalance, polygvny is-facilitated by men marrying
women who are considerably younger than themselves,

Dorjahn (1958:855) believes that this age differential will
depress the fertility of the younger wivés. He claims that in this
situation a woman's most fertile years are spent as a member of a
large polygynous household married to a man of relatively advanced
years. Even if she married a younger man after the death of this
husb;nd, her most fecund years would be behind her. The age differen-

tial would then, according to this vieﬁ, act to reduce polygynous

fertility relative to monogamous rates.
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However, {t {s possible that Just the opposite results will

obtain. Caldwell (1968:8L, 93) found that dllculljoq"ubout desired

!
’

family size i{s related to rfamily structure. He found that such di{s-
cusslions are more difficult in polygynous than moﬁégmmous househol is,
probably because the kind of cooperation and mutual understanding
necessary to successful limitation is more difficult to achieve {n
these types of marriages. The age gap between spouses wvhich {s
perhaps greater among polygynists probably mitigates against open
discussion. Consequently, in a society in which family planning hss
been or is being introduced, the age differential in polygynous
unions, coupled with other factors, may act to maintain a higher level

of fertility than in monogamous unions. g

1.2:5 Jontinuity of Status

Another factor complicating tte assessmen® of polygyny's effect
on fertility is the continuity of the wife's marital status. Without
exception, studies in this area consider only the wife's curren*
status. As Fortes (1958), Olusanya (1971), Muhsam {19%0), and Fool
(1768) have indicated, a wife's earlier status may be different from
her current cne and be relevant in determining her fertility level.

First wives in polygynous unions mosﬁ frequently begin married
life in monogamous unions. Olusanya (1971:17L-5) points out that in
African societies virtually all marriages begin by being monogamous.

A variable of time elapses before a polygynous wife i{s introduced into

the household. In some instances, as a result, a currently polygynous



wife may have spent the majority, {f not the tutal, .f her fecund

years at risk {n a monogamous union. Olusanya criti{cizes the Culwi{cks
L]
who clafm to have studied always polygynously and RIWAYS monogamously
married females, He claims *hat (¢ woil! he relatively esasy +.. i) o
,
-~

significant number f always monogamous females but quest ! gy whether
unier the circumstances of how polygynous marriages are Vikely o
arise, any numBer of always polygynous females could be f,und.

- \ {

‘o farther complicate analysis', some women may be sub'ected to
aAlternating periods o monogamy and polvgyny. “That is, a woman may bhe
int*ially monogamous, then tecome a bolygynous wife when Ser housbarn!
mAarries agmin, and then resume her MONCRAMO S S* At s with *hne iy rea
or ieath of the polygvnous wife. In other s{*tuat{ ns, a4 w man may ‘e

initially monogamous ari *than, as a resul* ¢ {iv-r-s "y m r leatn ¢

ter first ‘iusbani, enter a POlYEYTHOUS Inin. I+ ig5 gls. rossibvie *hge
»

sater *he polvgynous wife r wives) may 'ecome 1iv r-eq p lecease

i the wife under >'nsiierati n wi.. AFAIN reSUMe A mon gAM 4S 3t a3,

v

‘noother situatiosns, i* is copnceivable “rAat A polygvnous wife. inoan
*he death Hf >r livoree from her husband, will marry in* a menowamous
uanion with a second husbani, who again may or may not become g
pclygxpist.
A
7 poliygyny ies in fact affect fertili*y, a woman can ‘e
alternatively subl'ect to poiygvynous and mcnogamecus fertilitv.

“lusanya  1771:17%) asks "haw ices g Foruiaticn analys® serarate the

first influence from *he second sc as ‘- have a meaningful :ompariscn



with women who have alwvays heen BmOnogamnus lor always polygynous, for

that matter |7 Fortes (19%8:408), moreover, claims that

.
the juesti n rajsed am 'o whether mon. gam usly married

vomen Are more or less fertile than the wives of pujy-
gvnista {3 therefore obviously unannsverat le { r a
cmmunity like Agozo, especially in view of *he fac?
'rat women continue 'o bear chiliren all *hrougt ‘he
‘nil{-tearing years.

Mahamam (1% 0-17) tndl cates st il another problem in mrmivzing
polygyny's effacts ani that {q *he fact that the number of wives

\
rrequently varies with time. [* woull be anusualt, particua.ariy in
iarge Tami.iea, for *he number Hf wivesa *o te - nstan®. As a man atde
wives, *here may be  at ear.ler s*ages, m.y two, *hen *hree, and
‘mter *our Cr mere. Meoreover, a polygrnous wife may ter: i aiLy e
r diver-e *he husband. [f, as has heen s*ated by the “u.wicks L4

o

the noamber of wives will NhAVe an effect p fertility, *ni: te-omes a

ierPdonte s1tuAci oo v rtake int: mccount turing o Aanacvsd

ve £ *he tasi: grohlems, (¥t *he tasic pr o tiem .o ntrol-
Ling f.r intervening variables, {s the .a’k ¢ gecurate Aanl Comriete
jemographic Jata regarding +he sample, The ma'crity ~f rre s+udies
save heen ~ondu-ted in African societies where *"he probiems ot
zraphi~ data collection have been well incumented. 'nfurtintely, the
problems encountered seem not to have diminished significantly .ver
the past thirty-five or forty vears as witnessed ty tne similarity in
1imitations encountered by various researchers in *he area ~ver *he

years.



T, vegin vith, as Dorjahn (19%9:91) {ndicates, censuses of
vari.us African territories 40 not consist of enumeretions and particu-
‘mars on each individual. !u most ~ases they are no more than estimates
" rounte” of villages or clans. Cemsus surveys are a relatively re-
sent lnnovation in Africa. Morecver, vital statistics are e@ither lack-
ing or inmdequate. Van e Walle (165-310t) notes for example, *hat
Lir'h registration, 17 {t exists, 48 of recent {ntroduction and ’I
{n-ymplete " verage.

This lack of complete and accurate vital statistics means there
C4 o realily avallable reliable iat;‘bcle from which tuo generate vari-
Al eq whin an be sontrollet in an attempt t- determine the effects of
wmlly o tractare or Tertility., As a ré.uif of ¢this, researchers are
‘st a..y levenien* n interviews., Here agein, both Dorlahn (17%9) and

LusAanva L0 7L indicate an adiiti-nal prJSLem {s introluced vy the
i..rtage Hf *rained pers nrne..

Asile from prcblems {n the afghanics -f iata --llectinn,
Cnvesrigators in AfTri-a generally confront a problem of high iiliter-
Ay .eve.s, ms n el by Lor'ahn 1393, lusanya 1771, and Van de
walle 1S5, " li+erate informants have little or no interest in
~mbers ani are unatle t- give retrospective information. This
means it is ften impossible to rtain essentlal information of the
*ype necessary. For exampl.e, researchers over the years have noted
eva i{Ffi>ilty °r impossitility of obsaining from informants %he
current ages °f both spouses, “he age at marriage of either or both
spouses, the djuration of the marriage unless relatively short, the

present ages of surviving children, the ages at which deceased
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children died, information adout stilldirths, the birth order auch
less the ® dutes of children, or even the total number of children
ever born.‘ an dp Walle (1965:306) {ndicates that in countries vhere
laginlation prohibitas child marriage and sets a minimum age of 14 or
19 years fay females, purposeful misreporting of sges of married
persons ;ny also occur. As a result, smuch information is either
omitted or {s based on the surmise of the 1ntcrvieJ;r.

Nevertheless, vithout certain vital information it is
impossible to control for the necessary }ntor-ndiuto variables and,
as Olusanya (1971:167) has pointed out, "s good deal of the data on
polygyny is insufficient for a quant itative measurement of the effect

of polygyny on fertility.” As a result of {nadequate and inaccurate
quantitative demographic data, the empirical evidence to date is

amb { guous.

L.+ Studies of L.D.S. (Mormon) Polygynous Fertility

™ere is one group which practiced polygyny for whom extensive
jemographic 1ata are available. This is the L.D.S. (Mormon)
populaticon living in the western United States who observe& the
practice from somevhere in the early 1830's or 18L0's until 190k4.

Several studies of contemporary Mormon fertility have been
undertaken by Hastings et al. (1972), Pitcher et al. (1974), Spicer &
sustavus (1974), and Wise & Condte (1975), among others. There have
been, however, but two studies of ninedteenth~century Mormon fertility

vhich considered polygyny, or polygamy as the Mormons refer to it.
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The first of these wvas by Ivins (1993-56) and the second by Mmith (tf
Kuns (1976),

Ivins' report (s essentially a descriptive historigal report of
pnlygyny.\rathor than & demographic study, in which Jemngraphic data
{s {ncluded for {llustreative purposes. ™he Source of !vins' Jlats 1@
unclear, although it most probadbly is derived from Fsshom's (191))
vork, Pioneers and Prominent Men of Utah. Regardjess, ueing & child-
voman ratio, Ivins determined that monogamous vomen bore, vn the
average, 8 children vhile thelr polym;m' emntoWo bore an average
of 5.9 children. In this ltud&. Iv1n|~pontrolkod for no variatl.es,
Therefore, all married wvomen roihrdloo- of age at marriage, lurstion
of marriage, and {nfertility vere included in his polygynous categury.
The same, of course, i{s true for mONOGAROUS vOmen. However , the
probabilities that older and l;re infertile Mormon vomer vere married
{in polygynous unjons than monogamous are much greater.

For their study »f Mormon polygynous fervility, Smith and ¥urnz
(1776) irev their sample from Esshom's work. The samp.e vas se.ected
tobfﬂalude couples with completed fertility and fam{.les with ip %o
three vives only.

Their initial analysis, excluding second vives of monogamous
malés, revealed that mopogamous fertility vas 7.82 while volygynous
fertility was 7.46. However, fertility differentials vere fourd ta.
exist between vives in polygynous unions b.seJ on their ~rdinal

position. It was discovered that



a8 & conpequenge of these 44 fferentials there (s buth an
increaeting and diminishing return (n termg of fertijity
e o San Lakee additional vives. The man vith tw vives
hae Bure Lhan double the fertility of hies monegami et
cougterpart, but the addition of a third wife unly iIn-
creases majle fertilility by & further 'S per ceat rather
than the espected “U per cent (WT(',
n controlling for childlessnesa, 1' vas frund that! whiie [nferf-
tiiity affects the fertility leve.s f certain kinde of vivee, controi-
llng for (1t Sres nut affect the overall pettern of fertiiity. They
tiscovered, mcreover, that coatrnlling for Infertility 4ves not change
the ranking of vivée {n torum of completed marital fertility. While
L 4
[}
Muhsam '.9% ' and Ween! 197" suggeet that one reesan fuvr & man's
erntering poiygynuug unions 's the  nfertili®y .7 the first wife, Wmith
Va2 ount! *hat not Laly 1Y plygnous Tire!l wives (n ‘w -v!ife
‘ami.les ‘ave _oe8 ch!.1.008n088 Ly’ Q.80 e nigles'! Terti iy at
o o) il iren. H wever, .n three-vife fap'. . 'ea, %ire'-v.% .nfer*. .-
L'y was highes*
.

dhen on'po..ing 7r Sl .l-spacing, ° vas Tount *hat 4!7%rer-
‘ial chill-spacing ai.ng " uld .t account T r lese-vel ad'us'el
fers{.ity 1ifferentia.s. '° was liscoverei!, 7 r examj.e, "ha® ~first
ireh i{nterva.s are markeily stmi{.ar ‘for fire® vives ! a.. fami.(en.
‘e~r>nd vives shov s longer interva. betwveen marriage ani 7irst dirth
and third vives have a stil]l onger 2{rs: bdireh interva.” «~ ¢ . They
a.80 iiscovered tha’ "for a.l tirths af*er %he first, the birth {nter-
vals 07 vives of M ygynisss are shgrter “han °h se "/ monogamists ani
the diffefence is statistically sigrnificent” &T9.

-

Although Smith & Kunt standardjs¢d fcr duratisn cf the fecund

period, they 114 not control for age at marriage, since *hey assumed
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that "a reduction in fecundity due to age is . . . negligible within
the age range in which most marriages occur" (477). However, even
after controlling for duration of marriage and occupation, Smith %
Kunz found that the overall pattern of fertility was not changed.
They found that, even after standardizing, first wives in polygynous
unions had the highest fertility followed by first monogamous wives.

Smith and Kunz' data essentially eliminate the problems
inherent in the data of previous studies attempting to determine
polygyny's effect on fertility on Middle-Eastern and African popula~
tions. However, they fail to address themselves to other significant
problems suggested by these st;dies. The current study, examining
the same population but using a different data base, will address
itself to answering some of those relevant questions which have

arisen as a result of previous wo;} discussed earlier.



T CHAPTER 2

“ @ THE POPULATION

The practice of polygyny among a North American population of
basically westofn—European descent was unique to the members of The

Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints (the Mormons).

2.1l A Brief History of Mormon Pblygxgy

2,1:1 The Initiation of Polvgyny

Just when the practice of polygvnous marriage was introduced
among the Mormons is uncertain. According to N. Anderson (19L2:33)
and K. Young.(lSSH:QO, 92), it was possibly discussed, if nct
practiced, prior to the Mormon emigration from New York in 1831.
Moreover, Orson Pratt is said to have reported that the "lrinciple,"
as +the practice was commonly referred to, was made known to Joseph
“mith as early as that year; and both George A. Smith and Péarley P.
Pratt are said to have claimed that Smith discussed it with them in
1839 and 18L0 respectively. Ivins (10955-56:229) and N. Anderson
(1942:38) report that Joseph Smith took the first plural wifeion
April 5, 1841, and O'Dea (1964:7L) claims that plural marriage was,
"being practiced in secret among the top circles of the church" as
egrly as 18L2. . | .

Regardless of when the idea c- vgynous marriasge was actually
conceived or the first polygynous marriage was entgred into, Joseph

Smith is purported not to have received the revelation regarding plural

marriage, recorded in detail in The Doctrine and Covenants, Section 132,

L
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until July 12, 1843, in Nauvoo, Illinois. However, it was not until
ten years later, on August 28, 1852, at a conference in Salt Lake City,
Utah, that the "Principle" was announced to the general members;ip of
the church and wﬁs publicized in a specia} edition of the Deseret News,
the church newspaper, on September 1L, 1In spite of this, it i{s known
that polygyny was practiced in Nauvoo, Several historians claim that

‘

it was one of the sources of conflict between the Mofmons and their
g;ntile (éon-Monnon) neighbours which eventually resulted in the
assassination of Smith and the emigration of the Mormons from Nauvoo
to the Rocky Mountain region.

Moreover, after settling in the Valley of the Great Salt Lake
in July, 1847, and prior to the announcement of August, 1852, plural
marriage was practiced.openly in Utah and surrounding areas, although
it was not openly admitted and there apparently was still an attempt
- %o deny its existence outside the region. According to reports from
éuropean converts (cf. Mrs. Stenhouse [1865]), rumors of the practice
reached Europe prior to 1852 but were denied in the nfficial Mormon
newsletter (Millennial Star, published in Liverpool) as well as by

missionaries serving in Europe although they themselves were frequently

practitioners (0'Dea, 106L:10L).

2.1:2 Mormon-Federal Government Conflict

Although plural marriage was acticed in the relative isolation
of the State of Deseret (which encompassed all of present-day Utah and
Nevada, parts of Idaho, Wyoming, New Mexico, and Colorado, over two-~

thirds of Arizona, and a large part of California including the
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San Bernardino Valley and the Port of San Diego) and later the Utah
Territory and Mormon commuﬁities in the previous State of Deseret, it
was not long before 1; aroused indignations in the East. This
resulted in a prolonged controversy and attempts at censure by the
United States government.

Conflict between the Mormon Church and federal officials began
to brew as early as the 1850's. As a consequence of ,the attention
called to the practice of polygyny and the resultant clamour for
federal action, Repre;pntative J. S. Morrill introduced a bill in
February, 1860, to punish and prevent the practice of polygamy in the
territories of the United States. The bill passed the House but died
in committee in the Senate. It was, however, passed upon
reintroduction in April, 1862, and was eventually signed into law by
President Lincoln (K. Young, 1954:336). However, in Utah the law was
unenforceable as no grand Jury would indict a man for this offense.

The outbreask of the Civil War succeeded in diver' attention
for a short while from the problem of podygyny. After t var,
however, the greater immig}ation into Utah ﬁhd surrounding regions of
gentiles (non-Mormons) resulting from the completion of the
+ranscontinental railroad in 1868 and the developmegt of mining "n the
area led to renewed attacks on the institution.

As an outcome of these renewed attacks and in an effort to
strengthen the Morrill Act, the Cullom Biil, a strong anti-polygamy
measure, was passed in 1869. It succeeded basically only in defining
polygamy in Utah as a serious problem to be dealt with on the national

Fal
level. This, however, was Just the beginning of a series of laws to
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be passed during the next two decades aimed at eliminating plural
marriages among the Mormons.

From 1870 to 1890 there was an intensification of conflict
between the Mogmons and the gentile population. Although the crux of
the problem was essentially a struggle for political and economic
control of the Territory, polygamy became the cause celebre.

.'Since the Morrill Act of 1862 was thought to be and was essen-
tiafe5 {neffectual in eliminating plural marriage, the Poland Bill was
passed in the summer of 1874. The bill gave additional stréngth to
the enforcement of anti-polygamy laws by removing control of the courts
from the Mormén Church (K. Young, 1954:351). 1In 187TL, George Reynolds
was the fi{st to be convicted of bigamy. The Territorial Supreme Court
set aside\the conviction in the spring of the following year on the
basis of a technicality; but he was again found guilty in December and
was sentenced to two years' imprisonment and a $500 fine. The case was
appealed to the United States Supreme Court on the basis of infringe-
ment on the right to freedom of religion as guaranteed by the Constitu-
tion. However, in Janﬁary, 1879, the court uvheld the conviction and
the constitutionality of the Morrill Law. According to O'Dea (196L:
108), the case was important as it set the ;recedent for convictions
that were to follow.

Fven with the conviction of Reynolds, feelings against polygyny
continued to run high throughout the country. In 1880, President Hayes
declared that "it was a duty 'to suppress polygamy,' and in 1881 Presi-
dent Arthur called plural marriage an 'odious crime'" (O'Des, 1964:

110).



In 1881 Senator George Fdmunds introduced an amendment to the
anti-polygamy bill of 1862. The Edmunds Law, passed in March, 1882,
made cohabitation with plural wives, as well as entering into plural
marriage, a crime punishable by a fine of $300 and/or six months in
Jail, The vigorous enforcement of this law drove church leaders as
vell as members into exile and resulted in the imprisonment of
hundreds of others. The conviction of Rudger Clawson in 1884 under
this act signaled the intensification of the final struggle between
the federal government and the L.D.S. Church.

5til1l not satisfied with the strength and effectiveness of the
legislation, Edmunds introduced the "Utah Bill" in 1884 which, had it
passed, would have established martial law in Utah, disfranchised all
Mormons, confiscated all church properties; and strengthened the nega-
tive sanctions against thosé convicted of illegal cohabitation. Two
years later, the bi&l was reintroduced as the Edmunds-Tucker Act,
passed both houses, and became law on March, 1887, without the signa-
ture of the President (K. Young, 1954 :353-54),

The passage of anti-polygamy legislation held drastic conse-
quences for polygynous families as well as for the church, particularly
after the passage of the Edmunds Act but more so after the enactment
of the Edmunds-Tucker Law.

Polygynous families, especially throughout Utah, Idaho, Arizona,

and New Mexico, reacted in various ways in an attempt to avoid arfest,

°
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prosecution, and possible imprisonment of the hilsband., ome males were
sent on missions outside the territory, frequently to Europe, others
went into hiding, including the President of the church, and many were
alded {n escaping to Mormon settlements in either Canada (Cardston) or
Mexico (Colonia‘Juarez) via the Mormon underground railroad, often ac-
companied or later Joined by thelr families. At times vlural wives N
were secreted in out-of-the-way places and were moved frequently from
%lace to place throughout the territorv. Others returned to their par-
on;s assuming the role of single women. Various schemes were employed
to hide the identity or the whereabouts of polygynous males and females
from federal officers. Nevertheless, during 1887 there were almost 200
Mormons in jail in Utah, a considerable number of others who had al-
ready served at least one prison term of from six months to five years,
and many more who were in hiding (O'Dea, 106L:110; Gems, 1970:L84).

As a result of relentless efforts on the part of the federal
officials, particularly after the passage of the Edmunds-Tucker Act,
the L.D.3. Church was on the brink of financial ruin by 1890. This,
coupled with the separation of nundreds of families and the desire for
statehood, led Wilford Woodruff, the; President of the church, to issue
the Manifesto on September 2#, 1890, abolishing the orinciple of plural

marriage which had been practiced by the Mormons for approximately

fifty years.

2.1:3 The Post-Manifesto Period

After t‘ Manifesto, polygynous families were faced with the

problem of handling their domestic affairs, and the solutions were



many and varied, ome men aolved the problem by divoreing or
deserting plural wives, others divorced the oller "|legal" wife and
married the younger polygyniat wife with young children, uthers simply
ceased iiving with polygynous wives while continuing economic support,
while others carrfed on as before, The latter situation often meant
that plural wives remained {n hiding for several years as pro;ecut1wnu
for polygamy and {llegal c¢ohabitation continued through the 1H90's,
However, some men lived openly {n polygamy with their plural wives (n
the same household, and others continued to take additounal wives

after 1890, ¢

This practice of marrying polygynous spouses which continue
after 1890 hed the tacit and at times overt approval of some members
of the church hierarchy, some:of whom performed the temple marriage
ceremonies and took additional wives themselves. As a consequence,
and due to enduring federal pressure, Joseph F. !'mith, by then
President of the church, issued the second Manifesto in April, 194,

2 reaffirmation of the first, Not only did it prohibit the taking of
nlural wives but promised also the excommunication of b th those who
entered further polygynous unions and those who solemnized such.

In spite of the second manifesto, there were those church
members who believed that since polygamy had been divinely inspirel
the federal government lacked the authority to repeal {t. Consequent-
ly, a schism formed within the church membership resuiting in the

formation of a splinter group, the Fundamentalists. Although
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“Wig, too, was one of the Juntlﬂ#u for plural marriage and was,
and is, seen as a high purpose, ir not the main one, of 1{fe's wvork on
mnrth (of. The llootrine ol Covenanta, 132).  An expression of the
importance of this belief and its implications for Mormon fertillity is
Hrigham Young's atatement in 18% that

there are multitudes of pure and holy spirits waiting

to take tabernacles, nov what is our duty? To prepare

tabernacles for them; to take a course that will not

vend to drive these spirits into families of the wicked,

where they will be trained in wickedness, debauchery,

and mvery species of crime. It is the duty of every

righteous man and woman to prepare tabernacles for all

the spirits they can (p. 56).

Thisvmlief in pre-existence and the need to bring as many
spirits into the temporal world as possible is one of the beliefs which
has led to an exhortation against birth control. The L.D.S. Church has
never hal a formal policy regarding cont.raception as has the ‘atholic
‘hur-h. However, the Mormon ecclestastical hierarchy has traditionally
anl consistently {nveighed against family limitation in its writings
and speeches from the pulpiei (Refer to Hastings, et al. [1972] for a
cummarization of the nistoricai continuity and moiifications of the
pros~rintions against contraceotion and family limitatinn.)

‘ne's vemporal life is seen as the second step in the progres-
sisn o holy exaltatﬂwk The temporal existence is, in essence, &
"+esting ground.” One gains salvation on this earth by his own

labours, by following the commandments of God, as interpreted by the

L.D.S. Thurch, and through the attainment of knowledge. Active effort
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1 ubodl.cm'o to the laws of God, cogbined vith knovledge, u lead

'~

men to perfection, which, {n Mormon belief, ls squated vith Godhood.

Mormon belief in an eternal afterlife means, for those vho reach
the most exalved state, a promise of tecoming s God much like the one
who created this universe, A Mormon aphorism dor.tvcd from Joseph
Smith's "King Follet Discourse” (18LL) states, "as Man {s, God "nce
vas; as 70od 18, Man may become.” In this most exalted state men are
endoved with creative and reproductive powers just as they were in
their temﬁornl state and as their God, who created them, vas in their
pre-existent state. In thelr post-mortal existence men may become
Jods and create new worlds lnd‘?opulnte them with spirit children,
thus providing them wvith the opportunity to enter eternal progression.
Mormons, then, are polytheistic.

In order for a man to reach his highest degree of glory,
however, he must be married in a Mormon temple and be "sealed" to his

wife for "time and all eternity.” Without this "sealinz,” the marriage
would not be valid after death. ot only are husband and wife sealed
+5 each nther, but so also are parents and children. Sealing is
perceived as an essential act as {t guarantees that children and
parents will be together in the afterlife.

Moreover, temple marriage is believed to be imperative for the
highest form of salvation. Mormons believe that those who do not

henefit from this ceremony become angels in heaven and do not receive

the full degree of glory regardless of accomplishments during their
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mortal existence, e /votring .m Covengmte (14 16-11) states that |
these angels

are ministering sérvanta, to minister for those whe are

worthy of a far more, and an exceeding and an eternal

welght of glory.

For these angels did not abide my lav, therefore,

they cagnot be enlarged, but remain separately and

aingly, withoyt exaltation, in the!r saveq contitiog,

to all eternity, and from henceforth are not Gods,

but are aggels -f God forever and ever.
Thuse never married or never married in a Mormon temple {uring thetr
temporal lives are thus denied ultimate glury (n 'he afrter)icfe.

During the early days of the church, the doctrine of
progression was closely {ntegrated with polygyny. The Joctrine nd
covenants (132:63), addressing [(tself to the issue Of plural wvives,
states:

for they are given unto him to multiply and replenish

the earth, according *o my commandment, and *~ fylry:

the promise which was given by my Father before the

foundation of the world, and for their exaltation in the

eéternal worlds, that they may bear the souls of men; fop

herein is the work of my Father continyed, that ke may

be glorified.
Moreover, progress to Godhood was commonly believed t» he re.ated to
numercus progeny. Those with a plurality of wives were bte.ieved )
€ain the highest exaltation. This ied to a -ommon practice of
marrying by proxy plural wives from unmarried women in the church who
had died and having them sealed to the living husband. It wvas
believed that not only would these women be wives to the husband

throughout eternity and participate in the procreation of nev worlds

but they would also be saved from an eternity of ‘vitude.
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The« logical boluf‘ have meant! that the lmportence f the Mrmun

fanily s Indeed gonuine eince une's highest salvati-n le dependent -n

'temple marriage andl the bearing of ¢hlliren., Acctriing vt 'lee (1M

i), tha

Mormon doctrine of sarriage made .f sexualitly & means
of celestisl glory. The tendency tu cunalder the
activitieg of the world the chief concern of religlun
ned jssued in giving sexual relations and procreatiun
'he contral role ln mapn's progress tw dlvinity.

‘Intar ‘hiu, lu-trinal system, then, the more vives and chiidren

A MAn jussessed the higher was nie status hot nly n earth Lul &80

‘n hesvern. Women alsc he.d °*nis bellef. K. Young %k lel , In

"

writing on *he po.ygynous period {n chureh ntstoury, states that a

woman's great glory in those d4ays vas her abllity '. bear many

~hiliren. ‘ne who J0u}l not wvas

Trhere

wife's

to end up in a lesser doetal
t.*) here and !'n the here Consequen® .y, *he M.ormon

irimary r le vas *hat of ¢ er, anl m therho ! vas

mleve'esd ‘o & Leight perhaps previously unkn wn irn ther ‘hris®.an

relig. ns.

v

*e (g Youbtfu. *nat the r ie Of mo’herh.d nas bheen

ianctifiel alsewhere *u the extent it has In M rm nism.

uecguse ¢ *hege religious beliefs, both men an ! v Men were

exhor-ed from the pulpi®t and sublected <o doth forma. ani tnforma.

pressures >utside the vardrouse to ful 1l *heir moral t.igeat!i ns e

marrying and tearing chi.dren. Brigham Young, tn .01, admonished

Mermon

vomen in s sermon that it was *heir Auty tc hear children.
°

Sisters, 40 yau wish to make yourselves nappy! Then
vhat is your dQuty? [t is for you %0 bear chiliren, in
the name of the Lord, that are full of faith and the
power of 704--to receive, conceive, bear, and bring
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forth in the name of Israel's God, that you may have the

honor of being the mothers of great and good men

(K. Young, 1954:17L}).

1 ~ e

The high purpose of polygyny was defined by Heber C. Kimball, who had
forty-five wives to his credit, when he encouraged men to take
additional wives and bear many children. He said:

suffice it to say I have a good many wives and lots of

young mustards that are growing. . . . The Lord told me

to get them. 'What for?' To raise up young Mormons,

not to have women to commit whoredoms with, to gratify

the lusts of the flesh, but to raise up children

(K. Young, 195L:176). .

As a result of a peculiar Mormon theology and a social
organization that maximized social control and conformity, marr.afe

of all, polygyny, and large families were encouraged and highly

vhlued in nineteenth-century Mormondom.

2.3 Additional Characteristics of Mormon Polygyvny

2.3:1 Proportion of The Population Polygynous

Although there was general official encr iragement to enter
»

plural marriage, the Mormon society remained basically monogamous.
As no official records were kept of those who entered polygyny, it is
not certain and is difficult, if not impossible, to determine just
what proportion of the Mormon population ever practiced polygyny at
any givén time.’ Even census records are not reliab{e. K. Young
{195L:124), for example, found in examining census recérds for v
Washington County, Utah, where the proportion of polygynous marriages'

was high, that women known to be plural wives were often reported as

being single in the census tabulations. As a result, there arihbut

d



varying estimates of the proportion of the population involved in the
practice ranging from a low of 2 per cent to a high of 50 per cent.
The L.D.5. Church at cne time estimated plural marriages among
its membership at between 10 and 15 per cent (Q'Dea, 196L:2L6). The
Utah Commission reported on November 18, 1884, that approximately 75
per cent of males and femal@s had never entered polygamy (Gems, 1970:
347). However, if Esshom's collection of genealogies is representa-
tive, it would appear that approximately 28 per cent of males had been

married in polygynous unions (Smith & Kunz, 1976:466). Moreover,

¢
Ivins (1055-56:230), after examining all sources available, claims
that there may have been a time when polygynous marriages accounted
for as many as 15 or 20 per cent of Mormon families in Utah. OSmith &
Kunz (1976:471) arrive at an estimate of 8.8 per cent incidence of
polygynous marriages. \

Zven though the exact numbers or proportions practicing this
form of marriage at any one time are unknown, it is known that there
were various periods in which there occurred an upsurge in the numbers
of polygynous marriages performed.

) The first such period of noticeable increase occurred after the
death of Joseph Smi%h and prior to the departure of the Saints from
Nauvoo. Ivins attributes this to the completion of the Nauvoo Temple

«during the winter o; 184S and 1846 to the point where it could be used.
e

As a consequence, prior to their departure for the Rocky Mountains, the

Mormons worked "feverishly'" at performance of temple rites which



resulted in a rise of polygynous marriages to a level not to be
attained for another ten years.

After the initial increase, the rate fell and remained low
until the public announcement of August, 1852. At this time there was
another increase in the n@mber of polygynous marriages performed,
again followed by a sharp decline.

[t was not until the autumn of 1856 and on into 1857 that the
rate of plural marriages "skyrocketed" to an unprecédented high never
attained before and never after. This was a period knawn as the
Reformation, a period of excesses chargcterized by religious fervor,
zeal, revivalism, rebaptism, con{ession, and reform. At this time
single and monogamous males were exhorted an@, it has been suggested
at times, intimidated from the pulpit, by ward teaclers, and by

Brigham Young to take additional wives. According to Ivins (1955-56:

031-232)
there were ‘s$ixty-five per cent more of such marriages .
during 1856 and 1857 than in any other two years of this
experiment. .

With the ‘waning gf the spirit of reformation,
the rate of polygamous marrying dropped in 1858 to
less than a third and in 1859 to less than & fifthd
of what it was in 1857. This decline continued
until 1862, when Congress, responding to the clamor
of alarmists, enacted &« law prohibiting bigamy in
Utah and other territories. The answer of the
Mormons to this, rebuke was m revival of plural
marrying to a point not previously reached during
the gala years of the Reformation.

. ;
polygynous marri es occurred between 1868 and 1869. This was a
) &a

The next :E;ipd of minor aaceldgmtion in the number of
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result of the introduction of a cooperative economic venture designed
to protect Mormon economic self-sufficiency through large-scale
cooperation and a boycott against Gentile merchants. This period also
marked the organization of an anti-Mormon politica% party. According
to O'Dea (196L:2L6), the number of plural marriages performed during
this period was about half of that during the Reformation, although
the church had doubled its membership. Ivins (1955-56:323) states
that this "increaseﬁ'apﬁyrlﬁf‘!‘s short-lived and was followed by a
slump lasting for a &bm%’- By 1881 polygamous marrying had
fallen to almost its lowest ebb since the public avowal of the
doctrine of plurality." |
The passage of the Edmunds Act marked the beginning of the last
period of increased polygynous marriages. As the federal government
began its most effective drive to eliminate polygyny, church of‘ficial‘s“
urged members to oppose it by following the "Principle" in a more
wholehearted manner than ever before (K. Young, 195L:74; Ivins,
1955-56:323). This period reached its peak in 1884 and 1885. But
after this time, due to increasing imprisonment, with church officials
in exile, and a general feeling of peril, there was a sudden decline
in the numbers of polygynous marriages performed. ®
Although there were several periods in which the numbers and
proportions of polygynous marriages performed increased, polygynous
marriages never attained the number or proportions achieved during
the Reformation. Moreover, after this time the proportion of
polygynous marriages performed never increased as rapidly as the

growth of church membership. Ivins (1955-56:239) reported that there
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were nearly fourteen times as ﬁany plural marriages for each one

thousand Utah Mormons during the Reformgt(}n ae there were in 1880.

0.3:2 Source and Number of Polygymous Wives

Although polygynous marriage may perhaps be facilitated by a
sex-ratio imbalance favouring females, it is not dependent on such an
imbalance as Caldwell (1963-6L4) and others have indicated. Beiné a
piod\gr society, it would be expected, however, tﬂat if an imbalance
between the sexes did exist among the Mérmons, it would favour males
rather than females, a condition hardly conducive to the practice of
polygyny. O'Dea (196L4), Ivins (1955-56), and Smith & Kunz (1976)

'found, however,.that this was indeed the nature of the sex ratio in
Utah between 1850 and 1890. Men did tend to outnumber women, although
the difference was only slight and far from as gres) as would.be
expected in a frontier society.

As Caldwell (1963-6L) has pointed out, in a society where no
sex-ratio imbalance occurs, pOligyny can be maintained if men marry
polygynous wives from younger,age groups than themselves. In a society
such as the one under consideration, where birth antrol is not

practiced and where mortality levels are relatively low, the > c
population pyramid displays a broadening base. Thereby the taking of
polygynous wives from a much younger age group does not deprive males
of the same age cohort of wives and polygyny can be maintained without
forcing bachelorhood on large numbers.

However, N. Anderson (1942:L00) claims that although the

censuses of 1870 and 1880 report an equal number of males and females,
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8 good share of the eligible males were gentiles (non-Mormons) and,
there‘pre. unacceptable as prospective mates. According to him,
[ )
there was a sex-ratio imbalance, if.not among the general population,
among the Mormons. Anderson asserts that this was due in part to
foreign-born female converts, who also comprised a larger proportion
of polygynous wives. He claims this occurred for two reasons.
1) Foreign-born female converts sometimes were older, between 25 and
35 years of age. Being unable to compete successfully with younger
women for scarce young men, they willingly entered plural marriages.
2) Female converts frequently were sent to live with families of the
same nationality. This proximity, coupled with social necessity,
encouraged polygynous marriage.
. .
It aprears that in part younger women were one of the sources
of polygynous wives in Mormon society. Ivins (1955-56f233—3h) found
that while 10 per cent of men married their last wives while still in
their twenties, 38 per cent of plural wives were married while still
in their teens and 67 per cent were married before the age of twenty-
five. In addition, more than one-half of the men took their last wife
before reaching the age of forty and'"not one in five took a wife
after reaching his fiftieth year." By contrast, only 30 per cent of
plural wives married after the age of thirty, "a few had passed forty
and about one in a hundred had . . . seen her fiftieth year."
Another limited source of polygynous wives was widowed and

divorced females. An examination of genealogical records, the

reading of texts and diaries written at this time, as well as
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contemporary research, make clear that, although the Mormon Church
today does not countenance divorce except under special circumstances
(that {3, ecclesiastical divorce), durink the period under examination
it was not uncommon. However, as K. Young (195L:007) points &ut,

"the whole process of separation and divorce, and possible remarriage
was a hit-and-miss affair” at this time. $ince plural marriages were
ecclesiastical (temple) but not also civil, divorce was not granted

hy the Territorial or State courts and records of divorce are, there-
fore, rather sketchy. However, Mrs. Stenhouse (1865) relates that
divorces were granted by Brigham Young.

I+ should be noted also that, as in other polygynous societies,
at times nolygynous spouses were sisters. In K. Young's (1954) study
of about seventy—five families, it was found that 19 rer cent cf the
men married sisters; and Ivins (1955-56) found that of a sample of

1,AL4) polyrynists, 10 per cen*t married at least one pair ~f sisters.
Cince polvgyny was a new institution among Mormons and, except for
those born and reared in Mormonism, one generally in conflict with
previous socialization, the marriage of sisters was verhavs perceived
as an attempt to reduce friction in polygynous households. From the
reading of personal diaries (cf. Farley), it appears that this may
have, in fact, reduced conflict and tension where they might other-
wise have occurred. o

'n additicon to marrving sister-. some polygynists married first

cousins; and from an examination of ge:-slogical records, it is found
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that some men married step-daughters when they came of marri{ageable
ARe. Moreover, there Are cases where wivaes married their deceased
husband's brother .,p trothers, who may or may not have already been
polvgynous. However, this was not an institutionalized practice ag
[t {38 {n other socleties.

Although examples can he cited of Mormon males with exceptional-
ly large numbers or plural wives, {.e. Brigham Young with tventy-seven,
Jens Hansen with fourteen, Heber (°, Kimball Qith forty-five, and so
forth, it is generally agreed by church tiistorians that only a small
prooortion of polygynists had married mgore than.three wives. Accordi-
‘i to Tvins' (1955-5¢:033) research, of 1,784 polygynous males, (¢}

-

per cent had two wives, 1.3 ber cent had three, andg ¢ .- per cent had
four., Only 5.8 per cent had five or more wives, Jimilarly, Esshom's

WOrk reveals that 700 er cent married *wo women 20,7 per cent
’ p

three, ani 9 per cent four or more women (Umith & Kungz, )THATn Y

. 2:3 Household and “ontugal Arreﬁgemenbs

In societies where nclyeyny has teen an institutisnalizet
marriage pattern for a considerable period Jf *ime, particular house-
hold arrangements and conjugal visitation patterns are frequently
institutionalized. There was insufficient time for such established
patterns to emerge and achieve normative status among Mormons, however.

J‘onsequently, household arrangements varied. In some cases,
ail wives ande their children shared a common household. In other

instances, husbands orovided each wife with a private residence within

&



Loy

the community, in some {nstances within «]loae proximity of co-wives
snd in others a distance from them. 'ther polygynous males established
reglidences for var{ousa wives in more than one community. The type of
living arrangement adopted appears to have lepended to A great extent
an the financlial resources of the husband, his persinal fnclinatlons,
and the compatibility of co-wives.

While in some societies, such as the Temne, a rotational System
has been well developed which governs conjugal visits, no such system
emerged among the Mormons. (onjugal visitation patterns again were

an individual family letermination.

¥

J.s  lummary

Although Mormons practiced plural marriage f-r ‘ust somewhat
over fifty years, this population effectually lends itself tH g stuly
of polygyny's effect, relative to monogamy's, ap fertility. The
emphases on childbearing, a prohibition of contraception, and an

“~
absence of coital restricting taboos optimizes the probabili*y *ha+
natural fertili*ty prevailed and that its level was affected by coital

frequency alone uninhibited by factors not associated with pPCivEYynous

family structure.



CHAPTER !

THE PROBLEM, DATA DOURCE, AND ANALY D0 PRECHNIQUIED

[t nppears from previous research that apparent fertility

di{trersntiala between monognmously and polyeynously married women are,

in part, related to intervening variables whih are fferfeale, 1f Lot
impossible, to control for by the very nature Of the popuiat ions
qtudied. This study seeks %o expi.re *he effects of poiyRyny, per se,

as c~ompared with monogamy -n fertility by examining 4 NOMORene us ,

pronatalist population in whi-h contraception antl coital=restricting

IR}

practices are absent. For purposes of this study, a sample of L.b.U.

v ormon) nioneers residing within the «nfines of the "Utate of
Cmseret” and married prior to 1885 was utilizel.
Al*hough *he polvgynous and monoLAameis fartility of *he Mormen

. i.ation has been examined ono twWo (revious cocasiong, As AN
enr.ier, *nis study prov ses %0 utilize a different iata s e, '

wrrel for previousiy o un’ ntrolled for factors in samr.e ce.= i onoin
4r. a*+-emrp* oy eliminate as many ‘ntervening fact.rs As p Uille, an i

. examine varialles here® fore nCt sonsi lerel when investigat Ing this

rar*icilar vortiation,

3.1 The Problem

rrevious stulies on the reiative effects € 1 lvgyny ant
monodamy ~-n fertility have either ignored, due to inalequate iata, .r
’ 1]
+

madle erronecus assumptions about +he characteristiss of pClygyno.s

family structure. TO begin with, i% is freqiently assume( that



polyrynous wives are exclusively so., This s indeed true fur some,
tut not all,  In addition, {t Is implicitly presumed *'hat the number
Of wives tn a unfon {s constant. However, as not all men acquire all
polyevnous wives at one time and due to the death or divorce of wives,
the nomber of wives present during any one wife's marriage may fluctu-
We, As the polygyny-=fertility hypothedis suggests that the number of
wives present in a unifon affects their fertility, falling *o control
“,r *hege aspects nf polygynous unions renders any test of this
bvpothesis inadequate and the findings inconclusive.

“he nroblem investigated invnlves letermining the following

1

piestions: 1) Do fertility differentials exist hetween w:.men married
mor, gameusly anil *hose in polygynous unions? 2 Do Afffersntial tirsh

iterval iengths sbtain between the two types >f marriage? 4% Do

[ SN
S A

..ty lifferences exist be*tween thuse women always married in

\

monogAMy , those exclusively polygynous, and those whe experien el

4.vernating patterns? L Among women marriel in alternatinz pat

g
']
"1
13
7

{.ag *he rercentage of *ime srent in rolygyny affect fertiii+y? %’ Lo

{3 ffaerential fertilitv and length of birth interva.s ~brtain fHr women

.
y

¢ {irfering -~rdinal s*atuses? +' Do the average nmter -t wives
residing in a polvaynous household throughout a woman's fecund years
affe~t fertili*y levels and the length of birth intervals? In addi-
"V i{g there a 1ifference in fertility levels between marriage

eohorts, and 3' 1o age differences between hiusband and wife affect

fertility?



d.1:1 ilypotliesen

pLs

Applying the polygyny-fertility hypotheais, discussed in

“hapter |, to the aforement {oned problems to, he investigated, tp.

following hypothenes darive: ' .

Hypothesia |:

Hypotheaglis O

Hyrothesis

[f polygyny reduces coftal frequency per wife,

the mean protogenetic birth interval and the me
intergenetic birth intervals will be longer for .2~
women {in polygynous unions relative to alwvays
monogamous women.

If polyvgyny reduces coital frequency per vife,
thereby increasing the mean length of birth
intervals, polygynous women will have lower mean
fert{lity relative to always monogamous women
experiencing the same duration of marri{age.

If polygyny reduces coital frequency per wife,
then, as the number ~f wives increases, the rate
of coital frequency will decrease accordingly
and the length of mean birth interva's will
increase consistently and mean “u--- ‘v will
decline consistently,

Jub~hypothesis 3 (a): As the )r§Tnal stadus 2f the wife

increases, the greater wi.l te
the number of wives already
present in the union. Therefore,
as the ordinal status of the wife
increases, the length of bir+h
intervals will increase and
fert{lity will decline.

Sub=hypothesis 3 (b): As the average number of wives

Hypothesis 4:

present in a union increases, the
greater the length of birth {nter-
vals and the lower the fertility.

If polygyny reduces the rate of coital frequency
per woman, the greater the amount of time spent
in a polygynous union, the greater the amount of
time exposed to reduced coital rates. Therefore,
the higher the percentage of years married in a
polygynous union, the lower the fertility.
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3.1:> Definitiopn of Congepts

J.1l:0a Monogamous Vlkf!. A monogamous vwife (s one vho was the

sole wife of & husband through the woman's forty-sixth year. For
purposes of this atudy, 1f a husband married an additicnal t;fo or
wives after the initial wife's forty-sixth year, the initial wife lu
lefined as having been monogamous. The rationale {s that such a wife
was monogamous throughout the duration of her childbearing years.

[

3.1:0 Pblmnou. Wife. A polygynous vife {s one who at s.me

time was married in a polvgynous union, regardless of the duration of
+hat union, between her marriage and through her forty-sixth year.
"herefore, A woman who was initially a monogamous wife and vhose
v1sban! married an addit{onal wife r wives befuore *he end >f her
fortv-sixth ;ear, for however triefly, ls !efined as a D .ygyn,us vife.
As well, a woman who married into a polvgynous union and iater hecame
a monogamous wife through the death ~r iivorce of *he s=wife or Cco-
wives s defined as polygynous.

4.1:2c Ordinal Status. ‘rdinal #t8tus refers *c *he sequgﬂ}ial
sta*us O>f the polygynous wife. For purposes cf this st;@y, *he o:!lnaf}'zé

£
- ®

‘e
N . N - O
st atus Jdoes not refer *o the number of “he wife relative to the hus-. ;3"
[} « T4 :
H

| od [ve

vani. Instead, a wife's ordinal status is determined .by the nlénrédf . ".".

wives already in a polygynous union at the time of 41"“"'1“% *g‘ . ‘.;’
~ - - . ) L
Therefore, {f there are three v}v‘s present in a union atpthe tfhe of

\

a woman's marriage, she is asgigned an ordinal status > folm ., slthdugb'

¥

she may be the sixth woman her husband has married. .

3.1:2d  Average Number of Wives Present. As the !nw of Wives
’ ., r

LI ¢ .
present during a wife's polygynous marriage may fluctua /rr? year %o
A

!
'

-

4
¢ 3
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year, aid 4t times she may Le & monogamous vife, the average number of
vives [resent s the mean f the number .f vives ['resent &t each yoar
of marrige by the numbter f years married through age furty-eix. (1,
fr example, 'here wvera ..ne ﬂu-V"; alwvaye present f r each year of
marriage, 'he gverage ! unter of wives present wvuuld be 'wu.) As & vife
may en'er .r lrave & marriage at auy ‘ime turing s particu.ar year, 'he
number f wives present Juring & part! .i.ar year was le‘ermined 'y how
many vives were present on June ) of that year.

As cmputing the average number of wives [resent! 7. r each wife

fraquently results in a fraction, translating that 'n a whnle nusber

wvas fone {n the 7ol oving manngr: an average - f | 'l *o | 4 wives
cJua..e4 an average  ne vife, 1.0 W ..« vives equa.lel ‘v, wives,
o ') Wives egquaL .l NTe@ wives, an average 7 . tLowLe)

wiieqg o el an nv)r.ge 00 ur wives, and 8 7 reh.

lesi e tercentage f Years I LYEYncus. i * a.l § Lygyr. 48

wives vere ~x ', usively 30 hut spen’ A ; r*i n 7 *helr marrie! ..ves

‘N a N gamcus situatlin, FPercentage -7 ymars : _ygyn.is ls °le
percentage ¢ *ota. years marr:o;.'hryng age 7 ry-six wh: LK wvere

K -

Aarert L pe L/&YNMY. As A viTe's 8°@°uf may n * have heen - 'nsisten’
thriugheut & givern year, her s*atus, vhether (% vas moncgamo.s r

P iYgRynous, in a given year wvas ‘e‘ermined "y her s%a%us :n Jine ¢

7 *rna* year.

e Prﬁto‘enefi: Birth i(nterva.. The (n*erva. te’veer

PR
A

marriage ani first tirth, For purposes -7 *his study, ‘he .erngth _°¢

the interva, is measured {n montns.



3.1:2g Intergenetic Birth Interyals. The interval, or time

elapsed, between successive births. The length of the interval is

measured in months.

3.2 Source of Data

As was previously jindicated in Chapter 1, the inadequacy of
customary datl sources is one fgctor hampering effective analysis of
putative fertility differentials in contemporary comparative studies
of monogamous and polygynous marriages. In an attempt to overcome
these deficiencies, genealogical records are utilized for thi% study.

The decision to utilize genealogical records rather than
Esshom's work, Pioneers and Prominent Men of Utah, as did®the two
preceding studies of Ivins and Smith & Kunz, was based on the fact
that this compilation disproportionately represents men who held formal
positions within the ecclesiastical or political structures in Utah and
Idaho, and, as Kunz and Smith (Selected Papers, p. 98) point out, in-
cluded all men in Utah who held "either a religious or civic position
such as mayor, county commissioner, legislator, bishop, stake presi-

dent, etc." As the possibility exists that high status males may

exhibit marital and fertility b;haviour different from the general
population, a sample drawn from fhis source risks being biased in the
direction of their marital practices and fertility. Moreove?, some
wives included in Esshom's work had not completed fertility at the time

the data were collected. It was dec:ded, therefore, to use genealogi-

cal re  :is housed in the L.D.S. Church Genealogical Archives as they

4
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were not preselected on some criteria over which the investigator had
no Co;2rol. [t was believed that by utill?ing this data base there was
a greater probability of selecting a sample which would be representa-
tive of the practicing Mormon population.

Genealogical records known as Family G‘ ords housed in the
genealogical archives of the Church of Jes%a’Christ of Latter-day
Saints in Salt Lake City, Utah, therefore provided the data sourc; for
this study.

For ideological reasons, each Mormon family is encouraged to
research its family genealogy for at léast four generations; and these
genealogies are recorded on Family Group Record sheets. It is expected
that duplicates of these records will be placed in the aforementioned
archive where they are kept on file in this original form. (In addi-
¢ion, some of the older genealogical records have been recorded on
microfilm.)

Each Family Group Record contains the progeny of one man and
one wife. If a man had been married more than once and all.wives were
fertile in those unions, there is, ideally, & separate genealogical
record for each union. Since descendents are primarily responsible
for compiling these.genealogies, if a wife were bérren in a union,
there is frequently, though no} always, no Family Group Record avail-
able for that union. Since these Family Group Records are compiled
for each union, if a woman were married more than once, a record
sheet for each union must be located in order to determine her total ;

fertility. Moreover, since each family is expected to complete its

genealogy. for four geneérations, it is not unusupl to find several
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Family Group Record sheets for one couple, particularly where there

”,
are a large number of descendents. :
. *
3.2:1 Advantages of Using Genealogical Data ‘

There are several major advantages in using genealogical
records as opposed to conventional data sources in studying fertility.
One major advantage is that information is &dentifiable for each
individual rather than being aggregated as is the case with censdses
and vital registrations. Aggregation limits the type-and number of
varisbles that can be calculated and cross tabulated, a problem
eliminated to a great extent with genealogies. Genealogical data may
be aggregated later, but it is initially nominative, thus making
possible a more detailed final picture.

Another décided advantage is that information not obtainable
from either censuses or vital registrations is available. For
example, in the genemwlogies used for this study, the following raw
data are standard: the date and place of birth of both spouses; the
name of parents of both spouses; the date and place of death, as well
as the date and place of burial, of both spouses; the date and place
of marriage of the cegplé; the date and place abirth of each child,
i?cluding stillbirthé; the date of first marriage and the nane of the
spouse, if applicable, and the date of death of each child. In
addition, divorce dates are frequently provided as are the ;&mes of
additional spouses of both husband and wife, and at times the dates of
these additional marriages. (1t is then possible to obtain the above

information for each of these additional unions where it is available.

[ 3
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Ideally, then, one should be able to find a complete fertility history
for both males and females.)

In polygynous unions, the rank order of the.wife 1is usually
given, as well as the names of women ever married to a particular male.
Moreover, temple ordinance data are available, such as dates of L.D.S.
baptisms for husband, wife, and children; endowment dates for hustnd,
wife, and children; and the date the husbdnd and wife were sealed and
the temple where the sealing was performed as well as the dates
children wvere sealed to parents if they were not "born in covenant,"
that is, if the parents were not sealed to one another prior to the
children's birth. Frequently, biographical information which may be
of importance 1is jncluded, e.g., the fact that an additional wife was
a proxy marriage occurring after her death, a notation that a previous
or later mgrriage for either husband or wife was ch¥#ldless, as well
as additional marriages of children, and so forth.

From ghese raw data, other information can be derived, such as
age at first marriage of both husband and wife, age differentials
between husband and wife, age at death of both spouses, age of the
wife at the birth of each child, the protogenetic birth interval,
intergenetic birth intervals, the number of years between the first
and last birth, the number of years spent at risk,,tﬁe amount of time
spent between discontinuous unions, as well as numerdus other dgta.
For polygynous unions, the average number of ﬁives present during the

union under consideration and the njﬁberilf years at risk spent in

L

polygynous unions are among other'ihta which may be determined.
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According to Knodel and Espenshade (1973:118), by using

Renealogical records, the number of variables that can be calculated

and the relations between variables that can be explored are much more
\

numerous. This permits studying a problem in greater depth than is

possible with either vital registrations or censuses,

A An additional advantage in using genealogies over censuses or

vital registrations is the assurance that one is dealing with completed

rfamily size,

' Of enormous advantage to the researcher in using this data

source is that genealogies are comprised of reconstituted family data.

If the researcher weres to reconstitute the data for each family, it

would be an éxgéedingiy time-consuming task. For that reason,

genealogie#”are a convenient source of data for historical studies.

2.2:2 Disadvantages of Using Genealogical Data

In spite of the advantages provided by genealogical records,
they are not without limitation. As Knodel and Espenshade (1973:119)
Doint‘out, it is difficult to obtain crude rates of birth, death, or
marriage if desired since determining the size of the total population :
at any one time may ‘be problematic. £

Of great concern in using genealogical records is the vossibili~
ty of errors. Errors are of two types and have two sources generally.
.Erronéous dates of birth, marriage, and death may accidentally be
recorded by the genealogist -or may have been omitted through oversight.

However, with the genealogies to be used, obvious discrepancies can at

times be corrected by consulting additional documentation, and missing
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inforpation can at times be provided by the same means. Another
soupée of error may be the original documents from which the data were
dt#wn. It may be that erroneous dates were recorded in the G}igigal
dpcuments. In such instances, errors are more difficult to detect,
unless blatantly obvious, and are more difficult to correct.

Another disadvantage in using genealogiles, which also typifies
censuses and vital registrations, stems from the fact that certain
kinds of information can only be obtained from reépondents and is,
therefore, not avai lable from genealogies. Some of the intermediate
variables discussed by Davis dnd Blake (1955-56) are of this nature.

One such variable which affects fertility, and a variable which
both Olusanya (1971) and Dorjahn (1058) claim shéuld be cpntrolled for
in studies of this nature, is coital frequency. Obviously the use of
genealogical records precludes determining this, if it were ever
possible to determine.

The lack of this information may, however, be of insignificant
consequence in this study. As K. Young (1954) points out, although
one cannot account for individual differences, Mormons believed that
intercourse was for the purpose of procreation oniy and not for baser
pleasures. This is a point emphasized by Erastus Snow in 1885 and
jater by Richard L. Evans (1939) as well as others. Not knowing
coital freqdency, therefore, may not have serious consequences since
it may not vary that much. Nevertheless, this is something which

cannot be ‘determined.
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| A factor which has been belleved to affegt fertility amonk

polygynog; women is favouritism, which, in turn, affects coftal
frequency. Among Mormons A rotat ional system such as Dorjahn (1958)
found among the Temne had not emerged. Consequently, the amount of
t ime a husband ed'to each wife was a personal decision mitigated
by individual circumstances. Again, these differences and the effects
they giy have on fertility cannot be determined.

Another intermediate variable which cannot be controlled for
when using genealogies 1is contraception. Although Mormon doctrine is
opposed to such a practice, assurances cannot be given that the
proscription was closely adhered to without questioning.

A problem peculiar to these genealogical records, particularly
in the case of later polygynous marriages, was introduced as a result
of the intensification of federal prosecutions for polygamy and
illegal cohabitation after 1885. The problem is one of involuntary
abstinence introduced through the separation of spouses either by
imprisonment or an attempt to avoid such.

Although this researcher has identified some of the men
imprisoned and, in some cases, the length of their sentences, usually
six months, this has not been possible in all cases. Moreover, it is
not known which wives were secreted in out—of—th;{way places, sometimes
at freat distances from their husbands, or were sent home to live with
fheir parents; nor is it known which men went into hiding via the
underground railway or went on missions in an attempt to avoid

)

prosecution.
a

"
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In addi&lyn. some diaries, notably that of George bunford,
indicate that even after being relensn.rom prison some men were
denied permiasion to visit with plural wives, and some, on threat
,f being returned to prison, wvere forbidden to even step onto the
plural wife's property. Moreover, after the issuance of the Mani-
festo in 1890, some men ceaged cohabiting with plural wives though
never bothering to obtain a divorce.

These various factors whiéh.separated husband and wife could
nave affected fertility in indivi;ual cases, depending on the length
of *he separation and the age of the spouses, particularly the wife.
"me axtent to which these events and practices would limit the fer-
tility of the general polygyhous population is open to speculation
since sufficient information is lacking. The effects ~f involuntary
abstinence cannot, therefore, be sontrolled for.

Nevertheless, in spite of the drawbacks and iisadvantages b
genealogical records, the data %o he used in this study are far

superior to those which have been used in the past in the analysis

~¢ polygymy's affect on fertility.

3.3 The Sample

For this study, a sample of L.D.CZ. females living within the
confines of what was the "Srate of Deseret’ and married in either
polygynous Or MONOgAamous unions between 1840 and 1885 was utilized.

Sevweral factors preclude drawing a probability sample of the
population under consideration. To begin with, no records were ever

kept of those L.D.S. males who were ever married in polygynous unions.
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arrested and convicted of practicing polygamy i{n Utah during the
pertod under study. A mroe serious consideration, however, is that
belng baptized a Mormon at age eight does not guarantee that as an
ainnlt adherence will be given to the tenets of the faith.

In an attempt to separate non-Mormons from Mormons and

"ominal” Mormons from "vracticing” Mormons, one of the criterla for
sele-tion {3 that the husband and wife were married to each other in
the prescribed temple ceremony and were sealed to one another "for

time ani all eternity. In conjunction with this, it 1s also neces-
sary tha' at least one-half of the children of this union be "born in
~yvenant ,” *hat is, be born after the parents were sealel to une
ano* her. Hoth of these ~onditions must be met for inclusion iﬁ the

'
sample.

"n tne absence of iirect juestioning of subjects regarding
YLservance .¢ religious prescriptions and oroscriptions, i® i{s the
ypinion of this researcher that participation in these *wn ceremonies,
+remple marriage ani sealing, is the best single indicator of
~omrliance with religious norms.

Fven when & union met the above criteria, it was excluded if it
iid not meet others. Problems in selectinon were frequently introduced
where a male had mcre than a single wife and where a female had been
in discontinuous unicons,

Where a male ~ad been married more than once, it is cust:omary,

though not necessary, that the date of marriage for each additional

spouse to be listed on the Family Sroup Record sheet f-r each anion.
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At times, however, only the names of additional spouses appear.
Frequently, Family Group Records are available for each of these addi-
tional unions. At times, however, they are available for only some,
and at other times, they are available for none of the additional
spouses. [t is of minimum necessity to obtain the date of marriage
for each nf.these; and in some cases, it i{s also necessary to obtain
the date of death for additzonal wives.

Where minimal information regarding additional spouses s not
included on available Family Group Records andlvhero Pamily Group
Records do not exist for additional spouses, {t is necessary to
utilize other sources of information, i.e., microfilmed records of
marriages and sealings, obituaries, Family Group Record sheets of the
husband's parents and the parents of the "missing' female, i{f elther
3¢ these can be located, and so forth. For example, date of marriage,
ani at *times, date of death, must be found in order to establish the
starus of the wife for whom the record is available, i.e., was she a
monogamous or polygynous spouse.

Moreover, where a male, for example, nad two wives and a Family
Group Record fis available for only one, with nc late of marriage re-
corded for the additional spouse, {t {s necessary to determine the
date of marriage. If the additional spouse was married a"*er the
death of *he spouse for whom a genealogical record i{s available, then
the union under consideration was monogamous. However, if the date of
marriage for the additional spouse was prior to the marriage under

consideration, that marriage may be either monogamous oOr pOlygymous.
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It then becomes hecessary to determine whether or not thg .d&‘t‘;inl ;x
Spouse vas deceased prior to the marriage under consideration. . If‘lh- “\
vere deceased, again the union {s monugamous. This {nformation is
also required vhere the date of marriage {s avai{lable f . r an .
additi{onal spouse and it ie prior to the date of marriage ~f the unln;‘.v
for which a Family Group Record {s availabie. A male, fAr example,
may have had three wives, each of them monogamous unions occurring
after the death of each previous wife.

Since at times plural marriages vere proxy marriages, it ig
@180 necessary to determine vhether or not the plural wife was
narr{ied after her death. It 80, the plural marriage may have been
temporally a ONOgAROUSs marriage or involved fewer co-wives.

Where marri{age and death dates could not be ascertained for
additional wives so /pat/fE;F::::::\;? the female under consideration
remains uncqpb(fgj<she vas excluded from the sample.

Another problem was encountered when attempting to reconstruct
the marital history for women in discontinuous unions. Since Fam{ly
Group Records are ~ompiled for each Lusband and each vife, in order
to determine a woman's total fertility, as well as to obtain sther
vital {nformation, {.e., time spent between unions, Family Sroup
Records for a female and each of her husbands, or other sufficient
information, are required. At times there are notations on Fami{ly
Group Records providing sufficient {nformation about an additional
husband, i.e., date of harriage, divorce, or death, a notation of
"no issue from this union,” and so forth. It may be however, that no

Family Group Record nor sufficient {nformation regarding one or more
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of these unti. ns can be located., ti'nlesws it te unquestionably clear that

the marriage(s) fur vh!--"uu are ntutnb.mourrod after the voman's
[ J

forty-sixth year, the female vas ex-luded frus the sample,

4, 4:0 t‘hgla-tor;:‘l of The lample

The sgpple conststas of | B00 females who hat a total of 6, "4
children for a mean fertility »f B Rj3,

Of these women, 932, or «). |t per cent, wvere alwvays {n .
‘muguoul untfons, while 96l or 50,54 per cent, spent pt least sdme
portion uf thelr fecund married years in a polygynous unton. (Wimes
vho vere monogeMous spcouses through their forty-sixth year and vhose
~usabands ccq:irod & plural spouse ‘hereafter vere 1efined, !n terms u
“his stud&. l;'llVIYl nonogamous , as this was the state >f theilr
warriage du.r'ini tr.ler fecund years.)

It sh™yl) Ve noted at th's poin’ that although the proport! »n
of 600:0-’;‘.;0 poly&ynous women is somewhat higher than, though a.mos?t
eqial td4, the prcportion >f m-;noguou.‘ vomen (n this sample, this

d

ehould not be construed as iniiceting that siight.y over one-half of

* )

“*he ".qtt'v‘e“i'Mornon femalep in the raglon under consi{deration vere

wried' in polygynous unions at some time during thelir fecund years.

The. wery nature of the Jdata ccl.ection pricess would ilkely lead to
/

thid phénomenon. As it vas neessary to acquire information on as

magy co-wives as possible, particularly “hose whc vere i{n discontinuo

.

r

us
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unipns, and since the co-wives of these were also included, this led
to_an)inclusion of more polygynous spouses than would have likely
occurred by chance.

-0f those women in monogamous unions, 27, or 2.9 per cent, were
in discontinuous unions comp&?ed to 108, om1l.2 per cent, of those
who were in polygynous unions at some time.

A greater percentage of ever polygynous women entered their
first marriage at both younger and older ages than vas true for
monogamous women, who tended to concentrate entering of first marriage
in fewer age categories (refer to Table 2). The median age of first
marriage for both groups was 19 years. However, of monogamous women,
45,8 per cent entered their first unions at either ages 17, 18,eor 19
-while only 37.2 per cent of ever polygynous women entered their first
unions at these ages.

.

Of ever polygynous womeh, 15.L per cent were married for the
first timq'-ior to age 17, which was true for only 12.7 per cent of
those woqp; who were always monogamous. By age 21, 75 per cent of
always monogamous women had entered their first union, which was not
true of ever polygynous women until age 22. By age 23, 90 per cent of
Valvays monogamou; women had entered their first union, while this did
not occur for eyer polygynous wdmen until age ;;tegory 26 to 29.

After aé% 25, twice the,ﬁercentage of ever polygynous females married
for the first time as did always monogamous females.

L) .
For women who were ever married in polygynous unions, signifi-

cant differences exist in the percentage of time spent in polygynous

wions based essentially on the ordinal status of the wife.



: . Table 2.

Age at First Marriage for Always
Monogamous and Ever Polygynous

T0

Females
L
) Age at Monogamous Polygynous
Marriage N % N %
15 or
Under 54 5.79 58 6.02
16 6l 6.87 90 9.3k
17 132 14.16 115 11.93
18 168 18.03 121 12.55
19 127 13.63 123 12.76 v
20 100 10.73 92 4 9.5¢ Yy .
21 82 8.80 66 * 6.89, P
22 80 8.58 69 T.1 L - L # .
23 Lo L.29 55 5.71
v 24 16 1.72 Lo L.15
. 25 22 2.36 oL 2.49
’ 26 to 29 32 3.43 65 6.74
30 to 33 12 1.29 31 3.22
34 and 3 0.32 15 1.56
Over
Total 100.00 96U 100.00

932
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As is to be suspected, most polygynous f}rst wives spent only a
fraction of their married fecund years in polygynous unions. I1f only
continuously married women marrie& through age L6, regardless of age
at first marriage, are examined, it is found that only 2 per cent of
first wives spent 100 per cent of those years in polygyny while 36 per
cent spent Tghper cent or more but not 100 per cent of their married
years in a polygynous union. The maJority of first wives, or LO per
cent, spent ﬁetveen 50 and 75 per cent of their married years in polyg-
yny, while almost half this number, or 22 per cent; spent less than 50
per cent of their marriage in a polyéynous union.

Although few first wives spent -their entire married lives in
polygynous unions, thesk being initially-polygynous first wives, this

.

was not true for wives of higher ordinal status. By contrast, 8L . L9
per cent of second wives spent tﬁéir entire fecund married life in a
polygynous union, while slightly over 10 per cent spent at lea%E 50

per cent but not 100 per cent of those years in polygyny. Of second

wives, only L.09 per cent spent less than 50 per cent of their marridd

’

yéhrs in polygyny.
Of third wives, 94.94 per cent spent 100 per cent of their

fecund married years in a polygynous union, while only 5.06 per cent

. spent less than 100 per cent of their married years in polygyny. No

third vife spent less than half her married life in polygyny A1l
A

wives whose sequehtial status was four or greater spent thelr entire

married life to age 46 in g polygynous union.

0f the 1,896 women in the sample, 100, or 5.3 per cent, entered

thelr tirst marriage prior to 1848; 39L, or 20.8 per ;;nt married

- .



between 1848 and 1857 inclusive; 431, or 22.7 per €ent, married for
the first time between 1858 and 1867; while SL6, or 26.8 Per cent,
were married between 1868 and 1877; and 425, or 22.4 per cent, entered
their first.union between 1878 and 1885. ¢

.

3.4 Analytic Technique

As this study is essentially exploratory in nature, simple
statistical techniques will be employed to determine whether substan-
tial differences obtain in the length of mean birth intervals and mean
completed fertility between monogamous and polygynous samples and
between specific'categories of polygynous women.

_ - N 14
IA}\%ally, cross tsﬁylutions will be employed to determine the

mean length ol birth int P and complegid fertility for and between

different categories. | P

In addf%i.n, parity progression ratios will be constructed.
These willﬂze used to compute the distributions of family sizes for
projected povulations of 1,000. In such a manner, it can be detggmin-
ed, if samples had been of the same size, not only whether or not dif-
ferent distributions of family sizes exis£ed but also the extent of
these differences for the d#fferent categories. Moreov;r, it can be’
shown how these di fferent pattefns affegted mean fertility ievéls.
The technfque chosen'ror computing these projected dis;ribut}ons is '

borrowed from Pressat (1972:219-222). . '
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. CHAPTER 4

MONOGAMOUS FERTILITY

Preliminary to analyzing polygynous fertility, it 1is
advant;geoul to first examine the fertility of monogamous Mormon
women. Although the focus of the study is Polygynoua fertility, it
.is first necessary to establish the fertility levels of monogamous
women in order that these may be used as bases for comparison with
pPolygynous fert{lity and thereby provide meaningful indices qof dir-
ferences once variables purported to depress polygynous }ertility’are
introduceﬁ.

Té reiterate, in nineteenth-century Mormonism, purposive

g temp%; at ferfility limitation were prohibit;d, intercourse wag
"escribed..}o‘r proc}f#tive purposes only, and large numbers ot‘ﬁxil- .
dren were de;med de‘sirl.‘bq for both temporal and Celestial reasond,

Since the data are hist:ricn and a.dherenv to ecclesiastical dictums
cannot , therefore, be }eri(ied direéti', it’efn only iﬁ;assumed that
conformity Predominated and that the population was one?in whig!
natural fertility Prevailed, .
It 1is advantageous to this study that the natural fertility or
& somewhat similar tventieth—century popula€lon (similar in terms of
religious fundlmentalism, prohigition of fertility limitatiogt endog-

amy, and isolation), the Hutterites, has beeh extensively examihed

(cf. Eaton & Mayer:1953: Dandekar:1963; Sheps:1965-6; Tietze:1957;



. Th
James:1963-L; and Bodmer & .Iacquard:i968). The findings regarding
the natural fertility of thii population wi‘l be employed as a
comparative model in analyzing monogamous Mormon fertility to ascer-
tain whether or not it can be stated with some assurance that mtu‘l
fertility s, indeed, characteristic of the nineteenth-century Mormon

population.

|
. !

L.1 Mean Fgr{ilitl Levels for Monogamous Women
(4

An examination of the fertility of monog revealed

that these Mormon women experienced unusuall 1lity

levels. Th’mesn fertility for all monogamo Y, control-

ling fox‘o ¥riable oth gamy, was 9,82, the median being

9.69, the mode 11.00, and dard deviation 2.92, as can be

opserved in Table 3,

As with the Hutterfte om;h studied by Eaton and Mayer (1953),
ghe high fertility levels of mono#us Mormon women were not a
consequence of a few couples having exceptionally large numbers of
children but rather were a result of 3‘11)' high fertility levels
throughout, as are reflected by the levﬁa of variance and coeffi-
clents of variability (Table L)}as well ps by the p&ity progression
ratios (Table 5). Mbreover, of the 749 monogamous females continu-
-on"mqr'ried through age 1\461, one had as many as 20 children, two of
her confinements being the birth of twins, none had but one child,

and only two couples had but two children.

Y

A



Table

xIr

3. Frequenecy Distribution of anily Size for
All Monogamous Women

ive Cumulative

Family Absolute Relat
Size Frequency Frequency Frequency
1 6 0.6 0.6
2 11, 1.2 1.8
3 16 1.7 3.5
L 27 2.9 6.4
5 3% b.2 10.6
6 L9 5.3 15.9
7 ‘ 61 6.5 22.4
, 8 103 11.1 33.5
9 127 13.6 L7.1 ‘
10 139 b9 v €2.0
AN
11 147 15.8 *k 77.8
12 83 8.9 86.7
13 71 7.6 ' 9L.3
1k 26 2.8 Y 97
15 16 1.7 98.8
16 8 0.9 ¢ 99.7 =
17 ’ ,
18 & 2 0.¢ 99.9 “l'j
19 v o,
20 1 0.1 100.0
Total 932 100.0
Mean: 9.L22 0
Median: 9.69k v
Mode: 11.000 h
Variance: 8.519
Standard Deviation: 2.919

é‘r

75

~t

L 33
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Parity Progression “atios for fonogamous Womer “ortinuously Married thwough Age L6
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As continuously married women do not experiendw an interruption
in exposure to coltus, as do ttho divorced or widoved and remarried
it has teen hypothesized that their fertility levels will be hlghﬂ"
relative to those of women married more than once. |f this {s {in fact
the case, 1nclud;:g those in discontinuous unions when computing fer-
tility wuld depress the mean. (onsequently, the fertility of women

\in .coniinuoul and di{sconti{nuous unions are considered separately.

However, selecting out discontinuous unions ehich numbered
only 27, did not alter fertility levels ligﬂificnntly. The mean
fert 1148y for all wives in continuous unions was increased by only
".81, the fert{lity of women i{n discontinuous unions being 8.63
compared to 9.44 for women in continuous unions. ‘onsequently, in
this population di{scontinuous unicns had li{ttle bearing on the ,verall
fertility of monogl;ouu marriages.

As age of marri and duration of marriage are twc basic and
important variables affecting exposure to intercourse and conception,
these two variables wvere controlled for to determing'their effects on
fertility levels. Initially, only monogamous women continuously
married for & minimum of 20 years, regardless of age at marriage, were
examineda The mean fertility for this group was 9.87, the median
being 10.02, and the mode 11.00, with a s®ndard deviation of 2.61.

As would be expected wvhen coﬂtrolling for age of margiage and
duration of marriage (wvhen duration equals a.g: through wvhich married),
as age of marriage inc:eaued and/or duration of time speat\én marriage

decreased, mean fertility levels generally declined, as éan be

observed in Taple L. It is worth noting, howvever, especially for

-
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those married through age L6, that as ag® at marriage increased by ovne
year fertility d1d not decrease by one bLirth. Morcovor. marked fer-
tility declines did not occur from one age &t ’Agrtsgo to iho nexy
until after age-at-marriage category .6 to 29 ‘Oll“l.

When only those wvomen continuously married through age Lt were
considered, the average completed family size was 9.97, the largest
mean completed family sife being 13.0 for those married at both age
15 or before and at age 16 and the ;mnllelt average completed family
alze teing L.5 for those marrying at ages 26 to 29. ‘

l'he numbers of vomen married in discontinuous unions through
age b&} particularly by agp 8t marriage, were too umcfa to be meaning-
fil. As well, the nulbcr; of women married in both discontinuous
ani ~ontinuous unions through age 4S or younger were also small.
‘‘nsequently, only monogamous women in continuoﬁs uni ough age
+t will Be considered’ throughout the remainder of th

. * [

. L
L.2 Mean Fertiiity of Monogamous Mormons Relative to Hutterites

-

A comparison of the fertility of monogamous Mormon women with
that of Hutterite women disclosed that there was a good deal of
similarity betwveen the two.

Although the median age &t marriage for monogamous Mormon women
continuously married through age 46 was somevhat lower than for
Hutterite women, 19 years compared to 22 years, their median level of
fertility was essentially the same vhen campared to Hutterite women

married before 1921, 10.6 for Mormon women compared to 10.8 for
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Hutterite women. Moreover, the fertility of Morson woaen married at
age 18 and married through age L6 was essentially the same as that
for Hutterite vomen married at the same age before 1051, again 10.6
compared to 10.8.

Eaton & Mayer (1953:233), assuming that Hutterites vere not
"genetically unusual,” used the fertility of vomen who vere alive on
December 31, 1950, to estimate the "number of live children wvomen can
conceive after any given age," as is shown {n Teble 6. Using their
estimates and comparing them wvhere possible, as they are in five-year
{ntervals, with the actual average completed family size for Mormon
women, it is clesr that monogamous vomen vere experiencing fertility
levels very similar to those of Hutterite women.

It is somevhat surprising, in the light of Eaton & Mayer's
findings, that Mormon monogamous fertility should spproximate so
closely the experiences of Huttcr?@o women still alive in December,
1950. Eaton and Mayer (1953:231) found that fertility for Hutterite
women was not stable over time. Women married prior to 1921 had
_fertility lover than vomen married later, and women married betveen
1921 and 1930 had fertility levels lowver than those married between
1931 and 1940. They attributed this to the increasing gkod health, of
the population resulting from improved diet and medical care. As has
been demonstrated in past studies, improved health increases fertility
by decreasing the number of lpontcnoéh- abortions, miscarriages, and

stillbirths and leads to & reciprocal rise in successful perturition.

Moreover, improved health increases fecundability #o that the number

of conceptions may also increase. . - ‘ .
B "Q‘r ‘,\,
‘ Ly
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Table 6. Number of Childrea B8till Puseidle Per Voaman
After Any Given Age. (Based on Mutterite
Women Alive on Decembet 31, 19%0.)®

h
* r of '
50+ 0.02
S 0.19
ko 1.24
35 31.21
30 s.L6
2% 8.a0
20 10.8>
1% 11.9%-13.8%

.
3.

“Eaton & Mayer, 1953:233.




Although the Murmofd populetion under conaideratioa sarried
vetween LHku and 1A8% and lived under Prontier conditions, and although
. .
f{t 1s highly lmprobable that duu\. heaith care, and living conditions
vere as alequate as those experience! b*noruo vn.on‘-.rrlod prior
to 1uol, Moreon fertilWly rates wvere uunticlly equivalent tu Hutter-
ite fertility rates, [t aight be presumed, tbﬂoforc, that, had the
aqme environmental conditings prevaeiled for this population of Moreons

as rristed for Hutterites, thelir fertility would have heen even higher .

*han {t wvas.

ne T several factors affecting the mean number of children
born in & population (e the mean numper of moaths bct\n’on confinemsnts.
Therefore, before it (s possible to determine vhether ur not "here
vere differences in child-spacing practices betweea the monogamous and
polygynous populations, the mean length of birth {nterval!s for monoge-

mOuUsS vomen must be determined.

/

-

L,3:1 Protogenetic Birth Intervals J
The protogenetic birth interval (the interval betveen marriage
and ‘first birth) tepds to be the shortest of all birth intervals, par-

ticularly where natural fertility prevails and suckling of infants s

practiced. \
Controlling for dge at wrv for those BONOGAMOUS voBen
continuously married through age 46 revealed ‘that mean protogehetil .

. . ot
- 3
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Table 7. Birth Intervals for ZOSOnm.Bo-Cm Women Always Married Through Age L6 by Age at Marriage
. N
Birth ) Age at Marriage z
Inter- : : - Inter-
val -15 16 17 18 1& <20 21 22 23 2k 25 26-9 30-3 3L+ val
1 16.8 15.5 1k.6 13.8 1k.5 16.0 13.8 13.3 .3 12.7 17.9 15.2 15.0 10.0  Ab.h
2 23,3 25.0 2l1.k4 00,6 24,3 2k.5 25.3 21.9 50.8 21.4 25.7 22.6 22.0 20.7 2L.5
3 25.7 26.2 24.3 26.0 25.5 oh.g w25.9 26.2 24.9 25.1 26.3 28.0 30.7 3L.0 25.7
in 26.5 25.6 26.5 27.3 27.6 25.6 ¥7.5 28.7 27.3 30.3 26.1 29.8 37.2 18.0 27.2
5 25.7 28.5.27.1 26.8 30.6 30.8 30.1 27.6 2T.5 25.8 27.8 28.0 37.2 19.0 28.4
6 >7.8 29.3 29.3 28.1 2T7.T 30.1 29.9 29.4 28.9 31.3 32.5 26.4 33.2 28.9
7 s6.0 27.8 28.4 29.6 29.T 32,8 30.6 25.5 3l.2 33.7 29.6 29.5 33.3 29.5
8 26.5 mm.q\»ww\w/zwo.m 33.4 32.1 30.1 27.L 30.9 29.1 30.2 28.6 32.0 30.5
9 26.8 28.5 .3 29.% 31.1 31.9 32.8 35.3 o6 29.5 L41.9 24.6 87.0 30. k4
10 39.9 30.5 30.2 32.8 32.4 29.5 26.9 30.8 22.6 18.5 21.4 29.9
11 27.7 32.5 30.5 31.0 32.4 31.6 25.9 29.0 22.3 32.0 22.0 30.3
12 35.6 27.9 ~30.4 34.8 30.2 o7.7 3.3 32.1 19.7 28.0 32.8
Q.
13 35.3 wmpm 30.3 k9.3 28.8 32.7 37.5 36.0 39.0 3.3
1 o8.2 2.7 24.1 33.8 30.3 L5.5 28.9
15 55.7 28.5 21.5 SL.0 Lk.O 32.0
" 16 16.0 k1.7 22.3 31.0 30.0
17 18.0 25.5 23.0
18 28.5, 28.5
. X 27.1 28.5 27.1 32.5 30.6 30.7 29.7 29.2 26.6 27.T 30.0 26.3 bLo.b 22.9 28.5
AUJBBhnn,
genetic
Inter- - -

s val
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intervals were similar across categories and showed neither consistent
{ncrease nor dec§ease relative to increasing age at first nsrflsge. as
can be observed in Table T. .Exclhding_those women mnrrigd at age 3L
or ovér, due to the exé;;mely small numbers involfed.in‘gﬂ?se.cate-
goéies, mean protogenetic,intervals runge&'from a low of 12.7 ﬁonths
for those married at age 2h.to a hiéh of 17.9 months for fhose married
at age 25, with a weighted average of 1L.6 month; for all categories.

v

’

4.3:2 Intergenetic Intervals

An exemination of mean intergenetic birth intervals by age at
marriage also revealed that, although there was a tendency for the
earliest birth intervals generally to be shorter’than the later ones,
no consistent éattern of increase occurred with inéreasing parity.
Instead, the differences between parities within e;ch of tle age cate-—
gories tended to be irreguiar. As well, at times an interval was
greater than the preceding one and at‘other times shorter. However,
the length of the first intergenetic birth interval was consistently
greater than the protogenetic birth interval. The differences between
the mean protogenetic interval and the mean first intergenetic interval
ranged from 11.5 months for those married at age 21 to 6.4 months for
those married at age 15 or bqfore.‘ The differences between these
intervals most probably were a result of the inhibiting effect of

post-partum ammenhorea on cénception; this factor being absent between

marriage and first birth.

2
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Further, ope would anticipate that as ageq at marriage increased
:he length of the mean intergenetic birth intervel would also increase.
However , whef %he mean intergenetic birth interval was computed for
each age at marriage, there was, again, no consistent pattern of in-
creages or decreases relative to these. Mean intergenetic birth
intervals for each age of marriage ranged from 26.6 ﬁonths for those

married at age 23 to L0.4 months for those married at ages 30 to 33.

4,3:3 Mormon Rplatxvé to Hutterite éirth Intervils

Further comparison betveen Mormon monogamous fertility and
. s &
Hutterite fertility can be made through use of Sheps' analysis Bf the
latter. Sheps (1965-66), using date collected in 1953 and 1958-61,
examined birth intervals -of Hutterite women marriéd thréugh age 45.
She found that a short birth interval existed between virths of any
order,

it being in general well under two years. Proceeding -

through successive births, there is again & slight, not

completely consistent, tendency for the mean interval to

increase with birth order. The estimated mean interval

to the second birth is 19.2 months, only 6 months longer

than phat to the first birth. The estimated mean inter-

val to birthg 3 and L are under 21 months, to births 5 and

6 they are under 23 months, and only with birth number

10 can they be said to be 2 ybars or more (p. TW).

When comparing the mean birth intervals for the T49 monogamous
Mormon women continuously married through age L6 with Sheps' findings,
it is found that not only was there & tendency for the mean interval
to increase with birth order but the mean length of birth intervals
for monogamous Mormon women was also somewhat greater. while Sheps,

for example, did not encdhnter average birth intervals of 2L months or



® .
longer u;xtil the' tenth pu‘it’?, average Vtirth intervals of 24 months or
greater vere found for Mormon women at second parity.

As the somevhat greater l-ex;gth was found botvﬁn the intergenet-
{c intervals rather than betveen the protdbgenetic interval, as wvill be
discussed, it may be\assﬁ;ed that intermediate sociologfcal variables
rather than biological differences were responsible. S}nco lactation

- .
affects fecundity to some extent, it is possible that, vhile both
populations br.."ftd their infants, for Mormon wosmen it vas for a sord®
exkended period. Moreover, it is poasiblé that nogms regséding relunef
tion of sexual intercourse prevented exposure to conception for a
longer-period, although there is no evidence to support this.
LI

Whatever the reaséﬁ for the differences, wvhen average birth
intervals were_computed fo}\pll women by birth order and compared with
similar data by Sheps, it wa;\found that the average for the first
interval was 1L.6 months lonéz,appro;imately one month’greater ;han
Sheps found among Hutterite women. ﬁovevé;, while Sheps found the
second interval to be 19.2 months, the mean length of this {nterval
for ‘all monogamous women married through age L6 wg;/23.2 months, this
being 8.6 months greater than the firdt intgrvg}/;nd two months longer
than Sheps found to be the case. among Hutterf;es. Moreover, in
comparison with Hutterite vomen,‘thn'average interval between births
3 and 4 was 27.3 months and between births 5 and 6 wal 28.9 months.

At birth number 10, the mean in;ervnl was 31.8 months, a little more

than 6 months greater than that found by Sheps.
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As with Sheps' findings, there vas a slight, but not consid@ent,
{ncrease froy one mean birth interval to the next higher one until the

tenth parify. After this point, there vere decreases as vell as
. . o :
increases in the number otfnthn between parities, and after the

N

fifteenth parity the average time between parities decreased. As Sheps

(1965-66:74) pointed sut in her analysis, snd as was also true in the

}

present case,

. LY
the mlmion of all births of s given order in each
calcuPation regardless of the eventual size of completed
family, tends to obscure the relation of birth order to
mesn interval, siwce large families with short intervals
would have greater-relative representation at the higher
birth orders. o 4

4L,3:4 Birth Intervals Relgzive to Completed Family Size

. As ; result of the above mentioned situation, the mean duration
of birth intervals was examined for completed famiiies with from 3 to
16 children, as can be seen in Table 8. Two families with 2 children,
two with 18 children, and one with 20 children vere omitted from the

analysis due to the small numbers in these categories.

“L4,3:4a Protogenetic Intervals. Generally speaking, it was
found that as the size of the completed family increased mean birth

a

interval; decreased across each parity.

More ;pQCific&lly, ﬁ;otogenetic iAtervals, vhich were the
smallest fOr eacﬂ family size, tended to decline as family size in-
creased, although this pattern was irregular. That is to say, women
who had larger }aniliea of 12 and more children tended to have their

first child seven to ten months sooner after marriage than those women

with smaller families of six or fewer children.



® Table 8.

Average Birth Intervals
.

~

for Monogamous Women by Total Number of Children Born

. - )

' ) Total Number of Children .

Birth T e

Intere 3 b 5 6 -1 8 9 10 11 12 13 b 15 16
val ()  (10) (1%) (25) (35) (§) (79) (99) (116) - (127) (8o) (68) (24) (15) (8)
1 20.1 21.° 18.% 18.8 16.5 14.5 13.3 15.0 13.9 13,1 11.7 13.3 13.1° 1.5
2 -8.8 26.7 25.1 28.7 25.8 24.3 23.9 23.5 22.3 =21.8 20.6 20.6 20.3 18.9
3 e 35.0 kk.2 30.7 30.8 27.6 27.3 25.2 25.3- 2h.1 24,9 21.9 23.0 20.9 1L.8
k %@ 3.0 36.6 3}b.3 29.7 27.8 27.0 2k.1 2h.0 23.1 21.9 20.2 22.9
5 k7.0 39.% 318 33.0 28.3 26.9° 26.0 25.1 2k.3 23.4 21.9 17.k
6 k8.7 3.6 132.2 29.3 29.0 26.0 25.h 25.0 23.k 22.5 19.8
T P .1 38,3 .8 28.0 26.3 25.2 24,7 25.0 22.4 2L.5
8 . . _y b6 34k 29.7 28.9 26.3 25.5 23.5 21.5 18.6
9 . 43.7  30.9 428.7 25.9 25.7 22.B 22.4 21.6
10 3.4 “32.9 30.1 26.5 29.0-23.7 21.8
1 35.4 30.5 26.b 26.1 27.1 20.0
12 - 38.0 29.8 29.7 22.6 23.6
13 ‘./ 1.3 28.9 24.7 22.1
1k s 30.6 30.7 27.5
15 .. ) L4 k7.2 19.h
16 } \ 33.3

wgn».n * .

Birth Interval . 28.8 135.5 30.6 33.9 31.2 30.8 28.7 27.5 26.6 25.9 24,9 24.8 23.2 20.9

7
% Reproductive . v -
Span 7.0 10.8 ¥a.1 6% 18.1 20.3 21.5 2k.5 2b.1 25.9 2T.2 28.4 30.1 28.1
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h,3:4b Inter tic . In centrast, the ﬂml

Wrnnotic interval veas found to be greater than the rest, romdlou
of parity, and appeared not to be affected by completed funy size as
no discorniblc pattern of increasing or docroluln; mean intervel
lengths was ;xotod. However, the mean length of all {ntergenetic inter-
vals, oxcludin¢ the f;nsl one, for each completed family site shoved &
conliltont decline after a completed femily size of five children.

" It sppears, from Table 8, that there vas no relationship betveen
mean birth {nterval length and completed family size until s family
size of five vas attained, After that poiét. there vas & small but
consistent decrease i{n the mean number of months betveen births,
ranging from 0.1 t; 2.7 nogths. as the size of completed families
increased. These mean intergenetic intervals ranged from 35.5 gonths
for those with a completed family size of tou;.children to 20.9 months
for those with a flnily of 16 children.

When exnnining all birth {ntervals for each completed family
size, it can be seen thnt as parity increased the mean number of months
between birth intervals also tended to increase, although again, this
was irregular. What was found, hovever, Vas that as family size in-
creaued the length of time between parities intreased more slovly. Tg
begin with, except for those ¥ with three or four ebildren, the increase
in the first int ergenetic interval over the protogengtic interval was,

.

9.3 to 9.9 months up to and including families vith nine children.

Por those with from 10 to 13 children, there was an increase in this

interval of from 8.4 to 8.9 months over the previous interval, and for



those vith 1% to 16 children, inclusive, an increase of 7.2 to T.b
mopths was shown. ) l

Those women vith conploiod family sizes of to:\ ar fever <children
had birth {ntervals of tvo years or greater by the second parity. This
level vas not achieved by women with 11 or 12 e ldren until zho.third
birth interval ’nd by women wvith 13 children until the fifth interval.
Women with 1b c%d.ron did noty have & birth interval as gresat as two
years until the seventh 1 1, and vomen with 15 children 4id not
attain an interval of this length until the tenth one. Finally
with 16 children did nqt spend, on the average, as much as two ye
t{me between the birth ?f children until the birth of their twvelfth
child.

Not only did the mean length of birth intervals tend to dcclin?'
as family size {ncreased but the average amount of {ncrease in length
between intergenetic levels with increased parity also tended to
decline as family size increased. Again, this was inconsistent.

?he average amount of increase between 1nterg;ndtic levels wvas
)greatest for femilies of five children, where an average increase of
6.6 months between intervals wvas exhibited. As family size increased,
the mean amount of increase betveen intervals declined to 0.83 months
for a conpleted'fq*}l; size of)lh children. The mean anoqp&iof in-
crease between intervals for those with 15 and 16 children vts.2.07
months and 1.03 months respeglivgly. This was due, i-]icully. to the
large increase betvéen the length of the final birth interval over the
previous one in each case. Moreover, these tended to exhibit the

4

greatest amount of increase found between any other two intervals.
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When these final intervals were removed from the calcoulation, the msean
‘amount of lnc"ﬁcuo '1n the length of birth intervals for families with
15 and 16 children became 0.89 months and 0.0k months respectively.

* L.3:kc R tive Spap. Not only 41€ females vho hag d1f-
ferent completed fJilx sizes experience differential birth interval
lengths and differences in mean incresse of length of birth.intorv;ll
betwveen each successiye parity but the mean number of years spens in
roprdducuvo behaviour (reproductive span) from marriage to théd birth
of the last child also varied, N

As can be seen in Table 8, the total number of children in a
family is positively aisociaced vith the mean number of years in the
reproductive span unti{l a completed family size of 15 was reiched

N

aftep vhichwﬁsint the association is negative. The mean reproductive

span for womeg with a completed fami{ly size of three children was 7.0 °

years compared to a mean of 30.1 ympars for women who had borne a total

°f 15 children, and 28.1 years for women with 16 children.

L.3:5 Mormon and Hutterite Birth Intervals by Family Size

-

When the mean birth intervals for monogamous women were compared
’/to those of the Hutterite vomen analyzed by Sheps (1965-66:70) on the
basis of completed family size’, ranging from 3 to 15 children, it was
found that birth intervals for Mormon women were, in the majority of
cases, longer.

L.3:5a Protogenetic Intervals. A comparison of mean first

birth intervals revealed that the intervals of Mormon women yith

smaller families exhibited greater positive differences than did the
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-
sean intervals for vomes vith larger families vhen compared with the
"un intervals of Muttérite women »- .
» For example, the ‘uﬁron« Yetveen the sean {ntervale for
women vith seven or BOre é!;tldron. exceptirig those vioh toﬁ._vu never
as great as that for thszo with six 7r fcs;r children. In addition,

for wvomen vith & total of otﬁt children, the Rean prot.ogonotic birth

{nterval vas 5.9 months shorter than phat of their Hutterite gounter-

’

parts. o _ .
Nevertheless, the difforoﬂiol betveea the meen protogenetic
{ntervals vas never great. The range of differences for those vith
six or fever children vas from 2.6 months to 6.7 months, vhile the
range of differences for those with sevem or more children vas,

generally, 0.4 months to 2.0 months.

L.3:55 _ Inter enetic Intervels. When comparing tbe means for

all intergenetic {intervals by co-plqted fllily size, excluding the
final one, it vas found that the mean-intergenetic {intervals for
Mormon women vere greater than the means for Hutterite women regard-
less of family size. Again, the differences between the intervals
for women with six or fewer children®vere greater than for those with
seven or more children, ranging from 5.5 months to 1k .3 months. The
differences between the means for von?n vith seven children oOr more
ranged from 1.1 to 5.0 months greater.

"he mean of the final dbirth intervslg for Mormon women
generally tended to be much larger than those for Hutterite wvomen.
Moreover, the differences between the means of these final iqterans

tended to be greater than the differences betveen the means of all
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otm‘. Were positive differenses cxisted, they renged frem 9.0
soaths to zo.smnm-mw-amm”«

e, Y
w0 Horace aad Rtterite Meaoturiins baes Y
. .

"As i@ to % W {a the 1ight of - these findings, the nean
reproductive spaa of Moruon vomea eampared to thely Mtctu eounter-
parts vas longer, reaging from 0.4 years %0 35.b years puur.

Rovever, the largest differenses SOIDOR asen veprodusrtsive
spans vere found for those vith larger families, although this was not
consistent. There existed no d4fferences dDetveen BOAN reproductive
span of Mormon and Hutterite womea as great as four years for thoee
with six or fewer children. Moreover, the difference betveen the
mean reproductive span for those vith seven chil@ren vas smallest at

o.l;yocn. Hovever, mean differences of from 4.0 years to 5.k years -

were found for half the categories beyond this.

LU Negtursl Pertility

\

L.L:) t | a ?

It is evident that birth imtervals tended to be” stmevhat longer
for Mormon vomen than for Hutterite vomen. As vell, the average fer-
tility of Mormon .vcnon wvas socmevhat less. Again, this perhaps vas
partially related to the standard of living of the twvo populations.

As Sheps (1965-66:78) and others have pointed out, the Hutterite popu-
lation hed "high levels of heslth end putrition; in fact they are at

the standard of highly developed countries.” It is highly improbable,



: ' | (—"\‘ "
e vee ’ot-nof out previeusly, thet irune vemsa even wpprédimated the
same levels. Petter (1973), emsag others, hes owtlined sdme of b‘
effects of aptritica en netwrel Ml}rw levels. ,'
It is aleo possible thet the leager Mrid h.umh vere ia part
onowmtuofd"ﬂmﬂmm
aborticns. Thooe events, hovever, vere net recorded ia the geasalegi-

sl recerds thet fors the data Vese for this svuly. Nowever, this

foster e 2ot lii.lll;:illllllllllllg. asssvéiag %0 Porser (163-60e
- 158), "the iatervals 50 affected represent caly & siserity of all
birth i{ntervals, 80 that the effect of SPORLANEOUs PregRAnEy WASIAge |
taken scross all birth istervale proves rether moderete.” Ve may,
therefore, infer that pregnancy vastage coatriduted only sinimally, {f
& all, to the differences found in the length of birth intervals

between Mormon and Mutterite wvoaen.

b, b 8 47y

A more important factor affecting variation in dirth S{nurv.lo
between populations is lectation. Potter (1975:36) asserts that
lactation practices are the "single most importast differentietor of
natural fertility.” Lactation results ia ea increased period of poet-
partum amenorrhoea; and, according to Potter (1963-64:156) , prolonged
lactation extends the mesn leagth of the birth interval by 11 moaths.
Moreover, Sheps (1955-56:TT), too, claims that “in mom-contracepting
populations, the most important determinant of the length of bdirth
{ntervals i{s the duration of post-partum infecundadility rather than

\
the levels of pnmd vastage or of focypchbtltty.'

\]
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Reporte of lagtonics Prectices emvag Dutterite wvemsa ore
‘~UM! {aconelotont, uwwuumm
] nlx Netterfie vomsa ayrsed their {afemte. @l the ene hand,
Petter (ut)uun and Tiotse (1957198) elain thet Wutterite asthers
had veaned or partially vedies their tafuste by siz msathe and Tietse
contends that “Breastfecding begund the £iret year of life ie very
-nooul " On the other bend, Ghope (1969<66:78) reports that “it i

that

\hel? SusNeB %0 Soatisue to'Quree matil aaNder JROSRRTY w

Unfortunstely, no ml\ltfa-u. on the lastation mtno of
Moseon women for this time freme 15 kaown. Although it perhepe may be
safely,asoumed that Novmoa mothers sursed their iafuate, the” duretion
of the practice is wnkmown. Nowever, vith respeet to the meam dirth
interval lengths discussed adove, & ¢ase Say be made for proloaged
breastfeeding among Morwon vomsa. Potter (M3-6h:136), ia estimating
the mesa birth interval whea lactation vas proloaged ehd contreception’
and pregnancy vastage vere absent, found it to be 27 months.

Using this es @ criterioa, it could de coajectured that,
although Rutterite vomen practiced bressifeeding, in viev of the
frontier conditions, Mormon wvomen nursed their un;u fqr e longer
period. [f these relative differences existed betveen Mormon asd
Rutterite lactation prectices, however, they cennot de asseseed.
BSevertheless, it would pot be implausidle to suggeet that dl"moo_
{n dirth interval lengths between the °vo populations odtained from

differences in Auration of lactatioan.
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4L.L4:3 Monogamous Mormons and Natural Fertility

'FerFilityigifferences between the monogamous Mormon and
Hutterite populations wereesmall. Moreover, Louis Henry (%?61) has
outlined the range of natural fertility as being ove; 50 per cent and
the mean number of children ever bornyto women 1n"coq;1nuous unions
from age 20 as ranging from six to ten or more. The fertility of
monogamous Mormons falls witﬁin the range suggested by Henry. There-
fore, it can safely “be stated that the monogamous‘Mor&mn population

'exhibited natural fertility.

4.5 The Fffect of Husband-Wife Age Differences on Fertility

As was stated in Chapter 1, there are opposing viewpoints as to
the effect disparate ages bétween Husband and wife have on fertiltty.
In their discussions on the effect of age differences on fertility in
polygynous unions, Derjahn (1958:855), on the one hgnd, claims that
vhere a young female is married to a pclyvgynous husband of "relatively
advanced age" fertility will be depressed. In addition, he claims,
that because of the shortage of younger women for spouses brought
about by polygyny, ydunger monogamous males will marry older women.
This situation, also, depresses fertility. Caldwell (1968), on the
other hand, believes that age diffefences between spouses may act
instead to maintain a higher fertility level. .

Examination of age differentials between monogamous spouses

and accompanying fertility levels is worthwhile as other intervening
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variables existent in polygynous unions are absent. For this analysis,
age differences between husbagd_gpd wife were brokén into five-year
{ntervals. Of the Ti9 monogamous women, 58.5 per cent vére married to
men who were up to 5 years (0 to 60 months) older than they, and 29.1
per cent were married to men from 5 to 10 years (61 to 120 months)
older. Only 8.5 per cent had husbands who were between 10 and 15
years (121 to 180 months) older; and 2.7 per cent of the husbands were
from 15 to 20 years (181 to 540 months) older. An extremely small
percentage of the women were married t‘o men who wefe more than 20
years their senior. In 0.8 per cent of the cases, the men were from
20 to 25 years (24l to 300 months) older; and, in another 0.4 per cent
of the cases, they were from 25 to 30 years (301 to 360 months) older.
None of these monogamous women Wwas married to a man who was over 30
years her senior. Moreover, contrary to Dorjahn's assertions about a
population in which polygyny is practiced, no continuously-married

a

monogamous woman was married to a man younger than herself, A

L.5:1 Fertility and Age Differences

Fertility differences, when related to age differences, reveal
some interesting findings in the light of both Dorjahn's and
Caldwell's contentions. As can be seen in Table 9, as age differences
increased, fertility increased to a certain point and then began to

decline. The pattern has an inverted U-form.

1



< Table 9. Average Fertility, Birth Intervals, and mmvﬁoac@dw<m Span by Age Differences between
Spouses for Monogamous Women Continuously Married through Age 46 by Age at Marriage

Age Differences

0 to 5 Years 5 to 10 Years 10 to 15 Years
[ #f [ = =}
[ ) | o 1 a
fe] O £ O fe O &
- 4+ | S ip} - 4+ e > + [P p]
+» | " K 2y + o [oN) + Mo o
o — @ | o L — ot —~ @ v v —~ o ‘- @ 0 v U —
—t .BVh @ > 0 —~. m » @ > — m > o @ > n
Lol ot o | S .lﬂ H.U nﬂm .UH
: gL 8% 9us 5t 585 g8 55§85 858
¢ O enm Q3 > Q O enm Q3™ U O v = B [T= -
PWm N MF. = = 5O — Qz b2 S 5~ Md(\ N = = — =™~
. 1 -
-15 6 11.5 26.1 25.0 20 12.3 26.6 27.3 10 12.0 26.6
16 21 10.9 28.L4 23.1 18 11.h 26.2 2k.9 10 12.3  26.7
17 L6  10.8 26.8 2L.0 L1 11.3 25.9 oL L 11 9.7 27.2
18 69 10.5 26.5 23.3 43 10.0 28.5 23.7 13  10.k 7.3
19 58 9.7 2T 7 22.3 37 10.2 27.2 23.2 9 10.3 28.5
20 59 9.3 27.6 21.5 20 7.8 27.5 17.9 1 11.0 27.L
21 54 B.€ 27.5 19.8 13 8.9 26.0 19.2 3 11.0 23.4
22 57 . 9.1 26.5 20.0 10 9.2 oL, 7 18.9 1 10.0 25.0
23 21 8.4 26.2 18.73 3 8.7 3.4 16.9 1 12.0 1L.8
2k 4 7.0 27.5 16.0 5 8.8 24,5 18.0
25 12 8.2 26.2 17.9 L 7.0 30.3 17.7 P 5.5 31.2
26-29 18 7.6 25.2 16.0 2 6.5 33.1 17.9 2 7.5 20.5
30-33 8 5.3 29.1 12.7 o 3.5 oL, 6 7.2 1 2.0 19.0
U+ 3 L.0 20.8 9.7
~. Total L 38 9.4 27.0 21.1 218 10.1 26.9 22.6 64 10.5 26.6
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As age difference between husband and vife increased fron 0 to
5 years to 5 to 10 years, mean fertility 1ncrolled by clmont one child,
that is, mean fertility increased from 9.39 to 10.10, or a difforonco~
of 0.7 children. The marginal mean fertility, therefore, to;rdvync
year dirference in husband-wife age differences is 0.14. The increase
in the next chtegory, where the husband vas 10 to 15 years olaii, was
less perceptible; and the mean fert{liiy in this category was 10.50,
the highest mean fertility level of any of the categofies. The differ-
ence betwden the mean fertility levels in this category and the first,
0 to 5 years, was 1.11.

'Although mean fertility began to decline with the next category,
the decline was not at rirst‘significant. Where the wif?-was 15 to 20 >
years younger tqan the husband, the mean fertility was ib;OS. Hovever,
as age differences increased from this point, mean fertility declineé.

-

perceptibly. Where the age difference was 20 to 25 years, mean fertil-
ity declined to 9.00, a decline of 1.05 over the previous category,
but only 0.39 lower than for women married within the same age cohort.
A further decline in mean fertility of 3.33 occurred where the age
differential increased to 25 to 30 years, the mean?§ertility level
being 5.67 in this category. However, in these latte; two difference-
in-age categories, the numbers were too small to be indicative of r;ai
dif ferences. /

A disproportionate age distributipn between) difference~in-age
éategories existed. For women 0 to > years younger than their hug-

bands, 6.2 per cent were married at age 16 or younger compared to

17.4 per cent for those 5 to 10 years their husbands' Junior and 31.3
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per cent @nd 20.0 per ceny for those 10 to 15 ;er- and 15 to 20
years younger than theif husbdands. These women, .oncrglly.;bsd the
highest fertility levels. anwprloly; of women O to.; y‘t;l younger '
than their husbands, 9.4 per cemt nnifio? at age 25 or later vhile
3.7 per cent of those 5 to 10 ytnrl'younger and 7.8 per cent of those
10 to 15 years younger did so. No woman married to & husband 15 to
20 years hér senior narried at agy 25 or lntor;- Ai s result of the
disproportionate age distridbutions/ at age of marriage and the gener-
ally declining fertility levels as age of marriage increagsed, only
the fertility rates of women married during their most fecund years--
ages 17 to 2l--were cilculuted. Moreover, these vomen represented
the majority of women in each age category. Of women 0 to §4yeurs
younger than their spouses, they comprised 65.3 per cent, while they
made up 70.6 pe; cent of those 5 to 10 years ?ounger, 75.8 per cent
of those 10 to 15 yeafs younger, 60 per cent of those 15 to 20 years
younger, and 66.7 per cent of those 20 to 25 years younger than their
husbands. |

In addition, standardi%ation, using wocmen O to 5 years younger
than their husbands as the standard populatio;. wvas employed to.
eliminate bias introduced by further age-compositional difrerenéea
between categories within this group. 0f women O to 5 years their
husbands' junior, 16.1 per cent married at age 17 cong.red to 26.6
per cent of those 5 to 10 years younger, 29.7 per cent of those 10
to 15 years younger, and 33,3 per cent of those 15 to 20 years

&

younger than their husbands. While 18.9 per cent of those 0 to 5
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years younger than thelr husbands married st @ge 21, this vas true
for c;nly somevhat grester than 8.0 per cent of those ig_the other
categories. »

Standardization revealed some slight chtnlu} The mean for-
t11lity of women O to 5 years younger than their husbands incressed %0
9.78 and that fos women 3 toO 10 years younger than their spouses
decressed to 9.59. Hovever, vhere the age ¢‘sp vas 10 to 15 years,
mean fertility remained the seme vhile it decreased somevhat to 9.89 (
for women 15 to 20 years their husbands' Juniers. ‘Althouch fertility
differentials were not great, thcr; wvas & difference of 0.91 betveen
women 5 to 10 years younger comp-rid to those 10 to 15 years younger
than their husbands. )

A¥yong vith shifts in mean fertility, there vere also shifts in
rafking. With standardization of women 17 to 21 years of age at tine
of marriage, wvives 0 to 5 years their husbands' juniors had higher
fertility than women 5 to‘IO years younger than their spouses; how-
ever, this .difference vas insignificant and the fertility of these

two categories was virtually the same. The fertility of wvomen 10 to

15 yéa;s younger than their husbands remained"highest, and womaén 15
B ¥ 22"bars younger had a fertility level higher than fOr both those

D 9q 5 years and 5 to 10 years younger than their husbands, by 0.1l
' and 0.30 respectively. Essentially, then, up through difference-in-
age category 15 to 20 years, fertility differentials were fairly

insignificant and nowhere wvere they equal to or grester than 1.0 vhen

.

standardization vas employed. It wvas pot until difference-in-age

@ catdgory 20 to 25 years that differences as greeat appeared, and, in
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these tvo later categories, the numbers vere too small to Justify
standardiszation for comparative purposes.

It vg:}d appear, then, that the greater age of the husband,
per se, rolctivo to the vife is not & factor in depressing tortiuty.
at least in this lonoglloun populstion. However, the numbers of
tho.o vomen mArrying men twventy years or more older than they are too
-nall to be significant in indicating the otfocéﬁ of the husband's

udmcod year® on fertility.

L,5:2 Mean Birth Intervals

As it is highly probable that differential birth intervals

will contribute to differential mean fertility rates, it is to be
expected that mean bdbirth {ntervals by age of marriage for each of the
difference-in-age categories would bve fairly similar for those up to
20 years and less younger than their husbands.

When mean birth intervals were computed for each age of
marriage within each difference-in-sge category, Table 10, little
difference vas found. Up through age 20, the difference between the
extreme mean intervals was 3.1 months. After age 21, there vas
greater variability, particularly because some categories vere quit;
small.

When the mean interval was calculated for each diffefehee-in—
sge category, s difference of only slightly greater than twvo veeks

vas found between the categorical means up through difference-in-age

category 15 to 20 years.



Table 1°.

Mear Birth Intervals by Age Differences hetween Svouses

Birth

:

OV WW® AN W -

X Intergene
ic Interval

% Births

Age Differences

0= Yeurs 5-i0 Years 10-19 MM“W. 15-20 Years 20-25 Years 25-30 Years
¥ X X X N ) Pl wmmﬂ X N X N X
«38 14,12 218 13.13 6l 15.34 2Q 16.45 6 13.17 3 10.67
W3 25,29 228 23.Mm 6L 22.6L 20 - 23.2% 6 23.50 3 19.00
AT 25 .86 218 25.61 €3 2L .98 > 2L .81 € 27.33 3 18.67
A3 27.92 210 26.04 63 26.9R 20 26.30 5 21.00 3 32.67
L2328, 208 28.82 63 27.17 20 25.80 5 28.80 3 20.67
«08 29.49 203 28.% S9 27.49 19 27.89 5  27.60 1 3k.00
38k 30.06 192 28.83 58 2R.s57 1 2€.79 5 26.20 1 41.00
351 IN.Te 182  29.35 5€  32.27 19 34,05 5 26.40
301 1 .82 158 28.0€ 52 2R.83 17 3L.18 L 25,75
222  30.69 137 31.55 LT 29.66 2 29.00 L 28.75
153  30.58 103 30.29 3¢ 28,92 T 32.86 2 31.50
€1 33.%1 70 32.959 21 29.14 L L3.0C 1 L1.00
¥ 3.16 L7 38,83 12 27.17 332.33
7 25.30 19 30.47 8 29.13 1 32.70
£ 23.17 8 26.38 6§ LR,17
3 35.00 § 21.50
3 43.00
2 28.50
.- .52 2R .1R 27.82 28 . Ls 25.09 22.35%
9.39 1n.10 1N.50 10.0% 9.00 5.67
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h,%:2a Protogenetlic JNterveds- When examining the mean

prowqonot' {ntervals, 1t wvas fouad that there vas n(.conlht.om.

pattern of incresse and/or decrease in the length of thapge birth
1nL=rv.l| rplnttvo to age differences betveen spouses or to the mean
number of birth events.

Women who were less than 5 years younger than their husbands
had a protogenotic birth interved ;%L h vas longor by almost one month
than the first 1ntcrv]' for women vho vere 5 tO 10 years younger How-
ever, this i{nitial {nterval vas also shorter than thut for women vho
were 10 *o ') years yrvlmger than their spouses. 0 that women ¥ &
Wwere up to 95 years younger than their husbands gave birth to tvﬁ

first chili almost 1O weeks earlier after marriage than Jdid women 15

!
*o JN years younger and a month later than women 10 to 15 years
younger.

L.9: b  intergenetic Intervals. Examination of mean intergenet-

“

iec in*ervals by parity also revealed some {nteresting iifferences.

Tor those whose spouses were up to 5 years older than they, the length
of the mean intergenetic interval increased steadily with each parity,
although not by a consistent amount, through the ninth parity. From
the tenth parity through the sixteenth parity, there was no discern;
iple vattern of increases and decreases. The same pattern held true
for those whose husbands were between 10 to 15 years their seniors.
However, in this instance, +he constant increase between parities held
only through the eighth parity after which no discernible pattern was

found through the fifteenth parity.
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' For those women vho were between 5 to 10 years and 19 to 20
_yesrs younger than their husbands, an increase t€ the leagth of eech
succesaive intergenetic {nterval occurred only through the fifth and
fourth parities respectively before no discernidle pattern occurred .

When examining the Bsan {ntergenetic {ntervals for all
parities by each of these difference-in-age categories, it vas found
fhat, slthough the mean length of the birth {nterval 444 not imo-
crease relative to age differences betveen Spouses, vhen the mean
number of birth events were ranked, as the mean anumber of birth
events increased the mean length of the {ntergenetic dirth intervals
jecreased. So that, those vomen who had the lovest mean nhlbor of
birth events hed the longest mean {ntergenetic birth interval ¢nd
those women who hed the highest mean number of bvirth events had the
shortest mean.intergcnotic interval, the difference being greater
than 2.5 months.

Although the difference vas not very great and would not be
considered significant in terms of contemporary fertility rates in
western, i{ndustrialized nations, wvhen considering mean fertility and
the length of the intergenetic intervals of thii population, 2.5
months is more significant, For example, it would require two addi-
tional years for & voman in the first category (with the lovest mean
number of birth events) to experience‘tcn pirth events than it would
require.a wvoman in the latter category (with the largest number of

birth events), vho, in the meantinme, could have an additional birth.
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S0 that, the average length of the iatergenetic {ntervals slone ocould
sgoount for & adirferencd ss grest a8 1.0 {n the meen awmber of dirth

events betveen tvo categories.

h,5:31 R \F A4 ;

vhen reproductive span (time spent fros marriage to the last
birth) vas considered, there ves fdund to be a close rolntoaoh;p
betveen it and mean gortility.

Thoee Vith t;i. highest mean fertility also ned the longest
mean reproductive span. Reproductive span r-b-‘ from & seen of 9.3
years for those vhose nusbtends were from 10 to 1S years older than
they to & Bean of 10.6 years for those vhose nusbands were froa S Lo

30 years older.

L.S:4 Parity Progression Ratios

Although there vere only slight differences in fertility up
through difference-in-age category 15 to 20 years and although d4if-
ferences in mean intergenetic {ntervals alone could accoumt for those
differences in mean .fortﬂh:y betyeen each category, pcrity progres-
sion ratios vere conputed.' These vere calculated on the vasis of
pirth events for each of the four categories--0 td" S yesrs, 5 to 10
years, 10 to 15 years, and 15 to 20 yeers in age 4ifference of hus-
bands over wives, as can 8e seen in Table 1l. Greater differences in
age vere excluded due to the spall numbers involved in those catego-
ries. These ratios vere then spplied to populations of 1,000 for

each category to jetermine the manner in which difterent feamily sizes
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Table 11. Parity Progresstion Retioe by Age Differesces detwoen
Syousges .
¢
k }
~—ASR_Differsnses
Barisy  _0=3 Xeers -a=20 Years A0=13 Years d3=20 Years

o 1,000 1.000 1.000 1.000
1 1,000 ‘ 1.000 1.000 1.000
2 1,000 1.000 1.000 .1.000
3 998 "1.000 . 984 1,000
) 993 .963 1.000 1.000
S 978 N O 1.000 1.000
6 .96s8 976 N .9%0
T AL 96 .98 1.000
[ ] N, 1Y .9A8 . 966§ 1.000
9 c’,‘ -“‘ . -9?9 -”S
10 738 .867 .90k . 106
11 689 .72 . 166 .58
12 30 .680 .983 .571
13 .567 61 .ST1 .1%0
1k .38 . Lo .667 113
1 .600 L1 .1%0

16 .SQ0 . T80

17 . $00

18 .667
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Tadle 12, Frojected Tregquency Distributivas of Pamily 8ises
for | ,000 Marriagee for Reoh Category of Age
. Differences btetveon Bpouses
e Dirfecsases
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would have been dist}ighted (Table 12), whether or not there were
differentes in child-spaeing patterns, and whether or .not these could
have had an effect on mean fertility levels.

As can be maen in Table 10, the categories differ in terms of
maximum parity ﬁeved, and there appears to be little relationshi‘p
between this and the mean number of birtﬂ'evenﬁs. The category with
the lowest mean'numbef of birth events (0 to 5 years age difference)
had a parity range of from 1 to 16 births, and the -category with the
hiéhest mean number of birth events (10 té 15 years age difference)
had a varity range of from 1 to 15 births. The category with the
secoﬁd highest mean number of birth events (S to 10 years age differ-
ence) had a parity range of from-l'to 18, and the next category (15 to
20 years age difference), whose mean number of birth events was but
.05 lower than the previous category's, had a parity range of from 1
to 1k,

From Table 12, it can be seen that, although a somewhat larger
proportion of those in difference-in-age category 10 to 15 years hav-
ing achieved second parity failed to go on to the next parity than was
true for the other categories, through the fifth parity there was
little difference between categories in terms of cumul&%ive percent-
ages of those who had comp%eted their family size. When comparing the
two extreme categories (in terms of mean number of birth events), that
category with the highest mean also had a higher percentage of ghose

who had completed childbearing at or before the fifth parity, 7.80 per

cent, compared to that category with the lpwest mean, 6.76 per cent.
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However, with each successive parity after the fifth, a greater
percentage of those in the category with the lowest mean number of
birth events failed to go on to next parif® By the ninth parity,
almost one-half in the 0-to-5 year category; L9.23 per cent, had com-
pleted childbearing compared to 26.48 per cent for the difference-in-
age category with the highest fertility (10 to iS yeafg). By the
twelfth parity, 91.3 per cent of the women in the former category fail-
ed to go on to the next parity compared to 81.27 pgr cent in the latter
category. By the fourteenth parity, 98.63 per cent in the first cate-
gory had ceased childbearing compared to 90.6L in the latter category.
It was not until the fifteenth parity that the cumulative percentages
were virtually equal for both categories; and in both somewhat ov- ';
per cent had ceased childbearing.

As a result, if one examines the differences between the mean
number of birth events for those women whose husbands were from O to 5
vears older than they compared to the higher number for women whose
husbands were from 10 to 15 years their senior, these differences can
be attribﬁted to two phenomena: 1) the difference in mean intergenetic
birth intervals and 2) the larger percentages of women who ceased
childbearing earlier in the former category.

For both of the other two difference-in-age categories, 5 to 190
vears and 15 to ?" years, the mean number of birth events was virtually
identical, 10.10 and 10.05 respectively. However, as can be seen in
Table 12, the pattern of family size distribution was quite different.

In the former category, family size (measured by birth events) ranged
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from 3 children to 18 children and in the latter category from 5
children to.lh children.

Oimilar mean fertility was a consequence of different patterns
of family size distribution.‘ While 27.52 per cent of the women in the
former category had completed their family size by the eighth parity,
this was true for only 14L.98 per cent in the latter category. However,
by the eleventh parity, 67.88 per cent of women experiencing an age
differential of 5 to 10 years fﬁiled to go on to twelfth parity compar-
ed to B0.02 per cent of women whose husbands were from 15 to 20 years
older than the§.~ By the fourteenth parity, all women in the latter
category had completed their families compared to 96.37 pér cent in
the former category, where 100 per cent was not attained until the
eighteenth parity.

Although the mean fertility for both groups was essentially
identical, as were the mean intergenetic intervals, similar mean fer-
tility was achieved through different patterns of completed family size
distributions. Iﬁ the former category (5 to 10 years age difference),
women had both a greater number of smaller and larger completed fami-
lies than in the latter category where completed family size

[ ]
concentrated around the mean. K

L.5:5 The Effects of Extreme Age Differences between Husband and Wife

on Fertility

The lower fertility of women whose husbands were 20 years or
more older than they might be interpreted to be the result of this
age differential. However, as can be seen in Table 9, ??e numbers in

\
{ 1

—~——

- \\
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this category are quite small, and, as happens in Quch cases, the
axtremes affect the mean.

Of those six v.omen married to mer® 20 to 25 years their
senior, only one, married at age 15 or before, had'a small family.of
3 children. Another woman, married at age 24, had but 8 children.
However, this was thqq?ean number of children for other women married
at age 24. Of the reﬁiinder, one woman, married at age 18, had 12
children, which was above the mean for all other categories marr;ed
at this age. Another woman, married at age 17, had 11 children, a
level consistent with that age group; and two others, qne married at
age 17 and one at age 19, had a tot;l of 10 children each. Again
this was .consistent vith the mean for those married at thes’ ages.

Consequently, with the exception of one case, women married to
men 20 to 25 years older than they had completed family sizes consis-
tent  with expectations. In the exceptional case, it 1s unlikely that
the husband's "advanced" age alone would ha;e affected fertility as
he would have been between 35 and 40 years of age at %he time of
marriage. '

Of the three women married to.,men 25 to 30 years older thén
they, oue,tmarried at age 20, had & total of 5 children, consideragly
lower than would be expected for soméone marrying at that age. The

" other two, married at ages 26 to 29, had S5 and 7 children each,
LN

neither being inconsistent with expectations. *’
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Thus, it appears that the m:in fertility ievcl for those vomen
married to men 20 years or more their senior is not so0 much affected
by age differentials or the advanced age of the husband as by numbers

too small for meaningful statistical analysis.

4.5:6 Fertility of Women Married to Husbands of A Similar Age

An explanation as to why those women whose husbands were up to
S years older than they would cease childbearing anywhere from 1.5
years to 2.3 years earlier than women wvhose husbands were from 5 to
20 yearé older than they is.gore difficult.

Althohgh interference’' with conception was forbidden, voluntary
abstinence was not. Perhaps.Caldwell is correct in his assessment
that when a couple is closer in age there is greater intiﬁacy and, as
a result, greater com&unfcation takes place of both an extensive and
intensive nature, It may be that theée couples mutually agreed, upon
reaching a certain age or when a particular family sizecwas attained,
that childbearing should cease. It may also be that greater under-

standing between them led to a delay in successive pregnancieS'compar—

ed with couples where greater age differences existed.

=

Since women of the same age with husbands 10 to 20 years older

than they were having larger families generally than women 0 to 5
vears their husbands' Jjuniors, it is safe to assume that the fagdtor
leading to smaller families and longer intergenetic intervéls ig this
latter category was social and not biological, on either the male's

or the female's part.
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However, these being historical data, the underlying reason td.l
the fertility difference between this cttegory (vhere the wife is 0 to

5 years younger than the husband) and the others cannot be determined

‘and can only be speculative.

L.,6 Marriage Cohort and Fertility

Eaton and Mayer (1953) found in their study of Hutterite
2ertility that fertility increased with each successive marriasge
~ cohort. This increase wvas attributed to improved living conditions.
fn order to examine cohort fertility for monogamous Mormon
fémales, wvith a view to ascertaining whether or not a similar pattern
obtained and to providing a standard against which polygynous marriage
cohort fertility can be measured, year of marriage was divided into

five mutually exclusive categories: previous to 1848, 1848 tq 1857,

1858 to 1867, 1868 to 1877, and 1878 to 1885.

L.6:1 Total Number of Children Ever Born

In examining the mean total number of children ever born to
women in these cohorts, it was found that as year of marriage increas-
ed, average fertility increased, albeit slowly, until it peaked in the
1858 to 1867 cohort, and then it began to decline (as may be seen in
Table 13). From 1867, the mean total number of children ever born
declined in each success;ve cohort thereafter. As a result, the mean
total number of children ever born to women married between 1878 and
1885 was 1.06 lower than for women married between 1858 and 1867 and

0.99 lower than for women married in 1847 or earlier.
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Table 13. Mean umber of Children Ever Born by Marriage Cohort for Monogamous Females
Continuously Married through Age 46 by Age at Marriage

A

Year of Marriage

—  Age of To 1847 1848 to 1857 1858 to 1867 1868 to 1877 1878 to 1885
Marriage D | X N X N X N X N X

15 or
under 1 12.00 7 12.57 13 12.21 12 10.75 7 12.86
16 1 1k.00 L 10.66 12 11.54 20 11.16 13 10.93
17 18 12.06 21 10.95 ks 11.18 20 10.50
18 5 11.20 12 10.50 26 10.62 L9 10.52 37 10.50
19 2 9.50 11 10.91 17 10.94 Lo 9.85 37 9.68
20 N3 10.67 8 9.50 11 10.09 32 9.16 29 - B8.36
21 6 8.33 10 9.60 oL 9.29 31 8.87
22 2 11.00 T 10.L3 9 11.22 18 9.17 33 8.52
23 2 10.50 9 9.11 5 8.20 12 8.u2
2k 1 8.00 1 8.00 2 10.50 2 8.00 6 6.83
N 25 1 9.00 3 7.67 L 7.50 6 8.00 L 8.00
bt ./&nwo 1 .00 S 8.20 8 6.88 6 7.00 4 8.75
. 30-33 2 6.50 2 4.00 5 4.60 2 k.00
3k or 1 £.00 1 5.00 1 3.00

. * over L
f

Total 17 10.3% 87 10.40 1Ls 10.k2 264 9.91 236 9.36

Standardized Mean 10.ko 10.25 9.77 9.63

—
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Although proportional age-distributional differences betveen
marriage cohorts wvere not as great as were those found for difference-
{n-age categories, they still existed. An examination of age at ?!rlt
marriage by marriage cohort indicates a trend toward both fewer young-
er marriages and fever marriages after age 25. (This trend excludes
those married prior to 184L7. Here numbers are {nsufficient to be
meaningful, Moreover, these vomen wvere married prior to the westvard
migration.) This is particularly noticeable for the 1878 to 1885
cohort. Wnile in the 1858 to 1867 cohopt, 17.3 per cent married at
age 16 or before, and while somevhat over 12 per cent of those marry-
ing between 1848 and 1867 vere of this age, this was true of 8.5 per
cent of those marrying in 1878 or later. In addition, L7.1 per cent
of the 1848 to 185T marriage cohort and LL.l per cent of the 1858 to
1867 marriage cohort married between the ages of 17 to 19 inclusive,
while 50.8 per cent of the 1868 to 1877 mrri*e cohort did so. How-
ever, of those marrying in 1878 and later, 39.8 per cent married at
these ages.

Moreover, it was found that the percentages of those marrying
betwveen ages 20 to 54 {nclusive increased with each successive cohort.
Hovever, little difference was observed in the percentages of those
marrying between 1848 and 1877, the percentages being 27.6 per cent,
28.3 per cent, and 30.7T per cent. Hovever, 47.0 per cent of those
marrying between 1878 and 1885 did so between these ages. By contrast,
the percentages of those marrying after age 25 declined with each
successive cohort. Between 1848 to 1857, 12.7 per cent of women

married at age 25 or greatqr compared to 10.L per cent in the 1858 to
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Tab.e ... Age"Tistribution by Age at Marriage and Year of Marriage for Monogamous
Females Continuously Married through Age L6
Year of Marriage
Age a To Hmru4. 18L8 to 1857 1858 to 1867 1868 to 1877 1878 to 1885
Marriage N 1 N 1 N 1 N 4 N )]
15 cr t
under 1 5.88 7 8.05 13 8.97 12 L.s5 7 2.97
1€ 1 5.88 L L.60 12 8.28 20 7.58 13 5.51
N 18 20.69 21 1L .48 Ls 17.05 20 8.47
) 5 29.L1 12 13.79 26 - 17.93 L9 18.56 37 15.68
19 2 11.76 11 12.6L 17 11.72 Lo 15.15 37 15.68
20 3 17.65 R 9.20 11 7.59 32 12.12 29 12.29
21 . 6 6.90 10 6.90 2l 9.09 31 13.14
22 2 11.76 7 8.05 9 6.21 18 6.82 33 13.98
22 Pl 2.30 9 6£.21 ) 1.89 12 5.08
2L 1 5.88 1 1.15 2 1.38 2 0.76 6 2.54
25 N 5.88 3 3.L5 L 2.76 6 2.27 4 1.69
26-29 1 5.88 5 5.75 8 5.52 6 2.27 L 1.69
30-33 2 2.30 2 1.38 5 1.89 2 0.85
34 or 1 1.15 1 0.69 1 0.Lk2
cver
Total 17 99.98 87 100.72 1ks  100.02 26L  100.00 236 99.99
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1RET cohort, f.L per cent in the 1868 to 1877 eohort, and 4.7 per cent
in the 1878 to 188% cohort.

Due to existent nge-CumpOUit!onu1 d{fferences andi the ;frect of
age at marriage on fertility, that is, differing periods of time spent
at risk, standardization, using the 18LA to LAYT marriage cohort as
the standard population, was employed to reduce the attendant age-
atructure blas.

As a result of this standardization, the mean fertility far
marriage coharts 1858 to 1B67 and 1868 to 1877 deélined somevhat.
However, the mean fertility for cohort 18378 to 1885 increased some-
what. Moreover, standardized rates indicate that mean fertility
actually declined in each cohort after 1857 and that the iecline in
each successive cohort after 1867 was somewhat less than is indicated
by the unstandardized rates. Furthermore,‘although a slight increase
was found in the mean fertility between the 1363 to 1377 and 17473 to

1885 marriage cohorts, their fertility levels were virtally the same.

4L.6:2 Total Number of Birth Events

When examining the mean number of birth events, thus excluding
the effects of plural births on the previous means, the same phenome-
non was witnessed, as Table 15 depicts. As year of marriage increas-
ed, the mean number of birth events per cohort increased very slightly
--by less than 0.05--s0 that the mean number of birth events for women
married between 1858 and 18A7 was only .07 greater than for women
married in 1847 or earlier. However, those women married between 1868

and 1877 experienced somewhat fewer birth events on the average than
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vomen married dn the previous decade, shoving a decline of 0.62 births.
In viewv of the aversage family size, this is not a significant decline.

Those women married between 1878 and 1885 experienced a decline
in mean birth events of N.50 over the previous decade, so that those
women married {n this period had 1.12 fewer birth events, on the
average, than women married between 1858 and 1867 and 1.05 fewer birth
events than women married in 1847 or garlier. Again, in view of the
average completed family slze, this decline is not significant. It
should be noted that this last interval--1878 to 1885--is tva years
smaller than the previous {hree 1ntervni‘. -Had {t been extended an

alditional two years, in view of the trend, the di{fferences very

likely would have been greater.

w.f:3 Birth Intervals

When mean protogenetic birth intervals for each marri{age cohort
were compared, little difference was found. The mean for this first
interval increased slightly in each s&é@bssive marriage cohort, peak-
ing in the 1858 to 1867 cohort, and then declined in each of the last
two cohorts. However, there were oﬁly 15 months Jifference between
+he longest and shortest mean protogenetic intervals, not a signifi-
cant difference.

Although the mean protogenetic interval increased in the first
three successive cohorts and then decreased in the next two, no such
pattern existed for the mean for all intergenetic intervals for each
cohort, as Table 15 indicates. FEven though the mean for all interge-

netic intervals in the last two cohorts was greater than in the first
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-able 5. Meen Birth Intervals by Marriage rohort for Monogamous Females Continuously

-

warried through Age 46

Year of Marriage

Birek To 18k7T 1848 to 1857 1858 to 1867
- Intery X X X )4 N X
. 17 1k.5 ok 15.1 1us 15.4
TP i L. 7 8T 22.7 145 23.?
3 .7 27.7 &7 L.l 145 25.9
A Mt 2k .6 a7 26.5 145 26.3
< 1 25.6 86 2€.6 14C 28.7
£ 1€ 28.1 8n 27.1 135 26.9
- 1€ 31.3 82 30.4 131 28.1
2 1€ 27.9 T€ 31.8 123 27.9
? 1k 32.93 6L 2Bk 113 27.1
22 12 29.8 53 °2T.h 95 31.2
. 7 33.1 Ll 29.8 T4 27.¢
: ¢ 3.9 26 30.4 L7 31.6
1 2 22.0 RS 29.0 27 30.9
1k e 27.A 13 32.7
e 25.3 7 L9.3
. 2 35.5 1 L3.0
7 L 1 1.0
. . 1 L2.n
X Pirths 1n.18 10.22. 10.25
¥ Intergenetic 28.29 27.32 27.51
Interval
% Reproductive 22.5%4 22.25 22.4a

1868 to 1877
N )
WMHN 1k.2

23.4

263 26.2
me 21.5
255 28.6
250 29.6
234 29.7
218 31.8
193 30.8
131 32.6
110 33.0
5€ 32.6
32 L34
6 2T7.5

L 19.0

3 18.3

1 30.0

1 15.0
9,63

29.02

22.06

1878 to 1885
N X
236 13.9
236 23.7
235 25.4
229 27.8
225 29.0
216 30.3
198 - 29.5
180 30.5
148 30.1
107 30.2
73 30.3
39 30.6
22 30.7
11 26.0
5 23.k
L 36.0
1 18.0

9.13
28.33
20.35
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e, the differences, smin, Again, the

41 fference_ betwveen the largest and smallest Seaas Vel but 1.7 soaths. (

Al -
¢

b,6:4 R

As would be expected, that cohort with the smallest averege
number of birth events nad the shortest reproductive span, by at least
two years, vhea compared vith the other cohorts. Howvever, the cohort
with the largest ‘sinmo smmber of birth events 414 not have the long-
est mean reproductive span. Bevertheless, it vas ap.proxiuuly only
four months shorter than the longest one. Cohsequently, there Vs
little difference in the mean Cime spent in childbearing betveen

cohorts. 1

L.6:5 Parity Progression Rat 108

As differential birth {ntervals @0 not account for the i{rfer-
ences in fertility betveen marriage cohorts, parity progression ratios
vere constructed and examined. It appears from these that differen-
tial fertility betveen marriage cohorts ves, again, the consequence of
larger propntﬁions of women in the lest tvo cohorts refraining from
childvearing st egrlier parities than ves true for vomen {n the three
earlier marriage cohorts.

Although it is true that some vomen in the last two cohortsé-=-
1868 to 1817 and 1878 to 1885--hed as many or more birth evente as 4id
women in the previous three cohorts, voaen in the 1002 two marrisge
cohorts also had a larger punber of small femilies than did vomen in

the other cohorts, as cen be seen in Tables 16 and 17.
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Table |6, Parity Progrecsion Ratices for Monogamnus Yoasa
Contiauously Married through Age b6 by Year of
Marriage '

bacdsy TR JBMI 10 837 to 0867 o JOT] 3o 4803

1 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
2 , 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
] ©1.000 1.000 1.000 + 996 . 996
L 71.900 1,000 1.000 .981 .97%
) Phl -969 . 966 .988 .98}
6 1_.0& d %9” o“‘ om Om
7 1.000 1.700 970 ¢ ® g3 .917
8 1,000 .%0 .919 932 . 909
) .B7s L8k .919 . 88¢ .822
Vo b .828 LAk} .679 L72Y
i .58 .40 .79 .Bko .589
L I, D3 L5991 Y .509 .619
11 KR .615% .5T8 .ST1 . %0
1k .$00 LR : .188 .%00
15 . 800 .59 667 Lkss
16 .S00 R LTan . 800
17 LS00 ERE . 2%0
8 L. 00 L .N00
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Table 17. ProJected Frequency Distributions of Family Size for 1,000 Population Per
Marriage Cohort for Monogamous Women Continuously Married through Age L6

Year of Marriage

To 18L7 1848 to 1857 1858 to 1867 1868 to 1877 1878 to 1885

[V V] [ VI V] Qo [V 1) [ VI V)

58 58 %8 5 ¥ 5

RS R R %5 R

. £ E 30 ERS 490

Fanily B 5% By 55 B4

Size N O a N [SY¥ N O oA N (S N O A

1

2 L 0.4 I 0.4

3 ) 19 2.3 25 2.9

L 59 5.9 11 1.1 3L 3.4 12 3.5 17 b.6

5 69 8.0 35 6.9 19 5.4 38 8.4

6 28 ¢ 9.7 61 11.5 76 16.0

7 8 L6 12.6 55 15.2 60 17.5 76 23.6

8 118 17.7 138 26.k 69 22.1 95 27.0 136 37.2

9 118 29.5 127 39.1 12k 3kh.s 23k 50.4 17k 54 .6

10 294 58.9 104 49.5 1ks5 49.0 79 58.3 190 73.6

11 59 64.8 207 70.2 186 67.6 205 78.8 99 83.5

12 235 88.3 115 81.7 138 81.4 91 87.9 73 90.8

13 117 100.0 91 90.8 96 91.0 98 97.7 L6 om.:.

14 Lé 95.4 L1 95.1 8 98.5 25 97.9

15 23 97.7 Lo 99.3 4 98.9 L 98.3

16 11 98.8 T 100.0 7 99.6 13 99.6

17 L 100.0
18 12 100.0 .- L 100.0

Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
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‘,". T#applyink parity progression ratios for each marriage cohort
to hypothetical populations of 1,000, it is seen that no woman in the
first three cohortg:—up to 1867--would have experienced as few as
three birth events while 2.3 per cent and 2.9 per cent of the women in
the last two cohorts respectively would have experienced as few or
fewer births. Moreover, using the standard population of 1,000, half
or more of the women in the last two cohorts would have ceased child-
bearing at or prior tqrphe ninth parity, which would not be true for
the other three cohortgxunzi;.either the tenth or eleventh parity.

Using the standard populations of 1,000 and comparing the
cumulatife percentages of women who ceased childbearing at each parity
for the 1878 to 1885 marriage cohort--that one with the lowest mean
number of births--with the 1848 to 1857 and 1858 to 1867 marriage
coﬁorts-—tﬁose with the highest mean number of births-~striking dif-
ferences are found (refer to Table 17). It is seen that at each
parity from the second through the fifteenth a greater percentage of
women in the 1878 to 1885 cohort failed to g0 on to next parity than
was true for women in the two earlier cohorts.

Nevertheless, i; the earlier parities, the differences between
the cumulative percentages are small. For example, by the fifth
parity, 8.4 per cent of the women®n the 1" -5 1885 cohort had dis-
c&ntinued childbearing compared to 8.0 per cent and 9.9 per cent
respectively for the 1848 to 1857 and the 1858 to 1869 cohorts. How-
ever, after this parity, the cumulative percentages increase much more

o

rapidly in the 1878 to 1885 marriage cohort than in the other two.

/

(



Of the women in the 1878 to 1885 cohort, 23.6 per cent had
ceased childbearing at or before the seventh parity compared to 12.6
per cent and.15.2 per cen} of the women in the earlier two paritiés.
By the ninth parit&, sh.6 per cent of the women in the later parity
nad refrained from further childbearing compared to 39.1 per cent and
34,5 per cent of the women in the earlier parities; and, by the tenth
parity, 73.6 per cent of the women in the later cohort hadlterminated
childbearing compared to 49.5 per cent and L9.0 per cent of the women
in the earlier marriage cohorts.

It is not until the fourteenth parity that the cumulative per-
centages again approximate each other as closely as they did in the
earliest parities. By this parity, 97.9 per cent of the women in the
latest cohort had completed their family size compared to 95.4 per
cent and 95.1 per cent in the 1848 to 1857 and the 1858 and 1867
cohorts nespectively.

Wh;n comparing the 1878 to 1885 marriage cohort with the cohort
married prior to 1848, striking differences are again found, although
it should be recognized that many fewer observations were made for the
earliest cohort. To begin with, there is a narrower range bf family
sizes for women married before 1848. No woman in this earliest cohort
nad fewer than four children, compared to 2.9 per cent of the women in
the latest cohort, and no woman had more than 13 children, compared to
L.6 per cent in the later cohort who did. Al ugh 5.9 per cent of.
the women in the earlier cohort stopped bearing children at the fourth
parity and no woman ceased childbearing prior to this parity, it was

not until the eighth parity that any other woman in this earliest
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cohort failed to go on to the next parity.. At the eighth parity, a
toﬁal of 17.7 per cent of the women {n the enrlier'cohort terminated
childbearing compared to 37.» per cent of the women in the 1878 to
1885 cohort,

Moreover, while 54.6 per cent of the women in the 1878 to 1885
cohort had discontinued childbearing at or before the ninth parity,
this wag true for only 29.5 per cent of those women married before
1848, 1In addition, by the time 58.9 per cent of thosge women married
before 18L8 hqg completed their family size, by the tenth parity,

73.6 per cent of those married after 1877 had.

L.6:6 An Explanation for The Decline in Cohert Fertility:

Secularization

Whereas Hutterites were and are able t? maintain some degree
of physical, social, and cultu;al isolation from the host population,
Mormons were not able‘to do so. According to O'Dea (1964
Erickson (1922), as well as Others, it was primarily the tion
which Mormons enjoyed for a period which peruQ‘ted them to develop and
to retain distinct religious beliefs angd practices,

Although gentiles (non—Mormons) had regided in Salt Lake Ciﬁr,
in varticular, and the Utah Territory, in general, since the early
days of settlement, Mormons tended, generally, to be the dominant
population in areas settled by them.. The completion of the transconti-
nental railrocad at Promintory Point near Corrine, Utah, onAJune 25,
1869, ended the relative physical and social isolation Mormons had

sought through westward migration, had achieved to some extent, and
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had attempted to maintain. The completion of the railroad meant a
large influx of gentiles, stimulated in part by the lure of the pros-
pect of mineral exploitation,

In Chapter 2, mention was made of the effects this gentile
influx had in exacerbating the conflict between the United States gov-
ernment and the L.D,S. Church over the polygamy issue. This gen;rtl
influx m:’?’lso have had a direct effect on monogamous fertility.

An'.interesting fact about declining average birth events and
total f;mily si{e is that the decline began with that cochort married
in that decade in which the transcontinental railroad was completed.
The declin;. beginning with the 1868 to 1877 marriage cohort and con-
tifuing with the 1878 to 1885 marriage cohort, may simply be a reflec-
tion of secularization resulting from greater contacts with a gentile
population and may, in fact, have signalled the beginning of the pro-
gressively declining, albeit slowly, fertility rates which followed.

That birth rates which followed were lower has been shown. For
example, in 1937 Anderson‘reported that between 1905 and 1932 the aver-
age family size in a southerh Utah community was 8.5 children. This
family size is somewhat lower than that found for the 1878 to 1885
marriage cohort. Moreover, this community wouId be more immune to the
influences of the gentile population than would the more urban centers.

This point of view, that secularization at least contributed to,
if not accounted for, the fertility decline, is supported by Spicer
and Gustavus' (1974) study of the fertility of three populations from

1920 to 1970: The Mormons, Utah residents, and the population of the

United States.
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Thoy found that while Mormon fertility remained higher than the
fertility for the other two populations throughout this period, "the
very great similarity in the pattern of the birth rate . . . is rather
striking" (p. 75). Moreover, they discovered that "the difference in
the Mormon and the United States birth rates has been remarkabdbly
stable" (p. 75). So that, in spite of exhortations from the pulpit
against fertility limitltion, Mormon fertility rates, though consis-
tently higher than those from the other two populations, have exhibit-
ed a parallel pattern of increases and dec;oales.

Since the church has never defined vhat is a required or
desirable family size, the dictum to "multiply and replenish" remains
unclear when translated into numbers. Spicer and Gustavus suggest
that Mormon couples have translated this dictum into simply "'having

more children than othér people are having. They further suggest
that "non-Mormon neighbors may serve as a reference group for Mormon
couples in planning their fertility to exceed that of others" (p. 76).
I would suggest, therefore, that based on later findings the
declining fertility levels qxperienced by the latter two marriage
cohorts were, ;t least in part, a consequence of a beginning trend of
declining fertility resulting from the effects of secularization
. brought about by greater contact with the host society. ‘
To further support the contention that secularization was a

factor in declining fertility was the accompanying trend toward concen-

tration of age at marriage, a trend which may also be interpreted as a
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consequence of secularization. Of women vho married prior to 1868,
approximately 39 per cent wvere between the ages of 19 and 23 inclusive.
Hovever, this increased to 45.07 per cent in the 1868 to 187T cohort
and to 60.17 per cent in the 1878 to 1885 cohort (refer to Table 1k).
Conconnitnntly. there was a decline in the percentages of those nnrry-
-
ing at ages 17 or before in the latter two cohorts. Excluding those
married prior to 1848 because of the small numbers involved, of those
marrying before 1868, approximately 32 per cent married at age 17 or
before com;;red to & somewhat smaller proportion, 29.18 per cent, in
the 1868 to 1877 cohort. ﬁowever. in the 1878 to 1885 marriage cohort,
only 16.95 per cent married at these yoﬁng ages. Moreover, there was
also a decline in the proportions marrying at older ages in the latter
cohorts. Prior to 1868, somewhat over 1l per cent of .women entered a
first marriage after the age of 24, This declined to 6.43 per cent in
the 1868 to 1877 marriage cohort, and declined further to L.65 per
cent in the 1878 to 1885 cohort.
Though less easy to demonstrate, it might also be suggested that.
a contributing factor to declining fertility was less commitment to
high fertility on the part of the p;;ulation. It has frequéntly been
found. that those born into a religious sect are not as strongly commit-
ted to its tenets as were the original converts. As it is likely that
a greater percentage of those married in the two latter cohorts were
second generation, and some third generation, Mormons rather than con-

verts, as the majority of the first two cohorts would have been, it is

possible that lower co‘ltment could have led to lower fertility.
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Moreover, the Mormon Church has no established procedure for
punishing those who practiced, or appeared to practice, fertility
limitation, relying instead on peer group pressur to maintain conform—.
{ty. Consequently, no formal means were employed to prevent declining
fertility.
It {s probable that lack of explicit norms regarding fertility
expectations, declining commitment to religious tenets, and exposure

to secular values interacted to reduce fertility somevhat in the two

latter cohorts.



CHAPTER 5

POLYGYNOUS FERTILITY

Comparison of monogamous Mormon fertility with the fertility of
Hutterite women strongly indicates that monogamous Mormon women gener-
ally were not practicing fertility limitation. [t can, therefore, be
stated with some assurance that the nineteenth-century Mormon popula-
tion was one in which natural fertility prevailed.

It has been suggested that those participating in polygynous
marriages were more religious than those in monogamous unions (their
reason for entering such unions in the first place) and were, there-
fore, more likely to adhere to ecclesiastical dictums, i.e., multiply
and replenish the earth, proscriptions against purposive interference
vitﬁ conception, and so forth. While, on the one hand, it is question-
able whether, in fact, polygynists were any more religious than
monogamists; on the other, it is also most unlikely that polygynists
were any less religious than monogamists and, therefore, any less
likely to adhere to tenets of the faith. It can safely be assumed,
then, that whatever differences eventuate between the fertility of
monogamous and polygynous marriages are a consequence of the differ-
ences in marriage patterﬁ”?ather than a result of contraceptive
practices. . e

. In this chapter, the fertility of polygynous women, in general,
relative to monogamous spouses will be explored. Moreover, fertility
differentials resulting from differences in age between spouses for

polygynous wives and relative to monogamous wives will be examined.

132
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As well, fertility differences between marriage cohorts for polygynous
wvomen and relative to monogamous marriage cohorts will also he

analyzed.

5.1 Mean Fertility for All Polygynous Women

As |8 frequently the case in studies of this nature, the mean
fertility for all polygynous and monogamous females was computed con-
trolling for no variables. The resultant mean indicates that polygy-
nous fertility was, indeed, somewhat depressed relati{ive to monogamous
fertility. Although somewhat lower, the mean fertility for all
polygynous women was, however, still high, being R.27, the average
family size being only 1.15 lower than for the comparable anogunoul
population. The median family size was 8.53 and the mode was 10.00,
with a standard deviation of 3.12 (refer to Table 18).

Before continuing further, it should be pointed out that, as
with monogamous women, the high fertility of polygynoys women was not
8 consequence of a few coup}es naving extremely large numbers of
children, Aas can be witnessed by examining the parity progression
ratios, Table 26.

Upon examining the completed family sizes of women continuously
married ough age LA, it was found that only one woman had as many
as 18 children, one of her confinements being the birth of twins. Al-
though no monogamous ;;mily had but one child, 9 of the f83 polygynous
families did. However, of these, 5 wives married at age 30 or over.
In addition, another 10 families had only 2 children, of which, 7

wives married at age 26 and over.



Table 18, Frequency Distri of Family iz
for All Pelygynou@® n

Family Absolute Relative Cumulative
Jige Fregquency Frequepcy Frequency
! 20 2.1 2.1
J 19 2.0 L
3 33 3.4 7.5
I L6 L.A 12,2
5 Th 7.7 19.9
t 96 10.0 29.9
f o] 9.8 9.6
B! 97 10.1 Ly, 7
9 115 11.9 61.6
1n 120 10.4 Th, 1
11 102 10.6 AL .6
10 Tl 7.7 92.3
13 L6 4.8 97.1
1L 17 1.8 98.9
15 7 0.7 39.6
16 3 0.1 29.9
17
18 1 7.1 NAIANS
Total 6L 100.0
A

Mean: B.271

Median: 8.526

Mode: 10.000

Variance: 9,753

Standard Deviation: 3.123
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Discontinuity of unions had 11&&10 effect on over-all fertility
levels. When the 108 discontinuous polygynous unions vere selected
out and the fertility for all continuously married polygynous females
computed, again controlling for no other variables, -nn'ort.ility
declined by only 0.01. The mean fertility for all continuously
married polygynous women vas 8.26. Perhaps surprisingly, the mean
ferti{lity for all polygynous wvomen i{n discontinuous unions was
somevhat higher at 8.31. Selecting out discontinuous unions,

therefore, did not affect the differences between the mean fertility of

monogamous and polygynous continuous umions significantly.

L4
<@

.2 reility o 8CO n b

V4

Before continuing the analysis of the fertility of continuously
married women, the fertility of women in discontinuous unions should
be examined, if only briefly.

As can be observed in Table 19, of those polygynous vomen
married through age LO and over, women dn d{scontinuous unions had
slightly higher fertility than those in continuous unions. However,
the opposite held true for wemen married through ages 28 to 39; here
continuously married women had higher fertility. The above was not
consistent with fertility of monogamous women. In this latter
situation, females in continuous unions had the higher fertility.
Nonetheless, women in discontinudCs monogamous marriages had fertility
levels higher than women in discontinuous polygynous unions.

The high fertility for women in discontinous unions generally,

and the higher fertility of monogamous women relative to polygynous



)

ol dTISSL

89TVWI4{ SNOUAFATOJ P@IJVUN L[snONUTILOSEL(] PUE ATSTIONUGAWO) [TV 42 L£3317534

2 ] ?
U
N N N [ - [ ¥ [
E:i t‘ Et C* " w 3 - 8 0 s ] —4 o N P‘
Gt‘)ﬁUt)UﬂU()UOUOUﬁUOGOU()U‘)U(IOHU(I ]
3" N (4 N ¥ & - (VN ]
w rrOWuNSmbmmwo&mﬁrgrum40w|F 4
- >
oo b'mthr-d—l -Qﬁm@-lm J\OQ‘OO*O‘Q\D\0.0F‘ .(7\ 5
. [} L] . . L] . .
~ r ) [ Nt W
23n TBHBIT5ERBIFIBESELIAIBA R | -
f
= »awrug)m rnjhlwvi’iw'ur4N)M'M'Uh)HlQA)N\dN)Q ? ,
[ . . . .
N 4 E RN ® v Wl N
-’32£8 g<4«)©\»(7wuuw>r '3 8:93;0\~ q - 3
- + - "
<4~ - 1 O Lo WA N DN W AN NN O O 8
. a
® 3w n W dxnm<p—ao<m»‘ouhc>mcno<:aomt:or.s‘ >
w N — N [o -} N 5
P = o B SYIIYILILBLIRIZBAIRRERZ S g "
e
O e e H()Hbdmroh)0>‘PF‘HNJNF‘HNJ0>4Q\j 3
x NOWQ D DN N rw o M
o ) N388383 Sgoroﬁg#SQSA o
x
— - R
NN~ N W n AN N Jw N AN NNV N ) ~ :
. — &
wn w & wn N mmmﬂmmm -~ 4w - QN“E n
-~ DIV, | o> ON OO \I\ b= N NN ) QD o]
> 33 T 3 833 8338 N0 H0d ) 8#i
* 0o v OO N PSP O DO NNN SRUN TN <3Q
QW [@ Ve D l D QO - ~N W 5
S0 5= S o S W E ~—0 FD :
> 4
X
) = a
N o - w L EalS) — ~N W " 3
N {r-
"
w & w N V) w & @ W ~ Nyga
o [ Q ~ VMO 8 »n Q 2
owm ) o wn lo e Ne) o S S 8
O — - loReNe o - o Nl I
(@] & w Q& 8 w 9 o] —
o > o S e JVe) oY) N N
—
> [and N [l a9
n N N N Lol
[0, 8 [oa) Q A
) o o o
o +~ o o©o e
8 Q Q A
R e} o




117

women in discontinuous unions, {s not necessarily surprising tn view

of Lauriat's (1969) and Thorntun's (1978) findings. In the pupulativn

under consideration, s higher perconthge of marital Afesulutiuvn vas &

consequence of divorce in polygynous =a
WONOEAROUS Marviages. As Thornton and
Alvorce marital discord depressed ferti
al least in part, the lover polygynous
moncgamous fertilfty. Moreover, the hi
discontinucus unions generally may agal

Thornton's finding that "remarriage o

rriages than was true for
Lauriat discovered, prior to
ltry. Thie perhaps explaine,
fertility relative to

ah level of fertility in

n be partially explained by

folloved by increased

childbearing” (p. 378). So that vhatever fertility may have bdeen

lost due to discord ip an earller marr!
chi}dvearing in the later marrisge.

Another factor contridbuting teo h

{{scont inuous unions was the amount of time

age vas sade up by incressed

{ {ty in these

between marriages.

[t has been frequently nypothesized that fertility of women in

discontinuous unions will be lover due

tetween unions and, therefore, not at r

to the amount of time spent

t{sk. In this population,

marrisge wvas highly encouraged and singleness vas vieved as an

abnormal state, resulting in little tot
unions. The mean total number of years
all women in discontinuous marriages va

0.85 years, vith a standardydeviation o

al *ime being spent betveen
spent betveen all unions for
s 2.16 years, the median being

£ 3.16. In the majority of



138
thosg cases where longer than average peridtds of total time were spent
between unions, women were i? more than two (three or four) discontin-
uous unions.

Since it may be unlikely that in most populations one-half of
all women experiencing marital dissolution would remarry within ten
months, the above findings may be peculiar to this population and may
not obehin for other polygynous groups.

Due to the relatively smail numbers of women married in discon-

tinuous unions, only women in continuous unions will be considered

thraughout the remainder of this study.

5.3 Fertility for Those Married Twenty Years or More

As was done with monogamous unions, the mean fertility was
computed for all women in continuous unions for at least 20 years,
disregarding age at’marriége.

It was discovered that the mean fertility.of this group of T29
women was 8.89, gomewhat depressed (by 0.98) when -ompared with the
fertility of the monogamous counterpart. The median number of children

born was 9.13, the mode was 10.00, and the standard deviation was 2.87.

5.3:1 Mean Birth Intervals

When examining the mean birth intervals for women monpgaqpusly
and polygynously married for 20 years or more (Table 21), it was found
that the mean protogenetic birth interval for monogamous women was
significantly shorter, by 2.8 months, than the mean protogenetic inter-

val for polygynously married women. -

N o



Table 20. Frequency Distribution of Family Size
for Monogamous and Polygymous Women
Continuously Married far 20 years and
More "
Monogamous Polygynous
ke ™ ga ™ > g>~.
gg gb  pE ¢ sg  Dd
5% ¢§s =8 28 i 33
oo o o go‘ o o o o r;cr‘
Family 28 & BE 0 2E gL BE
Size < x O = < I L O
1 7 1.0 1.0
2 2 0.2 0.2 7 1.0 1.9
3 11 1.3 1.6 16 2.2 L.l
L 13 1.6 3.2 22 3.0 7.1
5 23 2.8 £.0 36 L.9 1241
6 3L L,2 10.1 68 9.3 21.k
7 50 6.1 16.3 70 9.6 31.0
8 92 11.2 27.5 77 10.6 Lb1.6
9 116 14.2 L1.7 97 13.3 54.9
10 130 15.9 57.6 10k 1L.3 69.1
11 145 17.7 75.3 90 12.3 81.5
12 82 10.0 85.3 67 Q.2 90.7
13 68 8.3 93.6 L3 5.9 96.6
14 25 3.1 96.7 16 2.2 98.8
15 16 2.0 98.7 6 0.8 99.6
16 8 1.0 99.6 2 0.3 99.9
17 -
18 2 0.2 99.9 1 0.1  100.0
19 )
20 1 0.1 100.0
Total 818  100.0° 729  100.0
Mean 9.872 8.890
Median 10.023 9,134
Mode 11 »000 10.000
Variance 6.824 8.2L6
Standard 2.612 2.872

Deviation

139



Table 21, Mean Birth Intervalg for Monogamous and
Polygymous Women Married Continuously
for 20 Years or More
Birth Monogamous Polygynous
Interval N % a? N X g2
1 818 14.63 9.89 729 17.L4 12,58
2 818 23.39 ‘7.82 J22 25,46 12.80
3 816 25.73 8.74 715 28.36 15.L44
L Bob  27.07 9.4k9 698 28.71 13.07
5 792 28.42 11,50 6764 28.85 11.93
6 T6T  29.04 11.72 637  29.89 13.L>
7 731 29.59 13.12 ~ 562 30.56 12.27
8 679  30.44 1L .50 Lo6  30.22  12.00
9 583 30.25 12.80 417 30.53 12.78
10 458 30.62 12.86 313 30.04 12.70
11 321 30.21  11.82 20T  29.54 12,93
15 179 31.31 13.82. 124 30.02 11.84
13 102 3k.15 39,76 56 31.25 11.72
14 Lo 28,48 11.07 19 26.32 11.03
15 21 31.71  21.93 9 21.LL 5.6L
1A 9 30.00 12.58 2 25.m 18,39
17 3 23,00 6.25 1 30.00 0.00 ¢
18 3 19.67T  20.40
X Intergen-
etic Interval 29.14 29,04
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Moreover, when comparing the mean intergenetic intervals, it
was discovered that those at second and third parity were also
somewhat shorter for monogamous women. However, the mean intervals
from this latter parity through the twelfth parity wefe quite similar
for the two groups, and the intervals from the thirteenth parity on
were shorter for polygynous women. As & result, means were computed
for all intergenetic intervals for monogamous and polygynous women.

.y

These revealed virtually no di}fér ':‘; en monogamous and polygy-
nous birth intervals, the means beid&'ig.ih.months and 29.04 months
respectively.

Since the differences in the length of birth intervals cannot

portray the somewhat depressed fertility experienced by polygynous

women, parity progression ratios (Table 22) were developed. From
»

[
4ONO (Table 23) were projected.

atios, frequency distributions of family size for populations

.3:2 Parity Progression Ratios

Parity progression ratios and projected family size distribu-
tions reveal that the slightly higher fertility of monogamous wives
obtained as a result of these women having both fewer small @gamilies
and more larger families than did polygynous wives. Moreover, in
addition to having a smaller proportion of small families, a greater
proportion of monogamous women terminated childbearing at latef
parities and at lower rates than was true for polygynous women, of
whom more terminated childbearing at earlier parities and at greater

rates.

‘:
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Table 22, Parity Progression {os for
Monogamous and Polyg¥ious Women
Continuously Married for Twenty
Years or More
Parity Monogamous Polygynous
0 1.000 , 1.000
1 1.000 . 990
2 <997 : . 990
3 .985 .976
I .985 . .969
5 .968 .ok2
6 .953 . 882
7 .929 . 883
8 .859 .8l1
9 .786 : .751
10 .701 661
11 .558 .599
12 .570 Jbs2
13 . 392 . 339
14 .525 LTl
15 .29 ' 24
16 .333 .500
17 1.000

1L



Table 23. Projected Frequency Distributions of Family
Sizes for 1,000 Monogamous and Polygynous
Women Continuously Married for Twenty Years
or More ¢
—2Monoganaua —FLolygynous
LR >
2P e
® C R
'3§ 39
Family 5 o 8%
Size N i N © A
1l 10 1.N00
2 3 0.30 10 1.99
3 15 1.80 oL L. 3
4 30 3.2 30 T.31
5 31 6.37 5k 12.69
€ L4 10.77 103 22.99
T 63 17.11 90 32.00
8 117 28.890 08 L2.81
o) 152 T LL,ob b2 57.05
10 168 60.78 146 71.61
11 173 78.12 11k 82.99
12 9k 87.53 93 92,31
13 16 95.12 51 37.39
1L 23 97. Lk 1L 98.76
15 15 98.91 10 99.72
16 7 99.65 1 99.86
17 1 100.00
18 L 100.02
Total 1000 21000
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For example, only 1.8 per cent of monogamous women had
completed family sizes of two or three children (none having but one
child) whilq 4.34 per cent of polygynous wives had completed families
of less than four. Furthermore, by eighth parity, 28.80 per cent ogd

monogamous women terminated or had already terminated childbearing

compared to 42.81 per cent of polygynous wives.

5.4 Fertility of Continuously Married Polygynous Women

As age of marriage as wel} as duration of marriage is a
significant variable affecting fertility, these were cross-tabulated
for all continuously married women in order to determine what
differences prevailed.

When centrolling for age at marriage‘®and age-through-which-
married, anticipated differences appeared. As could be expected with
decreased amounts of time spent at risk, as age at marriage increased,
fertility decreased; and as age-through-which-one-was-married
d%clined, fertility again decreased. However, in both instances, the
rate of.decrease was not consistent, as can be seen in Table éh.

Calculated means for each category reveal the same pattern.

For those not married through the entire childbearing period (age L46)
either because of death of the husbund, death of the female, or
divorce and failure to remarry, fertility was lgwer than for those
married through age L6. Moreover, as age-thr-.igh-wvhich-married
declined, mean fertility decreased by at least .09 between categories.
As well, the amount of decrease between categos®es increased with each

Wuccessive category, although not by a consist‘ smount , until there
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Table 2L, Mean Number of Children for Continuously Married
Polygynous and Monogamous Females by Age at Marriage
and Duration of Marriage
“Age Through Which Married
Age at -
Marriage L6 or Over LO to 45 b to 39 28 to 33 2] or Under
' N X N X N X N X N X
15 or M Ll 11.95 3 10.33 L T7.75 2 T.00 1 5.00
Under P 31 11.45 7  9.29 3 10.00 3 7.00 3 3.00
16 M 50 11.22 1 11.00 6 10.17 3 T7.00 3 L.00
P ST 10.53 10 8.80 6 8.90 3 6.00 2 1.50
17 M 104 11.05 8 10.25 7 9.00 5 6.00 2 13.00
P 73 9.77 9. 10.56 6 5.50 6 5.50 1 5.00
18 M 129 10.56 16 9.62 8 8.38 6 5.00 3 2.00
P 92 9.L6 11 8.00 6 T.17 1 q.oo 5 2.60
19 M 107 10.77 9 8.89 L 8.00 L L.75 1 3.00
P 92 9.11 7 10.86 6 5.50 5 L.60 1 2.00
\ 20 M 82 9.10 11 8.73 2 8.00 L L.0O
P 66 9.4l 6 6.33 7 6.29 2 5.50
21 M 71 9.07 3 10.00 3 8.00 L 3.75
p 48 8.60 3 8.33 1 6.00 L 2.75
22 M 69 9.30 5 8.00 2 5.50 L 3.2%
P L6 9.2 8 T1.62 5 5.00
23 M 28 B8.75 3 8.33 2 6.00 L 3.25
P 39 T.15 5 5.00 ‘2 5,00 3 2.00
2k M 12 7.83 2 6.00 ' 2 2.00
P 29 T7.03 Yy  7.00° 3 5.67
25 M 18 T7.89 2 8.50 '
P 23 T.17
26 to M 2L T7.38 3 8.00 3 3.00
29 P L9 6.L7 9 5.67 >  4.50
30 to M 11  L.73 1 2.00
33 P 24 L. 6 7 2.71
34 or M 3 L.67
Over P 1L 2.71 1 3.00
L ]
Total M 749 9.97 67 9.06 41  7.95 38 L.61 10 3.20
P 683 8.70 87 T7.61 L7 6.3L 27 L.85 12 2.67
Standar- M 9.97 9.22 7.86 L.83 3.01
ized P 9.16 8.L1 6.27 5.53 2.94
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vas & difference of 2.18 between the mean fertility of thuse married
through age 27 and the preceding category, those married through ages
28 to 33,

Moreover, within each age-through-which-marrted category, AS
age at marriage {ncreased, the level oOf fertility generally declined.
As was found with monogamous fertility levels, as the age at marriage
{ncreased by one year fertility, generally, did not decline by one
birth. For example, those marrying at ages 17 through 20 and at age
22 and remaining married through age L6 had virtually the same mean
fertility levels, ranging from §.24 to 9.77. Again, as with monoga-
mous women and }or those married through age LF, the greatest decline
in fertility occurred for those married after age-category D6 to 29,

most probably a result of having passed peak fecundability.

5.4:1 Polygynous Fertility Compared with Monogamous Fertility for

All Continuously Married Wives

5.L:1a Mean Fertility. Controlling f»r age at marriage and

duration of marriage, polygynous fertility is shown to have been
slightly depressed at almost every age at and duration cf marriage.
Although polygynous fertility was higher in a few categories, the
numbers in these categories are generally too small to be considered
significant, the exception being for those married at age 20 and still
married through age L6.

The average family size for all women polygvnously married

through age L6 was 8.70 compared to 9.97 for monogamously married



women through age Lt a slightly greater, though insignificant
increase hetween them (1..7 compare 1.20), than was found when
controlling for no variables or when selecting out Jdiscont {nuous
unfons. Mean fertility was also higher for all monogamous women
marriet *hrough ages 4o to L% and {5 to 39, the differences being
approximately 1.5, VFert{li{ty was similar only f.r *those women whno
were married through ages 28 to {3 and age 27 and was slightly higher

for polygynous females in the former category.

»
S5.4:1b  Standardized Fertility Rates. As was discussed in

‘hapter 1, there were age structure lifferences in regari t- firse
marriage between monogamous and polygynous women, rlygynous women
tending to marry at both younger and older ages than monogamously
marriei women.

~ince the age composition at marriage of *he *wo samrles was
iifferent, the general levels uf fertility may have been affected.
‘onsenuently, standardization was employed to elimingte the effects »f
~ompositional differences on the fertility levels of the *wo samvles.
Yonogamous women marriel through age 4+ were used as *the s*aniari
popuiation.

When standariization was employed, fertility 3ifferences
be*ween polygynous and monogamous women were generally redluiced some-
what, except for those women married through ages 28 to 32 inclusive.
Here fertility differences increased by 2.4LF in favour of pclygynous
wives (as can be seen in Table 2L). For women married *hrough ages

34 to 39, fertility differentials were reduced by only 0.02. However,



1LA
{n the three remaining categories, fertility differences were reduced
from between .Ut to 0,64, None of the changes which occurred, al-
*hough generally reducing d{fferences by approximately 9, %0, can be
connideret *to be a{ynificant,

As with Alscontinuous unionsa, *he numbera of women who were
married for less *han their total fecund yvears, age Lt , were relatively
sma. .. ‘'onsequently, nly those wives who were ‘untinuously married

through age ot will be ~onsidered throughout the remainder of this

study.

c.u A "omparison of Mean HBireh ntervais

N

C.uila Polygynous Mean Hirtl intervals. ‘fean birth intervals

were computed ani examined to ascertain whether r not {ifferential
engths ontrit ted to fertilivy 1ifferentialsg,

‘ni*ially an examina*icon ¢ birth intervals by rari*y was made.
it was liscovered that within each narity as age at marriaege increased
t-ere was n- rat*tern ¢ in-rease ani’or lecrease in *he .ength -f the
tirth in’erva%s as can e otservel in Table 5. Morecver, axcer* in
the ~gse OF tge rr-t >genetic interval, where a 1i“ference -f 13.¢
months was found, it was not until seventh parity that a difference
as Xrea'! as one year existed between “he lengths of the longest gnd
shor*est intervals within each parity. Instead, within each parity
from the second thrcugh *the sixth, a difference >f from between S to

* months was f>uni. However, from the sixth parity »n, differences

within each pari*y ranged from G months %to 26 moaths. It seems then
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that age at marriage, per se, vas not & f,e@or affecting the average
length of birth intervals within parities in polygynous sarriages
generally. ‘

In addition, the means of all intergenetic {ntomll by parity
were examined, again revealing the same lack of pattern of .lncrﬂn ‘.'
and/or decrease in the length of the interval with 1Ecrcc|1n¢ parity.
Moreover, the differences between lengths by parity were never as
great as ond year. P . -‘;‘ \

By ogmparison, an examinetion of birth intervals vithin each
age-at-marriage category revealed an overall tendency for the length
of the birth interval to increase with parity. Hovever, unpatterned

-
increases as vell as decreases (n interval length occurred between

successive ;:artt,jin. As well, it wvas discovered that there vere
greater differences in the length of birth intervals between parities
vithin each age gr;oup *han "here were between age roups when controlg
ling for pardty. .
Exui;\ltion of the mean intergenetic int&\s for each age-at-
marriage c.t;gory revealed the same .ack of consistency. Moreover,

the range of difference between the longest and shortest mean intc'.’o . -

4 .
genetic interval by age at marriasge vas not quite 7 months. ! f

3 -

e 5.4:2b Bu:vth Intervals of Monogamous and Polygynous ‘vo. As *!t.

significant differences in the mean le}\‘\l of birth intervals Yodd

contribute to fertility differences, mean birth {ntervals for mon
- -I

mous and polygynous women were examined controlling for age at

and for parity. '_
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A comparieon uf meen birth intervals betveen ROROEAROUS and
polygynous vomen by age at marriage revealed that, wvith the exception
S women married at ages ) and Y, nono.n-ﬁ:n vomen had the ehorter
mean protogenetic {ntervals, 'he 1{fferences ranging from .7 months
for those married at age .2 to 11.{ monthe for those married at age b,

lertmps surprisingly, the ninn intergenetic birth intervals vere
more similar betveqe the two populations than were the protogenetic
{ntervals. Those age categories vith the lower birth intervals vere
equally divided betveen RMOROEMMOUS &nd polygynouys cetegories, as vond

married at age 0" experienced identical mean intergenetic {nterval
.engths,

.

A further comparison 2f al! mean birth intervals for polygynous
ani{ monogamous women by parify reveals that, except for the el{ghth,
tenth, ~leventh, and Lyelfth parities, monogamous women had the shorter
mean tir*" intervals. However, the {{fferences betveen these vere not
grﬁat.. Where monogamous vomen had “he shorter !(n%ervals, the greuteli
i1 ference between wvas found at the protogenetic intervai. Hovever,
*his meant *hat monogamous women haf their‘?tr‘! child vnl; 1.1 months

. -
earlier, .on the average, than polygynous wvives. Elsevhere, differences

-riged from 7.2 months (at fifth parity) to 2.3 months {at second

parity ). Wwhere polygynous intervals wvere shorter, the 4{fferences
ranged from 7.6 months to 1.l month.

As there vas little {f any difference betwveen the mean birth
.nterval lengths--either by age @t marriage or by parity-—of mOnogamous
and polygynous wvives, fertiiity differentials betveen the twvo groups

sould not have been a consequence o!‘differentinl child spacing due %0
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lower frequency of intercourse on the part’of Polygyndus women, as is
frequently hypothesized. This is not to say that polygynous wives did
not experience lower coital rates than did monogamous wives, that is
something which camnot be determined. It is only to say that, if
polygynous women did indeed experience lower coital rates, these rates

did not affect child spacing relative to their monogamous counterparts.

-

5.4:3 Parity Progression Ratios for Monogamous and Polygynous Women

As differences in lengthé of birth intervals cannot account for
the fertility differentials between monogamous/gnd polygynous femalgs,
parity progression ratios were developed for both monogamous and
polygynous women married through age 46 (Table 2€). These ratios were
then applied to populations of 1,000 to determine what the frequency
distribution by family size would be if the populations were of equal
size (Table 27).

. When examining family-size differences using these parity

progression ratios, it can be seen that not only did monogamous women
have fewer small families but also a greater number of larger ones
than did their polygynous counterparts. In addition, it was found \\\\\\
that monogamous women ceased childbearing at later parities and at' o
lower rates than did polygynous women.,

From an examination of the projected frequency distribution, it
éan be seen that 5.89 per cent of polygynous women had tﬁree or fewer

children compared to 2.00 per cent of monogamous wives. Moreover, by
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Table 2€, Parity Progression Ratios for

d

Monogamous and Pelygynous Women

Married through Age 46

Parity

voE w0

O o0 N4 O

10

11
12
13
14
15
16
17

Monogamous

1.000
1.000
-997
.983
.982
.963

.948
.930
.868
.793
.713

.5L2
.61k
.380
.526
.450
.333
.. 667

.968
.956
937

.878
879
.838
758
677

.623
.LLs
.3ko
.500
222 .
.500
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Taple 27. Projected Family Size Frequency
Distributions for Monogamous and Pﬂ;gynous
women Continuously Married through Age L6

.
Monogamous Polygaynous
Ty Ty
52 z 8
© o R
ERs ER
Family g5 ( 8%
_Size N o a N S a
1 13 1.30
2 3 0.30 15. 2.78
3 17 2.00 31 5.89
L 18 3.76 L1 10.03
5 35 T.32 57 15.70
6 L8 12.14 103 25.08
7 62 18.20 | 89 3L.9k
! 118 29.08 106 Ls. b8
Q 1L7 L3.76 132 58.6T
10 161 59.90 133 72.02
11 18k 78.27 106 82.57
12 8L 86 .66 96 92.24
13 82 9k . 9L 52 97.36
14 2L 97.3k4 13 98.68
15 15" 98.81 10 99.71
16 8  99.61 2 99.85
17 gt 99 .74 1 100.00
18 3 100.00
Total 1000 ?lOOO
o

15b
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sixth parity, over one-quarter of polygynahu women completed or had
completed their family size compared to 12,14 per cent of monogamous
women; and, by or at ninth parity, aimost 60 per cent of polygynous
women terminated childbearing compared to 43.77 per cent of monogamous
women who did not approach this same proportion until tensh parity.
Moreover, it wag not until eleventh parity that the prOpQPtions of
monogamous and polygynous women completing childbearing approached
each other, being 78.27 per cent and 83,57 per cent respectively.

It is apparent that the somewhat depressed fertility of all
polygynous women continuously married through age 46 relative to their
MONOGAMOUS Counterparts was NOt & cCongequence 5f differences in child
spacing. This somewhat depressed fertjlity was a re?“lf’ instead, of
larger proportions of polygynous women ceasing childbearing at earlier
parities and ip lérger proportions than was true for monogamous wives.

[ ]

Although 4ifferences between the mean fertility of monogamous

and Polygynous yives were relatively gmal] in terms of the prevailing

completed family size, as were diffepences between mean birth inter-

vals, polygynous fertility was eXamined by age differences between
husband and wife, This was done in order to compare the effects of
age differentials within the POlygynous population and between it

and its monogamous counterpart in order to determine vhether or not
the same phenomenon of little Or no qifference between would prevail
or vhether difference in age between gpouses would have a greater or
lesser effect opn the fertility ot Polygynous vomii relative to their v

mONOgAamouUs counterparts. -14 )

'
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Moreover, from this point forward, mean fertility will be
measured by mean birth events rather than mean number of children ever
born in order to eliminate whatever differences might accrue due to
multiple births. The effects of these would be particularly evident
in categories with small numbers. The mean number of birth events for
mdhogamous'vives was 9.71.

N

1

5.5 The Effects of Husband-Wife Age Differences

on Polygynous Fertility

As was pointed out in Chapter 1, Caldwell (1963-6L), as well as
others, indicates that in a gociety with a balanced sex ratio polygyny
i{s facilitated by men';n;§ying women younger than they.

“oreover, as was indicated earlier, in both Chapters l and L,
disagreement exists over the effects of this purported resultant age
differential between spouses on the fertility of a population.

Dorjahn (1958:855), on the one hand, bélieves that age differentials
obtaining in a bolygynous population are of two types, both depressing
fertility. To begin with, he asserts that where young wives spend
their most fecund years married to men of relatively advanced age

their fertility will be depressed relative to their monogamous

’ v

counterparts. Moreover, he claims that due to a shortage of young,
eligible females, brought about by polygynous men marrying younéer
women, males desiring a monogamous yarriage will be forced to select
older women &;’Spouses, thereby depressing the fertility of the

population further. Caldwell, on the other hand, claims that greater
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age differentials between spouses will most likely result in increased
fertility while similarity in age will depress it. .

An examination of the distribution of polygynous females in
relationship to the age differentials between themselves and their
husbands is in order before examining the fertility differentials
which may or may not result. :

Again, as with the monogamous populat;on, age differences were
divided into five-year categories. .

When examining the distribution of women by age differentials,
it was found that T1.9 per cent of polygynous women were married to
nen who were more than five years (€l months or more) the;r senior.
Only 28.1 per cent were married to men'of the same age cohort (0 to 5

“*years older) compared to 58.5 per cent of monogamous wives. This
supports Caldwell's contention that a larger proportion of poly;ynous
wives is drawn from a population younger than the husband. Further-
more, of polygynous wives, 13.6 per cent were married to men at least
on years (241l months) older than they while only 1.2 per cent of
monogamous wives, by comparison, were married to men that much older
(refer to Table 28).

Surprisingly, perhaps because of its failure to be discussed in
the literature examined, polygynous women did marry men younger than
they. The failure to discuss this with regard to other populations
perhaps results from the fact that this phenomenon, older polygynous
women marrying' younger husbands, is peculiar to this population. This,

however, is doubtful. Nevertheless, although no monogamous woman

was married to a man younger than hersélf, as was postulated by

L J
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rable 28. Distribution of Polygynous and
Monogsmous Females by Age Differences
between Husband and Wife

Age 'Polxgxnouo Monogamous
Di rrerencu® N Z N }_

0-5 Yrs Older 192 28.1 538 58.5
§.10 Yrs Older 137 20.1 218 29.1
10-#% Yrs Older 108 15.8 " 8.5
15-20 Yrs Older 98 1h.k 20 2.7
20-25 Yrs Older 58 8.5 6 0.8
25-30 Yrs Older 20 2.9 3 0.4
30+ Yrs Older 15 2.2
0-5 Yrs Younger s . 6.6
5-10 Yrs Younger 7 1.0
10-15 Yrs Younger 3 0.4

Total 683 100.0 749 100.0
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Dorjshn, 8.0 per cent gr polygynous women were. Of this small &roup.
81.8 per cent were ux:ﬁ‘od to men who were u’o 5 years (1 to 60
months) younger than they, 12.7 per cent were married to men 5 to 10
years (61 to 120 months) younger, and 5.5 per cent had a husband
10 to 15 years (121 to 180 months) younger.

It is worth noting that the majority»or vomen marrying younger
males married at ag® 2k or later. Although the number of cases 1is
small, of those vomen marrying men 0 té\? years younger thanithey.
4L9 per cent married at this age or oldé;, as did all vo?en marrying
men over 5 years (61 months) thelr J;nior. gix of the seven women
marrying males 5 to 10 years younger than they married at age 26 or
older; and all women marrying neﬁ 10 to 15 years younger married at
ages 30 to 33.

In this population at least, polygynous rather than monogamous
males sought spouses from among older women. Moreover, of the 38
women marrying at age 30 or later, only 1b married men up to 10 years
their senior and 12 married men over 15 years their senior. Perhaps
in this soclety where bearing children was highly valued, being
childless was considered an abnormal state, and childless women were
to be pitied, fhere was 8 selection factor at work on the part of
older women who wvanted to bear children (and not just on the part of
younger males) and who, therefore, chose men OT encouraged the

selection of themselves by men whom they considered young enough to
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father and rear offspring. It {s also probable that these women
entered polygynous rather than monogamous unions due to a lack of
eligible, single males, as more than 2.5 times as many women marrying
at over age 30 entered polygnous unions as opposed to monogamous
marriages.

As for the contention that age differentials will depress the
fertility of a population because of the large proportion of young
females married to men of advanced age, two age groups defined to be
in their most fecund years were examined to determine the proportions
married to men older than they. The two age Groups considered were .
those married at age 16 or before and those maified from age 17 through
age 20. ’

Of these polygynoud women in continuous unions through age L6,
88 were married at age 16 or earlier. Of these 53.4 per cent were
married to men from O to 10 years their senior while another 22.7 ver
cent were married to men from 10 to 15 years their senior. In addi-

e
tion, only 10.2 per cent had husbands who were from 15 to 20 yeAars

o

older than they, and but 3.1 per cent were married to men 20 to 25
years older. Only L.f per cent were married t> men 30 years or more
older than they.

Of those 323 women married between ages 17 and 27, L3,5 per cent
were married to men up to 10 years their senior and 3.1 per cenﬁ were
married to men from O to S yetrs their Junior, so that 3.4 per cent
were married within the same age cohort. Another 18.0 per cent were

)
married to men from 10 to 15 years their senior vhile 14.9 per q’&z
X

were married to men from 15 to 20 years older than they. Of tg&?%
2

=



women, only 7.7 per cent had huabands who were from .0 to ' years
older, another L.} per cent were mnrr;ed to men from 75 to {0 years
older, and no more than .’.) per cent were married to men 30 years or
moré their senjfor.

[f age LO is defined as being "advanced" age for the husband
at age of marriage, at the most only 13.6 per cent of those marrying
nt age 16 or before and l4.6 per cent of those marrying between ages
17 and 70 could have been married to men of advanced years. FEven {f
the advanced age of the husband were to depress the fertility of
1ndividual females, {t i{s doubtful that the small percentage of the

tntal population which these females comprise would have significant
?

effects on the fertility of that population.

2+.2:1 Mean Fertility by Age Differences Between pouses.

.

An exﬁmination of fertility levels by age differences between
husband and wife and by each age at marriage of the wife showel that,
Zenerally speaking, as the gap between wives' and husbands' ages
increased mean fertility declined. However, ¢this did not ~ceur
consistently.

Furthermore, computation of mean fertility for each difference-
in-age category revealed *that in polygwmnous unions there was a more or
less inverse relationship between differences in spouses' ages and
fertility. Wives with the highest fertility were between O and 10
years younger than their husbands; after which, as age differences

increased by five-year intervals mean fertility declined by
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approximately 0.5 b\rthn with each auccesnive category. This occurred
until the age gap reached 25 to 30 years at which point fartility de-
clined by L., births below the previous category. However, rather
than continulng tn decline, mean fertility increamed by almost one
birth in the next category, where the age gap was () years or more.
Consequently, average fertility was from 1.6 to S8 lower for wives
whose hushbands were at least 20 years thei{r senior compared *.» those
who were their Llisbands' age cohorts.

Where the wife was the elder, the extent of fertility decline
between categories as age differences betveen husband and wife in-
~reased was greater, as can he seen in Table 29, Moreover, the mean
fer+fli+y levels of those who were older than their husbanis were
lower than for those ;ﬁo were up *o 10 years yocunger ‘han their
“aisbands, It is to be expectgz that womeh Y to 5 years older than

*heir svouses woull have hgd the same mean fertility as *hose up 'O

Ve

five veArs yfudgér, as brth are essentiallveof the same age ~<hirt as

4
/

+he nhusbands. However, where the wife was 0 to 5 years clier, mean

N

“ertility was ... .ower than where the husband was ) to> ° years oider.

[3

-

“hose women 5 to 10 and LY to 1S years olier than their husbands hatl
even lower mean fertility levels relative to women 2 to 5 years
younger *han the husband, being 2.3 and 5.0 lower respectively.
Wi*hout fur*her analysis, fertility lifferentials coull be
attributed solely to age differences between husband and wife.

However, age of wife at marriage may be a more significant component
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than age of husband as {t more directly affects fertility by
determining period at risk. Upon examining the age composition of
each {ifference-in-age category, it was found that 1% a large number
of vateggriea .'N per cent or more of the women married for the first
time at age 25 or later. Although this high percentage i1d not obtain
rfor all cntfgorie. vi;h lower fertility, tt did for the majority. In
those four —~ategories with lowest fertility--vhere the husband v:s‘ -
from S to 30 years older and those three categories where the wvife .%
was older--the percentage of women marrying at age .5 or oller was
2N.0 per eent, 37.8 per cent, 85.7 per cent, and 100 per cent
respentively.

For example, although the mean fertility of women married to
men 5 to 195 years younger than they was lover than the mean fertillity
¢ women married within their age cohort, the majority of these women

married at an '

‘advanced" age. Their mean fertility by age at marriage,
however, was higher than the mean fertility for all polygynous women
married at these same ages and was consistent with the mean fertility
,¢ women of these ages marrying vithin their age cohort.

“ince the large percentage of women marrying at older ages
affects the megn fertility for the total category, only the fertilivy
rates »¢ women married between ages 17 and 21 were computed and cor-
~rared by age differences between spouses to determine the effects of
+hdse age differences on fertility. Furthermore, standardization wvas

employed using monogamous women 0 to S5 years their husbands' Juniors
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Table 29, (continued)

1)
! Age Differences

Husband 5-10 Years Husband 10-15 Years
Younger Than The Wife Younger Than The Wife

T ¢ 14
» L..a a , ;.‘ﬁr-' )oY
o o [ )] o Lol [T )
~ Mm > e s m t m o>
i 1 9 o —+ 4
9t 9¢ §Lp 8¢ §3 §ue
e n 28 25 232, 28 25 232
-15
16 k
17
18
19
20
21
22 :
23
2L 1 1.0 23.1 21.2 ,
25
26-29 2 7.0 24.1 14,0
30-33 2 7.5 29.8 18.6 3 L.o 27.5 9.2
3L+ 2 L.o 20.1 6.7 .
Total T 6.9 25.0 14.3 3 L.o 27.5 9.2
3
-
A *
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as y éndard population in order to eliminate the effects of
a.ge‘compositional di fferences between tﬁe categories. |

Standardization of ferti%}ty rates of this select group altered
fertility in each gategory somewhat relative to the unstandardized
rates for the total category. Generally speaxing, mean fertility
increased. However, where the wife was 25 to 30 years younger, rates
remained unchanged, and, where the husband was 30 or more years older,
rates declined by 0.51

Using standardized rates for women married at ages lY.througﬂ’

. ,’
71, it was found that only minor changes occurred (nothing as great ‘/
as 0.25) in the differences between the mean fertility of those 0 to 5
R
years youné;r than their husbands relative to the mean fertility of
the o£her difference-in-age ca“egories up through the wives' being 20
to 25 years younger. In the majority of these categories, the differ-
ences between-rem;ined esséntially unchanged. However, where the age
difference was 25 to 30 years and 30 years and more, Ehe differences
between the mean :ertillijk"o;g.‘,the,se ca.t? ‘(-' s relative to fhe mean
. R 4

fertility of women O to 5 years youngen j(tcreased so that women in
these categories had 3.3l ang 2.89 fewer®hildren respectively than

. . <
women who were their husbands' age cohorts, a 0.51 and 0.99 increase

A

in fertility difference than was found for all women in these

categories. ‘ .
. A . _
Moreover, when using standardized rates for women 17 to 21°

. ‘

years at age of marriage, fertility for women G to 5 years older th;n
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»
their husbands was 10.21 rather than 8.00 which was found for all

women O to 5 years older using unstandardized rates, éonsequently,
these women had a mean fertility level 0,%3 higher than women 0 to 5
years younger than their husbands, virtually the same fertility levels,
as w‘,d be expected where women were married within essentially the
same age cohort.

Even with stagaﬁrdization of fertility ievels for women married
at ages 17 through 21, women 25 to 30 years younge} than their spouses
stili had fertility levels lower than women 30 yeﬁrs or more younger.
However, the differences were not as great as with unstandardized
ratgﬁ for the entire categories.

It appears, then, that in polygynous unions age differentials,
where the husband was the.elder, depressed fertility. Fertility was
depressed somewhat where the husband was from 10 t0335 years older
than the wife (relative to their being of the same age cohort) and
continued to decline by from 3 per cent to L per cent'yith each succes:-
sive difference-in-age gategory until the age gap reached 25 to 30
yea.x‘!‘at which point fgrtility declined sharp'ly. Even though fertil-~
ity increased in the next category, where the husband was 30 years or
more older, fertility was still 2.7 lower here than whe;; vomen
married men of the same age cohort. It is possible that this is a
spurious relationship and that other uncontrolled for variables con-

tributed to this difference—father than differences in age per se.

Ho!gver, this is yet to be determined.
A , .
S

-
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5.5:2 Mean Birth Intervals by Age Differences between gpouses

Due to resultant fertility differentials by differenees.in ages
between spouses, mean birth intervals were examined to determine ir
-differential birfh interval lengths contributed. {Those two categories.

Y

in which wives were 5 to 10‘§nd 10 to 15 years older vere excluded.)

5.5:2a  Protogenetic Intervals. Examination of mean protogenet-
ic birth intervals for ?ach category showedliha£ as the age gap between
spouses increasgd the mean protogenetic interval increased somevh;t,
However, at difference-in-age category 25 to 30 years, it declined and
remained virtually con;tant into the next category.

Women marrig? to men 0 to 5 years.their junior had the shortest
mean protogen;%\p interval, 1L4.04 months, “Wwhile the longest mean ineér-

\
val length, 20.07 nonths, was enced by women married to men 20

.. 1]
to 25 years older than they. Consequently, the range of differences
-~ ' -
between the extreme’p‘Ptogenezic interval lengths was not considerable,
being but 6.03 months.

5.5:2b Intergenetic Intervals. Referring to Table 30, it can “'

be seen that the length of the mean intergenetic intervals by parity
across age—diffe;éntial categories'é;nerally increased as the age gap
increased. Again, this was irregular. Moreover, in examiniﬂg the
length of intergenetic intervals within categories, the intervals
tended to incréase with ehrlier pafities and fhen decreased.vithwl;ter

parities, as would be expected. Again, this was not a constant '

pattern.
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Table 30. Mean Birth Intervals by Age Differences between Polygynous mggom
gm&wmwmaomm
Birth 0-5 Years 5-10 Years. 10-15 Years 15-20 Years 20-25 Yeals
Interval N X N X N X N X N X
1 192 15.21 137 16.27 108 19.65 98 19.77 58 20.07
2 188 k.77 133 ok, 21 H% ¢ 27.10 98 »  25.17- ST 27.81
3 18T 26.40 ’ 26.77 1 28.08 95  28.21 57  32.44
L 184 29.14 , 28.13 100 28.42 90 ° 29.u7 52 29.02
5 181 27.69 125 32.90 98 QT7.36 85 28.98 Lo 29.53
A 173 29.09 119 30.01 92 - 29.17 79 30.54 Ly 29.86
7 158 29.97 108 31.83 83 29.69 64 30.36 L1 32.56
8 1LsS 27.73 95 31.02 77 30.58 57 30.81 31 34,16
9 121 29.40 85  31.20 %7 33.42 Ly 31.25 o2k 31,29
190 100 31.16 66 33.23 @ L7 31.15 36 27.1k 13 33.08
11 66 29.71 L8 30.18 o 4131 25.39 29 26.86 8 38.88
12 Lo 31.38 31 &.i 17 © 29.24 20 29.60 5 31.40
1 16 30.38 17 27.82 7T 37.14 8  33.75 2 k1.50
1k 3 13.00 9 “31.78 3 U, 67 2 27.50
15 1 20.00 5 18.60G. 2 26.50
16 1 12.00 1 380
17 1 30.00 .
b .Hbamn.mmsmawo it
Interval 28.26 29.57 29.01 28.67 30.89
X Reproductive
Span 20.46 - 5 20.30 18.88 18.67
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Table 30. (continued)

Birth 25-30 Years
Interval N X
21 20 18.15
e, 20 25.40
3 18 31.11
L 17 29.k41
5 16 37.25
6 15 T.33
7 19 31.50
8 5 30.40
9 3 3sg33
10 C1 0 13%
11 1 35.00
12 1 22.00
13 1 23.00
1k
15 ,
16 4
17
X Intergenetic
Interval 31.36
X Reproductive
Span 15.63

1L
1k
12
10

8
7
6
3
2
2

n

Age Differences

38.50
29.71
34.92
39.7

Lo,
34,
28.
29.0
26.50
38.00

28.50

-0-5 Years ~-5=-10 Years ~10-15 Years
N * X N X N - X
ks 1L .0k T 15.71 3 26.67
s 2. 49 U 21.86 3 21.67
Ls , 25.13 22.86 3 25.00
Ls L7 27.43 3 - 36.67
43 30 b] 27.00

9 31 5 33.20
29.59 L Hmwo
'2T.25 2 25.00 T
3k.9 2 33.00 -
wm.rm/o 1 32.00 ‘
23.50 1 35.00
4 23.75
1 33.00
1 23.09Q
1 27.00
29.50 25.93 .- 27.78
1883 13.96 A 9.17
at
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aifference-in-age catego

ages {ncreased

the lemgth of the mean in

somewhat . Again, this was 1rro;ulsr

incresased in differenc
L I

interval length in difrerence-in-age

. declined somevhat vhere the age gap was 10 to 15 years

the age gap Vas 15 to 20 years. The

i{ncreased again vith each successive

gifferoggc—in—c¢o category 30 yaars
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wvas the elder,
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a

{c intervals for 611 vonci‘un each

. The mean {nterval length "y

differences betveen

tergenetic {nterval increased

[ ]
years over the mean

category 0 to 5 years and then

mean interval length

and again where

then

]
categor’ thereafter through

or g’estef.

where the vife

intervals were

{lar, there being & maximum difference ogly 1.31

genetic integal lengt

to 25 years wa@ 30.89 months and inc

dge gap vas 30

As & result, the difference b

intergenetic i
years and the,

interval, 33.9

was but 5.7 ﬁoaths. Therefore, although df%ferences

years or more.

nterval, 28 .26 months

husband was the elder)

[ 4
h at difference-in-ag

reased to 33¢96 month

them. However, as the age gap,increased, the length of

e category 20

a where €‘
L %

etween the shortest mean

(vhere the age gapP was O to 5

, and the loggest mean 1ntergene£

6 months (where the age d{fference vas 30 years OT more)

in mean

jntergenetic ipterval lengths are not great, they could account for

part of the fertility differcntial which existed. This 1
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ptrttculnrly true where the husband vas at 1..’5 years older than

the @0 ¢

5.5:3 Pearity Progression Ratios. ’ .

Although there waa an overall general relat 1onlhi\betvun
o fertility and length of the mean birth intervals, a strong s
p relationship 4id not exist betveen them, and mean birth {ntervals in

thuulvu 414 pot scceunt vholly for the‘(erﬁlity differentig}e

'e vetween diffomeo-in-.ge categories.

' It ;.roﬁ to noto that as age difference between
L A R
k. e upouus increugd by mh tive-year {nterval, parity range declined

by one with each successive category unt tl difference-in-sge q,.c;ory

< )

20 to 25 at which point it stabilized and suyed constan® throughout”

“'.

»

tl:xe remtinder. Therefore, keeping age-conipitionnl di ffererices in

mind, parity progreuion ratio? vere ca.lculated for each difference-
in-age category (Table 31 )' un:frequency distributions by family size
for populations of 1, 000 vere projected (Table 32) in order to

determine what, if any, differences obtained between categories in the
proportionps of women who ceased childvearing at each parity.

. ;s Ffon an examination of these tables, it i{g obvious tHat those

' with the 1’115!;;“ fertility had fever small families than vas true for
those with low fertility. For example, of those vomen married to men
0 to 5 years their Junior, L.LO per cent terminated childbearing at

4
fourth parity’, none having families of s smaller size. Howvever, the

percentage of those terminating or having already ceased childbearing

" by fourth parity increased by between 1 and 3 per cent with esch

4
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Table 131. rarity vﬂomﬂouaﬂﬂa Ratios by Age Differences betwveen Spouses

Age Differences

-5 5-10 10-15 15-20 20-25 25-30 30+ -0-5 ~5-10
Par{ty Years «mnho Years Years Years Years Years Years Years
37 1.200 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 -1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
1 .979 .97T1 .991 1.000 .983 1.000 .933 1.000 1.000
2 .99% 1.000 .963 . 969 1.000 .900 1.000 1.000 1.000
3 .984 .98s¢ .9T1 .9L7 .912 .9kl 1.000 1.000 1.000
a .984 .95k .970 L9LL .9l .9L1 .87 .956 .T1k
5 .956 .952 .9kg .929 .898 .938 .833 .907 1.000
£ .913 .908 .902 .810 .932 .667 .800 .Th .800
” .918 .880 .928 .891 .756 .500 °  .87% , 828 .500
R .835 .895 .870 L772 LTTU .600 .857 7,833 1.000
9 .Bo€ 77 .T02 .818 .500 .333 . 500 .650 . 500
pEs .6K0 .727 560 .806 667 1.000 .667 k62 1.000
11 .66 .6L6 15h8 690 625 1.000  1.000 .667
2 %% .548 .h12 .boo .Lkoo 1.000  1.000 .250
23 .188 .529 .h29 .250 1.000
ih . 233 556 - | .66Y 1,000
°s A \ -

w.ooo .moo
1.200 :
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Tatle 7. Freq
‘e

ty

istributions of Family “izes for 1000 Families Per Difference-in-Age

Age Differences between Spouses

Husband 0-5

Years

Than The Wife

Clder

Husband 5-10

Years

"lder

Than The Wife

Husband 10-15

Years

Older

Than The Wife

Husband 15-20
Years Older
Than The Wifr@®

Hu¥band 20-25
Years Older
Than The Wife

\

v @ [ T ') v ¢ [ VI )
%% %3 53 5 S
o P o P L o Feprs)
- ¢ [ g < ¢
3 m 49 39 £
Size § % B 5% 8%
Fami.y Y O B X O N O a N C a N
: 1 2.1" 29 2.90 9 + 0.90 17
z S 2.60 37 L.s7 31 3.10
2 b L. 15 15 L.36 27 7.33 51 8.24 86
- ‘® 16 5.68 Lk 8.76 28 10.11 52 13.37 52
< 41 9.83 43 13.14 L6 1L.70 61 19.52 87
£ 79 17.68 8¢ 21.13 8L 23.06 153 3L.81 51
7 K7 2L, LR 95 30.59 55 28.60 T1 b1.92 173
2 125 36.90 73, 37.88 93 37.88 133 55.16 120
2 110 Lu7.88 1 s1.73 185 56.39 81 63.32 207
0 177 %5.60 132 64 .01 148 T1.22 Tl 70,4 69
i 13 7% 15 12k 77.33 130 84,23 ~92 79.60 52
e 125 31.66 101 87.L2 93 93.50 122 91.84 52
N €7 .43 59 93.35 37 97.21 62 97.96 34
1. 11 .L8 30 96 .30 ) 98.1L 20 100.00
1S 30 99.26 19 110.00
i€ 7 100.09
17 5 #®190.00
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000

Cumulative
Percentage

L
[
e |
o

10.35
15.55
2L .16
29.32
u6.57
58.65
79.33
86.22
91.39
96.56

100.01
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Husband -5-30

——
Husband 30+

es between Spouses

0-5

Husband 5-10

Husband 10-15
Years Younger

" Years Clder Years Older Years Younger Years Younger
.ul han The Wife Than The Wife Than The Wife Than The Wife Than The Wife
[ Y v @ [ VI Y [T Y} [V V)
P > o > o0 > 0 > o > o
el peiied T el pelbe
2% ® o < ov 56 ° e
Size 3t FE: 38 K FE:
Vamily N < %. N th N & & N O o N nvk
1 w7 £.70 .
2 pie 12.00
3 €0 15.04 v
. P 20.7 133 2n.0k Lb 4.0 286 28,60 1000 100.00
p L9 25.01 134 33.39 89 13.29
s 250 L9.9% 133 LE.T1 222 35.49 143 L2.88
- 250 74,99 67 53.37 111 L6.58 285 T1.4h
: 100 8L.39 h 60.pb 89 55.50
. 100 2L.99 sor + B0.02 156 71.08 143 85.u2
b ~ B¢ .67 155 86 .64
1 Ls 91.09 - 143 100.00
22 ) 7 097.71
12 =~ .99 113 wuo,o: :
.S ' o) 100,00
Taval o 100C 1000 1000 1000
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successive difference-in-age category. Moreover, of thoae 25 to 30
Years and 30 years or more younger than their husbands, 20 pew cent
had no more than 4 children.

I'n addition, not only 4id those vith‘\?vor (egtllity ceasp
childgearing at earlier parities but also in greater groportlons. The
percentage of decrease tended to be considerably higher at each of the
parities earlier than eighth for those with lower fertility than for
‘those with the higher levels of fertility. Consequently, by eighth
pdrity, of those with the highest fertility (those 0 to S years
younger than t:hoir husbands), 36.9 per cent ceased or had ceased
childﬁeuring. As fertility declined slightly, the percentage of those
ceasing or having ceased childbearing increased until nVernge fertil-
ity reached 8.0, at which point 55 per cent h;d completed family sizes
of eight or fewer children. However, as ?5rtility declined to 6.7,
the proportion failing to &0 on to ninth'parity deod ined slightly to

4;6.6 per cent, .

By striking contrast, of those with the lowvest mean fertiXity,
those 25‘to 30 years younger than their husbands, 85 per cent had
famil} sizes of eight or fewver children, In addition, although ®omen
married to men 30 years or more older than they had longer average

1ntergenetic birth intervals than those married to men 25 to 30 years

older than they, only 60 per cent ceksed or had cessed childbearing at

eighth parity. However, {t should be pointed out again that a smaller
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\po\\'\co;z“o“qf this category married at ege 23 of later than vea true

for those parried to Ben petveen 25 and 30 years older than they.

. In terma of polygynous unions, then, vhere the husband ves
considerably older than the vife, foruu?y'undad to be depressed
vhen compered to women married to men of their own age cohort. Thie -
occurred for two reasons: 1) the length of time between parities vas
greater for those vomen vith older husbands; and 2) women with older
nusbands tended to cease childbearing st earlier parities than vas
true for vomen vhose husbands vere of the same age cohort.

The depressed forf.ilit.y of women married to men considerably
younger than they, ves Dot a function of age differences betveen
spouses put of the advanced age 8% urriuolof the female and the

- consequent tenlins.tion 9( childbearing at earlier parities. Moreover,
the'nuabﬂ‘l in thege ~;e¢orio| were small and, therefore, cannot be

: o
wgnsidered to be relefant but only {ndicetive.

A comparison of the effects of age Aifferences of fertility

betveen monogemously and polygynously married females {s limited by
the fact that polyrymous merriage patterns based on age differences
betveen SpOusS@s Vere pore complex than were BONOgaMOUs marrisge pat-
torna.' T™his difference Vas due to the fact that very fev monogalous
wopen married men 15 years Or more their semior and nO MONOGAmMOUS

wyossan married s man even slightly younger than herself.

-
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‘2314 Mean Fervjlity.’ Upon first analysts of the mean
fertility for the atr_roi-onco-tn-a". c'u.‘nQSn.u for monugamous and
polygynous women, it appears that rv//tho“ o married vﬂlpn the
same age cohort polygymy had no affect on forﬂut.y a8 the means vere
virtually the sames<-9.4 and 9.2--for both marriage patterns. \

While {n monogamous uniona as the gap botw&”bmdo' and
vives' .qu increased—urtility also increased somewhat, the opposite
occurred in polygynous unions. As a result, s the age gap between
spoussy iacreased the differences in fertility betveen mosogamous and .
poimoul wosen increased as vell in each successive 4ifference-in-
age category until category 20 to 29 years' dl:ftfﬂlco. At Aifference-~
in-age category S to 10 years, monogamous vosen had, on the cnrm..
one more child than polygynous women; at .ugo category 10 to 15 years,
monogamous women had a mean fertility level 1.8 higher. amt by
21rforcnec-1n-qc category 15 to 20 years, monogamous wvomen averaged
tvo more children. HRowvever, ;rhcro the age gap vas 20 to 2% yocrl:
mean fertility was, again, essentially the same. Howvever, in tbou.
latter two difference-in-age categories, the mmbers of megogamous
women vere small and the comparisons of fertility botml.t.ho two
marriage patterns may, therefore, not be meaningful .

In order to reduce ‘qc-co-poo'ition.gl differences between the

monogamous and polygynous populations, the means for wvomen marrying

N
betveen ages 17 and 21 only vere computed. %roonr,’ standardized
o

- ¢

\d

reates vere calculeted using as the ttmypowhtion the monogamous

population vhere the age differences were 0 to (yan greater for
Che hufbead. -7 7
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rable 33. Mean Fertility and Birth Intervals for Monogam
between ‘Spouses .

= Monogamous Women ~_ .«

ous and Polygynous Women by Age Differences

- Stendardized T

* Age Differences between Spouses
0-5 Years 5-10 Years ' 10-15 «om&m 15-20 Years mouww Years
¥} £ = < <
~\ - » - P 5 P > P > P
+ e ™ + | 3] L | T ] + - +» 19
o - @ ot .l.u -~ o o ol .1“ ol i.u
S ~ @y ~ @y ~ M - @z
Pt e o’ ceP g O T g0 e Y
i 32 55 §: §: i iL §: 25 iz
, ' N 22 s 8 N = * q N B =M N 20 28 N 22 24
Unstandardized: 438 9.5 27.0 218 10.1 26.9 64 10.5 26.6 20 10.2 27.2 6 T.3 2u.T7
Standardized 9.8 9.6 10.5 9.9 10.9
' L 4
E%
P S .
. & Age Differences between Spouses
0-5 Years 5-10 Years 10-15 Years 15-20 Years 26-25 «pwwm
$ ..n w - h‘ < <
' . -l o o A o 4 — o @
| . J AL 4 A - EE o EE o OAE
’ f 38 gt ogi g% opd | Epdio, i EG
N va.r. — R = mI N Sk =M N = 5 N ol VS
_Unstandardized 192 9, 8§ 137 9.1 27.7 108 8,7 27.9 98 8.2 27.6 58 7.6 29.5
9.6 8.9 8.8 8.3
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“ " vhen standardized rates for this select group \'nro céaﬁucd. it
vas .round that as age gap 1ncrmod by five-year intorvd.l fér .

polygynoul vives, fert 111&,1 doclinod -omhat md for -ononnouu wives «
fertility increased and decreuod orrltic;lly. Hove*er;,, excopt vhere |

the u.ge- gap vn 20 to 25 yesrs, the differencu bctveen .nonogmoun ané
polygynous fertility by differences 1;1 spousel‘ agel vere lon. Not
only did monogamous and Polygynous wvomen married to ndn of the same
age cohort (plus or minus O to 5 years) have virtnlly'thg‘.a—~' o
fertil.fty, but also did women married to men 5 té 10 years their
senior. Of these, hgwever, polygynous women married to men 0 to 5
years ybunger ‘than themselves had somewhat higher fertility than the
remainder. !

Where the age gap was 10 to 15 ye‘ars, monogamous 'vomen mrrie@
between aées 17 and 21 had 1.56 more children than polygynous women, .

‘

and where tp; age gap vaa-ls to 20 years, monoganbﬁs women had slightly
greater than one child more than did.their polygynous counterparts.
Moreove;; when using standardized rates for this select group,
polygynous women married to men 20 to 25 years older than they had
2.63 fever births on the average than monogamous women in this
category; by dontr;st, when all women in this category were comparedl
using unétandar&ized rates, the differénce between monogamous and

polygynous fertility was 0.33 in favour of the latter.

5.5:4b Mean Birth Intervals’. Examination of mean protogenetic

birth intervals for each difference-in-age category showed that where

women were married to men of the.same age cohort the mean polygymous

-

interval vas two months .longer than the mean monogamous interval.
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From this initial category on, the difference betwgen the nean .
protogenetic intepvals 1ncreeaed by approximately 5 weeks in each
:of the next tvo categories and then declined by one month in the
difference-in-age category 15 to 20 Years, .
Although it is to be expected thet there voe%d be grbeter
dirterence. existing between nean ponogamous and Polygynous intergen-

etic birth intervals, it wvas found that less difference existed

between them then vas discovered hetveen the protocenetle intervals.
Except for difference-in-nqe category 10 to 15 yeirs vhere polygynous
women ‘had e nean intergenetic interval slightly greater than one month
longer than for their monogamous counterpar%e. the differences betveen
were less than one'month in the reme%niﬁg ceteéorie;.

Coneequently. differential birth interval lengths did not .

contribute signiticently, if at all, to dirferential fertility between

comparable monogamous nnd polygynous categories.

.o

2:2:2 The Effects of Age Differences between Spouses on Fertility.

e
Although no étrong telationship was found between fertility and

differences in age betwveen spouses for monogamous women married be-
sSWeen ages 17 and 21 and in continuous unionl through age'h6 and al-
though no differences as great as 1.0 vere-found betveen the mean
.rertility rates of ditTEreuce-in-ege cetegoriee vhere the numbers vere
large enough to produce relevant neans, this diq not true for the
comparable polygynous population. 1In this latter insl, there was

an inverse relationship, generally, betﬁeen age differences between
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spouses and fbrtllsty ..a;ii. dtffbro-coo detween means vere ss grest
as 3.8, PR _ . .

I;/ u to b mtd thnt ir dxtronaeu in qo. per n. mo l‘
foctyt dopnuinc fcrtutty they would be operative (n’ lonouaouo u ]
\nil as in pol,yml marriages. As this was not the case, it n/pﬁu'

: thct 1n polygynous utou tm vere other hctoro poeunu' £o that
nrrim pattern, m porlqu nl.-gd to dimnncu ;.n m betveen "}
lpo\nu bmt& to dcpnu fmuny. : Ibroonx-. as no -onocuou-
vomen vere married to men of truly Qﬂmo&yun at the time of
marriage, as vas true of Polygynous women, comparisons in this area
cannot be made or inferences dravn about the effects of extreme age

differences between spoufes on fcrtilitj.

.6 111¢ Marriage Cohort

.

As differences in mean fertility were dilcovered between
nh-riage cohorts among the lono‘lnoul population, marriage cqhorts 'o.r
polym/oun ‘women vere examined to determine 1) whether or nof the same
pattern obtainéd and 2) vhether or not differences existed between the
fertility or monogamous and polmno\:’rmn vithin e8ch marriage
cohort

For purpouu of analysis, the polygynoul populution was divided
into the same five marriage cohorts &8 vas the monogamous population:
prior to 18&8 1848 to 1857 1658 to 1867, 1868 to 1877, and 1878 to
- 1885.

t
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) exatastion of mean cohers t-mi{w 'muma wae J @
aiffereatial fertflity existed betvess womes in the veriow colors o
ucuhobmta‘huoﬂo h ' ‘ ‘-~ \

- An enalysis of fsen‘fetility shoved that, as with -oum-m
wosien , eunmmum«1mummmmmw B

(vy 0.56) thaa mogo.u-u married betveen 1848 pnd 1857, m.

vit¥ dueh mw&tmbﬁw. 50207 Gesdinet 26 had Vhe

cohort married betveen 1878 ahd 1885 bed o mean fertility 1.73 lower

than for those vomen married between 1848 and 1857. |
H&viv\er. unlike monogamous vomen of vhom s very lov px;oportion

marrying after 1878 were 2‘.0‘:'- of age and oldor‘l. approximately 23

Per cent of polygynous women marrying in those years were of that age

group. Consequently, if order to reduce the qo-coiponition;l

difrexjex;cu affecting mean categorical fertility, rates for each

marriage cohort were hltandlrdized using the 1848 ‘e 1857 moNogamoOus .

cohort as the standard poﬁulation. * . ‘
Using standardized rates, the mean rertiiity of all marriage

cohorts increased somevhat, the greatest increases occurriné for those

} f
in marriage cohorts 1858 to 1867 and 1878 to 1885. However, mean

: fertility for‘the 1868 to 1877 marriage cohort remained virtually the

same, increasing by only 0.01. -
' Vhile the ditfcrehcel in mean fertility between adjacent
urrilcz\cohorts using unstandardised rates approximated 0.50, greater
nr.iability betwveen cohorts wvas introduced with standardization.

Although fertility still declined with each successive cohort after
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1868-18717 1878-1885
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2 8.60 "3 10.33

Y 9.18 4 10.75

A 9.52 6 9.00

6 - 8.50 11 9.73

- é . 2k T.67 12 9.17
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-2k 3 - 9. 5. 8.60 9 6.00 3  8.67 9 +5.78 -
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Total, 6 8.8 198 9.22 178 8.7k 152 8.16 , 99 T.h9
E‘ . ) - : -

1zed 9. .6 9.32 8.17 8.28

A e —
. . | .
. - ) / - - l/a.n"
A B '’
. T e - &.:.t \i ’
. R o~ 7 ; . .



*»

* o 106
1857, it imorsased slightly sgain vith the ;010 to 1889 qohort.

.

jpreover, althowsh fertility dealined betveen the 1848 to 1857 Ind the
1850 %o 1867 coborts, it vas not by as much as 0.15, 9p actually
.r-nm‘ \ n;tmt. Bovever, the decline between the 1858 to 1867
cohort and yhe 1868'to 1877 cohort was 1.15,° at which point it
(tedilised 1k the next cohort. Thagefore, in spite of slight
fluctuations betveen qohoi't". polygimous fortility vas essentially
stavie.until 1067, deeiined W semevhat over 1.0 i the 1868 to 1877

cohort, and restabiliszed at that level. . .

1na}ion of protogenetic

‘ birth intervals by marriage cohorts indicated thére wvas little
d}fferencc betveen the mean .lencths of these intervals, 8s can be seen
in Teble 35. '

For those marrying between 1848 and 1857 and 1878 o 1885, the
mean interval lengths v;re only 2.8 months and 1.6:;1:}!13 respectively
shorter than for that cohort with the longest mean interval length,
18.9 montbs for those marrying betveen 1858 to ],867.- For this latter

cohort, the mean proiogenetic interval length was but 2 to 3 veeks

longer than for:the remaining cohorts.
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Table 35. Mean Birth Iatervals by Marriage Co

Continuously Married through Age L6

u”/
hort for Polygynous Females

Year of Marriage

e
Birth L8-1857 1858-1867 1868-1877 1878-1885
_Ipterval X N 4 X X N X
1 16.09 178 18.89 152  18.0% 99 17.30
2 2k .55 173 2k.32 148 24,83 98 26.64
-3, 27.91 172 27.34 147 27.78 9k  29.59
N 28.18 168 27.76 k3 29.ks 8T 31.33
S 28.33 162 28.46 =~ 132 27.68 8y 30.62
6, 29.6k 155 29.65 122 31.s8 73  31.05
7 29.06 135 29.33 112 33.65 ST  31.0L
8 28.11 119 29,48 98 34.63 b1 21.23
9 29.87 102  30.11 75 33.05 b1 29.80
10 29.71 86 22.s52 51  31.78 25 26.52
‘11 28.61 ST 28.02 30 31.kn» 19 28.53
12 .25 31 31.06 21. 29.43 9 25.11
19 29.27 12 27.25 T 39.86 6 35.00
ak 22.83 3 26.00 1 wu.oP 2  ko.00
“ k.25 3 17.33 1 27.80 1  17.00
20.00 <
17 30.00 7 2
Intergenetic
m..oa.q& .1\1/8.3 28.26 28.40 29.99 29.50
X Beproductive
Spen 20.84 20.69 G.m% 19.39 17.h1
LY ..,
. -~
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5,6:20 Intersspatic atervals. Tt ves fownd that even lese

41 fference existed betveen mean istergenetic intervals for eesh @
marrisge cohort than existed between protogenetic intervals. The asan
intervals ranged from 28.26 monthato 30.25 months, the meximum differ-
ence betveen extremes . jbeing esssntially two months.

Although the population having the highest fertility al®o hed
the shortest mean interval lengthe, ‘that population vith the longest
--'inur’nﬂh isterval ".“" (thoee wrn:‘ prior to 1048) die°
not have the lowest fertility. MNowever, the decreese and increase tav
.lt-ndnrdinod fertility rates after 1857 were accompanied by decreasing
and increasing mean intergenetic {nterval lengths.

It is highly improbable, hovever, tbat the slighv-gifferences
found betveen the mean intervals could bav.o resulted in fertility d4if-
ter’hcen as great as 1.0; although, {t is plausible they could account
for differences of 0.5 or less. As a rfdult, parity progression ratics
vere calculated (Table 36) and frcq?cncxxﬂlntributionl of family size
projected from these (Table 37) in order to determine if, as vith
other variables, differences obtaining in fertility wvere due, in part,

to differential rates and pcritin at vhich childpccrinc vas terminat-

ed. / , ' ] )

5.6:3 Parity Progression Retios.

Parity progression ratios and projected family size distribu-

s tions by marriage cohort reveal that fertility differences resulted

from several factors.



»

+7 - ' . - ' PSS
' . L Y
\gesls 3.’ Pabity Pregressien@stiss by Narriage Ooherte for'
Pelygyaows Pemales Oontimmsusly tarried

‘ Shrough N6 *
[ ] . ‘
<. g
] r ) .
: lear of Macxiame e
n%u VY 2o 867 10002097  A030-)06T 012002
1.000 1.000 - 1.000 1.000 ' 1.
1 1.000 .990 9T . . a
- B B I
Y o2 S .03 966
\ z oa . og R 0”7 o”‘ : om
7 .87 -9 4G ‘ﬂ . II:
.8 .21 .86 57 .76 o712
9 .688 803 .  .ON3 1680 610
10 .500 .T76 .663 . 508 . . T60
11 .6%6 .68 .5k .700 Th
12 .,29 .500 . 387 .333 .667
13 .333 62 .250 .1h3 ¢ 3
1k .333 1.000 1.000 .500
15 .500
16 .500




[
.g

000* T

000° T

it:mﬂibb .
i ,.ssaiﬁssauasuss?

susaK@ikintcy ko

!ts:

83‘!383 38“@‘-0 P w”
8883 aupuNIRE® 333

s§§§sxa€csn.ah

00°00T LT -

38%8&%8&&3&«8F
83‘8&83*0.;\.“»» 'h;:i:

 X-43 ';338‘

00°00T L

55 . 88PR280Ew3 sy
883‘883&&8&55u~ Camaletive

)¢

b N5 42-F 4 ’-‘owu» mm’

LT TCWwRT . TR -nnnur




Qﬂ N %xnamnuum

it v o

““ ﬁ fren 2w 30 citlarell; Tate So Soakf, Devever,

. dmmwum«mnmm;oo.w-n
. mmmdﬁihml*tnmmxﬂum
. Bowever, mmmmm‘.m.mm
.&uuwmummmvmwu
e lover then fur \Bsee marTying betvess 1868 te 10TY and we meve o
‘atniler to thoss marryipg in 1058 to 1067. Conseguemtly, altdough
tunmw.--.;-oc-nmmumm."mu
1883, compared with the -wuk “. there vere'alse swmevhat ‘more
vemsa haviag large fumilies of 13, 14 and 13 children then was trus
for the earlier eshert. . e
Mcm--nummmmv.-ﬂuun‘
uuuuuw mmmmmmmmuw
mmmm.ummnmw!uuu.m’
S ia part 4y the fact that some wemen iz this echort comtimwed
childbeariag isto later paritics tham cecwrved is the resmister of
. the cohorts.

Ofm.-rtﬁptmxﬂ‘r.muumcuud.
lower percestage, 19*).0.‘.&11%“»“.-&-1”.



<

P

e

m\o.nu‘r-ﬁhbdhﬁﬂn.
u“nﬁﬂuﬂmhunh“ w

mmwm.mhmwm :
ua-w:uunuqmﬂ -d, looegh -
mwmnuvwmmhm“nm.o
~m.mmummmm
dnilﬁhomv- bonﬂ!uﬂoﬂmu’“
heariag, MWWmmumm-.
mnwu-—.ummmmumuvm
uu-mu\—-ummmmwnhn.

4410 _Pelramens Cemmered te Jessesnens Mflase Coberis
m Compartag'the forti1ft3 of megsgamoms-
uumm—-wmmmm
umwumamhuum' '
~ To Sagla vit), wsing stendaréised fertility retes, fertiliyg.
Whmm.‘m.—d.."Mn

-~

+

T e
.

-

ol



cohort after the 1848 to 1857 coha;t to the 1868 to 1877 cohort.
However, while fertility continued t6 decline sémewhat for monogamous
women into the 1878 to 1885 cohort, it increased somewhat for
polygymous women. ' .

Céméaring the fertility differences between pg}ygyn&us and
monogamous women for Nach cohort, it is :een that in both the 1848 to
1857 and the 1858 to 1867 cohorts monogamous fertility was greater by
;bproximately one child (0.94 and 0.93 respectively). Although both
Jonogamous and polygynous fertility declined in the next cohort, raéher
than maintaining the same level of difference the gap between these
‘ increased, as the pqugynous decrease w;s greater, so that polygynous
women married between 1868 and 1877 had 1.60 fewer children. As
monogamoué fertility'continued to decline';omewhat ahd polygynous
fgétility increased somewhat in tée 1878 to 1885 cohort, the gap
Setween fertility levels decreased by a small degree so that

monogamous women aféraged 1.35 more children than did polygyncus women.

5.6:4b Mean Birth Intervals. While the difference between

mean protogenetic intervals in the 1848 to 185T cohort was but one
month longer for poljgynously married women, it was approximately 3.5
months longer for polygynous women in each of the three later cohorts.
However, mean‘inxergenetic interval 4ifferences between

polygynous and ménogamous spouses by marriage cohort were even less.
"In the cohorts between’1848 and 1877, mean polygynous intervals wefe
less than one month longer than mean monogamous intergenetic intervals.
In the 1878 to 1885 cohort, the mean b;rth interval for monogamous

women was still less than 5 weeks shorter thAn for polygynous women.
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Again, the differences between mean birth intervals could not have

accounted for fertility differences as &reat as 1,00,

2:6:4c_ Parity Progression Ratios. Looking at frequency

distributions of cgﬁpleted family size for pofulations of 1,000
projected rrom\efrity progression ratios‘(renembering that age /'
compositional ditferences affect these), consistent differences yé;e
found within each cohort relative to Polygynous and monogamous,/
reproductive bag}erns. |

j Generally speaking, onogamous women hagd fewer smal}ﬂfamilies,
ceased childbearing at later parities, and continued chi}é£earing into
later parities than was true for Polygynous women. Foy/example, the
proportion»of monogamous women having completed families of fewer than
four children wasg conqlderably lower than for Polygynous wom;n in each

cohort. 7o 11lustrate, in the 1848 to 1857 ang 1858 to 1867 cohorts,

N0 monogamous women hag fewer than 4 &ildren compared to 4.g@s per cent

cohort. In both the 1848 to 1857 ang 1858 to 1867 cohorts, 50 per cent
of polygynpus wives had completed or completed childbearing at ninth

¢
parity compared to 39.1 per cent and 34.5 per cent of monogamous women

vy
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respectively; im the 1868 to 187T cohort, it was at eighth parity that
50 per cent of polygynous women compared to 2T per cent of monoc'n.not’
women éeaaed or had éeased childbearing; and, in the 1878 to 1885
cohort, 52 per cent of polygynous women had completed childbecring at

geventh parity compared to 26.60 per cent of monogamous women.

5,6:5 Possible Determinants Underlying Cohorg Differences. '

An examination of monogamous and polygynous fertility by
marriage cohort indicated that, generally speaking, polygymy aid
depress fertility by atlleast one child. /r.
‘ As both monogamous and polygynous cdug}eg would have been
exposed to the same external factors opérating to Appress fertility,
it wouig be expected that as monogamous fertility declined with
successive marriage cohorts polygynous fertility,‘if it declined at
all, would decline at the same rate, However, in this pooulation,
polygymous fertility déclined some;hat more rapidly than monogamous
fertility. When monogamous fertility increased, polygynous fertility
also increased but slightly. -

The greatest difference between monogamous and polygynous
fertility occurred for that cohort married between 1868 and 18%7. One
of the factors l1ikely affecting the polygynous f*i'lity of this
cohort, and to a lesser extent, that cohort married between 1878 and
1885 was the prosecution by the federal government of polygynous
males for illegal cohabitation. /

As was discussed in Chapter 2, the passage of the Edmunds Act

in 1882 led to an increase in prosecutions which became intensified
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in 188k and continued unabated Qntil thi’ﬁnni;elto abolishing polygyny
in 1890. As wvas previously dilO“ll.d. thlllintonlifxpution of federal
activitien‘frequently led-to temporary separation 6? lpouiol not iny
through merisbment of males bu; tllo_ as & result of avoidange tactics
employed by polygynous couples in an attempt to e'cnpefaetcction and

arrest, ‘ i .

Those marrying between i868‘iﬁé,1877 would have been married be-
tween 7 and 17 years vhen prosecution intensified. As vas pointed cut
“ ' / .
earlier, it is unknown hov many of thosp included in this study vere
married to men who were impriioned nor how old theselwomen vere at the

time of the husbané's imprisonment. Nor is it known how many of the

women included in this study were secreted in out-of-the-way pl

nor again, their ages at this period nor the len separation.

If large numbers experienced le Yy periode of separation, it
would be expected that not only wWould there be iower fertility rate;
but also éignificantly longér mean birth‘intervals. The latter, how-
ever, was not the cage.l However, in a8dition to teméorary separation
of spouses, for whatevervreason, men were frequently released from
prison with the conditioa that they not only(not cohabit with the il-
legal spouse but that they also not enter onto her property. Violation
of either condition meant further incarceration. ConseQuently,‘while
many men ce;sed‘any type of contact with the polygynous wife, others
also included'the legal wife in th; condition of exclusion. In other
cases, the courts declared a‘y;unger vife (one with higher oréinal

status) the legal wife. Some hu%bands, consequently, lived with them

rather than with the older wife.
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As & result of these different factors, some vomen were forced
to terminate childbesring a%.earlier parities than aormally would Nave
been the case. Although colf:uoa of c‘tlminc at muor“;mttlu ' '
by & iunr prcapo'rtion of the M\u population vas a general pate
tern in all cohorts, it vas mose ]idh.uneod in the 1868 to 1877 cohort

Unrortunctoly“ as s ro.ui"‘f lack of adequate information tq;
the population studied, the effects on thg fertility of ths populstion
of various prtéticoo resulting from {ncarceration, thr::tonia intarcer-
ation, Or'court'dnkiiioni cannot be measuted. 'Howovor. {f the lociul"
upheaval of this period acted to depress polygynous fertility, the 1868

to 1877 marringe ‘cohort would have been more aignificantly affected

than any of the others.

R *

5.7 A Summary of Fertility of ous Families

" An initilal analysis of monogamo;l'ind polygynous fertility indi-
cates that polygyny depressed fertility somewhat.
A comparison of the fertility rates of all women married betveen
1840 and 1885 and continuously married through age 46 showed that fer-
tility was depressed by approximately 1.0--by 1.27 vhenhanstandnrdized
rates were used and by 0.81 when standardized rates ver; gsed. |
Further, fertility for polygnous and monogamous women by.age .

differences between husband and wife and by marriage cohort were com-

pared. All difference-in-age categories for polygynous women could
not be compared with similar categories for monogamous women as they

did not exist. However, vhere comparisons could be made, it was found

that, vhile‘no difference in fertility existed between monogamoug and

.
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& r0erenses: muod polygynous Sertility relative to m\u

fertility. M ised retes vuo ntrod\md. no uffcr-cu

appeared in ém fert 11 ty of WMODOGAMOUS M polygynous vomen wrhd

to men up to 10 years their seaior. Wr. \dnro the qo‘ 41 fference K

was betveen 1‘0 and 15 years, fertility for polygynous women %as de-

presasd py syproxinuly 1.0 relative to their ROROEAmOUS ocJnterparts. ‘9
nination lot mm sad polygynous fertility by nrria.o

cohorts again mumn that wp through 1867 polygynows muq ves'

depressed by ;pproxiuto}y 1.0. In the two later cohorto. fertility ’r'

was depressed further. However, this may have been & result of addi- )

tional social factprs contingent om polygyny. - . : /

It has freﬁunntly been hypothn;iqodjth‘t.thc lov;t fertility /
ratea of poly.ynoua women ‘are a consequence of lower inxercourso fre-/
quency. If this vere the case ‘for this population, there vould have
been significant differences between the lengths of ﬁcnoganous and
polygynous mean 1htergene£ic birth intervals. Generally spesking, ﬁhis
v;s not the case. | .

In all three situations examined in this chapter,’ ility .
differences between monogumous and polygynous women obttinod not fnon X
differential birth interval lengths but generally due to cctnution of. "
childbearing at earlier parities and 1n¢grenter'proport.1m aﬁng
polygynous than among monoganous wvomen. It ;ns‘foﬁnd th;t BONOZRMOUS
women in all three situations have fever small fanilies and more

larger families relativc to their polygynous counterparts. ¢
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CCNAPTER 6
.. SOME CRARACTERIOTICS PECULIAR 90 POLYOYNOUS MARRIAGE
AND THEIN EFPEOTS OF FERLILITY

In the previous chapter, it vas found that the fertility of
polygynous vomen, 68 & morq- category, vas depressed somevhat rols;
tive to thc. fertility of -ouo.-ou vémen.

According to the polyw hmtbuh. polygynou- fertility is
depresged as a-result of lower rates of coital froquucy. In this

chapter, three spoeiru fsoton characteristic of aIl polygynous
marriages which could conceivadbly diminish owull coital rates tad
thereby operate to depress fertility vill be nnulyud. They vill be
examined to determine vhat, if any, fertility differences obtain within
each and vwith respect to _-onoguoxil fertility. These three variables
are: 1) the ordinal status of the vitc; 2) the percentage of years
spent in polygyny betwveen age at marriage and age L6, and 3) the
a;erage number of wives present throughout a polygynous voman's married

L4

years through age L6. . e

6.1 Ordinal Status

In accordance with previous H}pothesel. it is to be expected
that the higher the ordinal status of the palygynous vife the lower
vill be her fertility. It is ‘;ruuned that the greater the number of
wives slready in a union at the time of marriage vith vhom a husband's

sexual favours must be shared the lower the coital frequency and,

_hence, the lower the fertility.

200
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Por purposes of analysis, ordinal status of the vife vas divided
into six categories: those vomen who vere initially monogamous spouses
and \mo‘o husbands married a polygynous spouse at some later date,
those vho were initially polygynous first vives, those wvho vere second,
third, or fourth wives, and, lastly, those vives vho nh.od from the
rifth t.p the ninth in ordinal status. (Mo polygymous voman continuous-

ly married through age 46 had an ordinal status greater than nine.)

6.1:1 Yaso Pertility snd Ordimal Stetwe

When controlling for m at marriage and ordinal status for all
polygynous vomen continuously !ltrriod through age 46, it wvas found, ss
had been hypothesized, that as ordinal status increased t’rtility gon-'.
i enn): decreased. First vives vho wvere initially monogamous had higher
fertility at almost all -Qotre{ parriage vhen compared vith vives of
higher ordinal st;tusoog and, excepting first wives vho were initially
polygyn;ua. this phenomenon gemerally held for each ordinal status rel-
ative to those higher, as can be observed in Table 38. Furthermore,
when comparing initially-monogamous first vives vith alwvays monogamous
wives by age at marriage, the same fertility levels, csientillly. ore-
vailed. For six of the age qatcgories, first wvives had somevhat higher
fe:tility, ranging from 0.10 to 0.94 births. In the other eight age
categories, monogamous fertility was somevhat higher, ranging from
0.01 to 1.14 births.

Because of the small numbers obtained when cross tabulating age
at marriage by ordinal status, particularly at the highér ordinal

stutuset, means for each ordinal status wvere caleulated.,
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Table 38.

Mean Fertility by 010»"9 Status of Wife and Age at Marriage for Those Married
through Age A6 (I=€83)

.rﬂl\nuﬁw\l/

Age ot

15 or

26 0 29

%

Status of Wife

WW e~~~ 0 0

H 3 88IZ2%T3

0 o

Pirst Wife- .
Inftially Second — ° Third
Polygynous ¥ife
) X N N
11 10.6k 3 10.00
16 10.25 g T.50 ) S
19 9.8k 12 9.2% 3 6.
32 8.8 9 8.8 6 8.
3 8.78 9 8.Lk 3 6.
21 9.2k 11 8.4s 1 b,
20 8.15 - b7.25 3 7.
_ 22 8.27- 2 10.00 € 9.
,5.50 1k T.97 T 6.1k 2 S,
““““w 11 6.36 2 5.50
) v 9 6.uk 2 8.00 2 6.
23 6.57 9 5.4k 3k,
2 k.50 T k.29 b 3,715 1 3.
S 3.20 3 2.00 2 2.
12 6.k2 26 8.28 79 .52 33
6.59 8.78 8.35

Fifth or

' Greater

Wife
N X

il ol N
3883883
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N
N
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o It vas foumd that although Shers ves 1ittle overall differeece
(0.15) between the mean fertility of iaitiall giret vives

end alvays BONOGMEOUS Vomen, there vas 8 significant
the mean fertility levels of initially-monogamous and
polygyacus' first vives. ‘omgp vho were {nitially in mohogamous
marriages and later beeams polygynous vives had on the average 3.1 .
-or; children than ﬂrit wvives vho entered imto polygynous unions upon
maraying. In fact, initially-palygrnous first vives had a mean fertile-
ity lover thes the mbens. for all higher ordiasl statuses epeqptiag
f{fth or greater. MNowever, there wére so fev initially-polygynous
first wives in the semple under consideration that the findings ceanot
be gcnoralin§ to the population.

As ordinal status increased to second vifo; mean fertility de-
clined and did so with each successive status thereafter. As a fnult.
the mean fertility of second vives was 1.28 lover than that of
1nitinlly-lonos.oul‘ﬁnt vives, vhui“;hc mean fertility of third
and fourth wives vas 2.0k and 2.83 lower respectively. The mean for-'
tility of wives whose adwdinal status ves five or greater vas L.32 lover
than for initially-monogsmous first wvives; hovever, as the numbers in
this ordinal-status category were, again, so mmall, the findings may
not be significant. '

In examining the proportion of those married at age 25 oHltor.
by ordinal- stltu;. it was found that as ordinal status increased the
percentages in these age categories also increased. Of initially- )

monogamous first vives, 11.2 per cent married at age 25 or later com-

pared to 17.9 per cent of second vives and 22.8 per ceant of third

{
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wives. Of fourth vives, 20.} per coth narried o8 Ve sdvanced agee,
wd, by the 21290 to the Risth evdizsl e8atus, 29.0 por édomt merried

monogemous vives had the sume AVORARS complered Pamipy sises, 9.7.
Comparing the mean fertility of all other ordinal statuses to et of
. imttislly-sonogmous first vives, §% ves fowd thet fervility differ~
ences betveen for second and Shird vives dsereased to 0.9) and 1.3%6.
Hovever, fertility differences incressed slightly for fourth vives %o
3.03 and the uffomou‘u the general fertility levels for vives
vhose ordinal ststus wes fve or greater decreased to 3.6h. )
So, although standardisation refused differences somevhat de-
tveen the mean fertility of Ji_txw\u first wvives and those
wvives of higher ordinal statuses, significeat differences still existed

for those whose ordinsl status ves fowrth or grester.

them.
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& Table 39. Mean Birth Intervals by Ordin&1 Status for Women Married through Age L6
4 ‘
Ordinal Status of Wife
Pirst Wife First Wife Fifth or
) T Initially Initially Second Third Fourth Greater
ww.nér Monogamous Polygynous Wife Wife Wife Wife
Interval N X N X N X N w X N X
1 296 15.02 12 1k.s50 246 18.35 79 20.61 33 22.30 17 20.00
2 293 26.u41 11 22.09 2k3 24,70 76 26.33 32 25.22 17 2k4.82
3 292 26.16 11 34,36 2kl  27.46 Th  30.66 30 32.63 1k 37.07
N 289 28.51 10 32.80 232 29.17 70 28.69 29 28.00 13 31.38
5 282 27.18 10 32.60 221 29.11 6L 28. Lk 25 32.08 11 L43.36
6 275 29.91 9 29.56 198 30.67 58 30.26 22 28.95 10 L40.80
T 258 30.6k 7 37.00 169 30.L43 b9 29.96 17 31.12 5 L41.40
8 235 28.62 5 34,60+ 1kg 30.87 Lo 30.73 1k 36.43 1 24,00
9 201 30.17 2 64.00 127 31.47 32 29.03 9 32.56 1 L6.00
10 166 32.20 86 29.84 o4 28.0u4 6 24.83
11 115 29.T0 56 27.63 17 26.59 L "37.75
12 73 3.01 37T 30.22 T 32.1k4 3 16.33
13 34 30.09 17 32.53 3 36.00 : .
14 11 19.82 T 37.00
15 . 6 20.50 3 23.33
16 . 2 25.00
17 1 30.00
X Intergenetic
Interval 28.71 32.32 28.95 29.06 29.94 34,88
X Reproductive ’
Span 21.72 19.0k 17.47 16.30 13.98

15.58
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(Table 40) and frequency distributions of completed famlly sizes were
.projected for populations of 1,000 (Table bl). .

Both pari‘ymprogression ratios and projected family #izes for
polygynous women b;;frdinal status disclosed that always monogamous
wives ahd initially-monogamous first wives exhibited similar collective
patterns of childbe‘rfng whemtas women of other ordinal statuses had
more small families (of fewer than 4 children). Excepting initially-
polygynous first wives, the proportions having small families increased
with each successive ordinal status. While l?proximately 2 per cent of
aiways monogamous and initially-monogamous first wives had families .
smaller than 4 children, 16.65 per cent of inifially-polygynous first
wives had families as small, a proportiott exceeded until fifth
ordinal status at which point 23.5 per cer- wmm: completed family sizes
of 2 and 3 children. This percentage, however, is considérably higher
than for second, third, and fourth wives of ;kbm 5.6 per cent, 11.4 per
cent, and 12,0 per cent respectively had a total of fewer than L
children.

Additionally, always monogamous and initiailx-monogamous first
wives ceased childbearing at later parities and at lower rates than was
true for other ordinal statuses. For example, at ninth parity, 43.6
per cent and L3.9 per cent respectively of the latter two categories -
terminated or had terminated childbearing. By contrast, no initially~
polygynous first wife had a child after ninth parity. As well, al-
though all other ordinal statuses had a range greater than 9, wives of

s

fifth and greater ordinal status completed childbearing by tenth
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Table LO.

Parity Progression Ratios by Ordinal Status of Wives

Ordinal Status of Wife

ww«mm\cwma First Wife N Fifth ou‘ Al
Initially Initially Second Third Fourth Greater ZOvaMWMA
Parity Monogamous Polygynous Wife Wife Wife v Wife Wife
0 1.000. 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
1 .990 .917 .988 .962 .970 1.000 1.000
2 .997 1,000 .992 .97 .938 .82k .997
3 .990 .909 .963 .9L6 .967 .929 .98k
L .976 1.000 .953 .91k .862 .846 .982
5 .975 - .900 .896 .906 .880 .909 .965
6 .938 .T78 .854 .8ls .T73 .500 .948
7 .911 .T1k .882 .816 .82k .200 .930
8 .855 koo .852 .800 .6L3 1.000 .868
9 .826 677 .750 .66 .793
10 .693 .651 .708 ..667 .T13
11 .653 661 12 .750 .5k2
12 66 460 429 .6
13 .32 12 * . 380
1k .5h6 k29 .$526
15 .333 4450
16 .500 .333
17 .667
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Table k1.

Projected mﬂnnsao

Status of The Wife

Y Distributions of Family Sizes for

Pl

Populations of 1,000 by Ordinal

: . @ Ordinal Status of Wife
First wife First Wife , . Fifth or
Initially Initially Second Third Fourth Greater
Monogamous VOHEE- Wife Wife Wife Wife
S 1 53 £y £ ¥ £
$e e o 5L T T
. 98 38 38 4 g Y s
Family 8% m ¢ 8% w y w ¢ m v
,m/..uso N QA N N N O N £ 8 N ng
1 10 1.00 83 8.30 12 1.20 38 3.80 30 3.00
2 3 A.30 , . 8 1.99 25 6.30 60 9.01 176  1T7.60
3 10 2.29 83 16.65 36 5.62 51  11.36 30 )2.0:1 58 23.k45
L 23 L.63 ks 10.06 76 18.98 122 - 24,16 118 35,24
5 2L 7.01 84 24,99 93 19.41 76  26.60 91 33.26 59  k41.13
6 58 12.78 166  L1.6k4 118 3118 114 37.98 151  48.431 295  T70.56 .
7 77T  20.54 16T 58.33 81 39.30 11k Loy 39 91 57.49 235 94,11
8 116 32,06 .250 83.33 90 48,28 101 59,51 152 T12.67
9 118 43.88 167 100.00 167  6L.99 101  69.63 91  81.771 59 100.00
1o , 172 61.11 122 17.21 89 78.50 60 87,
1n 12 75.30 77 84,94 129  9r.i1k 31 90.
12 132 88.49 82 93.08 5 96.20 91 100.00
13 78  96.27 Lo 97.15 " 38 100.00 .
1k 17 97.96 L 98.78
15 . 13 99.32 12 100.00 :
16 b 99.66 .
17 3 100.00
Totale 1000 1000 . 1000 1000 1000 1000
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pnriiy. Pr -oeond..thiré. and fourth vivesi 63.0 par cent, 69.6 per
cent, and 81.8 per cent, respectively, éonaodlpr had already ceased

childbearing at ninth parity.

6.1:4 The Effects of Ordina] Status op Fertility

T&o data partially support the hypothesis that wvomen entering
unions in which there are already a greater numbdber of vwives %rolcnt
.will have lower fertility relative to those entering unions with fewer
vives present. An inverse relationship between ordinal ltﬁ##l,lnd tor-.
tility did obtain. However, it vas not witil the fourth ﬂipu status
agé later that polygynous fertility vas aignificantly depressed rela-
tive to monogamous fertility? In add}tion, 1ni§ially-polygynoua first
wives provided an exceptionvto the above, their ferti-lity being -lower
than that of seconq, third, and fourth wives. ‘

Furthermof;a.it does not appear thaf decreased coital f;tea.
which ostensibly would result in longer birth intervuls;ﬁvere a gigni-
ficant factor in reducing fertility. If depr.l.'l coital rates d4id in
fact obtain, théy vere generally inconsequential in determininé the
freqﬁency of conception. Instead, decre;sing fertility with increasing
orhinal status (and for initially-polygynous first wives) was associat-
ed with the four following factors. 1) The percentage of small fami-
lies increased as ordinal status increased. 2) The propdrtions ceasing
childbearing at each parity generally increased as ordinal statds

increased so that the rate of cessation of birtﬁ was higher with each

successive ordinal status. 3) The parity at which childbehring wvas
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terminated declined with each nuccou;n ord}" status 00 that there
vas & narrover range of Miy sise with cslch successive ordinal
status. &) It vas only vith the later ordinal lu.tuun (fourth
through nir.\th) and with initially-polygynous first vives that longer

dean intergenetic intervals contributed to lower fertility.

6.2 Ave Numd Wives Pres
. ® .

As vas indicated in Wor-;. it has frequently been hypotlu-
sizad that the greater the n\'nbcr of vivoi present ;y_: ::‘W-An"hco £h¢
lower will be the coital rates and, therefore, the lower the fertility
rates. As wvas also pointed out in Chapter 1, the number of vivei
present in a union is seldom constant from year to year throughout .
Q;rriage. Consequently, in exanining the effects of the number of ~
wives present in a marriage on fertility, the average number of wives
preseni throughout each marriage was used.

The average number of wives present was determined by averaging
the total number of vives present at each year of marriage by the
number of years of marriage through age L6. Then, for purposes of
analysis, the avefage number of wives was divided into five categories:
one vife, two wives, three wives, four wives, and five or more wives.
For this sample, there was no more than an average of eight wives |

present in any marriage.

6€.2:1 Fertility and Average Number of Wives Present

Cross tabulations for age at marriage and average number of

wives present in a marriage vere’perfofmed. They revealed that, in

Al
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'Ncoru_noo vith prcdic'uonl . as ‘he average number of vives present
#in & ngrriage incressed the level of bnﬁ'l\ny door‘ouod. as cah de
observed in Table k2. ~
Moreover, vhen woBen {n femilies in which there ¥as an average
of one vwife vere compared by m at marriage with monogamous vivu“‘
there vas fOund 40 b an equal number of age cavegories in vﬁich |
fertility was higher for polygynous as well as for BONOGAMOUS women.
Conversely, vhen age ettoﬁriu for vo-on‘\n'so lived in polygynous
fniiiur in vhich there vas o' average of twe vives were oumpared vith
‘nogaous categories, it vas found that fertility was not higher in
any sge category. .

Calculating the mean fertility for each average-number-of-vives
category disclosed that the same pattern of declining fertility vith
increasing number ®f wives prevailed. Moreover, mean fertility for all
vomed whose owvn marriages nad an average of one vife throughout was but
0.41 lover th;n for monogsmous vives. The majogity of polygynous
women, 55 per cent, vere in marriages averaging two vivoi. The mean
feftility for this group ves 0.80 lower than the medn fertility levels
of monogamous women. '

Although mean fertility of women in households with an average
of three and four vives wvas similar, their fertility levels were lover
than for those with an average of épe or two wives. Fertility was
1.66 and 1.86 lover, respectively, vhere there were three and four
wives relative to monogamous fertility. As well, vivesvin marriages

vhich averaged five or more wives had fertility levels significantly

lower, by 3.86, than theif mONOZAMOUS counterparts. However, thie
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Table k2. Mean Pertility of Polygynous Wives by Average Number of Wives Present
throughout The Marriage and Age at Marriage for Those Continuously Married

through Age k6
Average Number of Wives Presept
Age st —One Vife Two Wives Three Wives Four Wives
Marrisge X _ X N X L X L X
15 or . 4
Under 3 13.33 ... 19 11.58 T 10.57 2 9.50
16 T 1L.06°, M 10.43 L 9.50 2 8.00
17 8 10,88 37 10.19 17 8.76 7 8.86
18 8 9.13 ¢ s6 - 9.66 17 9.00 8 9.50 3 5.00
19 9 9.8k 48 9.33 27 8.67 6 8.00 2 5.50
20 10 9.50 3k 9.94 1k 8.50 S 8.40 3 8.00
21 7 8.00 28 8.75 9 7.44 2 7.00 2 9.50
22 5 9.20 19 8.95 11 8.55 8 9.25 3 8.00
~+ 23 26 7.08 7 8.1L 3 4.33 3 6.33
24 A 7.00 18 T.22 L 7.50 3 5.00
25 1 7.00 15 6.80 2 8.00 5 7.40
26 to 29 | 8.00 22 6.55 15 6.87 " L.50
30 wm 33 Y 6.00 9 3.8 T L.29 1 5.00 3 3.00
or 1 .00 b 3.50 5 2.20 2 3.50 2 2.00
Over
Total nn 9.30 379 8.91 146 8.05 55 7.84 32 5.84
Standardized 9.60 9.31 At 8.55 8.20 6.63
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category oomprised only 4.69 per cent of polygynous vives continuously
sarried through age U6,

‘ " Again, because of age-compoesitional differences, standardised
rates vere calculated. using the monogamous population as the standard
one. Standardization .ruultod in increasing fertility levels for all
categories and decreased differences betwveen these and monogamous
f.rtiuty.

', " When standardized, virtually no differences (0.11 wnd 0.40)
g;iuthd betveen thwflrt‘uity of monogamous vomen and those vomen vhose
marriages .q.vorsclod bnc‘ and tvo vives throughout. Hovever, where there
averaged three and fouf wives {n a marriage, fertility vas 1.2 and 1.9
lover, respectively, than monogamous fertility. Im addition, where
there vas an average of five and nor:e wives, fertility wvas 3.1 lower

than the fertility of women vho were always monogamous.

@ . : {
€.2:2 lMean Birth Intervals

As fertility differentials were found between and increased with
average number of wives, birth intervals were examined to determiwe it
differences between length of birth intervals existed.

6.2:2a " Protogenetic Birth Intervals. Examination of mean
protogenetic birth intervals showed that, generally speaking, as the
average number of wives increased the length of the mean protogenetic
birth interval increased. |

Although there was only one month's difference between the

length of the intervals vhere there were one and tvo wives, the length

of the mean interval increased with each successive category until the
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last, five or more vives, vhere the length decreased by .k months.
Moreover, the diffetrence betwveen the lon‘plt and shortest mean ‘interval
vas 8.27 months, as can be seen in Table U3,

Relative to the mean protogenetic interval for RmONOEARMOUS Vomen,
polygynous mean protogenetic intervals were longer. Althougﬁ thcr?
vere only 0.8 month's and 1.8 months' difference vhere there were one
and tvo vives, beyond this differences were greater and were signifi-
cantly so vhere there were four vives. In this category, the nnu;
protogenetic interval vas 9.1 months longer than that for monogamous
women. *

6.2:2b Intergenetic Birth Intervals. Examining the mean inter-

genetic intervals by parity by number of wives present indicated no
Ppattern of increasing and/or decreasing lengths. Moreover, the same
was found with the mean intergenetic intervals for all women in each
category. Where there were one, two, and four wives, the mean interval
¥engths were essentially identical; and, where there were three wives,
the mean length was less than one month longer than these.. Hence, the
only difference worth noting was where there were at least five wives
present. Here the mean interval was only between 2 and 3 months longer
than for all other categories.

Comparing the monogamous mean intergenetic interval with these
polygynous categories, the same as the above was found. There was,
again, no difference between the.nonogamous mean interval length and
the mean interval lengths where there averaged one, two, and four

wvives. There wvas but one month's greater difference vhere there were
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Teble M3.

L4

‘Mean Birth Iastervals by Average Number of Wives Present

. Average Nusfper of Wives Present

. Birth kll‘»‘&”!
mervar 1 1
1 71 15.2
2 70 27.58
3 & 28.T7
Y 61 28.8h
S 6 2T1.11
6 61 29.33
 { sT .82
8 s3 28.11
9 AT 28.26
10 39 29.%1
11 25 3R.16
12 17 27T-M
13 s 29.80
1h A 23.50
15 2 13.%0
16
17
% Intergenetic
Interval 28.19
% Reproductive 20.90

T™vo Wives Three Wives Four Wives
. X . X X X
379 16.2k 146 18.08 55 23.51
376 2k,.50 1kk  26.03 . 5k 26.17
373 26.79 1k0 27.88 52  33.79
%2 28.89 136 29.50 50 27.06
39 28.19 130 28.59 ra/, 28.79
331 29.T2 122 31.33 b2~ R7.98
298 30.39 102 31.49 37 31.00
26T  29.52 85 31.3k 31 29.9%
229 3.08 61 32.52 23 26.7Th
173 31.55 51 31.69 1 26.9%
125 28.52 29 29.03 12 28.75

82 32.10 13 29.23 7 26.29

b3 31.53 6 28.67 2 25.00

11 26.91 3  29.00

& 23.50 1 25.00
2 ©9.00
1 30.00
,28.M1 29.52 28.713
20. 47 Mo.mm 18.33
L}

Five or,
Ko Wives
x X
32 19.09
30 26.87
28  27.39
26 31.12
22 137.23
20 ,36.05
11 31.55
8 40.38
6 36.50
1 27.00
1 9.00
1 20.00
1 $8.00
.77

14 .L2




three vives sad 3.3Meaths’ greater differeuse vhere \dere vare five
or more vives. | ’

Apparently, thes, um;uun fertility betweem these polygy-
w and monogamous vomen cannoS be ascounted for by differences ia

®
child spacing oaly.

$.2:3 Parity Prosression Raties.

As differentidl meea iatergmetic istervals @o ot asesmmt fur’
fertility differentials, parity progression ratics vere developed
(Table 44) and frequency distributions of feaily sizes projected (Table
4S) to determine differential cessation of childbearing.

Examination of thess Sadles revealed th;t. generally, as the
number of wives present in a marriage increased the proportion of womea
vho ceased childbearing st each parity incressed.

Gononlly: vhere there vas a larger numbder of vi;u present in
the marriage, and concomitantly lower fertility, a higher proportion of
small families prevailed. VWhere there was an average of three, four \
and five or more vives present, 6.9 per cent, 9..0 per cent, and 18.7
per cent of vives, respectively, had completed fumily sises @maller
than 'four compared to 5.6 per co;:t. and b.5 pox.' coz;t' of vives whe
there vas an sverage of one and twp vives presenat. .

In addition, childbearing ceased in grester proportious where
there vas a greater averags number of vives present. qututinly'.‘
by ninth parity, 63.5 per cent, 67.2 per cent, snd 96.7 per ceat of
vomen ceased or had previously ceased childbearing vhere there were

three, four, and five or more wvives present wvhereas only 45.0 per cent
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and 54.3 per cent of women in marriages avergging one nnd two "iYF'
did not bear a tenth child. Furthermore,‘yhile no woman in a union
averaging four or more wives had more tha? 13 children, wvomen in fami-
lies a&eraging one or three wives had as many as }5 children, and women
in two-~wife families bore as many as 17 children.
2 Although fertility was quite similar in marriages averaging one
and two wives, childbearing patterns were somewhat different. Where
2Pere were two wives present, women had somewhat fewer small families
of five or less children and a greater range of faﬁiiy size than was
true for women in marriages where the average number of w;ves was one.
In the lstter case, however, tpe rate of cessation of childbe}ring

between the sixth parity and the fourteenth parity inclusive vAs some-

what less than for the former category.

6.2:4 The Effects of Average Number of Wi¥es Present on Fertflity
Ay

In accordance with prediction, the greater the number of wives
present in a marriage the lower the fertility relative to the fertility
of aiways monogamous wives.

‘It was found, however, that differences in %ertility were not
introduced until there were three wives present, and, that where the
average number of wives was one and two, fertility was consistent with
that of monogamous spouses. However, where there were three wives
present,xmean fertility (using standmrdized rates) was 1.1 lower and
increased to 1.5 where thére were four wives present. - However, where

7
there were five or more wives in a marrisage, fertility was significant-

»

ly reduced relative to monogamoys fertility, being 3.1 lower.
7 .
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According to the polyéyny-fertility hypothesis, these fertility
Aifferences were due to decreased coital frequencies. This, hovever,
would be reflected by increased length of the birt@ interval between
confinements. Although differences were foqu between the lengths of
protogenetic intervals, particularly where there were a large number
of wives present, mean intergenegic differences were absent except
where there were five or more wives, Hdvever, what differences existed
cannot account for differential fertility.

However, an examination of parity progressio atios showed that
reduced fertility was, at least in part, due to celion of childbear-
ing at earliqr parities and to the greater proportions terminating
childbearing at these earlier parities.

6.3 Percentage of Married Years in A Polygynous Union

-

As was discussed in Both Chapters 1 and 3, not all poiygynous
women spend the enﬁirety of their married years in polygynous unions,
Of this sample, only 51 per cent lived exclusively in polygyny.

Following the polyéyny-fertility hypothesis, it is to be expect-
ed, again, that the higher the percentag' of years spent in polygynous
unions the lower will be the fertility aes the period of time lower -
coital frequency rates prevailed woul? be greater.

For * - study, percentage of &ears spent in a polygynous union
"was defined as the perceritage of years be;veen age at marriage and age

L6 inclusive whichxwef; spent in poiygyny. Percentage of years was

further divided into five categories for purpose§ of analysis: 100 per
o .
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cent, 75 per cent to 99 per cent, 50 per cent to T4 per cent, 25 per
cent to 49 per cent, and 24 per cent or less.

. : . .

6.3:1 Percentage of Years Polygynous and Fertility

Cross tabulations for age at marriage and percentage of years

polygynous indicated. that, genertlly, vomen who spent 100 per cent of
their married lives'in polyayny had the lowest mean fertility rates at
each age at marriage\felative‘fb their polygynous cohnterparts. as can
be observed in Table 46. Moreover, the same held when compared with
monogamous women by age at marriage. A comparison Setween the other
categories failed to reveal any pattern of increasing or decreasing
meaﬁ fertility by age at marriesge as percentage of years spent in
polygyny incgeased.

Although it was to be expected that a; percentage of years spent
in a polygynous union decreased feffility would increase, when mean
fertility rates for all women in each category were calculated, this
was not found to be the case. Instead, a fluctuating pattern is seen.
Moreover, no significant differences were found between the mean fer-
tility levels of those spending between 25 per cent and 99 per cent of
their married lives in polygynous unions. The mean number of children
for all women in these three categories yps soﬁewhaﬁ greater than 9.0.

Very few women spent less than 25 pér cent of their married
lives in polygynous unions (2.8 peg'cent); and, although these numbers
make the findi_’ insignificant, the.ir fertility was approxim.ately
only 0.5 lower relative to all other "part-time" polyg&nous wives. By

contrast, the mean fertility of those who spent their entire married
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Table 46. Mean Fertility of Polygynous Wives by Percentage of Married Years Polygynous
and Age at Marriage for Women Mafried through Age L6

Percentage of Married Years Polygynous

Age st 100 _15% to 99% _S0% to ThZ _25% to Lo% __To 2u¥
Marriage N X N X N X N X _N_ X
15 or
Under 11 10.36 9 12.67 *. T 10.29 1 13.00 3 13.33
T 16 17 9.65 16 11.13 16 10.13 6 11.64 2 11.00
17 39 8.92 10 10.20 15 10.k40 7 10.43 2 11.00
18 ING 8.65 22 10.32 15 9.93 6 11.00" 3 6.00
19 L9 8.51 18 9.50 16 9.56 9 9.Lk
- 20 31 8.68 12 10.k2 1L - 9.7 8 9.8 1 8.00
21 25 7.88 9 8.22 7 10.00 T 6.25 3 10700
22 27 8.4k L 9.50 10 9. L 10.25 1 5.00
23 22 6.68 5 8.60 12 6.
2L 12 6.08 5 7.20 7 8. 5 7.00
> 25 9 6.78 9 T.67 L 6.25 1 7:.00
26 to 29 32 6.03 6 6.50 7 7.00 2 9.00 2 6.00
30 to 33 16 3.81 3 4,33 1 6.00 2 7.50 2 4.50
34 and 10 2.50 © 2 3.00 1 3.00 1 L.00
Over .
Total W6 7.78 130 9.52 132 9.25 ‘. &  9.43 19  8.63

2
ct
é
[}
&

.

. ized Mean 8.40 9.69 9.53 9.83
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lives in polygyny was 7.8, approximately 1.5 lover than that of their
"part-time" polygynous counterparts.

Relative to monogamous fertility, the fertility of women spend-
ing between 25 per cent and 99 per cent of their mnriingol in polygyny,
although being somewhat dopreoiod by 0.28 nnd 0.19, vas Girtu&lly the
same. By comparison, those vhose marriages vere 100 por‘ cent polygy-
nous had mean fertility levels 1.93 lower than their monogamous
counterparts.

In an attempt to account for dilproportio?¢te age distributions,
standardization was employe& for those in polygynous marriages for at
least 25 per cént Of their married lives. The monogamous sample wvas
used as the standard population. )

Standardization again increased mean fertility rates and reduced
differences between the fertility of thg polygynous cnteg;riel‘relttivc
to the monogamous population.

The di;terencea between the fertility of women married exclu-
sively in polygynous unions and the fertility of monogamous women was
reduced to 1.3. Moreover, no differences existed between the fertility
of those always monogamous and those 75 per'cent‘fo 99 per cent polygy-
nous when standardized rates were employed; and the difference between
monogamous fertility and the fertility of those 50 per cent to T4 per
cent polygynous was 0.18, again a very small difference. Standardiza-
tion intreased the fertility of those spending 25 pe; cent to 49 per

cent of their years in polygynous unions to & level 0.12 Qigher than

monogamous fertility, again essentially the same. It should be
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pointed out that there were very few women in this category relative

to the others.

6.3:2 Mean Birth Intervals
Although virtuslly no differences existed betveen time spent in

polygynous unions and fertility. except for those spending their entire
married lives in polygyny, mean birth intervals vere, nevertheless,
examined. .

6.3:2a Protogenetic Birth Intervals. As might be expected,

there vas essentially no difference in the mean length of protogenetic
{ntervals for those who spent between 25 per cent and 99 per cent of
their married years in polygynous wmions. Moreover, for those alvays
polygynous, first children were Yorn, on the average, betveen 3 and b
m&nths later after marriage than ;ll true for those spending less of
their married years in polygyny.

Compared to monogamous mean protogenetic interval lengths,
those always polygynous experienced mean intervals which were L.6
months longer. In contrast, other polygynous wives had their first
child between 0.7 ionths and 1.5 months later than did their monogamous
counterparts.

. 6.3:2b Intergemetic Birth Intervals. An examination of mean

intergenetic birth intervals between categories by percentage of years
polygmous indicated little differencé between, as can be noted in .
Table LT. |

Those spending between 25 per cent to 49 per cent and T5 per

cent to 99 per cent of their married lives in polygyny haq'virtually”
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Table 47. Meen Birth Intervals for Polygynous Women Married through Age 46 by
Percentage of Married Years Polygynous

Peregptage of Married Years Polygynous

Birth —To 288

Interval _
1 19
2 19
3 19
A 18
) 17
6 15
7 13
8 12
9 9
10 9
1 s’
12 3
13 2
1% 2
15 2
16
17

X Intergenetic

Interval

% Reproductive

Spen

) 4

3

25% to hof

X
56
55
5k
5k
53
51
k9
ks
39
n
20
15

2

X

H“OB
.33
.87

208.85

x.ﬂt

29.9

Hla

28.02

almr

28.7h

31.65

25.27

36.00

21.00

28.57

2.32

_S0% to Th% 75% to 99%
) | X N X
132  15.94 130 15.14
131 25.34 128 23.64
131 26.31 127  26.02
130 29.82 124 27.47
127 28.03 121 27.20
12k 30.34 117  29.73
112 32.01 me 29.81
99 29.17 1 29.16
81 31.63 90 29.L46
6k  35.17 72  30.10
37 28.5h4 ST 30.00
29  33.45 32  30.75
15 28.13 18 33.78

S 1T.40 3 34.33
2 23.50 2 2,50
1 12.00 1 38.00
1 30.00 .
29.27 28.15
21.ks 21.25

346
339
331
316,

268
219
184
152
106
69
b1
15

19.03
25.76
29.22
29.14
29.72
30.32
30.33
31.20
31.95
29.T5
.28.28
29.61
31.20
32.17
23.33 .

29.35

18.16
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{dentical means. Those in the remaining dategories had mean intervels

vhi$h vere very similar as well. The differencq between thqwot

and the shortest mean intergenetic interval, hovever, vas but 1:2

sonths., Moreover, the 'mean intergenetic interval for monogamous voan.

28,5, wvas consistent with the mean {ntervals found for these polygynoul

I
categories.

. : ’ Y
6.3:3 Parity Progresgion Ratios

%hou‘h no differences vere t;amd betveen these polygynous
categories, except Yor von'g 1living exclusively in polygynous unions,
parity progression ratios vere constructed (Table L48) and f!:equcncy
distributions of family sisze vere projected (Table 49).

As vould be expected from previous analysis, the somevhat lower
fertility of women who were ,.lvtyl polygynous relative to alvays monog-
amous spouses and othqr polygynous wives vas a result of their having
more small fam‘lies and greater proportiors ceasing childbearing at

earlier parities than was true for the remainder.

6.3:4 The Effects of The Percentage of Years Polygynous on Fertility

It appears that the percentage of time spent in polygyny per se
wvas not a significant factor affecting fertility. It is clear that the
ordinal status of the wife and the number of wives preseni vere mor@@
important factors in depressing fertility.

However, it is to be expected that the percentage of time spent
in polygynous unions was not equally distributed by ordinal status nor

by average number of wives present in & marriage. It is to be expected
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Table 4B. Parity Progression Ratios for Polygynous Wives
Married through Age 46 by Percentage Married
Years Polygymous

Percentage Married Years Polygynous
Parity  _To ou% 258-4o8  208-T4%  758-998 1008
0 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
1 1.000 .982 . 992 .98s .980
2 1.000 .982 . 1,000 .992 .976
3 94T 1.000 .992 976 .955
L .9k .982 977 976 .937
5 . 882 .962 .976 .967 .90%
6 .867 .9f1 .903 .957 .817
7 .923 .918 .884 .929 .8Lo
8 .750 .867 .818 .865 .826
9 1.000 195 .790 .800 .697
10 - .556 645 .5T8 792 .651
11 . 600 .750 . T84 .561 . 594
12 .667 267 517 .563 . 366
13 1.000 .500 .333 167 400
14 1.000 koo 667 .500
15 .500 .500

16 1.000
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-
Table - bO.

Frequency Distributions of Tamily

of Married Years Polygynous

S{zes for 1000 Families Per Percentage

.
vannommmmmwxDNﬂ»oa Years Polygynous
To_ 2hk% 2% to L9% 50% to Th% 75% to 99% 100%
LR sy 5 % 5 LY
et R R ek v E
) 39 38 398 38 30
Family §% 5% g% R 85
Size N oo N Q fe N op N oL N O e
1 18 1.80 8 0.80 15 1.50 20 2.00
2 18 3.57 8 2.29 2k 4.35
3 S3 5.30 8 1.59 23 L, 6k 43 8.65
L 53 10.60 17 5.30 23 3.86 23 6.93 57 1.kl
5 106 21.15 36 8.90 23 6.16 31  10.00 81 22.54
6 104 31.6k 36 12.k5 01 15.27 39 13.87 142 36.72
7 53 36.90 71 19.63 98 25.09 61 19.99 101 46.84
8 158 52.68 10T 30.32 136 38.73 108 30.79 93 56.09
9 143 sk.61 128 51.59 138 LkL.63 133 69.39
10 210 T3.69 197 6b.27 20k T2.02 115 56.15 10T 80.07
1 105 8.2 89 T3.20 61 T18.06 i93  75.LO 81 88.16
12 53 89,47 196 92.8L 106 88.66 107 86.15 75  95.66
13 3  96.k2 75 96.22 116 97.69 26 98.26
1 3 100.00 23 98.L9 8 98.L6 8 99.13
15 105 100.00 7 99.24 T 99.23 9 100.00
16 8 100.00
17 8 100.00
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 :
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, that ’ctcr percentage of those with higher ordinal status would
spend their entire married lives in polygyny than would be true for
first wives.

Consequently, crods tabulations of percentage of years polygy-
nous vith ordinal status and average numder of vives wvere made. In
addition, ordinal status and average numbder of vives present vere cross
tabulated to determine vhat differences in mean fertility and mean
birth intervals existed detween categories. It is to be expected, in
viev of previous findings, that as ordinal status increased I*‘n
number of wives present increased concomitantly fertility would

decrease.

-

6.4 Ordinal Status and Percentage Years Polygynous

As wag to be expected, it was found in this sample that the

greater the ordinal status of a woman the greater the percentage of
polygynous years married.

Of first wives, no initially-monogamous woman could b; totally
polygynous and very few women (N=12) were initially-polygynous, so that
a percentage ofvthose living entirely in polygynous unions would be

misleading. Nonetheless, of initially-polygynous first vives i l0 were

alvays polygynous. ®

The majority of wives of higher ordinal statuses lived enti

in polygynous unions, and the proportions doing so increased so
vith each ordinel status. Whereas 8%5.47 per cent of second vives
exclusively polygynous, 97.47 per cent of third wives and 98.0 per

cent of wives of fourth or greater ordinal status were.
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Moreover, of firet vives vho vere ‘in{jially monogamous, oaly
37.84 per cent spent &8 n* as TS5 per ceat of their married lives ia
polygynous unions. By contrast, & consideradly lowver perecntage of
vives of higher ofdinal tyShuses experienced polygywy éwring 15 per
cent to 99 per ceat of their merried lives: 5.96 per cent of seoond
vives and 2.53 per cent of third vives.

In sddition, while b0.5T per cent of initially monogamous rirst
vives spent between 50 shd T4 per cent of their marriages in polygynous
unions, only b.kT per cent of second vives did so. Purthermore, 21.62
per cent of inifially monogamous first wives spent less than 50 per
cent of 'hoir marriages in polygymy vhile oaly b.47 per cent of second
vives 814 and no vife of M"’“ﬂl statue opeat 80 little time h

a polygynous union.

L ord e Y 0
Percentage of years Ml and ordinal status vere cross
tebulated to determine fertility differentials. Although the numbers
in polygynous unions for less than 100 per tent of their married time
are very small at ordinal statuses greater than one, it wvas found that
within esch percentage-of-years-polygynous category as ordinal status
{increased Pertility decressed. Moreover, and perhaps upexpectedly, as
percentage of years spent in polygyny decreeased, fertility within each
ordinal status generally doqronud also, although this wvas not true
for all ordinal statuses and was not consistently trus for others. \

By contrast, the percentage of years spent in polygynous unions

seems to have had little ¢ffect on the fertility of



' . 233
inisially-msacgmmons firet vives. Although tlu:mn the highost
ness roi-cum (9.08) spent 93 por cont 10 99 por eent of their merried

. 1ives in § polygymous waiea, the fertiltny of theee spending less time
10 not Hgnifieantly affected. In opite of WS faet thet those spend-
ing less tham 23 per oent of Wheir Sime {» pxr.;‘u wione u almoet
ome fover child oa the everage, their awbers were small aad, there-
fore, the difference prodvadly net motaiagful .

As the Nu.'ﬂy of thosp vhoee ordinal status vas greater than
one I:tM exelusively in e polygynous MQ. the fertility of those
vonen vas compared vith the fertility of alveys menogamous aad
initially-monogamous first wives. ft. vas found tho.t initially- \
ssegmmeus firet vives, w.fm“ﬁo'm. hod
higher fertilisy than vives of higher ordisal statuses married exclu-
sively in polygyny, as cam de cbeerved in Tedle 50. Thus, & vife's
ordinal status appears to have depressed her fertility.

While the fertillfy of slvays monogmmous vives and {nitially-
mondgamous first wvives vu..uunt'ully the same, although the fertil-
ity of initiuly-mno‘uo\u first vives vas slightly higher, as ordinsl
status il;cmo«?. fortility 4ifferences betveen theae and monogamous
vomen increased. Second vives experiemeed 1.45 fewer dirths than
monogemous vives vhile third wivee had 2.13 fewer and fourth vives 2.95

fewer dirths than did sonogamous spouses. In addition, vives of fifth
or greater ordinal status hed a mesn fertility lm’uor than

-

EODOGAMOUS WORSn . kun,t-m. the numbers in the last category

were 5o saall as to render the findings meaningless. ) o«
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6.4:2 Mean Birtg Intervals

A compariﬁon was made of mean birth intervals to determine if
significant difréfences existed between ordinal statuses when percent-
age of years polygynous was ébntrolled for.

6.4:2a Protogenetic Birth Intervals. To begin with, first .

wives who were initially-monogamous had the shortest mean birth inter-

vals, being eésehtially the same regardless of the percentage of years
sbent in polygyny. In contrast, for thogse exclusively polygynous
viveg, the mean protogenetic 1nterval increased with each successive
ordinal status until the fifth or greater where it declined.

l While initially-monogamous f;rst wives, 75 per cent <o 99 per
cent polygynous, had their first confinement approximately cne ménth
latér than always monogamous spouses, wives of higher ordinal status
who vere exclusively poiygynous postponed first births to a somewhat

later date. However, as can Qe seen in Table 51, none had a mean

interval as great as 9 months longer than the mean monogamous interval,

-

6.4:2p lnteggpnetic Birth Intervals. Although mean protogenet-

ic intervals were somewhat longer with greater ordinal status, mean
intergenetic intervals were_relatively consistent throughout. The osly

exception to this was wives of fifth and greater ordinal status who
* 3

-

spaced their children approximately 6 months further apart on the aver-

age than did all other polygynous spouses married exclusively in poL&g—
[ Y & B e
ynous marriages, initially-monogamous first wiﬁss, and alwﬁys

‘monogamous spouses. Hence, except for fifth and greater ordinal
status, differential intergenetic birth intervals did not agcéﬁht for
Fics .

1

differential fertility between ordinal 3&?tuses.‘

? &
k]
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Table S1.

$ .

Mean Birth Intervals for Polygymous Wives oo?::ocmwu. Married through >mo L6

by Percentage of Married Years Polygynous and Ordinal Status

Percentage of Married Years Polygynous

To 248 25% to Log 50% to TL% 75% to 99% 100%
Q (4] (3] (4] (4] (8] (4] (8] (4] (4]
-l ol Lol Lol o o o~ o - Eal
pes » e » o o e pe) » »
® [ 1] [ V] [ 1] [ 1] [ 1] [ 1] Q [ 1] [ 5
=} = 9} [#] = o [ a [ [
(Y [ /] [} (9 [}] [} [ [ ] [ [
0~ &0 —~4 o0 0 — e ) —~ o0 — ) ~ o [ ]
o® n& od &' 0d 98 &' od &%
> e 25 0> 2> o> e v > 2> @p
0O M + . O X + 0O & FS I O 5 + O +
oasa\/ 25 58 ESOES 58 53 £S B8 £S5 ES
Status - N pe§ pe S 0N 8 e 8 N oS e S N o8 o d N oS e
First Wife
Initially
Polygynous 2 13.50 33.71 10 14,70 32.16
First Wife -
Initially “
Monogamous 16 15.38 27.77 148 1L.50 25.71 120 15.11 29.09 112 15.25 27.96
Second Wife %3 23.33 32.53 8 19.50 24,75 11 25.18 29.75 1L 12.93 28.39 210 18.16 29.02
Third Wife . 2 26.00 32.86  TT 20.47 29.05
Fourth Wife 33 22.30 30.09
Fifth Wife 1 14,00 Lk.00 16 19.38 35.10

or Greater

.
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a

6.5 Ave:ggb Number of Wives and Percentage Years Polygynous

Cross tabulatiof of percentage of years polygynous and average
number of wives presént in a marriage confirmed that the greater the
number of wives ih a marriage the greater the.percentage of married
years a voma; spent in polygdyny.

It wvas found that 97.2 per’'cent of those vomen in unions where
there was an average of one Qife spent less than one-half their married
years’in a polygynoﬁs union. 'Moreover. 26.8‘per cent spent lgés than
25 per cent of tgéir married lives in polygynous‘unions. ‘&n contrast,

-

where there was an average of two wives, none spent less than one-half

of their married years in polygynous unions.. Instead, 63.4 per cent

spent at least 75 per cent of their tmarried years,in a polygynous union

and 37.4_per cent lived entirely in plural marriége.

Of women who were in unions in which there were three wives on
the average, 95.9 per cent were.in polygynous unions for at least 75
per cent of their married lives and 88.3 per cént were exclusively’

polygynous.0 Additionally, where there was an average of four wives

throughout & marriage, no woman spent less than T5 per cent of her
married life in polygyny amd 9.6 ser cent were always in & plural

marriage.
'

Where numbers were sufficiently large to be meaningful, analysis

‘ Ld
revealed thdt women living in two-wife families and spending between T5

-

.and 99 per cent of their married lives 1ndpolygynous unions had highest

P~

meaJ’fertility, it being 9.75, 0.04 higher than for always monogamous

women, By contrast, the mean fertility for women married excjusively



"
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in polygynous unions averaging a minimum of fiv"viven vas lovest at
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9.50, 3.81 lower than for always monogamous wives,

MoreoVef. within each ﬁorcentage-of-yearu-polygynous category,
as the average number of wives in a union increased fertilit& generally
declined, as can be observéd in Table 52. However, for women who wvere
exclusivel} polygynous, fertility differences betveen two-, th:ee-, and
four-wife femilies were insignificant and these women exhibited virtu-

ally identical fertility. It was not until there averaged at least
N ,

.n & union that mean fertility was significantly reduced.
Women in {hcsg unions had two fewer children, on the averaée, than
othe; women married exclusively in polygyny.

Comparing fertility for each average-number-of-wives-present
categor& by the percentage years polygynous, it was found that, except
for those exclusively polygynous, percentage years ‘ gmnous did not

4 g »
affect mean fertility levels significantly. This wé articularly
noticeable in two-wife families. In this instance, essentially identi-
cal fertility levels obtained regardless of the pércentage of married
Years spent in polygynous ugions, as long as it was less than 100 per
cent. .

Moreover, average number of wives generally had a greate‘ affect
on mean fertility than did percentage years polygynous. A comparison
of the fertility of women in families with three or more wives with
that of women i£ twvo-wife families revealed that in the former situa-
tion there was less difference between the means of those exclusjvely

polygynous and those less than 100 per cent polygynous than there was

in the latter case.
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Table 52. Mean r.&\‘uy of Polygynous Wives COntinuoully Marrfed ~
throusk:' k6 vy Percentage of Married Years Polygynous
and Averbfe Number of Wives Present
' P rco tage of Marr
Average
Number _T_o_g&z_ _zz_t_o._hzz 508 to Thf xzuo_zzi + 1008
of Wives N__% = _% & X
One 19 8.79 50 9.uk 1l 1‘0.00 ’ 1l 3.00
Tvo 6 9.33 125 9.31 106 9.75 12 8.1
Three 6 9.17 20 8.55 120 T.90
Four 3 T.00 52 7.88
Five and 1 b4.00 Y 31 5.90

More
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Percentage of yesrs spent in polygyny vas highly correlated
wvith ordinal status and average number of wives present in a marriage.
Moreover, ;2hor than for those 100 per cent polygynous, percentage
years polygynous was not a significant factor per se in affecting fer-
tility levels. Conngquently. these latter two variables--the ordinal
N

status of the vife and the average pumber of wives present in a

marrisge--vere cross tabulated to determine fertility differences.

6.6 Ordinal Status and Average Numder of Wives Present

Cross tabulations revealed that over one-half of polygynous
wives (53.15 per cent) either were initially-monogamous first wives i{n
tvo-vife families or were of secqnd ordinal statu; in two-wife fami-
lies. Another 12.15 per cent of women were initially-monogamous fir;t
wives in unions averaging one or. two wives; 10.40 per cent were second
wives in three-wife families; and 9.81 per cent were of third ordinal
status in marriages where there were either three or four wives on the
average. Fourth wives in four-wife families comprised only 2.93 per
cent of polygynous wives. The above categories accounted for 88,44
per.cent of‘the polygynous sample. The majority of categories,
accounting for 11.56 per cent of the’total, contained too few numbers
to be meaningful, as can be observed in Table S3.
6.6:1 Fertility,,Ordinal Status, and Average Number of Wives Present

4

Examination of mean fertility by categories revealed that, of

those categories sufficiently large to be meaningful, initially-

monogamous first wives in two-wife families had highest mean fertility,

»
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being 9.72. Moreover, this level vas equal to that of monogamous
wives. Of other initially-monogamous m--i ;livn. those in marriages
averaging ona wife throughout had esseniially the same fertility as
those in tvo-vif;.fumilieo. being but @21 lower, while those in three-
wife families had almost one fgvor child than their counterparts in
two-wife families. All other wives had at least one fever child than
initially-monogamous first wives in two-vife families.

Second wives had essentislly tge same fertility regardless of
vhether they vere in two-wife or three-vife femilies. Conversely,
third wives in three-wife families had 1.48 lower fertility than their
counterparts in four-vife families. However, this difference could be
a consequence of the small numbers in the latter category.

WithinJnverage-number-or-vives categories, asrordinal status
increased, fertility generally declined. Thus, in two-wife families,
wives of second ¢rdinal status had 1.45 éever children than did
initially-monognLous first wives. In three-wife families, the fertil-
ity of second w£ves was 0.51 lower than that of initially-monogamous
first wives, and the mean fertility of third wives was 1.25 lower than
that of second wives and 1.76 lower than that of initially-monogamous
first wives. In addition, wives of fourth ordinal status in four-wife
families averaged 1.19 fewer childrgn'than dia third wives in equiva-’
lent sized families.

In spite :; the small numbers in the majority of categories, it
appears that as soth ordinal status and average nxﬁmer of wives present

in a marriage imsweased, fertility decreased. Although initially-

monogamous firl‘vtl had fertility identical to always monogamous
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Table 53. Mean Fertility of Polygynmous Wives Continuously Married
through Age 46 by Average Wumber of Wives Present and
Ordinal Btatus

Q

Average Number of Wives Present

Fi d
Ordihul One Two Three Four More
Status N X N X N . N X N X
First Wife
Initially
Polygynous 9 6.00 2 1T1.50 1 8.00
First Wife ‘
Initially
Monogamous 59 9.51 209 9.72 24 8.92 3 T.00 1 k.00
Second 11 _8.00 154  8.27 T1 8Ll 7T T.M 3 8.00
Thirda 1 3.00 °L4 9.25 Ls 7.16 22 8.6 T 5.86
Fourth 1 L.00 3 8,00 20 T.45 9 5.11
Fifth and . '

freater 2 3.00 1 2.00 3 5.67 11 5.82
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spouses, vwives of second ordinal status in two-vife families had 1.Lk
fewer children. In addition, third vives {n three-wife families had
2.56 fever children than 4id monogamous vives. Hovever, fourth wives
{n four-wife families had a mean fertility 2.26 lower and fifth wives
in five-vife families had a mean fertility 3.89 lower than that of
alwvays monogamous voncn.. Nevertheless, the numbers in the latter two
categories may be too small to be any more than indicative of a trend.

As vomen married between ages 1T and 21 inclusive are at risk
during their most fecund years and for a longer period of time than
women married at older ages, the fertility of these women only vas
calculated for sufficiently large categories. Moreover, in order to
eliminate whatever existent age-compositional differences, these were
standardized using the corresponding monogamous sample as the standard
population.

To begin with, compg}ing fertility rates for these women r::eal-
ed that monogamous women married between ages 17 and 21 had an average
completed family size of 9.93. Similarly, initially-monogamous first
wives in one-wife and two-wife families had fertility rates of 9.62 and
10.38 respectively, essentially the same as for always mONOgamous
wives. Furthermore, wonén who were initially-monogamous first wives in
three-wife families and second wives in two-wife and.three—wife fami -
lies had the same fertility, as can be observed in Table SL. These
vomen had average completed families of 9 children, almost one child
fewer than did always monogamous women.

Significant differences did not appear until women were of third

ordinal status in three-wife families. For these women, mean fertility
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Table Si.  Mean Fertility for Polygynous Women Continuously Married
through Age 46 by Ordinal Status and Average Number of
Wives Present and by Age at Marriage 17 to 21 Years

Ordinal Statuys and Avereage Nupber of Wives Pregent

First Wife First Wife First Wife
Initially Initially Initially
Monogamous Monogamous Monogamous
Alwvays
Age at Monogamous One-~Wife Two-Wife Three-Wife
Marriage Wite Family Family Fanily
N _X N S N ) N 4
17 106 11.10 8 10.88 21 10.38 L 9.00
18 129 10.60 T 9.u43 34 10.50 1 8.00
19 107 10.80 6 10.33 2T  9.63 6 9.50
20 © 82 9.10 9 9.22 22 10.25 1 10.00
21 T1 9.10 6 7T.50 13 9.92
Total L93  9.93 36 9.53 117 10.16 12 10.08
Standard-
{zed Mean

Fertility 9.93 9.62 . 10.38 9.02
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Table Sk, (continued)

Ordinal Status and Average Number of Wives Present’

Third VWife
Second Second Third and Creater
Wife Wife Wife
) Four-Wife
Age at Two=Wife Three-Wife Three-VWife and Creater
Marriage Family Fanmily Family Fanily
X 2 5 X x _X | B
17 1k 9.93 s 9.60 8 8.13 s 10.80
18 19 8.79 10 9.00 5 9.20 T 9.29
19 19 9.05 14 8.67 6 183 & 8 1.38
20 12 9.17 6 9.00 T 1.86 6 8.00
21 15 7.73 4 9.00 3 5.33 2  6.50
Total 79 9.2 39 8.95 29  7.90 28  8.s4
Standard-
{zed Mean

Fertility 9.00 9.05 T7.90 T.95
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ves 7.90, 3.93 lover thm for m.-‘u vives, Muuouuy. because
of the ssalld numders in funhor individual categories, thou were cole

lapsed into one. This c.to.ory included those of third ordinal etatus
\ 4

in four—vife families, those of fourth @)isal statis in fe

families, and 'those of fifth ordinal status lmuo families.

The mean fertility for this category vas 7.95.0 '
6.6:2 Birth Intervels

The birth g'neorvu- for these select categories of cruni
status by verage numder of wives comprised of those married betveen
ages 17 md‘zl vere examined. As tholoA vome? vere essentially of the
S&me age cohort at marriage, presumadbly vhatever d4i fferences in mean

|
birth {ntervals obtained would have resulted from factors other than

lover fecundability due to older a@e at marriage.

6.6:2a Prot etic B rvals. The mean togenetic
birth interval for monogamous vomen married between es vas

14.31. Both those initially-monogamous first vives in on fe fami-
lies and in tvo-wife families had somevint shorter, though not signifi-
cantly so, first intervals, as can be observed in Table 55.

Initislly-monogamous first wives in three-vife families had
first birth intervals of 18.50 months, vhile second wvives in three-vife
femilies experienced first births 16.46 months after marriage. How-
ever, all other vives experienced first births approximately 5 months
and 3 wveeks later than did alvays monogamous first wives.

6.6:2b Intergenetic Birth Intervals. The mean second interval

for alwvays monogamous vomen was 23.46 months, 0.63 months longer than
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for taisielly-acnogemous firey vtm ia wo-xh fanilies. Nowvever,
seoend bipth imtervels ia all WM vere loagsr thea the
msea -u—t‘ iaterval Wy frem detween 1.97 months to 4.8 -mu.
Prom socsnd imterval on, hovever, mean laterval 1.-.0: vere inecasis-

A

i

tent relative t0 mONOGEMSUs BeaRs—being ¢ither lees thaa, equal to,
or enseeding them. ‘ ‘

Consequeptly, msea intergmetic imtervala for M cateogory were
ocouputed. A comparisoa of these dieelosed that BONOGARcUS VOBeR epeat
@ average of 80.99 muthe betvhen PP emluding the firet

cospared Ve 20.12 months fer munw\- first vives fa two-

vife fd}'uc wever, ia all other uv.opﬂn. mean intergoaetic
m.muo efooeded that for mponogamous vives. lmrtholou. less
\er.mo ui'otod between these mean intervals and the monogamous mees
interval thaa ves fouad betveea msan protogenetic intervals of poly‘
nous and monogamous wvomen. There was no thronc, as great as 2.50 ‘
months betwveen the iaao-on ®oeR integgenetic .1nt.orv;1 and v&:‘u

aeqn intoml:\ A - .

[ ]
An ox-iugon of protogemetic and intergenmetic birth i{ntervals _

;nd fertility levels revealed that the freater the ordinal -tnh ﬁd
the greater the average numbder of vives present the less the dirth
intervals accounted for.dopnuod fertility relative to monogamous
fertility.

, Differences in mean bdirth intervals could eccowmt for approxi-
-.tily 8% per cent of the fertility difference for initially-sonogamous
first vives in oa-vifo families and T7 per cent for thoee ikm-dfo

femilies. However, differential birth intervals could sccoumt for oaly
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approximately 49 per cent of the fertility di:ferencel for second wives
in two-wife families and 45 per cent for those in three-wife families.
Similarly, differential birth intervals could account f;r 42 per cent
of the difference in fertility for third wives in three-wife families
but for only 21 per centJin that collapsed category including third
wives in four-wife families, fourth wives in fodr-vife families, and
fifth wives in ffve-wife fahilies. It is therefore apparent that where
fertility differences are greatest differences in mean birth intervals
are not sufficienfiy lengthy to be réspbnsible.

As a result, parity progression"ratios (Table 56) were computed
for these éategories and frequency distributions of family sizes (Table

57) prdjected.

6.6:3 Parity Progression Ratios -

An examination of parity progression ratios and projected fre-
quency distributions of completed family size for women married between
the ages of.lT and 21 disclosed three gene;al relationships between
fertility and family size distribution.

Firstly, there existed, in general, an inverse relationship
between fettility and the proportions of women with small compieted
family siies. Frequency distribu;ionn of family sizes for populations
of 1,000 ?eveﬁl that.l.éo per cent of always monogamous women would
have had families smaller than foﬁr while none had but one child.

i

Similarly, of initially-monogamous first wives in two-wife families,

1.69 per cent would have had families smaller than four; and, although
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0.80 per cent would have had but one child, none would have had
two-children families. ‘ ¢
By comparison, although in the remaining categories only second
wives in three-wife families had but one child, 5..62 per cent of

initially-monogamo wives in one-vife families would have had

compiet?q'family 8 either two or three children while 6.90 per
cent of third wives in three-wife families would have had completed
families of three children, as would have 3.60 per cent of wives either
of higher ordinal status or in ’hlilies with a larger number of wives.
Although the number of wives vAS liall, no'initi;lly-monogamous first
wife in a three-wife family had as fe; as four children, as can be
obse;ved in Table 57.

Relative to initially-monogamous first wives in two-wife
families, within each chtegory a greater proportion ceased or had
ceased childbeﬁring at each consecutive parity. This was also true of
monogamous women through the eleventh parity after which greater pro-
portions of initially-monogamous first wives(in two-wife families
terminated childbearing. The proportions of second wives in two-wife
families failing %o bear children in each successive parity were some-
vhat greater relative to secondvvives in tﬁrec-wife families through
seventh parity. First wiyes in three-wife families who had mean
fertg}ity equal to second wives achieved such by concentrating complet-
ed family sizes around the mean. Wives of third and greater ordinal
htatug ceased childbearing in larger'proportions at each parity rela-

tive to other wives.
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Table 56.

Parity Progressi
for Polygynous Women Marrie

on Ratios by Selected Ordinal Status and Average Number of Wives Present
d at Ages 17 through 21 and Contingously Married through

. Age L6 . '
* opdinal Status and Average Number of Wives Present
Firét Wife Pirst Wife First Wife Third Wife
’ Initially Initially Initially Second Second Third and Greater
Alvays Monogamous Monogamous Monogamous Wife Wife Wife Four—Wife
Monogamous One-Wife Two-Wife Three-Wife Two-Wife Three-Wife Three-Wife and Greater
Parity Wtwnm Family Family Family Family Family Family Family
0 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
1 1.000 * 1.000 .992 1.000 1.000 9Tk 1.000 1.000
2 .998 .972 1.000 . 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
3 .986 971 .991 1.000 .962 1.000 D3l .964
N .992 1.000 1.000 1.000 .961 .97k .963 .926
5 .975 .9l1 .991 1.000 .932 .946 .923 .960
6 .960 1.000 97k 1.000 .882 .886 .875 .875
T o, .90 .938 .937 1.000 917 .903 .T62 .857
8 &° .8T1 867 .91k .500 .909 * 857 .813 122
N .8o7 .923 .T90 1.000 . 700 ” , .615 .923
. .690 .583 LTUT .500 .7h3 . . 750 667
11 .546 - -5T1 ¢ -589 615 11 167 .625
12 .5k0 .125 . 394 .375 .375 .Loo
13 .361 * 1.000 .385 167 > 333
1k .56 koo 1.000
15 LT .500
16 .Loo 1.000
17 1.000 .
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Table 5T. Projected Family Sizes for 1000 by Selected Ordinal Status
and Average Number of Wives Present for Polygynous Women
Married at Ages 17 through 21 and Continuously Married
through Age 46

Ordinal Status and Average Number of Wives Present

s First Wife First Wife First Wife
0 » Initially . Initially Initially
= Al\;aya Monogamous ‘Monogamous Monogamous
g Monogamous - One-Wife Two-Wife Three-Wife
il Wife Family Family - - Family
[V ] [V V] [V V) v Q
L¥ - ¥ %3 53
pe ] ® P P o
L] [ I -] 4 Q ¢ 1
R §§ 38 38
N O&- N & N 5 & N g &
1 8 0.80
2 2 0.20 . 28 2.80 ]
3 1L 1.60 28 5,62 -9 1.69
L 8 2.38 i .
5 )N L.82 56 11.19 9 2.58
6 38 8.63 . 25 5.11
7 55 ‘1k.11 55 16.69 60 11.09
8 106 24.68 111 27.77 76 18.73 500 50.00
9 145  39.21 55  33.33 171 35.80 A
10 189 58.06 - 278 61.13 162 52.0L 250 T75.00
11 A90  T7.10 167 77.81 198 T1.75 250 100.00
12 105 87.63 194 97.23 1T1 88.87
13 79 95.54 68 95.71
1k 21  97.56 " 28 100.00 26 98.29
15 1k 98.98 8 99.1k
16 6 99.59 BN
17 9 100.00
18 k 100.00

Total 1000 1000 1000 - oo . 1000

Y
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Table ST. (continued)

AR

Ordincl Status and Average Number of Wives Present

S Third Wife
2 Second Second Three and Greater
» Wife Wife Wife Four-Wife
3 Two-Wi fe Three-Wife Three-Wife and CreAter

‘:; Fapjly Family Family Family
[ [ [TIN V) [V Y}
: £y £y 5¥ 5y
» » » o +
it % : f
(3] [ .
5 ik 3 Ez
. N O & N O A N O A N 8
[)
. ; 26  2.60
3 38 3.80 69 6.90 36 3.60
L 38 7.55- 25 5.13 34 10.34 71 10.73
5 62 13.84 's2  10.25 69 1T7.25 36 1L.30
6 102 2k.00 102 20.49 10k  27.59 107 25.02
T 63 30.31 71 28.20 172 Lk .82 10T  35.7h
8 64 36.65 103 38.47 103  55.1k 179 . 53.60
9 190 55.66 153 53.85 173 T2.k 36 57.18
10 114  67.05 180 T1.80 69 T9.31 142 Ti.ub
11 126 T9.T4 773 T79.50 172 - 96.5L 107 82.1%
12 127 92.k0 128 W 92.31 .35 100.00° 108 92.86
13 63 98.73 51 9T.hb 71 100.00
1k ) 26 ‘100.00 &
15 13 100.00 <
16 - :
17
18 . *

Total *1000 1000 1000 1000
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As a result of differing rates of cessation of childbedring, by
[
ninth parity, 3%.80 PPr cent of 1n1tinlly-nono¢|noul first wives in

twvo-wife flﬂili'l had terminated or terminated childbgaring ll hcd

¢
.

39.21 per cent of alvays monogamous women and 33.33 per cent of g ’

ve
Y 3
)

initially-monogamous first vives in families averaging qhe vife, ‘
comparison, 50.00 per cent of first wives in three-wife famidies hd&‘ .‘
no more than nine children as was true of 55.66 per ceﬁt of second |
wifes in two-wife families and 53.85 per cent Oof- second wives in three-
vife families. Ip addition, T2.L1 per cent of ;Bird wives in three-
wife families had completed family sizes smaller than 10 as.did T1.44
per cent of wives of higher ordinal statuys and in families with larger
average numbers of wives present.

In addition to ceasing childbearing at lower proportiogs, women
with higher mean fertility continued to bear children into later pari-
ties. Maximum parity ranged from 11 children for first wives in three-
wife families to 18 children for always monogamous wives. In addition,
Initially-monogamous first wives in two-wife families experienced as

many as 17 confinements vhile second wives in tvo-wife families

experienced 15.

6.6:4 The Effects of Ordinal Status and Average Number of Wives

Present on Fertility

0
Controlling for ordinal status of a wife and the average nugber
of wives present throughout a wife's marriage disclosed that signifi-
cant differences between polygynous and monws fertility were

related to both ordinal status and average number of wives present.
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However, it was not until a wife was of third'ordinal status and in a
marriage averaging three wvives throughout that significant differences
obtained, .

In addition, although where significant tortilit} differences "
existed both mean protogenetic and intergenetic bifth intervals were
longer than were monogamous mean intervals, these differences per se
cannot account totally for the rortﬂllty differential. Concomitant
with somewhat greater mean birth intervals, and more significant in
depressing mean fertility, were greater prcportions of small fanilih'.
cessation of childbearing at ;nrlxnr Parities and in greater propor-
tions, and a failure to continue childbearing into parities as high as
for those with higher fertlity. So that, although during thé time
these wvomen were bearing children they were doing so at only somewhat -
greater intervals betweeh than were monogamous women, they tended to
terminate childbearing at earlier parities. -

It is plausible that an o:diﬁal status of three or greater in
combination with an average number of wives present of th;ee or great-
er could, in themselves, increase the mean length of the birth interval
somewhat by reducing coital frequency. However, these, per se, do‘not
account for women marriei at ages 17 to 21 inclusive ceasing childbear-
ing at earlier parities thaf their counterparts of lower ordinal status
and in families with fewer wives pregent.

Consequently, other factors wvhich might conceivably contribute
to cessation of childbearing at qurlier parities need to be sought.® As

\ . -
was found in Chapteyr 5, extreme age differences between spouses, par-

ticultly here the di fference was as gréat or greater than 20 years,

“ t\, N : : .«
: - . v - :
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depressed rortﬁty. Noreover, although significant differences
between mean birth intervals vere absent, as age gap increased, the

parity at which childbearing ceased generally decreased and the rate

at which it decreased was greater.

6.7 Possible Explanation for Fertility Differegces

Ag*there generally vas & time lag between & hulbnndfl taking
each lqugiqive vife, it is to be suspected that as the ordinal status
of vibe increased the age gap between husband and wife would aleo in-
crease 30 that a greater proportion of those of higher ordinal status
would be married to men of advanced age. An examination of age differ-
ence;‘bctween husband and wife by seleéted ordinal status and average
number of wives present for women married between ages 17 and 21 inclu-
sive revealed that. a positive relationship existed.

Of initially-monogamous first wives in one-wife and three-wife
families, an age difference as great as 10 years between them and their
spouses did not exist. The mean age difference for these two catego-
ries was 4.04 years and 3.04 years respectively. Similarly, of
initially-monogamous first wives in two-wife families, 91.45 per cent
were either oldef than their husbands or up to 10 years younger than
they. (This is t%e only category under consideration in which wives,
6.84 per cent, were older than husbands. ) Mofeover, only 2.56 per cent
vere as much as 15 to 20 years younger, and none was more than 20 years
her husband's junior. The mean age difference between these women and

their spouses was L.T years.
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As ordinal status {ncreased toO second vife, the age g&ap betveen
husband and wife {ncreased accordingly. By contrast vith initi.ally—
monogamous first wvives, fev second wives, approximately 7.5 per cent,

9
were as little as 5 years younger than their husbandg. of second vives
{n two-vwife families, 26.71 per cent were 10 to 15 years younger and
22.78 per cent wvere 15 to 20 years younger than the husband. While no
1n1tillly-n6nogunoul tirst wife vas as much as 20 years younger than
her spouse, 15.19°per cent of second vives in two-wife families and
7.6? per cent of those in three~vife familles were. In addition, the
mean difrerencé {n ages between spouses va# 14,00 years and 15‘!’*5 years
;espectively. )
‘As vas to be expe.cted, although no third wife in a three-wife
or four-wife family was as 1ittle as S5 years younger than her spouse,
there were third wives who were over 30 years younger. Third wives in
three;wife families wer.e, on the average, 19.5T years younger, and
thO.Se in four-wife ‘amilies wvere 17.79 years younger than their hus-
bands. Granted the nunber of wives of fourth and fifth and greater
ordinal statuses, regardless of the average number of wives present, is
small. Nevertheless, the mean age gap between husband and wife again
exhibited an increase. Fourth wvives egtperienced an age gap of 23.06
years, and wives of fifth and greptgr ordinal stat}"‘\le‘re; on the aver-
age, 25.73 years younger than their spouses. The mean age gap for the
combined ’cqtegory of third wives in our-vife families, fourth wives
in four-wife families, and fifth or ;ieater vives in —fa.milies of five
or more vas 21.38. None in the latt?t:fvo aggregates of this category
vas as little as 15 years the husb:f"s Junior.

®
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Comparing fertility by ordinal status and average number of

vives present with the mean age 4ifferences between spouses reveals
that age difference appears io be related to fertility. Initially-
monogamous first wives in one-wife and two-vwife families, those having
the highest mean fertility, vere also, generally, of the same age
cohort as their husbands. The lower fertility of i{nitially-monogamous
first wives in three-vife families, however, may be a consequence of
either the average number of wives present or the small numbers in
this category. .Nonetheleas. the numbers (N=12) are too small to be

.

meaningful. .

Second wives,.whose mean fertility was less than that of
initially-monogamous first wives in two-wife families by more than 1.0,
had the same fertility regardless og_whether there were two or three
wives present. Moreover, the mean age difference between spouses was
also essentially the same--1L.00 years and 13.45 years, approximately
10 years greater than for initially-monogamous first wives in two-wife
families,

Mean fertility again declined by approximately 1.0 with the
third and greater ordinal statuses, so that women of third ordinal
status and higher experienced, on the average, approximately 2.5 fewer
births than initially-monogamous first wives in two-wife families.
Furthermore, the average age difference between husband and wife for
women of third or greater ordinal statuses was 20 years to 25 years,

- approximately 15 to 20 years greater than for initially-monogamous

first wives in two-wife families.
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As differential lengph of birth intervals contributed only
somevhat and earlier cessation of childbearing was the major factor in
the lower fertility of wvomen of higher ordinal status married ;otvoon
ages 17 to 21 inclusive relative to their counterparts of lover ordinal
statui. it {s plausible that the above differences {n age be en
spouses is the significant factor i{n depressing polygynous fertility.
Moreover, the age differences could also conceivably account for the
small differences in the mean length of birth intervals.

Hovever, it is to be questioned vhether it vas the age dittor-
ence between husband and wife per se rather than tﬁf advanced age of
the husband, which itself caused the age gap, vhich vas responsible for
depressing fertility.*® Women marrying at ages 17 to 21 and marrying men
20 to 25 years their senior would be marrying men 37 to L6 years of age
on the average at the time of marriage. Although these were by no
means elderly fen, by the time these women had attained.the age of 35,
years, their husbands would be 55 to 60 years of age.

It is reasonable to expect that at this age, if not before, if
the sperm count had not declined, the ma%e's sex drive had been dimin-
ished somevhat and his physical capacity to maintain a coital rate
comparable to his younger counterparts had been reduced. A significant
reduction in any or all of these, however, would not explain the
fertility differences as these would not result in an abrupt cessation
of childbearing. .

However, as the likelihood of a woman's being widowed with young
children to rear in a frontier society increased with the increasing

age of the husband, it is not unlikely that a rational decision was
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made at an earlier parity to voluntarily cease childbearing. As
nineteenth-century Mormons believed in imtercourse for reproductive
purposes’only and not for the pleasures of the flesh, volustgry absti-
nence wvould be an acceptable prastice. Moreover, not burin‘futm
children vho could not be cared for adequately was jJustifiadble. As
fertility differentials are a cdhsequence of cessation of childbearing,
it is likely these dift;nncoo wvere due to this latter factor. Howe 4
ever, the earlier factors nooctnod. with the hmb'nd'l .dv.nsod age
and declining sexual activity could have contr{dbuted to the somevhat
lengthier mean birth intervals.

Why women who were initially-monogemous first vives {n two-wife
families had somewhat highar fertility tm initially-monogamous first
wives in ong-vife families is more difficult to explain on the basis
of age differences betwveen spouses. It is possidble that the lower
fertility of first wives in one-wife families, 0.76 lower than for
their counterparts in two-wife fniilies, may be due to other factors.

In examining the marriage pcttcfns of first wives in one-vife
families, it was féund that 14, or 36;89 per cent, resumed a monogamous
status later in their marriages. These women np?nt, on the average,
Just 26.14 per cent of their married lives in polygyny before resuming
a monogamous status. It is pos:iblo, as all polygynous unions vere qpt
successful, that the resumption of a monogamous status for a large pro-
portion of these women wvas due to the husband's divorcing the polygy-
nous spouse. It is also prodadle that, if this vere the case, marital
discord preceded.the divorce, and it is sagain probable that this

marital discord led to a i*snificnat reduction in, if not cessation of,
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_sexual relations vhich temporerily arfested \’ SO
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vives. It is mot ihcomeeiveble ihat the Qvoros ves &t 'the '

of the firet wife. .

In sddition, it bas been speculsted that l,.uh plPrd !
second vife vhen the fertility of the firet vife ‘m low. the
saining 23 vives in this category were in polygynous uaions for oaly
.m average of 36.30 per oent of their married lives, it is poseivle
that their folygynous status resulted fram their lower fertility and
that their pusbands 414 not take o polygrasus sife umtil later ia the
marripgge vhen t‘ wife's lower fertility was ebvious. ‘

However, vhen the completed family sises for eash Of these
women in the two sudb=categories were examined, it was found that only
tvo vomen in the first categoYy, those who resumed & BonogEmOUs status,
had oxtrru small families roi.tin to the norm——-one family of 3
children and another of tut 5. In the latter category, three women
had such small completed families of 2, i, and 5. Vhen the small
fenilies vere remowed from the caleulations, mean fertility ves 10.42
and 10.45 respectively.

Thcrcfbro‘. {t sppears that the 4i fferences betveen initially-
monogemous first vives in ocnesvife families and initially-@OROgamMOus
first vives in two-vife femilies are & fumction of small numbers in
tha formar category and not due to real differences. The effects of
a fev extremes on the mean {n the former category succeeded in reducing
t.;u mean by 0.80. Consequently, tertility sppears to be the same for
ipitially-monogamous first vives vho are of the same age cohort as

their husbands.
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Prem She abeve ﬂmw. it eppoais that for vl married
Nh the ages off7? and 81 yoars iaclusive ordinal stetus end r

4 mﬂor of vives present in the marriage are not the sigaificant factors

in mutu polygymous fersility. Although thery appears to be ea
inverse relstionship between ordinal swatus and fertility, ! thigd it
1s safe to say that this is & spurieye rbld;twnb as high ordinmal
status is concomitant with tyo m age ‘.lh husband. Aa earlier
cessation of childearing, and not iomuu WMrth tntervals, ,resulte .
1a depresced Muw.. end i\ agpoere & wis etriier cccssties i s
consequence of the husband's advanced age. HNowever, this too may b a
spurious relatiomship. .

The numbers of second vives in two-wife end three-vife femilies
are sufficiently large to permit a brealldown Wy age difference betveen
husband and vige. Whem this was dome, it vas found that secand vives
Vo wvere 10 to 15 years their husbends’' juniors had a standardiszed mean
tertility of 9.05. Woreover, if the advanced age of the husbasd alone
is the varlable which depresses fertility, it is to be expectdl that
ROnogemous Vives experiencing the same age gap would have.the seme
wnty. Bowever, this vas not the case. Instead, mu vives
hnﬁ ‘-tundnrdiud rate 1.45 grester tham that of second vtvu Ia
addition, computing the meean fertility for wives 15 to 20 years younger
than their m, revealed that the standardised rate for secoad vly'l
‘vas 9.11 compared to 9.8% for a.l-i. sonogamous vives. bvo.nr. the

numbers in both categories are too small t.d be significent. .

(

\
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Unforttmately.‘ @ more detailed analysis of the effects of age
differences between husband and wife is not possible at this time due
. i

to the small numbers of women of higher ordinal status.
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CHAPTER 7
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

FOR FURTHER RBBEARCH

a W{thin every society exist numerous variables which affect
fertility, either by ’enhanoing it or by depressing it. Although
intercourse, conception, gestation, and successful pert\\rition are’
the direct biological factors affecting fertility, many inteﬁnediete
soeiblogical variables, both independently and in interaction, affect
the degree to which these occur, as has been discussed at length by
Davis and Blake (1955-56). Polpgyny, %&-the Py aature that it

includes more than one female, is but o of‘-eﬁmﬁbl‘dl vhidt

N .
has been viewed as affecting the rate of exposure to intercou:te.

Other attendant features of polygynous unions are believed to also
affect exposure to both intercourse a.nd conception.

This diuertation has attempted to explore whether or fot

[

polygynous’ marriages relative to monogamous marriages depress fertil-

ity in a population in which natural fertility was believed to prevail

e 3

e "hhus éllwg the depress&q effects of con'-acepﬂ.on) and coital

restricti&g‘éustoms are assumed to be absent (thereby eliminating
#® some sociol&ic&fectors which may in themselves act to depress
fertility). ’

Moreover, previous studies of fertijity d»ifferentia.ls between

o’

monogaméusly and polygynoualy married women have tended to overlook

the ordinal status of the poligynous vife, the average number of wives

'3
-
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present during M/er feéund married years, and the percentage of a wife's
fecund married years spent in a polygynous union. If the polygyny-
re;'tility hypothesis is correct in proporting that polygyny reduces
. exposure to ﬁ‘ix\ul intercourse, then, as the dimension of each of these
variables increases, the exposure to sexual intercourse will decrease
and fertility will, therefore, decline. This dissertation has, there-
fore, examined thege three variables peculiar to polygynous unions in
an attempt to detemin;e.whether or not they in fact produced differen-
tial fertility within polygynous unions and, if ;o, to what extent.
Data for the ;tw were obtained from Family Group Record Sheets
.of Mormon females. vho we.re married betveen 1840 and 1885,' who re;ided
within the confinee of the "State of Deseret" for at 1éast one-ﬁalf
, their married lives, and vho were married under covenant during the
hirth of at least one—hn}f their children. All women in the sample
were fertile, and no data are available on the proportion in the popu-
lation who were childless.' Moreover, ﬁhe pQ;tion of the sample used
primarily throughout the study consisted of women @_;o had been contin-
uously mn;?riod through age 46. As the data are d M from genealog-
ical x?ecords, they are‘ for completed family sizes. The se genealogical
re_cords vere obtl.ingd from the L.D.S. Thurch Genealogical Archives,.
Salt Lake City, Utah. . )
To begin with, although it is assumed that this sample of
) _nineteenth—cen.t".m'y Mormon women was adhering to the ecﬁesiasticu.l
/pr:nériptipn regarding m-uiity limitation and that natural fertility
did in fact obtain, the nature of the sample prohibits direct verifica-

tion. In order to avoid attributing possible fertility <¢ifferences

o'.‘,.

3
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betwveen the two samples to{di'fferential usage of fertility limitation,
it was felt that it was nocel;‘ry- to be able to state with more assury
ance that a condition of natusal fertility existed.

As it 1s known that the Hutterite wo:on studied by Eﬁon and

Mayer (1953).and by Sheps (1965-665 vere non-contracepting and that
natural fertility d4id provcil: the mean fertility and mean i)irth inter-
val lengths of Mormon women cgntinuously married in monogamous unions
through age L6 were compared with those found for Hutterite women in
the two studies cited above. A 4

‘' This ;omiirison revealed that, although monogamous ﬁhrmon womén
merried at semewhat younger ages ahd hud_peanibirfh inierv;l leggths

. \ s .
somevhat ldonger, most probably a consequence of a longer period of
¢ - [ ]

pny their average completed family size was very similar to
>~ \tha f Hutterite yomen. Therefore, it was believed that it could be
/ ated with some assurance that within the monogamous sample, and most
/lpxjoba.bly within the polygynous sample as well, natural fertility did
| prevail and that differential use of fertil&ﬁy limitation could be
eliminated as a possible source of differenrtial fertility, if it
obtained, between the samples.
Secondly, as the majority c'>f previous studies <;f the polygyny-
fertility hypothesis have been able to .control for either no variables
' or only a few due to the 1udequ;.cy of the data, g similar calculation )
" wvas made in this instance to providcl basis for comparison to see the
effect on mean fertility when variables were contrbjllcdr for. When
controlling for no variables, such as age at marriage, duration of

-

marriage, continuity of marriage, and so forth, BONOgamMOUS WomSn vere
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found to have gemean fertility of 9.42 compared to 8.27 for po‘lymouodﬂ
wvomen, & dirfero;co of 1.15 children. ﬁhon &econtinuous unions vere
selected out, mean fertility was altered but little, being 9.44 for
monogamous women and 8.26 for polygynous women.

Although the numbers were small, always monogamous women in
dilcOnt.ix;uoul unions \;ero found to have had, on the average, 8.63

children while all other women in discontinuous unions, of which at

%
least one vas polygynous, had a mean fertility ef 8.31, a difference

‘.
-

of 0.32.
Thirdly, r.he n. fertility of only those women continuously
‘married through age 46 was calculated. It was found %ﬁag monogamous
ery had an average of 9.97 children. By contrast, the mean fertility
.c')f S“polygynous wvomen similarly married ‘870’. this being 1.1:7
fewe‘i" chfldren than fobnoaogamists. So that,.by removing thoSe in
di;continﬁoul un‘ijs and those not mrrie‘d throughout their fe‘cun&- .
years fra the calculatior: 1ncreashnem f#‘tility.somevhat, t‘d.id.
not alter the fertility differences .betveon polygynous angt monogqboizs '
women . ) N ¥
For women contimdously married through age 46, dif}er ages
at marriage result in differential periov spent at risk and, thereby,
" may affect fex”tmty. All things being equal, it is ‘to be ..xpectqd

1

that women at risk for longer periods would have higher fertility than
) ,

those at risk for shorter periods. If two populatione exzperienced .

differing patterns of age at marriage, this in itself could result in

differing fertility levels.

E . . .
N . -
. . .,
. .
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Most previous studies of this nature have either been unable to
control for age at marrisgelplue to {nadequate data or have overlooked
this factor. ‘Smith and Kunz (1976), for ex;.nplo. {n their study of
Mormon polygynous and monogamous fortility. assumed n-t age at
marriage between these tvo groups of women would be 1nsuft1ciont1y
dit‘ferent’to warrant controlling for. _ However, when oxaminin age at
mu‘riaso ®or the tvo samples in this study, it was found that polygy-

noully':lrried women married at both younger and older ages than d4id

the meah. Conuqmnt:ly. st ' used %0 reduce tha effect N

i) :
done, polygynous fertility

Al a reault the difference between the fertility
.polygynoul Mormon women continuously ‘married through.

age 46 wa 0.81, not a large difference in view qf the average

family size. .

-

Fohrthly, gnogamous and polygynous fertility by marriage cohort

vas calcilated in ordep to determine whether or not fértility differ-

ences obtsined betwée orts and/or between the two marriage types
within cohorts. . . . ’ :
‘ . .
It was discovered that within both the monogameus and the
. k]
polygymous samples fertility declined somewvhat with each guccessive
marriagé®cohort. However, fertility declined much more rapidly for

polygymous women, particularly for those marrying between 1868 and

.

1877. However, this can probably be viewed as an attendant effect of

o
_ the intensification of tedaral prosecutions for illegal cohabitation.

’ lonrtheleu. fertility diffcrcncn between -naomoua and polyg:&ul

- - .

[RLd
.Y

~0
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vomen by marrigge cohort were approximately 0.9 until the 1868 to 1877

cohort. vhere the diftounco vas a3 great as 1, 60. °¢. Vo,
¥
Polymoug. fertility rocovoroiwpmvhnt for thou married

» petween 1878 to 1885 while monogamouw Mtility continuod to decline
[ 3

somevhat for this cohort. As a result, the'fertility difference

Lo ‘ .0
between the samples married in 1878 to 1385 vas'.35. Howvever, as s,

hono

o ¢ oo
relult of the sharp decline in fertility for pelygynous E in the
t

1868 to 18‘.0:‘1.30 gcohort and the ouly slight recove

, aohort;® fertility had declined by 1. 18 between' the cohort nx-ru& ’

betveen 1848 to 1857 u}d' that married betvedn 1878 to 1885, Dy cqn-
trast, monoganbuo r \“ty declined ¥y 0.77 betweea t);e 1848 to 1857
cohort and the 18'78 2 1885 marriage cohort.

Finally, as it fas@been p_outulated that a greater broportion of

polygynous vomen would be married to men of advapced ages and that this.

in itself would tend to reduce thﬁertility, age differences between
'pouus vas exnfned.. v
An mu.lyll. of age differences between husband and wife revotl.d

that a much greater range of diftetences existed for those polygynously

married than for those nonogalloualy n*od Moreover, in thoseW@ie~ “i

gories wvhere age ®ifferences betv«n spounl vere greatest, the numbesa -

of monogamous wives were relatively small. Conuquontly,.it vas ifipos-
¢ U *

sible to comfpare the fertility of polygynous and monogamous wives in. “

all possible cstegoriu. - v T ‘ .

In addition, because of the Otﬁct of the vife's age at marriage

. of

on fertility, the fertility of only thou women married Jbetween the

ages of 17 and 21 vas examined. ’Stlndardin.tion shoved that no

* '
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fertility O.Cronco existed Qo"n polygynous and monogamous vomen
' ' s
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P vere O to 10 years their husbands' juniors. Beyond these age

u.tf.oroncu,. hovever ,.monogamous tcrtility“’rluqtutod. For women 10 to

15 years younger than Wﬂdo. r‘rtility increased so that it
] . " ’ .
vag greater than that of volep 0-to 10 years younger than their

qpouses, and then it decreased somevhat for women 15 to 20 years young-

R T ) : :
er tlu'tho&r husbands o3 thdh.it vas similar to that of vomen O to 10

% ]

. years their husbaads' j‘iou. Mnn\lhilo. the fertility for polygynous

. .

‘femdles docrouod and continued to decrease as the age gap dvetween

husband ‘nd vifo wvidened, l,q ﬂta the fertility of polygynous

wvomen 14 to, .15 yenrl yomgcnhhm the;r mgb:ndn vas doprnud 1.56
oo s 4 | BN

..
relagive to their monogamous counterpagits and those ‘married to‘mn

L .
15 to 20_‘“ older was 1.12 lover than for momogamous wives. As few

-

.
monogamous women vere married to men more than 20 years their senior,

a comparison of their fertility with thlt of polygynous whves married
to men that much older than they could not be ude.

A comparison of all monogamous women with all polygyrious wives
generally and By marriage cohorts revealed that polygynous fertility
wvas depressed by gpproximafely 1.0 relative to monog‘mous fertility. )
However, vhen differences be't\non the age of husbu.n\d and wvife vore.
examined, it was found that vhere husbands vere from 0 to 10 years

older tHan thoir wvives, thero vas no difference between the rertility-

of monogamous and polygynous women.

Although mean fertility between polygynous and monogamous vomen

” o
was not significantly different, factors peculiar to polygynous union\

... .3 .

-

-
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were analyzed td determine whether or not these factors depressed
fertility further.: ‘ *

In analyzing the fo“%l of these factors--percentage married
years polygynous, ordinal status of the wife, and average numbox; of
wvives present in a marriage--the mean number of birth events ' equat-

ed with mean fertility. Mean guzber of birth events vas also used vhen

) 1. . analyzing cohort fertility and fertility by age differences betwgen
- ; huﬁcnd and vife. The mean n\;bor of birth events t'o.r alwvays monogea- .
" mous wives va; 9.71. : * $"
‘“;‘: . d To begin with, {t has frequently been hypothesized that thqrd‘!i
,' -n.n ‘inverue relationship between percentage of time ipent in.polyg'.ytu"

, " unions and fertility. However, an examination of this variable reveal-

ed that, excepting for those exclusively in polygynous unilns, Agrcente

-

age of time had little effect on fertility. The fertility of those ‘

ol‘

. exclusively polygynous wag ,w-cued by somevhat over 1.0 relative to

the remajinder and by l.'3l relative to always monogamous wives.

’

’ Moreoter, it was discovered that the percentage of married years
spent in polygynous unions was highly correlated with drdinal statis.

Obviously, no initially-monogamous first vife (the vast majority of

m first vive:).‘ could be 100 per cent pol”. 8o that those who vere
wvere of second or greater ordinal status. Moreover, few of third or
greater ordinal status spent less than the entirety of their married
years in polygyny.

The examination of ordinal status xfivccled that injitially-
monogamous first wives had a standardized mean fertility of 9.T1,

identical to that of alwvays nonéguoun.vins. Thereafter, polygynous
. ¢
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fertility declined steadily with each successive ordigal status until
[ ]
there was a fertility difference of 3.6k vetveen vi‘ fifth and

greater ordinal status and alvays monogamous vwives.

. An analysis of the third variabdble peculiar to polygyny, aversge

n_\q?r of wives present, revealed basically the same pattsrn as &dove.
_Wiwee ‘in families averaging but one wife had a standardized fertility
rate of '9.60. 0.11 lower than for tlxyl‘ monogamous vives. From this
point forth, fertility declined by approximstely 1.0 with each succes-
ive increase in the nwrue number of wives present until fortility wvas

1.08 lover, vhere there vas an averasge of five or more vivn pr«-t. ’ L

than for alvays monogamous women. LT ,
. . g
An examination of ordinal status and percentage years polygynous

sho\:d that initially-monogamous first wives in polygynous unions fgr.

. '] v
75 to 99 per cent of their marriages had the highest mhgn fertijity,

»

9.88, 0.17 higher than for always monogamous vives. Although the "
fertility of other initially-monogamous first wvives vas lover, t.c «
..

vas no consistent pattern of decrease 31th declining years in polygynv:
However, the fev initially-monogamous first wives who vere in polygy-
nous unions for less than 25 per.cent of their married lives had a mean

fertility of 9.00. »

By contrast, ¥econd wives who vere exclusively polymous.hnd as

Ve
mean fertility of 8.26, 1.45 18ver than the fertility of always monoga- p
mous vi¥es. Mean fertility levels continued to decline with increasing
ordinal status so that those who vere 100 per cent polygynous and vere o

of fifth or greejer ordinal status experienced a mean fertility L.ko"

lowver than thit of alwvays monogamous vomen.
) .
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The examination of lortility"by average numdber :at wvives present
and percentage of yeare N'mouo showed €hat those vho were 75 to 99
per cent polygynous 1n"?-ulu in vhich there were tvo wvives on the
,average had the highedt mean fertility at 9.75, again almost identical
with that for always monogamous wvomen. Wives in families which .vou.c-
ed\ one vife and vho spent betveen 25 to L9 per cent of thou.c married
years in polygyny had second highest fertility, it being 9.4,

Although there was no pattern of uorouin;‘ doc‘rouing fer-
tility relative to avor‘q m.-bzt of wives pro‘nnt and percentage of
tu'olymouu. vithin each poreontqo-ot-yoan-polyuious category,
as .\quo number or' wiwes present incroucd_ ioninty decreased.

Those with lovest mess rtility, 5.90, vere .oxclmiv'oly polygynous
and living in families with an of five or ‘ore wvives present.
2 The analysis of ronui‘mu status and avgrage pumber

b X

of v.ivol present %’vouod that hi.ghut ‘tortility vas ennorioved by
ihitially-monogamous fi!"l_t vives in tvo-wif¥ fa.n,uie's‘!bnd\nbbr! s\
initially-monogamous first wives in one-wvife familieay However, the
fertility of initially-monogamous first wives in two-vife families was
virtually identical with that of always monogamous wives. | While second
vives in three-vife families had somevhat higher fertility than second
wvives in two-wvife families, 8.41 compared to 8.27, second vives in two—
vife and three-vife families had & mean fertility 1.4L and 1.31 lower
than that of always monogamous wvomen.

As ordinal status and average oumber of \rin: present increased,
fertility declined by approximately 1.0 with each successive categdry

so that wives of fifth and greater ordinal status in families avereging

T aes 'u
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five or more vives had o meam fertility of 5.82, 8;~'1&0r than that

) ~

of monogamists.

oa fertili-

Because §f the effect of the vife's age at marr :
ty, fertility by ordinel status and aversge number of wvives present ves
calculated for vomen married betveen the ages of 1T and n.‘nly. It
vas calculated as v‘ for mOnogemous vives sarrying at these ages. As
most mr;ntu were small, less than 25 vomen, only those with suffi-
ciently large numbers vere considered. |

Computations ﬂ':r this uloﬁe group revealed that vomen vho were
tnitially-aseegeious first vives fa wo-vife funilies o:artouod aeel
fertility of 10.38 compared t0 9.93 for thelr slvays mOnogamous coun-
terparts, mf. but not sigaificently higher. Inttiw:n
first vivey {n one-vife femilies had & mean fertility of 9.62. The
fortility&:f ueond vives vao .o.tht. lower them tdat of first ﬁ:u *

{n one—vife femilies. Second vives in tvo-wife and chree-vite fanifiles e,
had a mean fértility level of 9.00 and 9.05 respeclively. Fertility |
decreased to T.90 for third vtvo: and vives of greater ordipé status, ’

tvo children fewer than for mopogumous vives. -. -

It appears from the abovdfindings .that as ordinal status
increased from first, and to a small extent &8 average number of vives
present increased, fertility decreased. ‘It wvould sppesr that after ’
second ordinsl status, fertility wes hpnu«; bty one thild with each
successive status. On the surfece, it would appear that the polygyny-

fertility hypothesis had deen supjorted. _\lonvo:. 1¢°this were the

cm and fortinty dia docu‘n. as & rn\nt. of -



per vife nmuu from the huu' * Otﬂﬁl &ﬁt '
-uum::: dftomou would be h th meaa 1
imervale. . emaling: 2t s
Taroughout tids study, hovever, vherever fe
have eccurred, mean length in birtd imte
assount for them. In fact, it vas found that
ia birth intervel lﬁthn occ\u-rlol betvesn e interdils apd
‘thet 1ittle or no difference ves gemerslly veen the intergea-
etic iatervals. ' —

, I Muuih\h‘u mm-wmmx Mu end verege
awder of vives present for valia marzied Vetvesn the Agte of 17 and
21, 1t vas found that the Meen protegenetic Mirth imterval for alveys
" minoganous vives vas 10,1 neathe smd thet the seme interval ves
somevhar shorter for initially<mmegasous £479% vives in one-vife and
tvo-uro femilies. m:. second vives u three-wvife families had
. %c tatervil just 2 wowths loager, vhije Wves of higher
ordinal seetus had firet birth mqm&o Just over S.5 -m.u longer.

In eddition, the mead 1nurmuc interwal tor BONOgEmOUS vives
wvas 28.59 nuth-. again somewhat longer than for {nitially-momogamous
firet vives in two-wife femilles. However, t\he means for all other
‘cstopriu were no more tham 2'.5 u‘nthl reater ”.vu the m'm
alvays mdudgamous vives. '

cu-nqn-;x. 1t vas found thet differemtial irth um:ru

the ?:?““ scopumat to; the f-ntuv dfteresces. Differeatial
~ mim ldcth 4 accomt fbn“hn “”rdhtotsh
terttisty drr.m vosn secand vives mnd alveys ROROGEESRS Vives.

L
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° Watle &q mn secount for Juet over "0 ’Q eont 'of e fertiliny
umnho betvegh tArd vives tar 'feniliee end momegamous
yives, shay oou ”’W‘ for oaly 21 perjeeat of \he fersilivy differ-
A.Qlo for vives of grester ordiaal statua 1a larger f-nl.u. .
Therefore, 1f “u indeod oxisted, a8 has Veen mmuu.
invetrse nmm-u{}m ordiaal nnu. average m-bor of vivpe
preseat, nl m of nrrud yoars polygraous and ceital rates, .
* thea ‘opnuo‘ .uu M had 1ittle or ae effect ou the leagth
of birth intervals and, sherefore, muo or no offect oa fertilivy.
hmtn&m-umomwo‘l-ﬁ. .9
mumofm“vumnénut.muruu ‘
the tining oftatercowsy, that 15, ot $he %ime of ovaleties. '
As & result of the adove findiags, ﬁrtv-muu reatics and
pvojected family sise &istridutions fer pepulatioms of 1,000 vere
comstructed. In the amalysis bf othe? variedles, it ves to-l that es

fertility deeclined the perity .'c vhich childbearing ceased also declin-
' o ..,‘ the proportiem prm ot these earlier parities
tacreased. Mareover, as fereility declined, the parity reage alse °
tended to marrov. HNowewsr, u these earlier parity progreseion nuoo.‘-
V'mmmnu eout.u‘ anu"u’aym‘t.f'
\ vaieh auo.m-. ceased night be attriduied to nmp-tm gV
copposition.. @ ' A S
ueum-qu hovom. v'n-qnuu\n -q--pm
,-Cno-—nrﬂ{hfbr-eha.oruormnﬁo.otam
1?01*‘ hq‘h of this cm.-mummv .
progression retics end projected fumily P detrivuticns prafmeed the

/ , .o
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sale Pesulta-——as fegtility declined childbearing vas terminated at

i

. ’ . . N ,\
earlier p‘(ities and at higher proportions and the parity range
narroved.

. ¢ ’
It i% unlikely that women who were of higher ordinal status and

'

vho'had bg’p bearing children at generally the saﬁe rate as those of
lowar,ordinaz status|wvould oxpéfience a ceésation of childBenriné at
earlier paritiéu becausg/of decreased coital rates. It is more likely
that coitus -itself was erminated. ]

As the only other yariable examined in which monogamous and
polygynous fertility was {dentical in somé'categories was d%fference

. »

in age between husband and wife, theée were examined %y ordinal status.

Controlling for age differwnfes showed a high correlation
between o;dinal status and age difderences between husband and wife.
The mean age difference for initially-monogamous first wives was less
than S-yea£s, while that forusecond wivegs wgs.?pproximately 14 years.
Third wives were, on the average, between 18 and 19 years younger than
their husbands, while fourth An@ fifth wives were approximately 23 and
26 years, Pespectively, their husbands' juniors.

Tt Qould apﬁear that the difference in age between husband and
wife, and more specifically“?e age of the husband, rather than the
brdinal status of the wife depressed fertility. However, because of
the small numbers of those of higher ordinal §tatus, cross tabulation
by age difference and ordinal sﬁatus would p;;duce categories too small
for significan:ranalysis. Consequently, it is a bit premature to
assert positively that the age of the h;;ggnd is the significant factor

in depressing the fertility of polygynous women of high ordinal status.
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Hovever. in -piee of the sppesrcnéo of the huwband's age as the
vy .
significant varﬁable depressigg fortility. there is -ti}l‘ un.ccoﬁnt-’

V!

ed for factor. The numbers of second vives: 1:;tvo~wifc tnd thrce-vffe ‘
families married exclus;vely in polygynous unions vere sufficiently
1arge to permit analysis by age 4ifference betveen husbamd and vife.
When this was done, it was found thst for those hf wives vho vere 10
to 15 years (121 to 180 montha) younger than thcir husbands , mean fer-
tility was 9.18, with a stsndArdized rate of 9.05. - It oﬁiy age aiffer-
ence affected fertility, it vould be expected that mbnogamous wives
married at ages 1T to 21. and 10 to 15'year0 younger than their husbands
would have the same fertility as similaq}y narried second wives.,
Inste‘d, the fertility of these monogamous wives was 1.45 higper. Un=-
fortunately, thevfertility differences betwéen:where greater age gaps
existed could not be anakyzed. , |

Consequently, it ma& be th;£ the apparent relationship between
age.difference, actually the age of the husband, and fertility is &
spurious'one and that lge-diﬁéerénce is simply highiy correlated with
the actual variable depressing fértility. Further analysis is required
to determine whether or not this is the case. |

To begin with, further analysis with sufficiently large numbers
of those of hiéher ordinal etatus is required so that the husband's age
can be analyzed re%ative to the wife's ordinal status and subsequent
fertility.

Fgrthermére, an explicit norm was never forthcoming from the

church hieraréhy stating what was, an expected or desirable family size.

However, {t is not unlikely that a norm of ideal family size emerged

>



' . 79
regarding polygynous families. It 1s poooiblo.'th.roforo. that as the
norm vas appraximated childbearing ceased. As s result, the fertility

of vives of higher ordinal status would be affected by the fertility of

'preceding wives. Moreover, this would produce a relationship betveen

fertility and the age difference between husband and vife.
It is, therefore, sdvissblo to examine the hulbnnd's fertility.
For ome, the husband's roproductive pattern relative to all his wives

should be qnnlytoe to determine whether or mot’ ho tonninceod ehildbear-

.ing activities at approximately th; same time (1... year) with respect

-io all of them. In other words, did all Ehildbenring activity cease,

‘irrespective of the wifté's ordinal status, vhen a man reached igc 60,

for e&ample, or when his fertility reached a pertain level,

Moreover, the husband's fertility should be analyzed relative
to the number of wives present in a union, the number of wife-years in
the marriage, and fertility by ordinalistaxus. Thg state of the cur-
rent data does not lend itself Fo such an analysis. ]

In view of the above findings, nll tha£ can be said at this
point is that ordinal status, number of vives present, and percentage
yésrs polygynéus d%Jnot, in themselves, depress fertility by reducing
coital r&tes and increasing the length of the birth intervals. In-
stead, other as yet unknown variables relatéd to ordinal status and

the advanced age of the husband lead to cessation of childbearing at

earlier parities.



form, as is currently being sa“ntod and/or attemted in some |
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“As, the tchnﬁ'y of thm Npl vithin & socieny affects
the om-.u rmmty 1.«1, of thet mw. mntion should be made

,of the pouibh ott-cn of poxnrno\- fertilivy ofl mhtu fertility.

* Aithough polymy tondu to reduce the tortuity of thon polys-

yrdous wosen or pigﬂcr orunnl statuses, these voun eoqpriu s emall’

_pcrcontm of the polygyno\u powlntion -d ('Y comiur.bly lullor

'por(outgq ot’ all voun. 'hnntoro. it is \n\nkoly that tortnif.y

uvinq'thn mtm« 13 ﬂamumw ghi-
cally roducod. u at all, from vhat they vwld e it pol’n: vere
\blqnt. ' : - "

Moroover, &8s greater proportions of polygynous women Rarry at

. v

age 25 or oldcr tha.n do mnog-ous wvomenri, it w be that polygynonn

uniono provido an oyportunity to marry for women vho vould otbar\d.u

never do 80. In addition, _polygynous union. say provide an opportun-
ity to reui'ry for those vo.on ‘who have been divorced or Vidowed. | It
so, the existence of "olygyny nby ferve to increase .ocietql Certility
levelc over vhnt they would be if polyguy were sbpent by dooreuing
the proportions of single or nevor-mrried vomen in the populntion. |
R

Thcrefore, 1f p&lygyny vere to be olihimtedn‘co a urril.sc ]

-
L]

African nationl, thc conlequonce night be docreuing rnther t.hm

increasing fertility levels. (//

N
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