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. »\ “ AB§TRACT |
An analys1s of fema]e 1one parent fertility was
conductedxut111z1ng~1971 census data retrieved from Public

N

Use Sample Tape files. Basic research strategy incorporated
é}l
b1var1ate ana]ys1s as we]] as a stepw1se regress1on which

perm1tted the comparison of the fert111tyrof different typeS‘
of fema]e lone parents -- separated divorced, and widowed- -
with the fertility of intasct fam111es where the husband is
present. The bivariate analysis tended to support the
general fertt]ity'differentials of education and type of
residence. In the case of aoe at first marriage, only the
widowed did not evidence the negative re]ationship found
among_the diQorced and the separated femafe‘lone parents.,Of
‘the three marital statuses ot female lone parents on]y the
.w1dowed status tended tfo, support the geheral fert111ty
differential of ethn1c1ty. With regard to religious
~affiliation, the widowed manifested the highest degree of
.similarity»and the divorced female tone parents showed the
‘least degree when considering high fertt]ity. When low
fertility is Eakeh into consideration, only the widowed
conformed to thgkgenerat patterh. The djyoroed female 1one
parents differed the most from the ihtact families and the
uidowed female lone parents differed the least in terms of
fertility patterhs. The greatest dtfference among the female
lone parents was found between the widowedfahd the djvorced

and the least difference was between.the divorced and the

separated. ' _ .

iv



‘Stepwise regression analysis yielded different
eqUaiions for the various family types.\ln general, income
and education were found to be strong predictors; type of
fesidence‘and religion to be moderaté predictors, and-age at
first marriage and ethniCity to be .weak predictors of‘

fertility patterns. . o

o
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1. FERTILITY AND FEMALE LONE PARENTS IN CANADA ANALYSIS FROM
% 1971 CENSUS DATA

A. INTRODUCTION S o
.This thesis is ‘inténded‘ to study the -batterns of
fertijity' amohg female lope parénts in Canada;\Accordjng to
' Brandwéjn, Brown aﬁd Fox (1874:498), a woman may become a
éing]e ‘barent: through one of severé1 ciréumstances: (1)
nevér maqried women.beafing chi]drgn; (2) becoming séparated
or dﬁQogéed; or (3) becoming widowed. A four th circums tance
‘would be single person adoption (Orthﬁér;ABrown and Feréuson
'1976:429)« This study is ‘restricted ‘to  the femaje lone
;pabggts arisfng from wﬁdowhood. divorce and separatizn.
invSpite of the societal ereferehce for fﬁe traditidﬁa]

husband-wife family, or the intact families, single parent

families (especiaT[y féma]e—Joné parent FamiTjﬁ* ;,
‘on the increase in Canada over the past 35 yégfﬁL;kzz? N
1 1979:83, 91, 92; Bane, 1980:11). As can be seen {h Fégiés 1,1
.2 and 3, the high phéportion 6f«one parent families recorded)
betweenb 1941 andf 1956Q was ]ikély due to the fncreasé 1n5
widowed femalesi’dhfing World War fwo and the _Koréén

t

conflict. Correspondingly,  this  influenced the lower

proportion of husband-wife families foumd duFing'fhis period':,-

as portréyed in Téb]e 2. The percentage of widowed one
parent.families has declined while at the same. time, the

proporfion of divorced and never married heaaed lone parent

1
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) Number and of P

Table 2.

ercentage of Families by
Canada: 1851-1971.

Marital Status, ,

Marital Status 1951 1956 1961 1966 1971
All status 325699 318439 347418 371885 478740
100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Marrieds 94118 84343 108799 112051 161290
28.9% 26.5% 31.3% 30.1% 33.7%
Widowed 2 16&4& 216924 213657 226950 222625
66.5%  68.1%  615% . 61.0%  46.5%
bivorced 10108 12341 15636 22115 57875
3.1%  3.9% 4.5% 6.0% ~* 12.1%
Never married 4831 4831 9326 10769 36950
1.5% 5% T 2.7% 2.9% 7.7%
Note: *Includes; thé ,categories "married, spouse absent’ and ’-’separafejd."
Source: Wargon, S.T./1878), Canadian Households and Families:

Demographic trends, Ottawa: Statistics Canada.

Recgnt
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, Table 3.

Percentage Change in Different Categones of Famlhes
in Canada: 1951- 1981 S

Y
\
3\

Marital Status ~ 1951-56  1956-61  19651-6dffJf 1966-71.  1971-81

Married# -2.4% 48% = <1.2% 3.6% 4.8%

Widowed . 1.6% -6.6% -0.5% -145%  -20.0%

Divorced 0.8%  0.9% 1.5% 6.1% 9.0% . :
> N

Never Married  , C1.2% 12% . 48% 6.2% ‘

Note_; ¥Includes categories "married, spouse absent” and "separated.” 1381

i data is not given as "this thesis deals with the data up to 18771,
Source: Wargon, S.7.(1979), Canadian Households and Families: Recent
Demographic trends, Ottawa Stat/st/cs Canada, and 1981 Census of
. Canada.



families has increased:markedly. Contributing to this more
recent turn-around has been the. increﬁse in marital
dissolution .and the increasing number of never married
parents of illegitimate children (Wargon, 1979:22, 26, 27).
Tfé lower remarriage rates gf djVofced women than . of men
lso contributes tb this incfease ~in- female-headed lone
p%rént families (Wafgon, 1979:60; Giick. 1984:7-27) .

The tendency of widows to remain unmarried,
particularly in the Tlater ages, has contributed to the
overaJL» increase in lone parent families. The dffferential
mortality .experienced at . later ages results in higher
mortality rates for older males tﬁén their spouses, The
traditional mating gradienf‘ih §anada suggests that - women
seek marriagable e]jgibles from cohorts older than they are,
however, because of differential MOrtality theré“ are‘ very
few e]igib]e males for older w1dows Th1s explains the
h1gher remarriage rates for elderly w1dowers than for widows
which results in a greater number of widowed lone parent
families améng women over thé age of 65 in 1971. (Wargon,
1879:60, 87; Miron, 1980:7; Basavarajappa, 1978:19; 31;
Harrison, 1981:20; Kuzel and Krishnan, 1973). |

According to Davis and Blake (1956), both the time
between unstable unions and time spent in post-widowhood
celibacy, haVe ;é neg;tive relationship w1th the fertility
rate. Other studies reveal that marital d1sso1ut1on in  turn
decreases child-bearing ' (Thornton 1978, Cohen and Shebf

1974, Grabil, Kiser and .Whelpton 1958). Thornton (1978)



\

\states that fertility starts declining tw years“prior to

*actual marital separagibn. He .also found that marital
dissolution  without remarriage functjons to lower
child-bearing, thus affecting the family size among tpe lone

parent families. These studies 1ead one t expect lower

\
\

fertility among ‘the female lone parents 'due, to lower

proportion of repnoductive span spent in/ married life
resulting from marital disruption. | |
| The ear1$er‘a woman gets married, the greater the
proportion ‘of reproductive span spent fn married life, if
’ the marriage'continbes without any disruption. Miller (1976)
statee Cthat the, 1enger tne people are married, the more
~children they wfll have. Henripin (1872:18, 129) in his
study shows that women who marr1ed under 20 in relation to
the women who married between 20 and 24 years had an excess
fertility of 24 to 35 percent. Those who married after 25
- had a reduced fertility of 26 to 32 percent. vThere is a
reduction of 46 to 52 percent, 68 to‘z2 percent and 83 to 89
‘.percent in fert111ty for the women married between 30 and 34
years, 35 and 38 years and 40. aﬁﬁﬂAﬂ years respect1ve1y
This is supported also by the Un1ted States data- (Popu]at1on
Reference Bureau Inc. 1980). fﬁfﬁ“ : ’
It has been shown that children are generally born in
the early stages of mar1ta1 career (M111er 1976). Therefore
one can assume that age at marriage is not the only factop |
'affecting fertility. The following studies emphasizehthe

cohort effect on fertility through smaller intehyals between -

L " e



successive birthé and having fewer children. among' the
younger cohorts. Henripin (1972)_%§%a5es that the greater
fertility among women marrying ybunger 11% ‘less among the
present . child-bearing cohort than among the older
child-bearing cohorts. Hi]l'(1970:84)‘and Glick (1977) also
talk about the cohort effegts in relation to this. Glick
found:that women marrying during.the 1970; are expected to
have between one and two fewer children than earlier
marriage cohorts. Hill says thaf the present chiﬁd-bearing
cohort have féwer children with smaller 1ntervafs between
births than was the case of eaf]ier chi]d?bearing cohorts.
Wargon (1879) also fdund‘tbe same pattenn among the‘Canadian‘
families. McVey (1981) states that the 'genera1 Fefti]ity
rate has declined even though the women in chi]d-bearing‘
‘years (15-44) continued to increase since 1961. |

lThe difference in ferti1ity patterns cah bé due to
higher 1evéls of education of thé‘ younger cohorts,._higher
female labor forcé participéﬁﬁpnl higher proportion of
people living in urban areas and changes in values ;nd_norms
relating to birth control and sexual behaviour -(Pool and
Bracher, 1974 and McVey, 1980), 1in conjunction ‘with therr
increased age at marhiage. Associated Iife.styleuchangeS‘
such as sexual pehﬁ%ssiveness and cohabitation ‘make it
~easier for people to .choose Qgtwéen stayihg married and
unmarried. (Clayon and Voss, '1977; Udry, Bowman and Morris,
1975; Davidson and Leslie, ‘1977; Mackwin‘and MayKovich,
1976; King,vBalswick and Robinson, 1977; Ruzicka, 1977



Feﬁre]f,'Tolone and Walsh, 1977).

Thuslfhe number’ of children born to fgma]e lone parents
may be débendent upon the st;ges in the child-bearing. cycle
these, women are passing through .at the time of marital
dissolution. It hay. also depend upoﬁﬂbfhe age at first
marriage'and duraf%oa Qf the marriage. ,

Taking the "above into consideration, the fertility of
 female lone parents'may or may not differ from the fertility
of the females of the 1ntact,fami]ies; where both husbands
ana ‘<ines are present, contro]iing for agé at first
marfiage, type of residence and other factors such  as
ethnicity, religion,reducation, and income. It is worthwhile"
to compére the fertility of female :ione' parents whose
paftébn of sexual lgfe i's présumably‘differeht from that of
‘the females of intact.families. " . |

:According to Davis and Blake - (1956), chiéties of
varying cultural patterns do ﬁot necessarily differ in their
fertility values . in relation to these intermediate

variables.-On the other hand they "may exhibit similar

values. The actual birth rate depends on the net balance of

13

the values of alﬁ the variables.

Studies jndicatex an ' inverse relationship between -
fertility and other éocio-economié variables such as age at
marriage, type of residence, education and income. The
nature of the re1ationship between fe]igibn and fertility is

discussed in the next chapter.
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The first objective‘ of: this study is to determine if
the relationship between different soc io-demographic
'variables and‘fertility among the fema1e<lone parente is the
same as the relationship between fertility and these
socio—demographic variables a; shown in the general theories
of fertility..
, " The second objective is to see if their ferti]%ty
differs from that of the‘women of intact fami]fes in which
. both husbands and wives are present. A-Comparison be tween
the female lone parents and the male heads of the intact
families in relation to the effects of different
socio-demographic variables on fertility, mentioned earlier,
will be hade as a part of the second objective. This
comparisonk will determine if characteristics " of the
ex-spouses of these female lone parents are essential in
understanding the fertility of female lone parents. Another
comparison will be made between the females of the lone
parent families and the females o# the intact families.
These comparisons Wi]] help understand who (the male heéds
or the wives.of’the ictact femi]ies) is more similar in the
ré]aticnship between fertility and the socio-demographic
variables under study to the relationship shown 1in general
theories.

The third objective is to examine the fertility of
different categories of femaie lone parents (i.e., widowed,

divorced and separated), to see if they differ among

themselves and if they differ, how and to what extent they
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differ, in relation to the variables employed 1in this

thesis.

B. THE PLAN OF THE THESIS

Chapter 1l presents a review of literature dealing with
the general relationship between fertility and the
socio-demographic variables. Chapter IIl dealls with data
source and the mefhodology. chapter IV deals with the
results and . ana1y§is of the crosstabulations and fhe.
regression analysis. In Chaptgr V, the main results are
;ummarized and the the limitations. of the study and the

. suggestions regarding future research are discussed.

C. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY ‘

As stated before, female-headed 1§ne parent families
are increasing in Canada. The'objective of this study is tg
see if their fertility differs from that of the intact
families in relation to any of the socio~demographi;
variables attributed‘ either to the females or the males of
the intact families. If they differ, it can have an effectﬁ
on the pbpulation of Canada dependihg upon the direction of
difference. |

In addition, tié':study is significant because of the
inc;easing dependenchof fémgle lone parent families on the
welfare programs, e”tab]ishéd at municipal, provincial and
federal 1¢yels as wexi;\as_gpy * the , voluntary agehcies in
coping with the wany;ﬁ'

%

oRay
S Q . {"l&&&m Rt

nomic, social and emotional problems
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facing the female lone parents and their children. r
A quote from Kalbach and McVey, (1979:388) may be
helpful in wunderstanding 1its significance in the field of .
household formation to the year 2001. "For the projection
period, househol®® formation is expected to increase at a
slightly higher rate than family formation. Signs of
bhanging social conditions may be seen if the faCt that
househqlds witﬁ spouses abEent are expected to inérease
relatively more rapidly than the number of total households,
whule‘single person househblds aq;ﬁexpected to increase less
rapidly throughout the period following 1881." !
The poorer economic situation of the female lone parent
families has been indicated ‘i‘Qman‘y stﬁgﬁes (Stein 1970;‘
Brandwein, Brown and Fox 1974:4@@2500; Chilman - 1975:49-60;
Bronfenbrenner 1976:29; 'Rawlings 1980, Thomson-and Gongl?,
1983; Smith 1980 and Bould 1977:339-349). It is inconvenient
for them to WbPK full time as they have to étay home to care
for the children as well as for other household’ jobs. This

worsens their already existing bad economic condition

(Brandwein, Brown and Fox 1974:498-515). At the same time,

state assistance may be decreased, if they do extra work

hoping to improve their financial =ituation. Decision not to

"~ support themselves on welfare wiii deprive them of some of

-

1
;

the benefits, such as legal aid, dental care, emergency aid -

and drugs they cannot afford to provide for from their own

¥ resources. All these compel them to stay on social

) e . . ! .
" assistance which may be meagre. The difference in earning
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power be tween men and ‘women in the paid labor market”and
lack of trajning for skilled jobs of the female lone parents
making them unable to acquire better jobs, add to the bad
economic condition of the female lone parents (CASW, 1977
and Rawlings, 1980) .

The social.and emotional‘adjustments that the female
lone parents and their children have to make are clearly
stated in studies by the Canadian Council on Socia]a
Deve lopment (1@71). Schlesinger (1975, 19785 and Thomson and
Gongla | 1983)‘ Raw]ings (1980)‘ Smith (1980) and Guyatt
{1871). The social stigma attached to the lone parents makes
ad justment djff1cu1t for them as well as. their ch11dren. The

absence of a. male model in *the family adds to the

*‘psychological adjdétment probléms on the part of " their

childreh. Government, as well as, voluntary agencies may

have to work for the 1mprovement of ~the existing ‘poverty

P

cond1t1ons of an 'increasing proport1on of female lone
parents according to the recommendat1ons g1ven in the above
ment1oned studies and the ones prov1ded by the Canadian
Advisory Council on the Status of Women (1976, 1977).
Results of this proposed lhesis will help one to know
the direq}ion of difference in fertility and qLe' proportion

of children 'in different‘categories of female lone parents

’ compared to‘thelfemales of the intact families, in relation

to several socio-demographic variables. This will enable one
to plan the degree and qua11ty of programs to be organized

for the. female lone parents and their ch11d¢en
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I1. GENERAL PATTERN OF RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN FERTILITY AND
SOC10-DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES “

As shown earlier in the introductory chapter, fertility
of‘ female Jone parents may be dependent onn the stages of
fecundity at the time of marriage asl well as marriage
dissolution due td separation, divorce or death of the
spouse - in other words, duration of marriage in relation to

age at marriage. The earlier a woman gets married, the -
greafer the duration of marriage, 'if ‘the marriége goes
without any disruption. The importance of conception of less
number of children and compression in child-spacing in the
présent generation has been emphasized by Wargqn (1979,
Hi11 (1970) and Glick [1977). Miller (1876), at the same
time, has shown thaf chi-Tdren are generally borh in the
) early stages of marital career. These studies may lead one
to consider duration of marriage with less importance in the
younger generation. This may be why"aaccording to Wargon
(1979), the.size of the family by sexwof h?ad was just about

the same for intact and lone parent”families in 1971, |

The present study includes samples of older cohorts,

among wﬁom the pqﬁtern of fer@i]ity may be different. Under
these circumstantes, along wiﬁh the cohort effect, the age
at first marriage and ‘duration of marriage also may be
interesting areas to be ’looked into. Other factors like
ethnicity, religion, education, income and type.of residence
also #ffect fertility in different ways. Hence the gehera]

paftern of the ‘re]aticship between fertility and these

13 !
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variables’ in  Canadian perspectives-'are reviewed in this

. chapter. )
\Q | v 3 | : ”..; .' ‘ g -"_ — . . g.
o . e - ‘ S . | L g e | -
A."AGE AT MARRIAGE 7( | S L -

Ageyat‘marriage ~is an .intergening 'variabte' between.
SOCiaT4' factors- andm;tertility ‘A positive relationship
between the two has been shown in the study by Ba]akr1shnan
Ebanks and Gr1ndstaff (1979:34) . Stt]l,,accordwng to them,

' the relat1onsh1p 1s‘tn0t~'that' ihportant “when consideringf
bdtfferent - re11gwous B grouos“‘ The var1able operates in.
comb1nat1on w1th many other: soc1o cu]tural factors, such as'
ieducat1on, dur«.at1on;,-ot‘‘marr1age,~ labor force part1c]pat1on,
type of residenle, and re!tgiod-‘ Davis and Blake (19561 = @
'oeSCnibe the"?jotnt ‘effect*ST’other 1ntermed1ate var1ab1es
.;such as;yotuntary.‘abStinence through d1fferent types ‘oﬂ.
‘famfly structures, ? voluntary foetal mortaltty through 9
abortioni'"the use and non-use of contracept@on and-
ster111zat1on on‘ fert111ty ’Bogue (196O 636) a]so explawns‘
about . the Jo1nt effect of contracept1o§@§hd age at marriage
on fert111ty,v the poss1b111ty of earlter marriage-without
 the necess1ty of ear]y onset of ch11d bear1ng in the younger
child- beartng ,cohorts. Ear]y age.at-marr]age coupled_w1th~v r
lower’socto-ecohcmnchistatus s Strongly.“associated  with
/VShorter birth~ ihtervaTs a ]arger de51red fam11y’s1ze, and

fh1gher u1t1mate fert111ty (Hawthorn 1970: 89)
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Henripin (1972 129) d1scuss§3 the pos1t19e/:elat1onsh1p

. betweeq/fage at marriage’ and fert111ty..Henr1p1n (1972:129)

wn‘nis study shows that women who married under 20 in
< ! - . .

relation ~to the women who married between 20 and 24. years

had an excessjfert11 ty of 24 to- 35 percent. Those, wno
married after 25/"héd ,a.,reauced fertility of 26 to 32
\pereentmehere jsva reduction of 46 to 52 peﬁcent 68 to 72
bercent‘ and ‘83 to 89 percent in fert111ty,for the women
marrwed between 30 and 34 years, 35 and 39 years and 40 and

44 years.. respect1v;

The §ame.'idea is given in the
Intercom hagazine~tvett ).‘Henripin supposes that thjs- type
of effect_ is, dueth the cher underlyingofactors inducing
‘nigh fertility "whteh'_ts eupported by the negatjve.

. reTatiQnshjb between age at marriageﬁaﬁd level of education.
"Mfller-(1975) and HilY t1970) as mentioned in chapter

11' éUppbrt¢the fact of eqncentration of births in the early
.qgtages ofkmarttal eareer'with‘fewer children in the younger
- cht]d-bearing' cohorts. ?ut in ‘the case of the older
ehitd-bearing cohorts, Miller also thinké that the longer

itheApeople are married, the more children they have.»

.. The above studies together make it difficult to come _to

ST e

a qoneTUSion about the'relationShipVeetweeﬁaage at marriage
and 'fertilityv dpe te 'the \several variables affecting
.fertitity’ aleng'*nitn age ’atx marriage. So it may be
mypothesized that the relatienshﬁp between agé at -marriage
and fertility dépends upon the cohort, socio—economic status

R

and the religion he/she belongs to.

*
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B. ETHNICITY . -

-~ ./‘

*ﬁat}Qe born women. have higher fertility than foreign
born women or. immigyénts for all age groups, the difference |
being greater for the younger cohorts (Balakrishnan, Ebanks
and Grindstaff 1979.66. Henripin, 1972:152, Kalbach and
McVey 1979:106) . Aocoroing to Henripin, the highest
fertility among the foreign born older women is found‘ among
women from Netherlands and ‘-Italy. Although older homen from
Italy, Poland and the Soviet Union have higher fertility
'than the Canadian born women, the younoer cohorts from the
same ’countries manifested' lower fertility than their
Canadian born counterparts (Henriptn 1972,162). According
to Kalbach and MpVey (1979:109), the Polish and the English
had below average fert111ty The Native Indians and Inuits
had the h1ghest fert111ty, although, among the women over
65, the French had ‘the highest fertility. The French and the
Dutch had fert111ty h1gher*$ﬁ5n the average levels. A recent
study by Sharma (1980) ‘also shows that the younger foreign
born women have lower fertility than the native born and the
otder‘ foreign born women have fertility very close to their
native born counterparts His study also supports the fact
e$fhat 1mm1grant women from higher fertility areas have h1gher~
fert111ty | BRI ,

‘Hence' we may hypothesize that theYertility of the
natlve boﬁ% women is higher than that of the oreign4bonn or
the lmngrants Among these Immlgrants we can expett hlgher
fertzllty among the people from countnles with higher

{Q
.= 2 \

\t)
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fertility.

)
- p

C. RELIGION ‘ v W
. } !

Religion is one ‘of the more impor tant variables

affecting fertility. It demonstrates its effect even when
other.socio-eéonomic variables are égntro11ed. 'Research by
Balakrishnan, Ebanks and Grindstaff (1979:38, 57) indicates
“that the fertility differential due to religion .is
considerable for the older cohobts (above éO) and that it
narrows with the younger child-bearing cohorts among whom
the %ertility‘ is almost identical.Both their study and
Henripin's study (1972:202) state that the Hutferftes and
Mennonites have the highest férti]dty. Cathblics come next.
Mormons‘and quek Orthodox women have ihtermediafy Jevel
closer to 'Cafholic' women .than to the Protestants. Ka]béch
and McVey (1979:107, 108} found that the Salvation Army had
higher fertility thén the Roman Catholics. The Pentacostals,
ﬁbelow 45, had 1ower fertility than the Roman Catholics. But
they had higher fért%]ity when' all‘ the age groups were
- combined together. According to all these studies, the Jews
have the lowest fertility, the Presbytenians fb]lowing them
for their low fertility. The former study by Henripin, shows
that theﬁe,is a convergencé among all the ré]igioUs gr@yps;b
It 1sxclear1from these; studies that higher ferti]ityj is
 am§ﬁg"fdreigh born Catholics than among}theuforeign‘borﬁ

.Pfotestanfs,veven'in the young age groups. When the .native

/

_ : : ' Lo
born are considered, however, the older Catholic women had
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higher fertility than the Protestants of their own age
gfoups.'At the same time, the younger Catholics, most of
them being French-Canadians with their fertility lower than
that o? the foreigq'born -Catholics, +have 46wer,<fertility
than their Protestant counterparts. B
Eng]isﬁ-speaking Catholics Hévé higher fertility - than
" the English-speakihg Protestants. LéSS'educated Catholics Qf

35 years of age of more had higher fertility thah that of,

the less e

cated Proiestantsl of the same age group. But
this difference does not exist.among the younéer age groups.
C?uples where both spouses are of high education had lower
fertility than that. of the cduples of low educatipn. Those
couples with differeqt educational status have intermediate
fertility level with wife's education, having the
predominating"effect in thé,age group under 35. Their stud}
- shows  that these relationships persist even when ’thé
duration bf marriage i; controlled. | .

Thus it may be hypothesized that we can expect Jowep'°
feniility  among the ’Pnotestanté than among thehCatholics

“even when other variables are controlled.

D. TYPE OF RESIDENCE - |

‘Paul Shaw (1979:33, 34) in his monograph, makes it
clear that: the average family size of tﬁe,Census farm
popu]atiqn 1s.large§ than that of all Canada due to tH;
1§wer cost of _providing for the children and due to the

greater ‘economic GtiTity of children on the farm than in the
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urban areas. Many studies support higher' family isize"in
rural areas than in urban areas (Stinner 1977, Weller and
Bouvier 1972, Kalbach and McVey 1979:102).
~ Balakrishnan, Ebénks and Grindstaff (19™®) show that in

1971, the urban fertility ratios were about .twenty—fiVe
percent 10Wer than - the rural fertility ratios. There is a
strong inverse relationship bétween population size and
fertility even when age, education, occupation and‘income
are controlled qr(BalaKrishnan, Ebanks an¢ Grindstaff '
1879:51). 1t was féUnd‘ that this inverse relationship
persiéted even after controlling for duration of marriage
»and hother tongue. It'was also demonstratedithat‘the effect
of type of residencé on fertility is less pronounced between
rurzl . non-farm - and rural‘ farm than between rural urban
differences. The ferti]ity is noticab1y higher only amoﬁg
the lo]der cohorts of women' of rurai farm than among their
rural non-farm counterparts (Ba]akrishﬁah, EbanKsA and
Grindstaff 1979:53-57, Henripin 1972:78) .

- Thus, aésuming thaf the typevéf residence can be placed
oh a continuum, an inverse nelatfonship between type of
residence and fertility may be hypothesized and that the

relationship is stronger for the older cohorts.

E. EDUCATION
Many studies have supported the inverse relationship of-
education with fertility - the difference being greater

among the younger age groups due'ito the higher age at.
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marriage and higher education of these groups. This inverse
‘refationship holds true even‘hhen<age at marriage, dunat1on }%ﬁ

)

of marriage, religion, labor force part1c1pat1on }m\gr¢n1on‘ »
PSS 2 N lk. ,u,‘ “

status and income are controlled, although the eFfect of’
.efhnicity is not as hstrong as that, of‘the other factoré i
(Balakrishnan, Ebanks and Grindstaff 1979:75, 78).

Kocher (1973'61) 'also shows the inverse re]at1onsh1p
‘between education qsa fert111ty due to the pos1t1ve ’
relat1onsh1p of educaf1on and labor force part1cwpat1on and
know ledge of birth control devices. Henripin also notes the
~same type -of results. His findings show that the effect of
schooling is more bronounced after the secondary levels,
among women 15 rural areas and among older women (Henripin
1972:242) . '

Janowitz (1976) fbundvthat there is an indirect effect
of education on fertility at higher levels of wife's
education. ‘He found the direct effect stronger at lower
levels of education. The direct ceffect of education was
found vérying systematica]lyfhith husband’s education if the
education of the wife is ]oﬁﬁ‘but not if wife's education is
high. The .same idea  is ‘éxpressed by Kalbach and McVey
(1979:111).

So in general, an inverse Pelatlonshlp between

education and fentlllty can be hypothesrzed
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F. INCOME

a Henripin’s study (1872:285) shqwé an inverse
relationship between family income and fertility among the
- 25-29 and 35-39 age groups and a positive relationship among
the 45-49 age vgroup. fhis inverse relationship between.
socio-economic status and fertility 1is shown in Stokes'’
s tudy (1973) as well as in Kupinsky’s study (1971},

Studies both Sy Sastry (1979) and Rao{(1973) found a
U-shaped relationship between”in;ome,and ferti]ify. The same
Kind of. U-shaped . re1atf6ns%ip is seen between husband’s
income and: fertility in Balakrishnan, Ebanks and
Grindstaff’'s study (1978) ;as well as in Bernhardt (1872). A
positive.relationship between income and fertility is shown
by Defronzo (1376) and Claim and Weininger (1973).‘ |

Easterlin (1975) said that the préferénce for children

in 'comparison‘with other goods, is independent of household

. decisions. But Becker and Tomes (1876) showed an inverse

relationship between income and fertility due to the
positive relationship between desired expenditure per child
and parental income. ' |

[Reed, Udry and Ruppert (1975) showed that fertility is
related to relative income of husbands. Chaudhyy (1977)
found that relative income is more closély related to
spacing fhan to cumulative fertility. But ‘to Ewer and
Gardner (19;8), fertility .is accounted for by wife’s income.
According to them, neither husband’'s income nor expected -

future income were significant]y related to measures of
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family size. The above studies do not help in coming to ‘a
conc lusion rggarding relationship between income and
fertility. Regardless of thét, it may be hypothesized that a
negat ive Peléf7onship between fertility and lncome‘can be
expected because of the positive relationship between income
and variables |ike education, density of population etc..
Even though it is difficult to come to a conclusion
about the relationshjp‘between fertility and the variables
selected for this study due to diffgrent Kinds‘ of indirect
effects of other variables, fhe general pattern of
relétionship between ferti]ity and these socio-demographic
variables can be as follows: A hegative rélationship between
fertility and ‘type of residernce, education and income,
higher ferti]it§ among the hative-born than among the
foreign-born, and lower fertility among the protestants’fhan
among the Catholics. The re]ationsﬁip between age at
marriage and fertility may depend upon the = cohort,

socio-economic status and religion he/she belongs to.
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I11. DATA SOURCES AND STUDY METHODOLOGY

The general pattern of re]ationship,béfween fertility
and different socio-demographic variables in Canadian
pefspectives has been shown through many studies mentioned
in Capter 11. Thornton (1978), states ‘that marital
dissolution without remarriage leads to lower child bearing.
~The preéent tendency to bear children in the early stages of
a marital career (Mi]ler;'1976) and to have fewer children
with smé]]er intervals between successive child births
(Hi11, 1970) makes it difficult to support Thornton's study.
Under these circumstances, the pattern‘*of relationship
between fertility of the female 1lone parent and the
different socio-demographic variables may or may not differ
from that of the intact families, depending upon the stage
in the child bearing cycle throuéﬁ which these women are
passing ‘at the timeAQf the marital dissolution. The purpose
of this study is to see whether they differ from femalés of
intact families and even among themselves. This chapter

deals with the methods through which this research is done.

A. DATA SOURCE AND SAMPLE DESIGN

The source of data to be used in this thesis is the
family file of Public Use Sample Tape (PUST) provided by
Statistics Canads from data collected during the 1971
 Census. "The PuETTe—/Ugé. Sample Tape is a representative
sample of individual records from the 1871 Census Master

File. The primary sample size is oné in one hundred. Data

23
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from the long-form Census quesfionnaire or one-third sample,
were used to create the Public Use Sample Tape" (Statistics
Canada, 1975). o ‘

. The 'Family‘File in the Public Use Sample Tape does not
give categorization of the female lone parents as such. So a
categofizat?én of families on .the bases of family §tatus
(FAMSTAT) and marital status of the heads of the families
(MARHD) was done using four categories. (FAMSTAT and MARHD
are two variables given in the Family File of the Public Usg
Sample Tape.) FAMSTAT refers to ‘the classification of
fami1fes into (i) husband-present families (referred to és
intaét families earlier and later in this thesis), or one
parent families- (ii) male headed and (iii) female headed.
Marital status of the head [MARHD] refers to the conjugalk
status of the head classified into ki) single, (ii) married,
(1i1) wiaowed, (iv) divorced and (v) separated.

In 1971, there. were 3,975 lone pareht families,
comprising 7.9% of~a1i the families in Canada. This excludes
the still married with spouse absent and the never married
single ‘people'without children heading the families. Of the
lone parent fémjlies. 82.1% were female headed representing
6.5% of all the families in Canada. Of these female-headed
lone parent _familiésl widowed,v divorced and | separated
comprise 55.8, 12.9 and 31.2rpeﬁcent{ respecﬁive]y.'(See
Table 4.) | |

For the present study, the 1,822 widowed, 421 divorced

and 1,020 separated female-headed lone parent families shown
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Tabie 4.

Marital Status,

in Canada:

1
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te?ories of Family Status by
g71. ,

Family Status Single Married Widowed Divorced Separated Total
Husband-Present 45565 45569 .
99.3% 90.7%

Male-Headed 124 142 373 116 223 978
34.5% 0.3%  17.0%  21.6% 17.“9% 2.0%

Female-Headed [} 235 178% 1822 421 mé‘o 3676
65.5% 0.4%  83.0%  78.4% 82.1°\/‘a,1 7.3%

Al Status® 359 45885, 2195 537 1243, 50219
100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%

Note: #Still married, but the spouse is absent.

Source:  Public Use Sample Tape, 1971 Census of .Canada. -

\\

|



26

in Table 4 and the 45W§65 husband-present famjlies;aré used
when analysis* is done wiih crosstabulations. To reduce the
cost of the study, a further' one percent Of. the 45,565
husband-wife families ‘(470), or the intact families, were
generatedkby a systemaﬁ;%'sampling method. for the regression
analysis. This was done by selecting every third in thousand
samples from them. Thié' further sampling for regression
analysis was not done in the éase of any of the lone parent
family categories.

Following are the tables  and descriptidn of the
proportional distribution of families’ for different
categorfes ,ofﬂ marital status in reiatign to the selected

variables.:

B. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLES

The highest proportion of British families under
differeﬁt categories of marital status is in the divorced
female lone parents with 55.8 percent. (See Table 5.) The
second H}éhest is in the separated female foﬁe pérgnté. The.
widowed female lone parents have the lowest percentage. The
percentage for 'the intact families is in between the
separated and the wiaowed.

The French has fhe highest pércéntage of families among
the widowéd. THe percentage fqr the intact families and the
separétéd is almost the same. The divorcéd have the lowest

percentage of the French améng them. -
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Table 5.

Percentage of Families by Ethnic Category
and Marital Status, Canada. 1971.

Husband Present ‘ Female Lone Parent
Families Families

Ethrnic Group :

Females Males Widowea Divorcedx Separated Total
British ! 45.3 44.5 434 ' 558, | 484 46.6
French 27.2 26.7 32.4 15.4 28.2 28.9
German 6.8 7.0 | 5.9 8.6 .4'7 5.9
halian 3.4 3.8 2.5 1.4 1.7 2.1
Netherlands 1.9 1.9 0.9 2.6 1.8 1.4
Polish 15 1.6 1.5 147 1.2 1.4
Scandinavian 2.0 20 19 2.1 25 2.1
Ukrainian 3.0 . 3.1 2.7\ 2.6 2.7 2.7
Al Other 9.0 9.3 8.7 10.0 8.7 8.9

N (Families) ° 45565 45565 1822 421 1020 3263

Source: Public Use Sample Tape, 1971 Census of Canada.
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li'Thewdivorced have the highest percentaget of families

among the Germans. Then comes the percentage for the males

" and the fema]es of theg1ntact fam1l1es‘ The separated have

7

the 1owest percentage with the widowed com1ng in between the.

intact fam1l1es and the separated 4;

Among the »Italaans, the females and the males of thel

A3

1ntact fam1]1es have h1gher percentage, than that of the

. >
= oA .

\“female 1one parent categor1es The_ dtvorced and the

L : e
"separated- have very low: percentage -with  the divorced in
between - thel, females o#, the"1ntact"families and the -
Separated | .
)

\
Pebp]e t?f Nether]and ethn1c 0r1g1n in Canada have a

L]

very low percentage of the: w1dowed The h1ghest percentage

s ‘For vthe d1vorced The percentage for the fema]es of thea

‘1ntact‘families, males of the 1ntact fam111es and }the

{

‘separated s thei same. The. Polish and the Scéndinaviah

¢

- families have almost the same percentage for all .the

categories of fami]yd status. The  Ukrainians have 1Htt e

higher-percentage for the intact families than that of the

~

~different . :.categories of [the“female lonef parents, the

~ percentage for Wh{ch is almost the. same.

"Uther category .includes Austria; Hungariang Jewish,
. % ' ’

- Russian, other European A51at1c, Native?lndian, other and

unknown . ﬁhe d1vorced has the htghestfpercentage in this
category Then tomes the - malest of the intact families

fo]lowed by the females” of the 1ntact fam111es The;widowed
t,{‘» )
and the .separated have the same’ percentage of ‘"other”
. . . . . * © . —_//",

-

& . ‘ , L -
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J

category. 5y

The h1ghest percentage of . fam111es in all the martﬁal
statuses is under the Roman Catholic -category. The 'widowed
female 1one pawents have the h1ghest pencentage of‘Roman
Cathol1c fam1lies_among them (47%). (See Table 6.) Then
comes the separated (45.9%). The females of the intact
; famities and the males of'the ihtact families have 43.4% and
‘.42 5% ofJ Roman? Catholic'respectiVeTy The divorced femalev
']one parents have the 1owest percentage of families of Roman
Catholics among them (25 2% ). _; h

o The ,highest percentage of . “other" category which

includes Mormons, Mennonites, Hutterites and the like,. is.
vaﬁong the divorced female Jone parents- The separated femate .
~lone parents and the ma]es of the intact families have the
same percerrtage of_fam111es in th1s category (5.6%) . The v
widowed femate lone- panents and the fema]es of “the 1ntact
fam111es have 4.7% and 6% respect1ve1y

The h1ghest percentage of the dewsﬂWith.the 1owest
fertility according to the general theoriesk is among the
divorced female lone parents (1.9%). Then'comeS‘the widowedv
female lone parents (1.7%). The males‘and the females of the
intact‘ famt]ies and the separated have the same percentage
of "other category" " (1.4%).

Table 7 shoWs that - more than three‘quarters of the
‘d1vorced female -‘lone parents and the separated fema]e Tone

parents reside in areas of more than 30 000 1nhab1tants The

d1vorced fema]e lone parents has the h1ghest percentage of



’

Table 6. ~
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Percentage of Families by Religion and Marital Status, Canada: 1971.

¥

Husband Present

. ) ‘
Female Lone Parent

&

: Families . Families
Religion
Females Males Widowed Divorced Separated  Total
Anglican 13.0 12.3 13.3 17.6 14.7 14.3
Baptist 3.3 32 . 33 5.0 3.6 36
Gree‘k ‘
Orthodox 1.7 1.9 1.2 0.7 - 0.8 1.0
Jewish 1.4 1.4 1.7 1.9 1.3 1.8
Lufheran 470 4.0 3.8 ' 4.8 , 2.8 3.6
. Presbyteria.n 4.4 4.6 4.9 7.8 4.6' , 5.0
Roman - | . ' .
- Catholics 43.4 42.5 47.0 25.2 45.9 , 43.8
Ukrainian
Catholics 1A 1.2 1.8 0.7 0.5 1.2
United Church 18.6 179 164 22.1 163 17.1
"No religion 3.2 53 18 6.7 4.4 3.3
Others 6.0 5.6 4.7 7.6 5.6 5.3
- N (F'amilies). . 45565 45565 1822 421 1020 3263
‘Source: - Public U‘se Sémple Tape, 1971 Census of Canada.



Table 7.

Percentage of Families by Place of ‘Residence

and Marital Status, Canada:

1971.

~

| ; Husbaﬁd. Present

" Female Lone Parent

_ = Families Families
Residence
’ Males | Widowed Divorced Separated . Total
Rural ;arm» 6.2 3.8 0.5 0.4 2.3
Rural thon-farm ~  16.6 17.6 5.9 8.9 13.4
Urban : _ |
Below 30,000 19.6 © 2001 16.2 14.9 2.3
Urban ' : ' . |
Above 30,000 57.6 58.5 77.4 75.8 66.3
N (Families) 45565 3263

1822 . 421

1020 -

H i . ]
_ Source: Public Use Sample Tape, 1971 Census of Canada.
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families (77.4%) belonging to ' this. category followed by
separatéd female 1lone parents (75.8%). The pefcentage for
the Widowed female lone parents is a]so  high, (58.5%). The
males of intact fami]iés have 57.6% residing in areaé where
“there g@g‘more than 30,000 inhabitants.

In contrast to the foregoing category, the lowest
percentage inc¢the rural farm category, is found among\\the
separated fema1é lone pargnts with (0.4%) followed by the

divopced (0.5%). The intact families have the highest

percentage in this® category with 6.2%, followed by the.

widowed with 3.8%.

Regarding the type of residence, the percéntage oé the
divorced female lone parents and the separated female lone
parents (5.9% and 8.9% respectively) residing in’ the
non-farm rural area are lower thaﬁ that fory the intact
families (16.6%). But the wiaowed female lone parents have a
higpeh percentége (17.6%) than that of the intact families
under this category. _

| Considering income, the widowed female lone parents
(20¥1%) represent the highest proportion of the fémale lone
parents with an income below thirty thousand dollars. This
is a little higher than that for the intact.families
(19.6%). The divorced female lone parents and the separated
female lone parents have lesser percentages of families
belonging to this category (16.2% and 14.9% respectively).

The distribution of families by level of education in

relation to d%fferent marital statuses is shown in Table 8.

32



Table 8. “ -
Percentagé of Families by Education and Marital Status,” Canada: 1971. N 4
Husband Present - Female Lone Parent
Families ' " Families
Education L ,
x Females Males  Widowed Divorced Separated  Total

. / -
No education © . 1.3 1.3 3.5 -=- 0.6 : 2.1
Elementary 33.1 37.7 52.2 21.9 ° 365 43.4
Secondary 58.3  47.7 33.8. . 665 57.2 48.7
Some University 44 . 54 3.4 8.1 3.8 4.1
University
Degree 2.8 7.8 1.1 36 1 20 1.7
N (Families) . 45565 45565 1822 - 421 1020 3263

" Source: Public ,Use Sarhple Tape, '1971 Census of Canada.
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The highest percentage of families with uﬁiVersity degree is
among the males of intact families (7.9%). The percentage of
families for the females of intact families wfth university
degree is far behind (2.8%). Among the fehale‘lone parents,
the divorced female lone parents has the highest percentage
of families with university degree.(3.6%). The separated
female 1bnelparenté and the widowed female lone parents have
2% and 1.1% of familfes respectively with  university
education. | )

The divorced female lone parents has the highest

Npercentage of families with "some university" educdétion both

“when ‘the female, lone parénts as well as the intact families

are taken 1into consideration. The - widowed female 1lone

‘parents has the Jlowest percentage of families iﬁ this

category (3.4%). The percentage»f¥or the separated fema]e
lone 'paqents in this category is only a 1itt]e'1arger than
that for the widowed female 1lone parents (3.8%). The
proportfon  of tﬁe males bf intact families with "some
university" (5.4%) is greater théﬁ that for the females of
intact families (4.4%). |

‘More than ninety percent of the families of different
marital statuses fall between 'elementary and secondary
education. The highest percentage of families with secondary
education is among the divorced female lone parents (66.5%)
and .the lowest in the widowed female lone pahentS"(39.8%).
The percentage of families with secondary educatioﬁ for the

females of intact families and the separated female Jlone
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parents are almost the same with  (58.3% ~and 57.2%
respectively), whichl‘is higher than‘that for the males of
intact families (47.7%). |

When we consider the families with elementary
education, the widowed fgmale lone parents come first
(52.2%) and- the divorced female ' lone parents the last
(21.9%). The percentagé for the males of intact families,
females of intact families and the separated female lone
parents respectively are 37.7%, 33.1% and 36.5%.

.The widowed female lone parents have the highest
percentage of families with 'no  education - (3.5%) and the ”
divorced female jone parents do not have any families in

this category. The females of intast families and the males
3

» .
of intact families have the ‘same number of families (1.3%)

belonging to this category. The separated female lone
parents have only 0.6% of this category.

Table 9 shows the djstribﬁtion of families on the basis
"of income. It is clear from the table that the intact
families have better income than the female 1lone parent
families. Only 29.8% of the males of intact families eérn
$5,000 whereas 82.6%, 65.8% and 80.8% of widowed female lone
barents, divorced fema]eAlone parents and seﬁarated female
lone parents respectively belong to this catégory{ Even at
the $10-15,000 1eve1,vthe’differénce‘is clear. Only 92.9% of
the males of intact fami]iés are at this level when 98% of
the widowed female 1lone parents, 98.5% of the divorced

female 1one'parents and 99.6% of the separated female lone



Table 9.

Percentage of Families by Income and Marital Status, Canada: 1971.

income Group

Husband Present Female Lone Parent
Families - : Families ‘

Females Males Widowed Divorced Separated Total

000 62.1 3.7 15.4 131 19.8 16.5

Under 1.
1,000 - 5,000 28.4 26.1 67.2 , 527 61.0 634
5,000 - 10,000 8.6 47.2 14.6 28.7 17.5 17.3
10,000 - 15000 07  15.8 18 40 13 19
15,000 - 20,000 0.1 4.0 0.6 05 . 0.3 05
20,000 - 25,000  -- 1.5 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2
25,000 - 30,000 0.7 0.1 0.1
30,000 - 35,000 - 0.4 --- 0.2 - e
35,000 - 40,000 14.0 0.2 oﬂ.1' 0.5 0.1
40,000 - 45000 - 0.1 0.1
45,000 - 50,00(0 NSt - -
Above 50,000 - et
N 45565 45565 1822 421 1020 3263
‘ T ——
Source: Public . Use Sample Data, 1971 ‘Census of Canada.

+
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parents are at this level, 4

A close look at Table 10 shows that 94% of the divorced
and the separated are married before the age of 30, whereas
only 85.5% of the females of intact families are mérried
before 30. Only 59.5% of the widowed are married before the
age of 30. \

Though the overall percentage of families for the
females and the males of intact families who first married
before the age of 30 is smaller than for the divo%ced and
the separated female lone parents, the percentage of females
in intact families who marriédvbetween 20 and 24 s the
highest for that specific age category. The males of intact
families (31%) evidence the highest proportion of those
marrying between the aages of 29 to 35. The widowed female
lonelparentslcer next (21.9%).

The divorced have the>highe5t'percentage of families
who were first married between‘ithe agés of 15 and 19
(38.7%), followed by the' separated female lone parents
(36.7%). Only 19.8% of the females of intact families and
3.8%4 of the males of intact families were married between
the éges of 15 and 19. Widowed female lone parents have 9.8%_

of families in this category. B , _ ' -

C. VARIABLES
The description of the variables given below is taken
from the Family File of the Public Use Sample Tape compiled

by the Statistics Canada.
']



Table 10.

Percentage of Families by Age at First Marriage
and Marital Status, Canada: 1971.

Husband Present f Female Lone Parent
Families Families

Age . at

Marriage Females Males Widowed Divorced Separated Total

15-19 19.8 3.8 9.8 38.7 36.7 21.7

20-24 46.9 - 39.3 27.8 40.6 42.9 34.2

25-29 18.8 31.0 21.9 14.7 14.3 18.6

30-34 7.6 13.5 14.0 3.1 - 3.4 9.3
- 35-39 3.7 6.3 9.4 1.4 1.8 6.0

40-44 2.4 4.7 15.6 1.0 - 05 | 9.0

45+ 0.8 1.4 1.4 0.5 0.4 1.0

N (Families) 45565 45565 1822 421 1020 3263

Source: Public Use Sample Tape, 1971 Census of Canada.
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Dependent Variable:

The dependent variable to be studied is the
Number of children ever born (to wife or female
head ) | BABIES) |

Babies reféh to, the number of chf]dren born aiive. whether
for the presenf marriage or any previo;s marriages. Children
who died after birth as well as those resfding elsewhere at
census time are also included. Adopted and step children are
excluded. This is.report;d for women fifteep years and ovig

who reported themselves as having been married at one time.

Independent Variables:
1. Ethnic or cultural group of head|CULTURHD)

This refers to ethnic or cultural background traced through

the father’'s side. This question should not be confused . with

citizenship which refers to the country to which the person
owes allegiance. lLanguage spoKen‘by the person or by his
paternal ancestor on first coming to this continent was a
guide to the determination of ethnic or cultural group in
some cases, eg. an English-speaking Canadian-born person

- whose ancestors who used to speak Swedish was refered to as

‘

Scandinévian. .
2. Ethnic or cultural group of spouselCULTURSP]

This is traced through in the same manner it is done for the
heads of the families.

3. Tota} income of head{INCHD)

This refers to the total income recieved by the head of the
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\

family during the calendar year 1870 from wages » and
salaries, business or professional practice, farm
operat}ons, family and youth allowances, government o)d ‘age
pensions from previous empldyment. bond and deposit interest
and dividends and other investment sources.

4. Total income of spouseJINCSP] o .
Estimated in the same way that it is determined for the
heads  of the familiés. _

5. Level of schooling of head|EDUHD)

This refers to the highest grade or year of elementary
school, secondany school or university attended, by the head
of the family. |

6. Level of schooling of wifelEDUSP]

This refers to the highest grade or year of elementary,
secondary school or university attended by the wife of head
of the family.

7. Religion(head)[RELHDi

This refers to the specific religious body, dénomination,
sect or community rgperfed in answer to the Question, ”Wﬁat
is your religion?” Réﬁpohdents were asked to give a specific
denomination even if they did not attend a place of worship;
al though provision was made for marking "No religion" if the
person considéred this to be the appropriate answer.

8. Religion(wife)|RELSP)

Specified in the same way it is done for the heads of. thg
families. \ '

9. Place of residence of head: 1971[RESHD]
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This refers to the place where the head of the family
normally lives and sleeps (ie., his home). Persons are
classified accord{ng to the size of the area of residence.
The place of residence is grouped as urban (over 30,000 and
QHaef 30,000) and rural (non-farm and farm). |

In addition to the variables indicated above, two other
‘independent'vaniables were constructed. They are: - )
1. Age at first marriage of head [AGEMARHD ] and'2. Age at
first marriage of spouse [AGEFMAR]. the description of which
is given below:
1. Age at first marriage of head| AGEMARHD]
computed by ,subtraqting the completed years since first
marriage of head [YEARSHD] from the age of the hgad at the
time of the census [AGEHD]. |

YEARSHD is the number of completed years since the date
of first marriage of the head. Tﬁis ié calculated from "Date
of first marriage" for - persons 15 vyears énd 6ver, who
repor ted themselves as married, widowed, divorced or
-separated under "marital status". Persons under 15 years of
age who repor ted themse]vég as "ever married" were
classified gs "single" when the questionnaire was edited.

AGEHD ’ﬁa the age of'the head in completed yeafg as of
last birthday at the census date.
2. Age at first marriage* of spouse|AGEFMAR)]
This variable was computed in the same way %t was - done for
the preyious variable except that instead of the number of

completed yéars since the date of first marriage of the head

L 4
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‘and the age of the head, the number of'c0mpleted'years since

f /
the first marriage -of spouse and actual age of spouse were

1mplied\ The number of completed years Since flPSt marriage
‘of spouse and: the age of the spouse were estimated in the
| samﬁ way the number of completed years 51nce first marriage
an& age were estimated in. the case of the _heads of the

families.

£
o

’

D. HYPOTHESES , ]
‘ﬂl.* The female lone parents, regarding general patterns
of fertility, are similar to the femaies of Jdntact families
both when“the, Socio-demographic characteristics oi 'the”
.females of intact .families ~and -the‘ Soc1o -demographic
ktcharacteristics‘ of the males of the'intactbfamilies are
taken into consideration. So it may‘Beahypothesi;edpthat S
Q@&?. the rflationship between age at ‘marriage and
'fertility depends upon the cohort, socio-economic”status
'”and the religion he/she belongs to. | |
1.2 'the fertility of ‘the native-born women . is higher
than that of the foreign born or the 1mmigrants Amonghi
'QQ:se’immigrants, we}can expect higher fertility among‘
the ‘people from countries with higher fertility.
1.3 a lower 'fertility can be expected among the
Protestants than' among the Catholics even.when other'
_variables are controlled. | |

.

1.4 assuming that the type of reSidence can be placed on -

t

a continuum an inverse  relationship between type - of
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'besidenee‘and fertility may be observed and ‘that the
relationship is strongerlfor the older cqhorts,
-.1.5 .ah inverse relat1onsh1p between education ~ and
fert1]1ty can be seen. ) .
l 1.6 a negat1ve reJat1onship between fertility and‘ihcome
can be 'expeeted because of the positive relationship
between ingome and wariables like educetion,‘density of
population efc~ 4
2. The number of chﬁ]dren ever born to the female Ilone
parents dwffers from the number. of children ever born to the
females of 1ntact families both when (a) Soc1o demograph1c
character1st1cs 'of the femafes of intdct families and (b)
the Socio- demographlc characteristics of the males of the
intact fam1l1es are taken into consideration. |
N3. The female lone parents - the w1dowed female lone
parents, divorced fema]ehhlone parents' and “the separated
female ]ene parente - differ among themselves in relation to
- the  number of ghilaheh ever born 'to them, when the
socio-demographic characteristics are controlled. The
difference among the 'fehale lTone pafents is thought to bev
' pheygifing en the basis of the assumption'that‘khe. widowed,
'1 eepahaiea and the divohced respective1§ have the highest,
" “middle and the‘lowest'time_spent {n marriage. .
- The socio-demographic _characéeristics' of the head or
‘the spouse of a famf1y~in;fhis thesis refer to his/her age
at first marriage, the ethnic: group he/she belongs to,
his/herﬁindividual income, level of schosling, religion,. and

¢

+
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place of residence.

E. METHODOLOGY . ' |

Cross tabulations, to show bivariate relationships
between fertility and se]ected.sociordemographic variables,
”ere used in this study. Breakdowns giving the mean number‘ofd'
childre% for'differe;t categbries'of the'Qarfables are also
used. Multip]e-regression&analysis is another method applied
in this thesis.

_ Multiple regression is a method 'of analyzing the
collective. andfﬂseparate contributions of two or more
independent variables to the variation of a dependent,
variable (Kerlinger and Pedhazur, 1973). No study has been
done previously as to Whieh of the variables eetected for
-this study contributes more to exp]aining'the feftility of
lone pafents, Instead'of-assuminé the order of importance
for the variables apeing used in the equation, stepwise
regress1on is employed to show how strongty tWo or more
variables '‘are re]ated how much the variaples contribute toh
explaining fertility and to Know “which of the variables
contribute more and in what order when other variables are
controlled for.

Astncegsome of the variables selected for this study are
categoricalAin-nature,.eg;, religion of the head and spouse,
and ethnicity of the head Hand spouse, the regression
analys1s is done with the he]p of se]ected dummy variables.

In these four:variables, the other category is kept és'the»

7



45

dummy group.'jbe hrob]em of multicollinearity does not exist
in the ‘preséhk} study as noée of the variab1es are highly
correlated, The highestISimpfe r between the variables is
0.70564. /

' The equat1on for the female loné parents and for the
mal@of the mtgct families is the fo]]owmg
BABIES=%+b1 age at first marriage of the head
+b2 1pcome of the head

+b3 educat1on of the head

+b4 Angl1can(head)"

+b5  Baptist (head)

,+b6 Greek Orthodok(head)

+b7  Jewish(head] |

+b8 - Lutheran(head)
+b9;lPresbyterian(head) o | »
';b1daRoman Catholics(head)

+b11 UKrainian Catholfcs(head)

“+b12 United Church(head)

+b13 No re]1g1on(head)

+b14 Br1t1sh(head)

+b15 French(head)

+b16 German(head)

+b17 Italian(head)
beB,Néther]ands(head)

+b19 Polish(head)

+b20 Scandinavian(head)

~ +b21 Ukrainian(head)
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% 4b22 Type of residence(head)

In the equation for the females'of intact families, the'
age, income,‘education, re1ig19n and ethnicity of the ' head
are replaced by the age income, education, re]igﬁon and
'ethnicity of the spouse. Type of residence is not included
~in  the equati&n' for the females of intact families due to
the unavai]abi]ity of such data

Thé equation for the intact families, taking into
consideration the socio-demographic characteristics of the
females, as well as the males, of intacf families, fnc]udes
all the.variables for both spouses.

Selection of variables for -this research has been
limited by the presentation of the census.daf;. For e*amp1e,
the number of- completed years since the date of the first
marriage was not used.. Some of the samp]gs may have married

more than' once and been unmarried durigg this period. Such:

information is not provided in the Individual file of the&
’ |

|

Public Use Sample Tape, used as the aata source here. Thére \
~are some limitations to methods éonsidered for .application \
here, due to an insufficient number of cases. For examp[g,
cross tabulations showihg bivariate re]ationshfps whéﬁ
confro]]ing for other wvariables were‘nof possible in some
instances due to an insufficient number of cases. The number
of vafiables selected for this Study also introduces further

limitations to the methods that could be applied.- Multiple

CTassification_ Anélysis could not be emplioyed due to the

ﬁﬁmber of variables used. Under .thése circumstances, the
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methods applied here are the_appropriate ones to analyze the’
data in the best way possigfé. The following chapter gives.
fhe analysis of.the fertility of the female lone parents aﬁd
intact families Keeping in mind the hypbtheses and the
methods referred to in this chapter.

o Footnote |
The four categories of families and the way they are

arrived at is given below:

¢
i

‘intacf famil ies[HPFs] - The combination, of
husband-preéent families
(part 1 of family status [FAMSTAT])with married(part
2 of MARHD) part of marital status,
widowed families[WFLPFs] - The combination of
female-headed one parent families (part 3 of family
‘status [FAMSTAT])with section of widowed in the
marital status (part 3 of MARHD), |
inyorced families[DFLPFs] - The cdmbination‘r of
’ %%Maﬂe-headed one parent families (barth of family
status [FAMSfAT]‘ -with . part .4 of marital
» status[MARHD] -

[y

El

separated families[SFLPFs] - The cqmbinafion of
feméWe headed one parent families (part 3 family
status [FAMSTAT]) with part 5 of marital status
[MARHD].
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IV. ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
The objective of this study 1is to investigate fhe
fertility of female 1lone parents with reference‘ to the
prevailing general fertility theories, with respect to the

males and females of intact families, and in comparison with

‘the different categories of female Tone parents themselves.

It is shown in Chapter IIl that cross tabulations portraying
bivariate relationship between fertility and selected"

socio-demographic variables, breakdown® giving mean number

‘of children for different c%tegories of selected variables

and stepwise regression are employed. Tables and discussions’
¥

with a view to doing these comparisons are given in this

_chapter.

A

\ “The description of the analysis will be found in two

N

main sections - bivariate and regression analyses. Within
each section, findings are presented 6n‘each of the selected
variables given in the order of the hypotheses tested as

shown in Chapter II1I.

A. BIVARIATE ANALYSIS
" Following are the resu]ts and analysis of the bivariate

relationship done for this study:

Age at First Marriage

Balakrishnan, Ebanks and . Grindstaff (1979:34) and

Henripin (1872:129) found a pqsitive relationship between

fertility and age at marr#age, Davis and Blake (19565 and

i

48



49

Bogue‘ (1969:636) talk about the joint effect of:
contracebtion‘and age .at lmarriage; abortion and age . at
.marriage on fertility; and the possibility of' eér]ier
marriage without, the  necessity | of early onset of
child-bearing in the. younger.‘generation. According to
Hawthorn (1870:89), éar]y age at harriage coupled with lower
soc%o-economic status 15” strongly associated with shorter
birth intervals, a high desired family size and,
correspondingly higher wultimate fertility. Hill (13970} and

Miller (1976) support the fact of concentration of births in

the .early stages of marital career with fewer children in
the younger 'cohééfs. Hence, one may ‘Say that the
~relationship between age at marriage and fertility depends
upon the cohort, socio-economic status and the religion one
belongs to.

The simple rs in Table 11 show that fertility and  age
at marriage are positively related in the casé of the intact
fami1ies when the age at.marriage of both the male heads and
the wives  of the intact families are _téken into
consideration. They are positively related among the widowed
female lone parents of the female ]Qne parenf category also.
This is in acCordance‘ gith the studies by Balakrishnan,
Ebanks and Grjndstéff (1979:34) and Henripin (1972:129). On
the other hand, the d{vorced female lone parents, separated
female lone parents and the female lone parents together

show a negative relationship.

g
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Table 11,

Sihple r Between Age at Marriage and Number of Children. in Different
Categories of Female Lone Parent Families and Intact Families, Canada: 1971,

Family T?pe\ . Simple rey
Females of Intact Families | 0.09108(1)
0.09106(2)
Males of Intact Families o 0.16552(1)
0.02789i2)
Female Lc?ne Parents -0.18478
‘Wjdowed‘ Female Lone Parents , 0.01895
Divorced Female Lone parent ‘ -0.14108
Separated Female Lone Parents | -0.10406

(1) When all the varxables concerned both the heads and spouses -are taken
into con5|derat|on

. {2} Type of residence is not included as .such information is not provuded for

the spouses of intact families.
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Among the female lone parents, the relationship is ‘the
strongest among the divorced female lone parents, though as
a‘wholé it is the strongest among the males of intact
families .fol1owed by the separated female lone parents and
the females of intact families. The relationship is Very
weak among the widowed female lone parents.

The negative relationship between age at marriage and
fertility among the divorced énd ~separated female lone
parents in comparison with the females and males of intact
families and the widowed female 1lone parents, 1is in
accordance with Hawfhorn’s statement of higher fertility
among people with early agé at marriage coupled with lower
socio-economic status. The mean age at marriage of the
divorced female Tlone parents and the separated female lone
parents are 21.83 and 21.78 ‘respectively. It is higher for
the - widowed femalé lone parents, females of intacf families
and the males of intact families. It is 28.74, 23.95 and
26.95 respectively. for the widowed female lone parents,
females of intact families and the males of intact families.

The mean family income of the divorced female lone
parents ($5,242.71) and- the Separated female 1lone parents
($4,081.76) 1is lower than that of the intact Families
($9,801.24) and the widowed female lone parent families
($6,603.89). Thé above description makes it clear that the
divorced female lone parents and the separated female Jlone
parents have a lower age at marriage and a lower economic

status than that of the widowed female lone parents, females
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Qf intact families and the males of ‘intact families.
However: this negative relationship 1in accordance with
Hawthorn does not agree with the study by Hill (13870), who
found fewer ‘children among the younger generation with
smaller intervals in between successive child-births. (The
mean ége 'For the divorced female lone . parents and the
separated female lone parents respectively are 38.74/ and
38.26 whereas it s 57.75 for the widowed female lone
‘parents and 44.47 ahd 41.49 respectively, for the males of
intact families and the females of 1ﬁtact-families.)

Table 12 showing the mean number of children also
supports this. Some of the higher age at marriagé group
among the divorced female lone parents (30-34 and 40-44) and
the separated female lone parents (45+) have fewer children
than the widowed female lone parents or the male heg@s and
wives of intact families. All the other age at.&arriage
groups of the divorced female lone parents and the separated
female lone parents have ~more children than that of the
other marital status categories.

Considering hypothesis number two in relation to age at
marriage, the lone parent families dfffer from the intact
families in all the categories of age at marriage as can be
seen from Table 13. .When taken together as well as
separately, the female lone parents have more children than
the intact families eXcept in two categories of the divorced
féma]e lone parents. As seen in Table 12, only the 30-34 and

the 40-44 groupé have fewer children than that of the intact



Table 12.

Mean Number of Children by
Age at First Marrige and Marital Status, Canada: 1971.
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Husband Present

Female "one Parent

Families.. Families
Age at
Marriage Females  Males Widowed Divorced Sep:é(atfg Total
15-19 2.806 2.682 4151 2.914 {320\3 " 3377
20-24 2.443 2.436 3731 2526 3bas 3278
25-29 2.495 2.541. 3.496 2532 2986  3.275
'30-34 2.378 2.573 3.506 2,231 2621 3.350
35-39 2.326 2.487 3.831 2500 2.722 3.689
40-44 2.413 2.745 4.228 1.500  3.200 4.174
45+ 1,779 1.524 3.231 2000 °© 1250  2.906
N (Families) 45565 45565 1822 421 1020 3263
Source: Public Use Sample Tape, 1871 Census of Canada.



Table 13.

Pattern of Differentiation Between Female Lone Parents and Intact
Families by Age at Marriage and Number of Children, Canada: 1971
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Chi Sq.

DF

Age Group Marital Status 0
15-19 Lone parents vs.
Females of Intact Families ¥ 16 6
Lone parents separately vs.
Females of Intact Families 162.26 # 18
125.62 #» 15
Lone parents vs.
Males of Intact Families 101.63 6
Lone parents separately vs.
Males of Intact Families 166.89 » 18
135.44 15
20-24 Lone parents vs. .
Females of Intact Families 268.71 6
Lone parents separately vs. ‘
Females of Intact Families 395.98 « 18
. 325.58 #+ 15
Lone parents vs. '
Males of Intact Families 270.49 « 6
Lone parents separately vs.
Males of Intact Families 397.53 # 18
- . , 332.98 = 15
25-29 Lone parents vs.
Females of Intact Families 131.21 = 6
Lone parents separately vs.
Females of Intact Families 185.63 * 18
' c 70.10 == 9
Lone parents vs.
Males of Intact Families 131.83 « 6
Lone parents separately vs.
Males of, Intact Families 188.01 =« 18
89.29 9
30-34 Lone parents vs.
Females of Intact Families 84.98 « 6
Lone. parents separately vs. .
Females of Intact Families 105.87 « 18
45.30 wx 3
Lone parents ‘vs. . *
Males of Intact Families N 72.62 * 6
Lone parents separately vs. '
Males of Intact Families 92.80 18
26.91 w#» 3



"¢ Columns cannot be collapsed in such a manner to

v

Table 13. Contd.

Pattern of Differehtiation Between Femaie Lone Parents and Intact

Families by Age at Marriage and Number of Children, Canada: 1971
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Age Group Marital Status Chi Sq. DF
35-39 Lone parents vs.
Females of Intact Families 80.51 » 6
- Lone parents separately vs. .
Females of Intact Fdmilies 111&98 * 18
*
Cm Lone parents vs, .
5’\! Males of Intact Families 81.39 « 6
R Hon
"Lone parents separately vs. .
‘Males of intact Famiiies 115,17 » 18
W
40-44 Lone parents vs.
: Females of Intact Families 149.85 « 6
Lone parents separately vs. :
remales of Intact Families 179.63 « 18
L 2]
Lone parents vs,
Males of Intact Families 117.70 *, 6
Lone parents separately vs.
Males of Intact Families 166.89 « 18
L2 2]
45+ Lone parents together vs. ‘ x
- Females of Intact Families 1 68.52 « 6
4 45.84 » 3
Lone parents separately vs. ’
Females of Intact Families 89.87 « 18
. L 2 3
Lone parents together vs.
Males cf Intact Families 27.11 % 6
. 17.44 « 3
Lone parents separately vs. :
Males of Intact Families 40.62 » 18
s 2]

* Significant at 0.05 ievel.

#*  Observed Chi squérre when columns are gollapsed to avoid cells with less

than five cases.

_less than fjve cases.

£

get the table with cells
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* families. /
For= the comparison indicated in hypothesis three, the
female lone parents differ among themselves when we control

for age‘ at marriage, ‘as can be.seen in Table,14. In the

15-18 age group, the widowed differ both from the divorced

h and the separated. A]]sthe three groups d1ffer from every
other j@.20124 age greup. but at’fhe next}age group, 25-29,
.- the widowed female . lone »parents differ from the divorced

£

female@ﬂone parents and' the d1vorced female lone 'parents

differ from the separated female lone parents The w1dowed
fema]e 1one parents d1ffe: from the separated female lone
parents tn the . 35-33  group. and the W1dowed female lone
parents differ frdn the diéorced'female 1one parents in both

the 40-44, as@well for thép45 and ‘gver groups.

 differing Qropps‘yhave more chi]dren.than the;divorced ard

'the separateﬁ female lone ﬁarents The hUmber of children

 -the- d1vorced female Tone parents have is 1ess than thaf of .

the separated femaYe lone parents The ‘widowed fema]e lTone

[

parents have _greater¢;pereentage fo older ehde-bearing _
,.COherts among/then,;The mean»oage: of ‘widoWed  female . lone :

parents ts,higher as Wé]]; This may be according'to‘what is

“inetcated by Hill (1970), fewer ehilpren among ~the.,y0unéepv

generation 'of the d1vorced "female lohe ‘parents“ or.the

separated female ldhe parents

v

$The-w1dewed femaTe iene parénts 1n~aT1.the_ significant

s o)
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Table 14.

i

i
‘i\i
o !
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Pattern of leferentsatnon Among the Female Lone Parents by

less than five cases.

-

Age at Marriage and Number of Chlldren Canada: 1971.
Age Group Marital & Status Chi Sqa. DF
; \ ]
f(e .
15-19 Widowed vs. Dlvqgced 45,62 # .
- , 45 58 wx 5
© Widowed vs. Separated‘ 37.63 # 6
37.48 wux 5
20-24 Widowed vs. Divorced 67.99 x 6
- R L 64.90 »x ' 5
Wi%ed vé. Separated 45.15 « 6
Divé#¥€ed vs. Separated 17.55 = 6
| . 17.42 w5
25-28 . ,? Widowed vs. Divorced 28.69 =« 6
N : 28,75 wx 4
Divorced vs. Separated 12.67 » 6
/ 11.25 wx 4
> // , _
35-39 ‘ Widowed vs.- Separated 17.62 * 6
' 2 . ’ / . ) 1.62 il 1
40-44. Widowed vs. Divorced . 29.46 «x 6
. | g ***‘
45+ Widowed vs. [Divorced 15.88 » = 6.
- B » . J'\;"(’ ‘\ 3
* Significan& at 0.05 level %/,
#*  Observed Chi square when polumns are collapsed to avoid cells with less
than. five cases. / .
A Columns cannot be collap,st!d in’ such a manner to get the table

with cells



Ethnicity

ﬂhqj native born are expected to have higer fertility
"”thanlthaEJo% thel\foreign born’ (Balakrishnan, Ebanks and
Grindstaff 1979:66; Kalbach and McVey 1979:106). But the-
categorization of ethnic or cultural group does not shqw the
nafive-bornl separately. The gtudy by Sharma (1980) shows
that éhong the foreign born, pedp]e from countries of higher
fertility have Higher. fertility even “as immigranté or
_Citizens‘of.Canada..According to Henripin (1972:182), the
highest feftility' among the foreign born older women is
found among the women from Nether]apds ~and 'Ita]y.  High -
fertility is véxpected “among vwbmenvfrom Poland and Soviet
Uﬁjon”as well.. Table 15 shows that females of intact
families with Netﬁerland ethnic origin. have the highest
fertility both when the ethnic origin of females as well as
males of ihtact",families are takig;into consideration. In -
contrast to Henripin[s findings, exciUding’the category of -
other;, women of Italian ethni¢ origin have the lowest
fertility botH whén the ethnic origin of the females ~ and
males - of intact famijies are consiaered. The séqond highest

fetility in the intact famjliés‘(both for the females and

males) is amg ®he French women. Th%s is in accordance with

g

Ka1baéh-an§ ~ffy‘(1979:109)7 The Germans come next.

| When fﬁé female ldne parents together are taken into
cohsideraf%om women of French origin have the  highest
fefti]ity in a cordange 'wifh Kalbach and McVey’s'study'

(1879:109), although it is different when they are
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. Table 15,
&

! Mean Number of Children by ., -
Ethnicity’ and Marital Status,” Canada: 1971.
- ~— ,
v Husband Present .Female Lone Parent
- . ‘ .Families . ‘ , Familigs
Ethnic Group . :
A g Females Males Widowed « Divorced Separated  Total
, : .
British 2.387  2.39% 3554 2723 3.018 3252
“French 2.777 2.796 4263  2.600  3.149  3.808
German 2.484 2.482 3.676 2.750 2.813  3.287
. I ’ »A“ .
Italian 2341 - 2.304 3.533 2.167 2.824 3.235
Netherlands . 3.002%4  2.830 3.765 2.818  2.842 3.170
Polish 2.407 2.321 2.750 2.833 3.500 2.957
. Scandinavian  2.447 12.401 3.886  2.556  3.880  3.348
Ukrainiah 2.367  2.458 3.180  3.546 3.179 3.225
Others ,2.286 - 2.261 3478 2071 3315 | 3.224
N (Farg WY \S4a5565 45565 1822 421 . 1020 3263

Source:  Public Use Sample Tape, 1871 Census of Canada®

2
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considered separate?y .Only the w1dowe@*Female lone parents
~have the h1ghest fert111ty among the women of French origin.
' Among thg‘ divorced female 1lone parents, the ‘~highest
fertility is among the Ukrainians. The highest fertility
among the Separated feha]e lone parents is ahong' the women
of Scandinavian.origin. | L »
The concept of lowest fertility amond\tée Jews seems to
: hold true among ‘the intact fami]{es. The '‘other’ category
which includes the Jews, haé the lowest F}erti]ity among
them. .The lowest fertility among the widowéd{/divorced} and
the separated female lone parents reépectivély is among the
people of Polish, Italian ‘and_ German etggic origin. The
female lone parents as 'a whole has the ]erSt fertility

among ‘the Polish.

Coming to hypothesis number two, the }/

parents separately and as a'whole differ significaHiﬁy:fhgﬂ:i: ,
tbe intact fam11iés; in all the categories“ of_ etﬁﬁiqf%y/lf
excepﬁ among> the péople of Nether]qus and Polish éthh{c
-Qr{gin (see Table 16). The heads 3s well as the ‘spouses of° k

Intact fam1]1e; have lower fert1l1ty than all the different

- categories of female lone parents except among tHé Italian

divorced female 1lone parents and all the categor1es of -

fe%a]e Tone parents of Netherland ethnic origin. : i
From . the above Chi square differences it may be said ‘1%

that the éthnicity of the male heads of fhe intact families v

are ‘ﬁpré’ important than that of‘thejr spouses exceptramoﬁg

’the French and the UKrainians.
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Table Qﬂ

' Pattern of Differentiation Betwéen Female Lone Parbnts and
Intact Families by Ethnicity and Number of Children, Canada: 1971.
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DF

Ethnicity Marital Status Chi Sg.
! o :
British Lone Parents vs. :
Females of Intact Families 408.69 » 6
Lone Parents separately vs.
" Females of Intact Families 345.38 « 18
238.14 w» 15
Lone Parents vs.
Males of Intact Families , '‘402.71 % 6
Lone Parents separately vs.
Males of ‘Intact Families 535.33 « 18
424.86 w*x 15
French Lone Parents vs. .
Females of Intact Families 250.29 =» 6
Lone Parents separately vs. .
Females of Intact Families 406.50 « 18
332.76 #x 12
Lone Parents vs. :
Maies of Intact Families 238.13 « 6
Lone Parents separately vs.
Males of Intact Families. 382.00 » 18
324.21 wx 12
German . Lone Parents vs. :
Females of Intact Families 52.17 % 6
» 37.94 w &
Lone Parents separately vs.
Females of Intact Families 86.04 % 18
: 47.65 wx <]
Lone Parents vs. .
Males of Intact Families 54.48 «. 6
. ‘ 38.95 #« 5.
' Lone Parents separately vs.
Males of Intact Families 89.85 « 18
: 65.50 #*#» 2]
Italian Lone Parents vs.
Females of Intact Families 41.61 » 6
36.67 #x 5
Lone Parents separately vs. A
Females of Intact Families 73.61 = 18
. W
Lone Parents vs.
Males- of 'Intact Families . 45.45 « 6
39.92 wx 5
, Lone Parents separately vs.
Males of Intact Families 78.44 « 18



Table 16. Contd.

. 'Pattern of Differentiation Betwéen Female Lone Parents and
Intact Families by Ethnicity and Number of Children, Canada: 1971.
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avoid cells with less than five cases.

##% Columns cannot be collapsed in such a manner
to get the table with ceélls less than five cases.

_ Ethnicity Marital Status Chi Sq. DF
Scandinavian Lone Parents vs. .
‘Females of Intact Families 23.27 % 6
Lo ‘ 18.37 w# 4
Lone Parents separately vs. .
Females of Intact Families 39.31 % 18
M
-Lone Parents vs.
Males of Intact Families 26.35 » 6
20.12 w» 4
Lone Parents separately vs.
Males of Intact Families 45,84 =«
e .
Ukrainian Lone Parents vs.
Females of Intact Families £7.58 * 6
24.20 wx 5
Lone Parents separately vs. :
Females of Intact Families 39.78 = 18
: . e
Lone Parents vs. o >
Males of Intact Families 22.90 6
19.36 #« 5
Lone Parents separately vs.
Males of Intact Families 34.23 18
.. Others Lone Parents vs.
' Females of Intact Families 90.85 « 6
Lone Parents separately vs.
Females of Intact Families 123.86 # 18
: , 88.75 x 9
Lone Parents vs.
Males of Intact Families 80.90 = 6
Lone Parents separately vs.
Males of Intact Families 128.63 * 18
86.23 wx S
* Significant at 0.05 level. L
AT
) RS
#* Observed Chi square when columns are collapsed to el
LS

N
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Table 17 shows how the female lone barents differ among
themselves in number of chiildren when controll1ng 1s done.
for ethnicity in re]at1on to the third hypothesis. In al]
the 'significantly differing groups, the widowed female lone
pafqus, as was seen in th§7case of age at marriage, have
the greatest number of children among the female lone
parenrts followed by the separated female lone parents. The
divor.ec female lone - parents have the least number of

childrer: (see Tables 9 and 15). Co

Education

The inverse relationship of education with fertility is
sUpported by many studies. Kocher (1973:61) shows the
inverse relationship between these two variables due to the
positive relationship 'betweeﬁ education, Jlabor force
participatiqn and Knowledge of bﬂPth contro] ‘devices.
Henripﬁn,(1972:242) also notes the‘ggfe type of results His
findings show that the effect of

!
pronounced after the secondary levels, among women in rural

schooling is more

areagy and among older women. Balakrishnan, Ebanks and
Grindstaff  (1879:75, 78) also found this inverse’
Ee]ationship.being greater among the younger gegération.
They found that this relatibnship holds even when age at
| marriage, duration of marriage, re]fdion, and income are
‘contro]]ed.
Table 18 shows that the female lone parént Families in

their fertility pattern are similar to the intact families

<

o
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Table 17.

Pattern of Differentiation Amoné the Female Lone Parents by
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Ethnicity and Number of Children, Canada: 1971.
Ethnicity Marital Status Chi Sq. ~DF
British Widowed vs. Divorced 52.14 #« 6
47.39 # 5
Widowed vs. Separated 48.82 # 6
37.36 + 5
French Widowed vs. Divorced 59.78 « 6
’ ‘ 53.55 # 4
idowed vs. Separated 74.85 # "6
rced vs. Separated 14.82 + 6
11.68 #x 4
German Widowed vs. Divorced 14.56 « 6
10.04 3
Others Widowed vs. Divorced 34.27 « 6
7.64 wu 3
Divorced. vs. Separated 17.04 « 6
15.12 #= 3

¥  Significant at 0.05 level.

#* Observed Chi square when columns are collapsed to avoid cells with less

than five cases.



Table 18.

Simple r Between Education and Number o
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f Children, in Different

Categories of Female Lone Parent Families and Intact Families, Canada: 1971.

Marital Status Simple r
Females of Intact Families -0.29574(1)
-0.29574(2)
Males of Intact Families -0.22501(1)
-0.22061
Female Lone Parents -0.22863
Widowed -0.23730
Diverced ~0.12785 ;
Separated -0.22522

{1

2)

When all the variables concerned both the heads and spouses are taken

into consideration.

Type of residence is not included as such in
the females of intact families.

formation is not provided for
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in relation to the effects of education. The relationship is
negative in every category of marital status. This negatiye
pattern .can be clearly understooé from the decreasing mean
number of children as the level of éducation goes higher
(see Table 19). Though the relationship is negative 1nva11
the marital statuses, among the divorced female lone parents
the correlation is not as strong as it is in the other
categories of female Jlone parents. The relationship is
stronger among the females and males of intact fam?1ies than.
it is‘among the female lone parents. This may be dug to the
higher age at marriage of the females of intact families and
males of intact families as mentioned in Balakrishnan, .
Ebanks and Grindstaff's study (1979:75, 78). The males of
intact families have the highest perpentagev (7.9%) of the
ones with University Degree education levels though their
spouses do not. Though the correlation is almost the same in
all tﬁg categories among the female lone parents, it is the
strongest in the separated‘fehale lone parents.

Table 20 shows that the female lone parents as a whole
and separately differ from the Iﬁtact Families at the
eiementary, secondary, some university and‘university level.
But ét the no education level, they differ only from the
fema1es of iﬁtact families separately and tégether. They do
: not differ from the males of intact families at this jeve].
At all the Jlevels, the female lone parents, except the
divorced at the elementary level, héve higher fertility than

the females and the males of intact families of the same



Table 19.

Mean Number of Children by
Education and Marital Status, Canada 1971.
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Education

Familles

; |
Husband Prese‘\nt

Female Lone Parent

Families

Females Males Widowed Divorced Separated Total
No educaton  3.268 3.535 4.391 —- 2833  4.257
Elementary 3.063 3.018 4131 2848 3613 3912
Secondary 2.252 2.219 3.355 2661 2772 - 3.018
Some
University 1.974 1.954 2.887 2294 2564 2644
University '
Degree 1.552 1.949 2.350 2200  2.800  2.473
N (Families) 45565 45565 421 1020 3263

. 1822

Source:  Public Use Sample Tape, 187%) Census of Canada.
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Table 20.
Pattern of Differentiation Between Female Lone Parent Families and
Intact Families by Education and Number of Children, Canada: 1971.
Education Marital Status Chi Sq. DF
No Female Lone Parents Together vs.
Education Females of Intact Families 15.02 « 6
14.10 w» 5
Female Lone Parents Separately vs.
Females of Intact Families 24.47 « 18
L2 a ]
Elementary Female Lone Parents Together vs.
Females of iIntact Families 289.08 « 6
Female Lone Parents Separately vs. .
Females of Intact ramiiies 379.07 « 18
293.47 #»x 12
Female Lone Parents Together vs. :
Males of Intact Families 322.33 * 6
Female Lone Parents Separately vs.
Males of Intact Famiiies 414.63 # 18
/320.71 w12
Secandary Female Lone Parents Together vs. ' -
’ Females of intact Familias 365.38 6 \
Female Lone Parents Separately vs. - ‘ , \v
Females of Intact Families 482.43 « 18
361.38 »» . 15
Female Lone Parents Together vs.
Males of Intact Families . 380.84 « 6
Female Lone Parents Separately vs.
Males of Intact Families 511.85 » 18
' i 15

395.17



.Tabuﬂ‘ Q. c t ! ,

' ‘; Z.M on % LI ‘% " ot
Pattern’ of Difﬁe[entmno?s “Betwm Famslle “Lafie . Parer\& nFam"ﬂbs fand .
Intact Familigs* by Educaguon,andf wber of Chm;jremh C’hnﬁa»a i 971

‘ 5
:

Education

Some -Female ~Lone Parents ;Togethe”",. _ ’
University Fgmalds of JInjact Famulles e, » 6
. Cow w4
bale hone»fﬁarents Separately V8. ‘ o .
nales: of - lntdct Families © 182,36 * 18
T 144,84 6
lale Lone Parents T'csgather Vs, ; R
aies of intact : Fammes . SR 4774 + ' 8
: 21,93 4
kﬁl.one Parents Separately vs.‘ : ‘
‘PM es of ~lntact famnhes Y o ‘ 66.51 = 18
. v e 2585 » g
: o » ‘ '
-University Ie Lone Parents Together Vs, '
Degree ales of intact. Famnlnes ' . 58.97 »
- 47 .96 wx

Lon? Parents Separately vs.
imales o intact ﬁqmmes ; '73.69 «

pry

Y}

)

o

iI* 3%
. ?@wm O

hale Lone Parents Together vs. L N
N‘Ies of lntact Fammes ‘ 16.88 «

ale. ’Lone Parents Separately Vs,
leszof Ingact Fammes

> u (3%
. "Srgmfsg%

s

than five cases ST A

xx Observed Chi square wih n'columns

***Columns cannot be collapsed

M . 3l

o,
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y .

educatlon 'category CAt. no educatlon level,'}he males of

;1ntact famllles have more ch1ldren than the'“females“vof

. >

lntact fam1l1es. -From- elementary Tevel to some uh1ver51tyk

-

level, the males oﬁ.jntact famllles havezless children . than

the. females of intact families. Aga1n at the Un1ver51ty
o o

level, the males of 1ntact fam1l1é§ have more childrer than

Vl:

the females of 1ntac& fam1l1es So 1t may be sa1d (from_the

mean, number of chlldren as well as from the Chi square

.differences) . that the educat1on of the- male heads of the

fam1ly has more, {mportance than that of their female spouses -
'1m keep1ng ‘the fam1ly small at Ihe elementary secondary andg

~some un1ver51ty levels At the Un1vers1ty level, edqcat1on

N

of the1r female spouses is moré 1mportant

The pattern of d1fferent1at1on among the female lone}

\ e . oy

parents ‘”ﬁ re latlon in fert1l1ty and educat1on 1s shown in

Table‘21.lthe type‘of comparlson needed to ’test hypotheSIS'

number fﬁree) Each group d1ffers from the other: when the

fam1l1es of the elementary educat1on category are taken 1nto¢

4 , .
'con51deratlon ' The fam1l1es of different categor1es of

female lone parents do not differ among themselves when the

no educatlon - some - un1ver51ty and un1vers1ty groups‘are

'dcons1dered Among the secondary groug : the widowed - d1ffer

: both from the d1vorced as well as the separated Thus it

B

Rt

Qfll

ev1dent that the dlfferenye 1s\greatest petween the wqdowed ’,

and the d1vorcedﬂ and it is the least between the ‘divoreed

ﬁemale lone parents and the separated female lone parents
: oo l"“ B

\ . : wor
. B i [
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than five cases.

N |

= 5 . (
- Table -21. -
. Pattern of Differentiation Among Female Lone Parents by g
‘Education and Number of Children, Canada: 1971.
A
Education Level Groups Chi Sq. # DF
Elementary Widowed vs. Divorced 7| 43,15 = 6
‘ 42,76 wx 4
Widowed vs. Separated 32.77 « B
Divorced vs. Separated 2232 % B
‘ ‘ 14,70 ## 4
. Secondary  Widowed vs. Divorced 49.73 * - 6
o : , 4147 w=» 5
- , .
Widowed. vs. Separated 53.49 « 6
% Significant' at 0.05 level.
#* Observed Chi square when columns are collapsed to avoid cells with .less
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Religion

| CathL]tcs are hypothestzed to have higher fertility
than the hhe Protestants. This higher fertility among the
Catho]ics holds true in the case of the intact familieg.
Table 22 shows that the females of intact families of Roman
Catholic belief stand second only to the other category

which includes Hutterites, Mennonites and Mormons who have

the highest fertility which is in°® accordance with the °

stud1es by Ba]aKr1shnan Ebanks. and Grindstaff (1979:38, 57)

/

and Henr1p1n (1972: 202) The Ukrainjan Catho]”és are
ﬂém1]1es

sl1ght1y behmnd ‘the Bapttst in fema]es of ,intact‘

Bu? the Roman Catholic males of intact famw]wes have the

_highest fertility. Then comes the = 'other’ catgdﬁry The”
LUKra1n1aQ@}Cathol1cs heve the th1rd h1ghest fert111ty in the

| males of intact fam1l1es

“dn 'the case of the w1dowed fémale lone” parents also,

the Roman Catho]1cs have the h1ghest ferttltty followed by

'the ‘others’ category The Bapt1sts have the third highest .

Fert111ty among the w1dowed female. 1one parents as' it was in
[R
the case of the females of intact fam111es Ukra1n1an

Catho]1cs of the w1dowed female lone parents fal] far beh1nd

.I

*“win th1s case. - They are h1gher than onty the dews who have

the lowest fertility. ; o :
UKra1nnan Catholics have the'mhighest,.ﬁheshyterians

| have. the second h1ghest fert111ty in the’ dtvorced female

]one parents The Roman Catholics and- the others categoby;

have very lTow fert11ﬁty 1nﬁghe case’ of the d1vorced female

- ; .' - TS

, ﬂd{ NQL f*’



Table 22. ' "

‘ h
. - Mean Number of Children by ,
7 Religion and Mari@al Status, Canada: 1971. :
'Husband Present : Female Lone Parent
Families . _ . Families
Religion .
Fémales Males Widowed Divorced Separ'éted Total

Anglican  2.336  2.328 3.399 2838 ' 3060  3.201

Baptist - 2.498 2499 3590  2.810 . 3.270  3.353

Greek o Ce o

Orthodox 2.173 2.210 3.318 '1.000 2.333 . 2.853

Jewish 1.899 1.879 7 2.645 2250  2.462 2539

Lutheran 2250 . 2.305 3.304 2450 2448 2949

Co ¢ ¢
Presbyterian* 2.141 2.152 <g;2§..13)48 2809 = 2.927 3.153
. . . e . 8. v
Roman - . .
Catholics 2.713 2.718 4.215 2.679 3.214 3.773 .
. F.

Ukrainian : o . .

Catholics - 2.445 2.518 3.094 3.667 3.000 3.125
gMhited v, S
“Church | 2.353 +, 2.380 3.341 ©  2.624 2.886 3.086
No refigion  1.995 | 2:069°  3.343 2321  2.822 2861

Others 2.734 2711 3753  2.469  3.228  3.345
‘~ } . . . ‘. ) - ({:’-

N (Families) 45565 45565 1822 421 1020 3263

Source: Public Use Sa.m'ple Tape, 1971 Census of. Canada.

ot
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Ll

lone parents. » “

Among the' separated femareklone'parents, the Bantists:

j have the highest fertility withqthe"other; category coming

" next. The Roman Catholics have ‘the third highest fertility.

The Ukrainian Catholics come after the “the Anglicans who
vstandiafter tnewgdman CathOlies. | |

5 Jhe Jews haVe the Jowest fertility in  all the

“‘%ﬁ
"

tegorwes except among the divorced female lone parents and

5'jthe separated female lone parents

| TdE]e 23 shows how the fema1e 1one parents d1ffer from
}he' vh&get families regard1ng number of vch11dren in
eonnection’ with reiigion in relation to the Kkind of
'comparisbn shown in hypothesis number two. .

" Considering hypothésjsf‘number three, fhe‘femaTe 1one
parents, when control]ed‘;for:ﬁ.;;w{gion, l’differ . .among’
'themsel;es in:a‘Way shown in Tab}éﬁ221 Amdng the Ang}icans,
* the widowed female lone parents differ. bofn fron_ the
'divorced‘ and the eenarated female ‘}one’parents. A1l the
three categor1es d1ffer from one another among tne Roman
Catho]1cs. On]y the widowed and the divorced female lone
parents differ Frbmoeach other among-the” peopfg of United
Church. Amongi“iothers’, the widowed female lone parentsr
differ from tne divorced fema1e lone parents, and the
divorced female Jlone parents differ from ‘the-separated
female lone parents | |

| Regarding religion, the ~widowed femal® lone parents

have more children than. the separated. female 1lone parents

~ o n
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. L N .
Pattern of Differentiation Between Fémale Lone Parents and intact

Families by Religion and Number of Children, Canada; Q1971.

Chi Sq.

Religion Groups # DF
Anglican Female Lone Parents Together vs.
Females of Intact Families 138.34 * e
Female Lone Parents Separately vs.
Females of Intact Families 180.55 « 18
’ : - 103.94 w#x 12
Female Lone Parents Together vs..
Males of Intact Families 136.80 + 6
Female Lone Parents Separately vs.
Maies of Intact Families . 215.13 * 18
o 11261 »  32°
Baptist Female Long Parents Together vs..
Females of Intact Families 30.80 = 6
Female Lone Parents Separately vs.
Females of intact Families 40.43 # + 18
o : 2413 #x 6
Female Lone Parents Together vs.
Males of Intact Familieﬁ 31.21 « 6
Female Lone Parents Separately vs.
Males- of Intact Families 40.70 » . 18
b 22.63 » | 6
#
Greek Female Lone Parents Together vs. if ‘
Orthodox Females of Intact Families 14.03 *gp 6
Jéws Female Lone Parents Together vs. P
Femaies of Intact Families 15.17 # 6
- Female Lone Parents Together vs. :
Males of intact Families 15.95 « 6
. Female Lone Parents Separately vs.
Males of Intact Families 8280 * | 18
; 26.91 w» 3
Lutheran Female Lone Parents Together vs.
Females of Intact Families 31.44 » 6
Female Lone Parents Separately vs.
Females of Intact Families ' 50.04 « 18
' . 26.52 w#» 6
Female Lone Parents vs.
Males of Intact Families . 27.70 » 6
Female Lone Parents ‘Separately vs. '
Maies of Intact Families 45.84 +# 18
24 .55 #» 6



. @ Table 23. Contd.

7 "
Pattern of Differentiation Between Female Lone Parents and Intact
Families by Religion and Number of Children, Canada: 1971,

¥
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P

P,

(Religion Groups Chi Sq. # DF
Presbyterian Female Lone Parents Together vs.
Females of Intact Families : 61.00 » 6
Female Lone Parents: Separately vs.
Females of Intact Families : 76.11 * 18
‘ . 52.60 #» 9
Female Lone Parents: Together wvs.
Males of Intact Families : 60.95 » 6
Female Lone Paren parately vs.
Males of Intact Families o '76.78 x 18
5001 » g
Female Lone Parents Together vs. _
Females of Intact Families _ 428.90 « 6
male Lone Parents Separately vs. ,
imales of Intact Families \ ~ 644,00 « 18
, : i £13.18 #+ 12
Lone Parents Together vs. St
Males of Intact Families . 42279 * ' 6
‘ Female Lone ‘Parents Separately vs. ‘
‘Males. of. Intact Families . 635.30 # 18
e @ 508.62 #  12-.
A . : -
. - United Female Lone PRarents-Together vs.
Church Females of Intact Families 125.50 # 6
Female Lone, Parents Separately vs. : .
Females of  Intact  Families . «w 165.09 * 18
: . ,125.00 # 15
Female Lone Parents Tog&ghar VS. : -
Males of Intact Families™* "\ - 118.28 = 6
Female Lone Parents Separately vs. : ,
Males of iIntact Families 155.64 # 18
: 114.62 #« 15
No L4 Female Lone Parents Together vs. .
Religion ' Females of Intact Familigs 4225 = 8
+ ., Female Lone Parents_Separately vs. S
/ Females of Intact ffimilies 5858 * 18
©26.35 #x S
Female Lone Parents Together vs. .
Males of Intact Families 35.29 « 6
Female Lone: Parents Separately vs.
Males of ‘intact Families 53.65 « 18
' . 4 22.76  wx ]
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Table 23. Contd.

Pattern of Differentiation Between Female Lone. Parenté and Intact .
.Familie‘s by Religion and Number of Children, Canada: 1871,

iy

Religion Groups v Chi Sq. # DF
\
Others Female Lone Parents . Together vs.
‘ : Females of Intagct Families 25.72 # .6
Female Lone Parents Separately vs. O
Females of Intact Families 54.34 » 18
. ' 2142 = - B
Female Lone Parents Together vs. ,
Males of Intact Families Co 26,22 6
S : Female Lone .Parents Separately Vs. -
% . Males of intact Familes - 5507 ¢ 18
N , o 13.60 * 6
IR ,,Significant at 0.05 level. . :'n R

" %
e Obsérved Chi. ﬁuare wheﬁ \‘col

to. avoid ‘cells with less
thar\mﬁve ,casas. . - :

‘1 ‘4?'7
el




Table 24.

Pattern of Differentiation Among Female Lone Parents
by Religion and Number of Children, Canada: 1971.

78

Religion Groups Chi Sq. DF
Anglican Widowed vs. Divorced 24.29 » 6
73 4

Widowed vs. Separated , 14.87 =« 6

L 5

Roman Widowed vs. Divorced 75.48 » 6
Catholic , w4
Widowed vs. Separated 96.89 « 6

Divorced vs. Separated 14.84 « 6

* 4

United * Widowed vs. Divorced 18.07 + 6
Church . *H 5
Others Widowed vs. Divorced 22.63 « 6
. . ) " 2
Divorced vs. Separated 16.10 * 6

Widowed vs. Divorced » 6

. w2

* Significant at 0.05 level.

*» Observed Chi square
than five cases.

when columns are collapsed to avoid cells with less
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followed by the divorced female lone parents.

Type of residence X

Many studies support aﬁ@$1pwerse relationship between
fertility and density of population (Stinner 1977: Weller
and Bouvier 1972' Balakrishnan, Ebanks and Grindstaff
1979:51; Paul &haw 1978:33, 34; Henripin 1972:78). This
inverse re]atwongﬁgp is further supported by the 1871 Census

”h«m

of Canada data %gﬁrevea1ed in Table 25. &

Table 26$shows that all "the categories of female ]one
parents 1deﬁt1fy themselves with the gene;e] pattern of
regative relétionship with type of residence and ferti]ity
Amona the female 1ene parents, Tﬁggrelat1onsh1p is strongest

in the ,ﬂidewed female 1one parents, followed by the
4Separated feﬁa]e lone barentsf:Although the relationship is
negative in the case of the. d1vorced fema]e lone parents, it
is not as strong as it is in the case of of%er categor1es

Together, as well as separately, the fema]e lone parent
fam111es differ from the 1ntact families regard1ng fertility
in relation to the type of residence the males ' of jntact‘
gam1l1es belong to. The Ch1 square shows that the‘most
significant difference is between the female lone parents
and the males of intact families in the ' above 30,000’
group. Y

Tables 27 and 28 show the pattern of gfferer\utiation in
ferti]ify among the female lone parents regarding vtype. of

residence. [t is. clear from the table that the difference is

- o r%??ﬁ
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Table 25,

Mean Number of Children by
Type of Residence and Marital Status, Canada. 1971.

Husband Present Female Lone Parent
Families Families

Residence

Males Widowed Divorced Separated  Total
Rural farm 3.344 4.386 1.000 5.000 4.329
Rural non-farm 2.969 4.509 2.520 3.429 4.170
Urban
Below 30.000 2.646 3.795 2.897 3.257 3.551
Urban
Above 30,000 2.226 3498 . 2626 2.983 3.183
N (Families) 45565 1822 421 1020 3263

Source: Public Use Sample Tape., 1971 Census of Canada.
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Table 26.

Simple - Between Type of Residence and Number of Children in Different
Categories of Female Lone Parent and Intact Families, Canada: 1971.

Groups , ' Simple r
Male’s of Intact Families ' d -0.2250 1% o
-0.22061
Female Lone Parent Families ' 4 -0.22863
Widowed o o -0.23730
Divorced - - -0.12785
Separated " 022822
* Whenv all the variables concerned both the heads and spouses are taken

into consideration.



Table 27.
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Pattern of Differentiation Between Female Lone Parents and Intact Families
by Type of Residence and Number of, Chiidren, Canada. 1871,

a

Type of
Residence Groups . Chi Sq. # DF
Rural Female Lone Parents Together vs.
farm Males of Intact Families 27.98 #» 6
27.90 = .5
Female Lone Parents Separately vs.
Males of Intact Families 58.55 « 18
) " Lo
Rural Female Lone Parents Together vs.
non-farm Males of ‘Intact Families 178.06 « 6
" o Femaie Lone Parents Separately .vs. : .
) Males of Intact Families /M 18
: 173.73 w» 9
Below Female Lone Parents Together vs. : .
30,000 Males of Intact Families 138.51 « 6
: Female Lone Parents Separately vs. ..
Males of Intact Families . 194.62 » 18
: 175.61 # 15
Above Female Lone Parénts Together vs.
30,000 Maies of Intact 'Families 4 731.22 «% 6
Female Lone. Parents .Separately vs. S Y Y
Males of Intact -Families: 9@0.464{ =18
AN 0 B2
) e e L TNk L
* Significant at 0.05 level. , o e kN @S .
** Observed Chi square when colu\rr‘\ns“are)v collapsed to avoid cells "with °

than five cases.

we% Columns cannot be colla

less than five cases. e

less -

~

psed in such a manner to get the table With cells »*



Table 28.

Pattern -of Differentiation Among Female Lone Parents by

Divorced vs. Separated '

- 16.66

Type of Residence and Number of Children, Canada: 1971.
. R
Type of !
Residence Groups ' Chi Sq. # DF
. ".
Rural Widowed vs. Divorced 35.32 » 6
farm ey '
Rural' Widowed vs. Divorced 33.05 » 6
non-farm 30,11 wx 3
Widowed vs. Separated < 31.05 » 6
. 27.25 wn 5
Below Widowed vs. Divorced 22.52 » 6
30.000C, 18,52 # 5
’ Widowed vs. Separated 19.66 » &
18.23 # .. §
Above Widowed vs. Separated 68.57 6
30,000 , :
: ‘ Widowed vs. Separated 47.45 # 6
I » 6

- % Significant at 0.05 level.

»» Observed Chi square when

than five cases.

##¢ Columns cannot- be colla
‘less than five cases.

Tl
4

. /“

f
i
/

’/‘

psed in such a’ manner td. get the table with cells
. . . o~ X . . PRI 2 ” o

columns “are collapsed io avoid  cells with less -
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more prominant between'wtdohed and the'divorced $emalejlone:
parents than among the other two ’compinations' - 'widowed
female 1one parents vs._separated fema]e\lone parents and
divorced female" lone parents vs. separated fema]e lone’

'parents ‘ The'»Wtdowed feﬁale lone parents- d1ffer from the,'

' d1vorced fema]e Tone parents in all the. categor1es of type
,of~'res1dence. They differ from the separated Ffemale lone
parenfs‘inlcategories'of fural’ non-farm, below 30,000 and
.above :30’000 The dtvorced female Tone parents differ from

. the separated female 1one parents on]y .in the commdntties
above 30,000. - | R

> / : ' Cev
Income
In Chapter 1II; it is statéed that a negative
"relationship :can be eXpebted because of the positive

4 : : . ,
re]ationship betWeen income and some of the variables like

feduoation dens1ty of populatton, and SO on |
The expected negattve re]at1onsh1p between 1ncome and .
fert114ty holds true, ‘as can\be seen from Tables 29 and 3C.
The‘Jtelationship is negat1ve in al]k:the oategortes of
‘marital status. Although it is negative, the. relationship
among the dtvorced and the separated female 1one parents is
_‘not as’strong as it is in the case of the females of .intact
fami]ies. In addition, it is not very strong among the males*~
.of 1ntact fam111es | A

Tab]e - 31 shows the pattern of d1fferent1at1on between

the intact families and the fema1e lone parent families in

-
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Table. 29. .
: " oo ‘
Simple r -Between Individual Ihcome and Number of Children in Different
_» v Categories of Female Lone Parent and Intact Families, Canada: 1971.

BN

Marital Status . Simple r
N = ,-" L " ., . \ \\ \ . ‘
Females of Intact Families. root -0.22615#%
: ‘ - -0.22615%¢
Males of intact Families T -0.04622%
) . : . ; -0.00758
N ‘ ..
Female Lone Parents : C ’ . -0.11648
\‘ | . .
Widowed . = . -0.17050
" Divorced - T ~ -0.04758
Separated: o , -0.0010%’ B

* When all the variables concerned both the heads and spouses are taken
" into consuderatlon , s : '

#* ' Type of residence isf not inciuded as such |nf0rm§,tion-fis*”ribt provided for
the spouses of Intact Families. Voo B R

- : |
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'LTabIe 30’
_Mean Number of Children by
Income and Marital Status, Canada: 1971.

¢

] .
Husband. Present "~ Female Lone Parent
eome Families. / | l. Fami'ﬁgs

2 Females Mgies Widowe(‘{ Divorcec{ Separated Total
Under 1,000  2.804 2616  3%32 2200 3.015 - 3.410
10005000 . 2,157 2693  3.936. 2.851 3.151  3.583
500010000 1483 © 2.351  3.023 2471 2.927 2874
£10,000-15,000 /1.842 2521° 2594 2765 2.385 2597
15.000-20.000 / 2.106 2611 20636 2500 2.000  2.500
120,000-25,000/  2.250 2693 4200, 2000 3.000° 3.625
25.000-30,000  1.714 2794 * 3.000 - == 3.000
30,000-35,000 ~ 1.800 2919’ ~ 2000 - 2.000
35,000-40000  1.400  2.873 . 5000 4:500 - 4.667
40.000-4%,000 -~ 2824 2000 @ - ~  2.000

°45,ooo-/‘56.,060 \ 3177 - e

\.'Abpve//S0,0'OO - 3467 - - e
N (Famiies) 45565 45565 1822 :21\’ 1020 3263

Source: Public Use Sample Tape, 1971 Census of Canada.

| e
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L [] ‘h
A Table 31 . !
- Pattern of nfferentlatuon Between Female Lorie Parents and Intact
* Families by Iffiividual: Income -and Number of Children, ‘Canada: 1971,
[
Income Groups Chi Sq.# DF
A .
Under, 1 v Female Lone Parents Together .vs. \ h
¥ o Femdles{ of Intact Families 6
Female Lone Parents Separately vs.
Females. of Intact Families 186.34 » 18
' 135.24 » 9
N\ Female Lone Parents Together vs.
Males of Intact Families 6
Female Lone Parents Separately vs.
Males of Intact Families . 202.81 « 18
’ 127.89 »' 9
o
- 1-5 Female Lone Parents‘Togethert Vs. : oo
thousand Females of intact Famihes, g - 6
' . Female Lone Parents Separately vs: .
Females of Intact Families 1318.74 » 18
. Female Lone Parents Together vs. !
. Males of Intact Families 6-
»7 .Female Lone Parents Separa:galy }ls -
‘ Males of. Intact Famijlies . ) 606.34 » 18
A
5-10 Female Lone Parents Together vs.
thousand Females of Intact Families * : 6
C Female Lone Parents Separately svs. '
Pemales of Intact Families 430.61 = 18
o : . 354.06 #* 15
' Female Lone Parents Together vs.
Males of Intact Families 6
Female Lone Parents Separately vs.’
Males of Intact Families 128.11 = 18
‘81.87 e 15
[ N e ] ‘
10-15 Female Lone Parents Together vs.
thousand . Females of Intact Families » 6
’ ."Female Lone Parents Separately ys:
. Females of Intact Families 18
Female Lone Parents Separately vs. \ -
Males of _intact Families . 3595 » 18
4.85 # 3

*

Significant at 0.05 level.

#»* Observed Chi square when columns are: collapsed to avoid cells with Iess

##x Columns cannot be colla
less than five cases.

than five cases.

-~

psed in such a manner to get the table with cells s
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“relation to individual incone. The female lone - parents
differ significantly from the intact familids only up to the
$10,000-15.060 incomevgroug.‘They, seearate]y as well as
tegether, differ from both the fehales and the males of
intact families up to $5,000-10,000 group. At $10,000-15,000
level, separate]y they do~not differ significantly from the
-males of intact fahities when they are taken separately in
“different gréups with‘exceptidn of the divorced female lone
‘:parents 1n be]gw $1, OOO level. o
The female 1one parents have od h1gher fertiljty than
that of the males of 1ntact fam111es of the same income.
groups. The d1fference is more- strong]y established when the
~ compar ison 1s done with the females of intact fam111es The
mean number Hof children born to .the females af intact
families tn the under $1, OOO’ group is even, greater. But
from .the $1,000- 5 000 grbup onwards the females of fntact
fami]ies_have fewer ch;]dren than the males or, intact
fami]tes 'of the eame income‘groups. in. turn less the female
_]one parents have more children than the ma]es as well as
the females of 1ntact fam1l1es '
~ The differing pattern of female 1lone parents among
,themse]veé'ewhen controlled in ’relatjpﬁr to ferttlit§'and
individpai income is Shownv in Table, 32. The significant
differing 'qateéories in th‘s case are widowed female lone
parents‘vs,-divorced female 1£Qe parents and widewed- fe&ple
lone parents ve. separated fenale lone parents in the under
) . {

$1,000,groub: ‘widowed female lone”.garents vst divorced

A
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"

. . o
LI - - Table, 32.
Pattern of Differentiation Among the Female Lone Parents by
Individual Income and Number of  Children, Canada: 1971.
Income - * Groups Chi, Sq. DF
. Under- ‘ Widowed vs. Divorced 45.31 = 6
$1,000 s 43.28 »» 3
Widowed vs. Separated - 44,11 * 6
- 41.46 w» b
$1-5,000 Widowed vs. Divor%:ed 82.87 « 6
! . e
’ I
Widowed vs. Sepa#ated 93.25 * 6
! e
Divorced vs. Separated 14.24 « 6
$5-10.000 Widowed vs. Divorced 19.51 % 6
‘ : # 15.18 wx 5
J “ Divorced. vs. Separated - 18.19 * 6
14.81 »»  §

* Significant at 0.05 level.

«

% QObserved Chi square_when columns aref collapsed to évpid cells with less

than five cases.

- -
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.~ female Jone parents, widowed female lone parentsA. vs.
separated feﬁalé lone pareﬁts and divorced femalg lone
parents vs. separated female lone parents in  the’
$1.,000-5,000 income 'group; “and the widowed female lone
parents vs. ‘sepa;ated female .lone parents and divorced
female 1oné parents vs..éeparated fema]e-]one parents in the
$5.000;10,000 1nqp-@lgh00p levels.

| Wheﬁ considé;$;b‘individual income, the widowed female
loné parents have mére-chi]dren than ther‘divorced and the
separated female. lone parenfs. Thé divorced female lone
parents in turn have fewén chi]dren than ' the separated’
female lone ,ﬁarents exCepf in the $10,000-15,000 income

group of the divorced."

B. REGRESSION ANALYSIS
Fdlléwing are the~re$qlts of the ‘regression analyses.
The deséription fncludés only those variables which were
" significant enough to be \?ntefed_ iﬁto fthg equation (sée
Table 33 to, Table 38) . It first " .gives the model for
different marital statuses. Then it' shows where each

variable enters the equation for each marital status.

Widowed Female Lone Parents
| Out of the eighteen categories of two categorical
var&ables_and the other four"!variables entered in  the
equatfon. only eightv enter the ,equation,'model for the

_W{doWed female lone parents (See Table 33). Education with a



Table 33.

Summary Table, of Steﬁwise, Regression

in the Marital Status’

-

.ot the Widowed.

Dep. Var.

RSQ RSQ CHANGE SIMPLE R BETA

’ . v v . ‘
EDUHD 0.05631 0.05637 -0.23730 -0.16691
R.Cath. . 0.08966 0.03336 0.22617 0.19199
Type of Resi. 0.12397, 0.03430 -0.20218 -0.16948
Polish 0.129206° = 0.00524 -0.06869 -0.07434
INCHD 0.13198 i 0.00278 -0.17050 -0.05141

. ‘\\ '
ltalian - 0.13452 0:00254 -0.02027 - -0.05320
!

Ukrainian 0.13629 0.00177 -0.05341 -0.04444
Jews 0.13775 0.00146 -0.07978 -0.033919

(Constant 5.44607) F=36.20348 P=0.0000
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negative relationship is thé. mos t “important variable
fo]lowed‘ by the Roman Catholic “religion with a positive
relationship. Type of residence, Polish ethnicity, income of
the head, Ital%an as well as Ukrainian ethnicity and Jewish
'religion are the other variableélentering the equat1on and
they all have a negat1ve.re1at1onsh1p with fertility. These

eight var1ab1es together explain 13.8% of the fertility of

the w1dowed female lone parents.

Divorced Female Lone Parents

In the case of the divorced, seven variables enter the
‘equation mode 1 (See Table 34). Age at first marriagé and
education, both with negative relationships, have the first
and the second most important positions, respectively.
Income, UKkrainian and British ethnicity, all with 8 positive
relationship, come to thé third, fourth and thé sixth
positions in the. equation. Affiliation to Greek Orthodox
religion and no religion with negative relationship aree the
other two variables in the model and they respectively have
the fifth and they séventh position. Only 7.5% of fertility
. of the divorced feniale lone parents 1s‘explained by the

seven significant variables entering the model.

Separated Female Lone Parents
Education ,age:at first marriagé; type of residence,
1ncome » and affiliation to the Lutheran, Greek Orthodox and

Jﬁngg.p rch are the sgven variables in order entering the




Summary Table of Stepwise Regression
in the Marital Status of Divorced Female Lone Rarents..

Table 34.
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Dep. Var. RSQ RSQ CHANGE ‘SW'IPLE R BETA
AGEMARHD 0.01991 2.61991 -0.14109 -0.13945
NEDUHD 0.03559 0.01568 -0.12785 -0.16254
INCHD 0.04623 0.01064 0.04758 0.11182
Ukrainians 0.05582 0.00959 0.09833 0.12461
Greek Orthodox  0.06519 0.00837 f0.094‘62 -0.09408
British 0.07093 0.00574 0.05143 0.07789
No Religion 0.07467 0.00374 -0.06017 -0.06207

(Constant 3.90679) F=4.76108 P=0.0000
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|
equation model for the separated (See Table 35). A1l these
variables together with negative relationships, explains

8.0% of the fertility of the separated female lone parents.

Males of Intact Families

Education, type of residen@e, Roman Catholic religion,
income and Polish ethnicify in that order enter the equation
model for the males of intact families when oply the
variables attributed to them are included in the equafion
:(See Tdble 36). Except'for the positive relationship in the
case of Roman Catholic religion, all the other variables are
negatively related with fertility. The five significant
variables in the model for the males of intact families

explain 10.9% of their fertility.

Females of Intact Families

Type of regidehce could not be included in the equation
for tHe females of intact families, as sucH information was
not available. Only two variables enter the model for them
(See Tap]e 37). They are the education and the income of the
spouée, both with a negative relationship. Education is more
important than their income'{n contributing to the fertility
of thé ihtact families. Even though there are only two

significant variables entering the equation, they explain

10.3% of the fertility of the females of intact families.

v



.. Table 35,

|

Summary Table of Stepwise Regression
in the Marital Status of Separated. -

?5

Dep. Var. RSQ RSQ CHANGE SIMPLE R g®ra

EDUHD 0.0;73 0.05073 -0.22522 -0.235361
AGEMARHD | 0.06095 0.01022 -0.10406  -0.09996
Type of Resi.  0.06891 0.00796 -0.10273 -0.09077
INCHD 0.07411 0.00520 -0.00107 0.07652
Lutheran 0.07697 0.00287 -0.06274 -0.05‘74‘7
Greek Orthodox  0.07923 0.00226 -0.04099 -0.04882
United Church  0.08080 0.00157 -0.04826 -0.04035

{Constant 5.621821)

F=12.70868. P=0.0000



Ph]

e " Table 36.

Summary Table of Stepwise Regression
‘in the Marital Status of Females Only of Intact Families.

4

Dep. Var. RSQ - RSQ CHANGE SIMPLE R BETA
EDUSP 0.08746 0.08746 -0.29574 -0.25156
INCSP < . 0.10822  0.02176 ® -0.22615 -0.15397

<Const,~;n; 3.691478) F=14.71286 P=0.000
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fable 37 G
A | Summary\ Table of Stepwnse Regression
e in the ‘Mérxtal St'atus of Males Only of Intact Families. P
*- Dep.v '\}arl 7 ~ RSQ RSQ CHANGE " SIMPLE R " BETA . .
iEDUHD“  0.04867 0.04867 -0.22061 . -0.22657
RUZIZEHD o 0.07322  0.02455 020000 -0.18474
Rom.Catholics . 0.08832 o.d1q61o 0.i4184 -o.129§g'
NCHD ) o.1o414 001481  -0.00758 0.13'44'1'”
Poligh .~ 0.10869 - .  0.00455 0.08604  * -0.06771

Constant 3.953719) F=11.31640 P=0.0000

-
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Intact families (Males and Females)

Only three variables attffbutéd to the males enter fhe

equation when all the variables attributed to both the males

"as well as ‘the females of intact families areeincluded in

o
the equation. Type of residence in the second, age at first
marriage in the fourth, .and the German ethnicity in the
tenth position are these variables. (See Table 38.) Type 'of'

residence has 4al negafive relationship while 'the other two

' Variables areuDOSitiveJy related to fertility. The other
- seven variables attributed to their female kspouses are

“education, income, Polish ethnicﬁty, and affiliation to

United, ‘Preebyterian, Baptist -and Lutheran religion ccming
to the first, third, fifth; sixth, éévehth; eighth,‘and - the
nineth poswt1ons, ‘respectTVely - ,‘all with fnegative
relatiOnsh1ps. The ten significant variables in 3fhe mode 1

1ntact fami]ieS'when the

explain 18.8% of the fert111tyh_h
var1ab1es attributed to both 4 ' as wéjT as thel
females are taken into consideraffenﬁ | 4
Following js the deschiption of how \1mportant each
vahiable#fs in explaining the fertility of different marital

staIuses‘considehed.for this‘etudy.

B
Fi

Age at First Marriage
Age at first marriége is negatively related -among the -

divohced' and the separate¢ categories of Tlone parent

'famfjies«which is in line with the study by -Hawthorn

- (1970:89). On- the other hand it is pos1t1ve1y related among'



Table 38.

Summary Table of Stepwise Regression
~in the Marital Status of Males and 'Females of Intact Families.

Dep. Var.

[
.

7
.,‘/

RSQ RSQ CHANGE' SMPLE R BETA
ESUSP 0.08746 0.08746 -0.29574 0.19083
RL)ZIZEHD - 0.1‘1738’ 0.03992 -0.21352 -‘0.168‘2{
INCSP 0.13454 0.01715 -0, 23815 ;o. 13879
AGEMARHD 0.14715 10.01262 | O."16.552 0.13086
Polish(SP; 0.15521 0.00805 -0.06225 ,-jo.bag/?’é
Uni.ChurchiSP)  0.16339 0.008i9 . -d'.1395.>6 -0.12301 °
Presby.(SP) 0.17132 o.oo793;"' ' -0.08624 -0.69493 .

, e , Py |

Baptist(SP) 0.17886 0.00754 -o.oe‘zoi © -0.08735
LutheranSP)  0.18586 10.00700} . 0.06288 / ; -o.13320 ,
GermantD) N 0.19818 0.01232 .o.bseélé"//  orzzen

) /

(Constant 3.69843 ) F=5.73405 P=0.0000 /
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the widowed which is in accordance with studies by

Balakrishnan, Ebanks and Grindstaff (j979:34)' and Henripin

(1872:129). It is positively related among the males as well

as the' females of inta;t families.

Age at first marfiage is the most importaht’variablﬁ.in

s

explaining the‘numbeq‘of chf]dren one has among th?;diydrced
female %ﬂone .parents. Among the separated fémale lone
parents, itiié the second most important variéb]e. When the
widoWed female Jlone 'parents. are 'Considered; it does not
gnter'thé equation. Nor does age at marriage enter the

equation for the males and females of the intact families.

" At the same time, when all the variables related to both the

males as Well asq%bg fema}es of intact families arenincluded
into the regression‘ana1ysis, it .is the fourth important
variable in the equation. :
‘Cofreéponding]y;‘}t is seen thatLthe'widowed are more

similagr to males. only, as we]l‘as females only, of intact

S

families.
Ethnicity ! |
Polish, Ukrainian, Italian and British origins abe//%ge_
1mportahtvethnic groups in explainig'the:ferfility of fémale
lone pérents; On the other Hhand, only Polish and'ﬁGérman
ethn{city have significant roles for the fertility of intact
families. o o , . |
vPo]ish‘ ethnicity, negatively related, comes to-the

fourth posiiion in the equation of the widowed, and the
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fifth position when all the variables attributed‘to femalee.
as well as males of the intact tamtties are taken into

' consideration; This independent variable does not“eeter the
equat1on for eitheri'gles'only or for‘femaleé only. Polish
ethn1c1ty is also net significent' eneugh to enter the
equations for the d1vorced nor for the separated

Being. Ukra1n1an is the fourth important variable aheng
the dtvorced with a negative re]ationehipx however, it has a
positiye relationship among the widoﬁed aﬁd stands at the
seventh‘ pdsition .in their equation} This varieble‘does not -
enter jnto‘the eduation for any of the other categories.

Being Italian, which is. important only vamong ’tHe
widowed, comes to thé‘ s1xth position in their equation.
‘Br1t1sh and German ethn1c1ty come. only to the sixth position
for the divorced and the tenth vposition for the intact
families, respective]y,iwben Qariabteg\re1ated to both males
andlfemales are inc]uded in the analysis. \\Q\\\ |

As a whole, 'ethn1c1ty does not seem to hotd\\\very
1mportant pos1t1on in the fertility of either the female ,
lone parents or the intact fdmilies, when compared to‘the”/
other_vafiebles entering the equéttons. None of tHe ethnic
‘groups enter the equatien for i%é separated and the females
"on1y~of intact families. But when variab]es’related to both
ima]esl_and females are considered in the-intact‘families,

Y : ~

only the ethnicity of the females is. important.

M,
5 ) 3 . g
i . .
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The negative relatﬁonship be tween ‘education and

~fertility as shown in the general theories is found among

all ‘marital statuses. QEducation' is the most important
variable for all the categories except among the divorced.
Among the divorced female lone parents, education comes in

at the second position.
\

' e

Religion
Taking religion apart from the other variablés, Roman

Catholicism, positively related'at.the second position, is

- the most important religion among the widowed, whereas it

does not enter the equation for the other two categories of

female lone par?nts. The Jewish religion comes in at the

'eighth position and has a negative relationship to fertility

ambng/the widowed. for the divorced, not’bei;g affiliated to
any of the religions, comes in at the seventh and Tast
posi?ﬁoh in the ‘equation with a negative {gelatﬁonship.“
Affiliation bto Lcheran, lGreeK Onthodox,' and the Un}téd‘
Church in the case of the separéted, all with negative

L2

ﬁe]atiodships, are the fifth, sixth and the seventh
important variab]es,,respectiveTy. - |

Roman Catholiéism‘ with a positive re]ationship'is the
third variable for the males of intact familfes. But it does
not enter the equation for the fem%Jes .only of intact
families nor for ‘intact families 'When both spouses are

considered. Though none of the religions enter-the eguation

&
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fOr the females of -intact families when only variables’

re]ated to them are cons1dered the affiliation of females

in intact families to Un1ted. - Presbyterian, Baptist and

LutheranJChubches. all with negaiive relationships, are

important when the Variables related to the males are also

A
A

taken into consideration. Thus one can say that the religion
of the feméles is more important thaﬁ that of_their.sﬁdbses

in relation to fertility.

'Type of’Residgnce

Type of residence occupies the third position among the

widowed and the separated female lone parents while it does

not enter the‘equation in the case of the divorced. It

occupies the7second position in the case of intact families.
;The.%e]atiénship is negative in all the three cases.
Individual Income .
The position of individua] income is almost the same in
all the categor1es ekcept amonq the males of intéct'families

whénvall the var1ables are taKen 1nto consideration. Among

., the divorced femalagg]bne, parents it comes to the third"

position, énq‘hmong the separated female lone parents, the
fourth ~pos{fion, Among the widowed female lone parents it
comes to the fifth pogition. The income of'th%}headiéomes to
the. fourth pos{%ion‘when only variables related to him are
inc]uded'in the analysis. It takes the second - bosition in

the case of the females only of 1ntact families. The income

-

4]

I
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of the spouse, that is 'the wife, comes to the second

..... .

‘ posifion when all the varia?feé'g§1ated to themr(as'we11, as
their husbands‘ are  taken i%f§ ‘cénside}ation. 'Tﬁe_
relationship is negative for all categories EXCépf among the
~divorced. | | |

The R2 %or the females of intact fami]ies'andrmales of
intact families ére 0.10922 and 0.10869 respectiyély. when
only the variables cbncehnihg them are taken. The R2 fof,the
' wid&wed female lone parénts is very close jb.13775).:But the
variables explains much less for .the divorced female lone
parents (0.07467)/ and separéted'~female lone parenfs.
10 0808).mWhen all the varﬁab]es'are_takeh\in fhe_ casé of
males of infact’families, the R2 is 0.19%18.

Fbom_the above description, it can be said - that among
.the female lone pareﬁt#,‘the divorced female lbne pérentsf
_différ the mbst‘ froh -tHe intéct families than' do the
'sepérated 'or the ' widowed female jone parents. The widowed
female lone pérents difféq’ the"leaét from the genefa]
theories and. the intact 'faﬁilies thén do the other

categories of female ‘lone parents.
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V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

An analysis of tﬁe fertility of intact families in
comparison to the different \éatebories of female Tone
parents has been reported in Chapter IV with reference to
the prevai]i;g general fertiligy\ theories. This chapter
initially prbvides the summary of the analysis, followed by
study limitations, as WeIT as recommendations for fUture
research. |

The sacio-demographic variables selected for this s tudy
- are age at marriage, ?thnicity, education, religioﬁ,‘fype of
residence, and income ahd the fo]loWind conclusions are
presented in that order. .

4

A. AGE AT FIRST MARRIAGE

Hypothesis 1. The divorced female lone parents and the
separated female lone panentsf/aemonstrate a negative
relationship between age at first marriage and the number of‘
children which is consistent With the studies by Hawthorn
(1970), Hii] (1970) and Miller (1976). The widowed female
1oné pafents,,howevef, show a'positiv;-relationship'aS'noted

Ldigs by Hehripin (1870) and Balakrishnan, Ebanks

in .thed st
and Grindgtaff (1979).. This positive relationship is also
found fér intact. families when both the socio-demographic
variables related to females of intact families and males of
intact families are considered.

Hypothesis 2. The female lone parents differ from the

intact families in relation to age at first marriage and

105
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ﬁumber of children for all ade at first marriage categories.
This is true when socio-demographic =~ variables .related to
both the females and the ma]esuéf intact faﬁilies are taken
into account. )

Hypothesis 3. The widowed differ from the divorced
female lone parents in all the age at first. marriage
categories except the 30-34 ana 35-39 age at first marriage'
groups. The widowed differ from the separated female {dne
parents in the 15-19, 20-24, 25-29 and 35-39 age at first
@arriage groups. The divorced differ from the separated
female lone paﬁents only in the 20-24 and 25-29 age ét first
marriage groups . |

The mulfivariate stepwise regression analysis shows
that the divorced and the separéted differ from the widowed,
and the males only and females ohly of the intact families
in terms of significant variables. Age at first marriagé of -
the head is the hoét and the second most important variaale
in the models for the divorced ané the separéted,
respéctige]y; »But'this variable does nqt enter the equafion
mode1‘$or the other three categories. WEen all the variables
~attributed to the females, as well as the males are
included, the male's age at first marriage comes to the
fourth'position in the model. The divorced aléo differs from
" the other cafegories of marital statuses in the type of
relationship between' fhis variable and fertility, in
manifesting a negative relationship while the other

categories are positively related.
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B. ETHNICITY

Hypothesis 1. The widowed female lone parents have the
hﬁghest fertility among the women of French origin in
accordance with the study by Kalbach and McVey (1879). Among
the divorced female lone parents, the highest fertility is
found among the UKrainians. The highest fertility among the
separated female lone parents is found among the women of
Scandinavian origin. | |

The Jlowest fertility among the widowed, the divorced
and the séparated female Tone parents, respectively, is
found among women of Polish, Italian and German ethn{c
origins. Generally it is noted in demographic reseafch fhat
the lowest fert%lity is repobted for Jewish populations.

Except in‘the case of the high fertility of tﬁe widowed
female lone parents among the French origin population, .none
of the results from the studies cited in Chapter‘.lf héld
true in the"case of the female Ilone parents regarding
highest fefti]ity or Jowest ferti]ityl

Hzggthesis 2. The female lone parents as a whole and
separaté]y differ significantly from the intact fémi]ies in
all the ethnicity groups, except among the people of Dutch

and Poligh ethnic origins.
30 €

divorced female lone parents among the British,

 ,and the 'Others’ ethnic origin. The widowed

t

‘;;g.panénts differ from the separated female lone

the British and the French. The divorced
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female lone parents. differ %rom the separated female lone
parents among the French and the 'Others’ gthnic origin.

According to the multiple regression‘analysis,'Polish,
I¥alian and Ukrainian ethnicity, all with negative
relationships, are important for' the fertility of  the
widowed. In the case of the divorced lone parents, Ukrainian
and British ethnicity are important. UKrainians .havéma
positive relationship with fertility 1in the case of the

divorcéd, but akinegative relationship among the widowed.

‘British ethnicity is positively related wifh fertility among
the divorced. None of ghe ethnic groups ente}'fhe equation
for the sepafat%gg ) |

Polish ettficity enters the equation for the males of
intact families, however, none of the ethnic grotps enter -
the equation for fhe females of intact families. when both
males and females are considered, the female spouse being
Polish and the males being German are ihbprtant variables.
C. EDUCATION ‘
Hygothésis 1. A negative reﬁationship betwegn education
and~number of childien holds for all categories of female

lone parents.

Hypothesis 2. A1l the categories of female lone

parents, as a whole an separately, differ from the intact
families at the elementary, secondary, some university _and'
university levels of education when socio-demographic

variables related tQ'females of intact families and males of
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intact families are considéred. At fhe no education leQé],
however, they differ \from the females only of intact
fémi]ies. | |

Hzggthesfs 3. The widowed differ from the divorced

female lone parents at the elementary and secondary

educational levels. The widowed also differ from the‘

separated female 1lone parents at the elementary and
N secondary school levels. The divorced differ from 'the
separated female lone parents only at ﬁhe elementary leve]

1

' of schoo]1ng , ‘T f

No differences were found at ‘the no education, some

university, and university levels.

The mult1var1ate regress1on analysis shows that all the

categories of female lone parents are similar to the ma]es

only and females only of intact families - all showing a.:

‘negative relationship between education and fertility.

\ . R
Regression analysis shows that only the divorced differ froﬁwi
the_ other marital statuses in the degree of importance this u

Qariable has in the models. A1l the marital statuses have -

education at the most important place, whereas it is at the
isecond most important place in the case ?f the divorced. In

~model for both the males and the females of intact
families, education of the spouse comes to the first place
whereas ‘tBe education of thé head does not enter the model

at atll.

|

-

\
N,

Ry
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D. RELIGION

Hypothesis 1. Catholics generally have higher fértility
than Protestants, however, among female lone parents, this
isvonly partially supported. The Roman Catholics have the
highest fertility in the case of the widowed female Tlone
parents. Ahong the divorced female lone parents, the highest,
fertility‘?; found among the Ukrainian Cathotics while the
Roman Gatholics reported 1ow‘ferfility. The Roman Catholics

and the Ukrainian Catholics have fhe third and the fifth

) highest fertility, respectively, among the separated female

lone parents. In all three categories, the 'Other’ religious

category comes second, which tends to support findings of

the study by Balakrishnan,)EbanKs and Grindstaff (1976} in

that, the Hutterites, Mennonités and the Mormons have the
highest fertility. ' 0

The widowed female 1lone parents with the Jlowest

fertility is found among the Jewish population. Both the
§

divorced and the separated female lone parents with the
lowest fertility was found among (he Greek Or thodox
population. \ = ‘
Hypothesis 2. Female lone parents differ from intact
families, ’ together .as well as separately, when
socio-demographic vériables related to both the females of
intact families and males of intact families are cdnsidered

for all the religious groups, except the Greek Orthodox and

“the Jews,

)
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zggthes:s 3. The widowed“ differ from the divorced

fema1e 1one parents among the Anglicans,- Roman Catholics.

Un1ted Church a ’Other re11g1ons The w1dowed d1ffer from

.the separated f ma]e lone parents among the Anglicans, Roman

‘///"Catho11cs and ’Other re11gﬁons The. d1vorced differ from
..Q.J

the separated féma]e lone . parents among the Roman Catho]wcs"

and Other re]wgwons v

- Roman Catholicism and the Jewish faith: with positive.
_ ¢ and negative relationships, respectively, entering at the
= 'second”and nghth posittons‘areiimportant to the fert1]‘V’"

among = the wtdoWedﬁ For the divoréed not being affiliated to

2 ) ,anyéof’the religions plays an important role at the seventh

¢ +

'posjtion wi th a negative - relationship. Nggat1VE

ST i W o . <
: petationships to fertility with Lutheran, Greek Orthodox and

dl posut1ons, respectively), play 1mportant ro]es in” the .case:
! of the separated lone parents a ’ S

Roman "Catholicism, ﬁth a  negative relationship
”appearing at  the thirdghpoSition, is the only influential
re]1g1on for the ma]es_ of i intact fami]ies None ~of .the

re11g1ous groups -enter the equat1on for ‘the females only fe)

J«

”1ntact fam1}1es When both ‘males and fema]es of -1ntm@£\

~

"ffam111es: are . considered the aff111at1on of the fema1es to
thetunited, Presbytérian, Bapt1st or Lutheran churches
'Q_ ‘tmp@rtant.; None of the re11gwous groups for the males. enter

e

the equafion.f

the‘vUnjted' Church religions {fifth, sixth .and seventh

RN

s

‘4
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E TYPE OF RESIDENCE

HypotheSIs 1 Allqthevcategortes of female‘tone parents

evidence negative relationships with population density "and
N ' ‘ .
fert111ty X

zggthes: s 2. The female'lone parents, together as well
Vas'.separatelyy differ from the males of‘tntaet families in

a]l'types‘of'residence‘pategories @bkrelation to fertiiffyta

xggthes:s 3, The widowed differ from the divorced

»femajj ‘lone parents among the rura] farm, rural nonlfarm{

fema]e 1bne parents among the rural’ non-farn,] and ‘urban
‘categortes The ~ d1vorced d1ffer from the separated female
]one\garents on.ly among the urban category w1th more than:
CSO,DOO 1nhab1tantsf ) .
Regress1on ana]ysts shows that type of residence’ does
< not- play a 51gn1f1cant role in the fert1]1ty of the d1vorced
female lone panents.;lt comes to tbe_th1rd position 1in the
.mode s For fhe‘separated‘and the widowed female'lone~parents
and to the secono.pOSftton in the‘case of the males of the
-vintact families. The re]ationshtp between 'this variable and
gzegiility is negative in ‘the models for these/ marital

S

tatuses. ‘ / S -

F. INCOME
. , . , . ‘ r ,
nggthesi 1. The negative relationship between income

and fert1]1ty ho]ds true for | a]] the three categories of |

Kl

female lone parents g,

v

=f3¢.n categories. The w1dowed differ from the separated |

(gt

Shd
h
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gypotheSIs 2. The fema]e Tone parents together, and as
/

a whp]e, d1ffer from the females of 1ntact fam111es and the

males of intact families up to the 10,000-15,000 dollar
income group.

Hypothesis 3. The widowed differ from the divorced

female lone parents in the under 1,000, 1,000-5,000 and the

5,000-10,Q000 dollar income‘groups The widowed differ from
the separated female 1one parehts ih'ﬁihe under 1,000,
,000-5,000. dollar income groups. The divebced differ from
the separated female 1one parents in the \ﬁ,OOO-E.OOO and
5,000-10,000 dollar income groups. ‘ o

Multivariate regression analysis f?shows thaf; the

. relationship' between ineome and fertility is negative for
‘all the categories except the diyorced‘femajeﬂfone parents.

Income enters at the third, fourth and fifth.posifions among

the-divobgg;, separated and widowed, respectively. Among the

females only and males only of intact families, it enters at

the second and fourth positions, respectively. Income of the

female = enters at the secdnd position when . variables

‘attributed to femaies, as well .as males are taken into

consideration. . ' , , ¥
TO'summarize, the pattern of fertility of female tone

parents tends fo Supeort t genera] fert111ty d1fferent1a1s

of educat1on and type of resi ence. excéEt for the divorced
in  the latter 1nstance In thg case of age at first

margiage, only the widowed do not evideénce  the negative.

3\/felat1onsh1p found among the divorcedA and the separated

< -
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female lone parents. Of the three marital statuses of female

- lone parents, qggy the widowed status tends to support the

generai fertility differential of ethnicity. With rega;dlto
religibué“affi]iatién, the widowed manifest the highest
dégree of similarity and the divorced female lone parents
show the least degrée when éggsidering high fertility. When
low fertility is taken into consideratiéh, only the widowed
cpnforméd to the general péttern of the “lowest. fertility
differentié] found among Jewish pobulations. The divorced
female lone parents differ the most from the intacf families
and the widowed female lone parents differ the least in
terms of fgrti]ity patterns. The greatest.’difference among

the female loné. parents = is between the widowed and the

divorced and the least difference is between the divorced

~
- )

and the separated.

G. LIMITATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The use of certain variables concerning - fertility

: provided in the other two Public Use Sample Tape files -

individual and househqld - is not poSsiblé‘as compariéons
cannot be made due to ‘independent stratified ‘sahple
éelection for each file.

The  socio-demograpic variables regardiné; 'fhé

EthquahdS. of the female lone parents may have explain:

‘mOFe_of their,ferti]ity patterns, however,. they are not

available in Public Use Sample Tape files.
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The study of never-married lone parenté,'women or men,
is not possible from the data providéd in the Public Use
Sample Tape files as these,” data are not reported in the
cénsus. '

Andther llinitation fs the reportingA of only people
above fifteen years of age as married. Fenéles under fifteen
who ,réporfed being married were classified aé Qnmarried in
the data compilation. The study of 1oné parents wunder the
age»  off fifteen would pnovide a more comprehensive
understandfng of fertility pétterns. | |

A study including tne number of completed years‘since
the date of finst marriége of the head and of the spouse,

the number of times the spouses of the husband-wife families

as well as the lon female h ads\werevmarriédg the time of -
the death of the huéban.s of the widows,'and the t%me of
divorce and of separafion' would have - permjtted greater
refinement to our understanding of fertility patterns‘for
different maf%tal statuses. |

‘Information about the place of birth - na;iVe-born or
foreign-born - with regard to ethnicjty is not avai1abfe‘
" This 1ack of information cr;ates_problem for analysis of thé
ethnicity variable. |

Cross - tabulations contnolling for more than one
additional variable would® have prqvid%d a better
pnderétanding of the dependent variable. The‘smalllsamp1e.

size for female lone parents provided by thév Public Use

Samp]e-Tape'fi1es prevents one from doing SO.

-
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The conclusions: ih\ghgpter IV shows that the greatést
_difference between the female lone parents and the infgct
fami]ies‘is between the dizgnceg‘female lone parents and t%e‘
‘intact‘famifiés. The greatest difference found among the
.female lone parents 1is between the wfdo@ed and .divorced,
hence, it may be said that this difference‘ is due to the
possible  greater . 1ength"of time %oilowing the formal
dissolution of marriage Ehan the jtime following the
ﬁ%eparatjon jn the case'of fhé separafed female lone parents
or the time spent without a spouse in the case ~of the
widowed. A study using actual duration of marriage which was
nbt possible with the data from the Public Use Sample Tape
would be more informative. A study with data providing
information about voluntary and/or involuntary abortions, as
well as agtual ”births, would provide a more comp]éte
understanding of reproductive behaviour of femaie lone
parents. T
The variables selected for the study explains only 7.5%
" of the divorced, 8.1% lof the separated, and 13.8% of the
widbwed ?5ne parent fertility patterns. - Research
incorporating the‘additional above:suggested variables would

likely contribute to a fuller explanation of the fertility

of the female lone parent. . SRR

s
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