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THE FEMININE MYSTIQUE AND VITAL STATISTICS
The starting point of Friedan’s thesis, and the central characteristic of FM, is the twin booms in births and marriages that occurred during the 15 years following World War II. They were the driving force behind a series of new post-war tendencies Friedan claimed to have identified in education, employment patterns and other social phenomena that lay at the heart of her negative portrayal of women of the FM generation. That an upsurge in both natality and nuptiality took place at the time is, of course, beyond dispute; what Friedan needed if her claims were to be securely founded on these new demographic trends was both an accurate measure of their direction and magnitude and a clear appreciation of their multi‑dimensional nature. Since many different statistical indicators were regularly published in official sources on both births and marriages, only a judicious choice of those most relevant to her arguments would provide the necessary framework for examining their historical significance and social repercussions. And as with any serious study, great care was also required in the selection of dates, age groups and other characteristics of the persons or phenomena measured by the data. Such considerations are repeatedly at issue in the following exposition, which is dedicated to an analysis of the relevance, sufficiency and accuracy of the vital statistics used by Friedan in The Feminine Mystique. 

Principal Sources
Much of the basic vital statistics data used in the following pages was reprinted in the Census Bureau’s Historical Statistics (1960) and the annual volumes of the Statistical Abstract of the United States. Other data were found in Bureau sources referenced in the Abstract, such as the many annual issues of the Current Population Survey (CPS) Series P-20 and the decennial U.S. censuses. Also cited in the Abstract were various useful publications of the National Office of Vital Statistics (renamed the National Center for Health Statistics in 1960), most notably the Monthly Vital Statistics Report, the annual Vital Statistics of the United States and the frequent issues under the title Vital Statistics – Special Reports. 

Friedan’s sources were the 1960 edition of the United Nations Demographic Yearbook and a 1962 monograph by Joseph M. Jones entitled Does Overpopulation Mean Poverty? For publication details on these and other works cited, see the bibliography of references.


*                *                *

1. The Birth Rate
“More babies are always born after wars”, Friedan observed in chapter 8 of The Feminine Mystique, referring to the baby boom that took place in the late 1940s with the return of American servicemen after World War II. What was so astonishing, in her view, was “the even greater baby boom of the fifties” (p. 183-4). Strangely, though, on only one occasion did Friedan offer any specific information on actual birth rates:

C1
[T]he birth rate continued to rise in the U.S. from 1950 to 1959, while it was falling in countries like France, Norway, Sweden, the USSR, India and Japan. (p. 388)

The source for this observation was Table 13 in the 1960 edition of the United Nation’s Demographic Yearbook, which summarized the birth rates of countries around the world for the years 1950 to 1959. The Yearbook data for the U.S. are reproduced here in Table 1. Contrary to Friedan’s claim, they indicate that the American birth rate declined both in 1958 and 1959. Furthermore, Table 3 of the same volume, which contained the most recent figures submitted to the United Nations Statistical Office, showed that the rate had declined yet again in 1960, thus dropping back to the level recorded in 1950 at the beginning of the decade. 

Table 1. U.S. Birth Rate, 1950 to 1960, as Shown in Friedan’s Source
	1950
	1951
	1952
	1953
	1954
	1955
	1956
	1957
	1958
	1959
	1960

	23.5
	24.1
	24.7
	24.7
	25.0
	24.7
	24.9
	25.0
	24.3
	24.1
	23.6



Sources: 1950-59, Demographic Yearbook, 1960, Table 13; 1960, op. cit., Table 3.
Further problems with these birth data stem from the Yearbook’s limitations as an appropriate source. As already noted in the Introduction, the UN publication covered the entire world and therefore could not include a full range of statistics for any one country. Much more suitable for Friedan’s purposes were the relevant U.S. government sources, whose data on the American birth rate were more complete and published more promptly. Thus the National Center for Health Statistics, the federal agency responsible for publishing nationwide vital statistics, was able to announce in its Monthly Vital Statistics Report for December 1961 that judging by the data for the first 10 months of that year, “it is likely that the annual [birth] rate will be about the lowest in the past decade”.
 Thus, to anyone who troubled to consult the original sources it was evident by the end of 1961, when Friedan was still collecting material for The Feminine Mystique, that the birth rate had been falling for four straight years since its peak in 1957. 

More seriously still, the Yearbook data began only with 1950 and thus could throw no light on the matter really at issue, which was how 1950s birth rates compared with those of the late 1940s—the “understandable” baby boom—and the pre‑war years before the feminine mystique arose. Figures previous to 1950 could be found in earlier editions of the Yearbook or, of course, in the more detailed official U.S. sources. All the 1950s editions of the U.S. Census Bureau’s Statistical Abstract, for example, contained a table of birth rates going back at least to 1940. These data, presented here in Table 2, had the further advantage of being adjusted for underregistration and were therefore a bit more accurate than the Yearbook ones.
 They reveal that the highest post-war birth rate occurred not in the 1950s at all, but rather in 1947. They also show that by 1960 the birth rate had fallen to its lowest point since 1945, just before the baby boom started.

Table 2. U.S. Birth Rate: Official Data, Adjusted for Underregistration
	YEAR
	Rate
	YEAR
	Rate

	1940...................................................
	19.4
	1953...................................................
	25.0

	1945...................................................
	20.4
	1954...................................................
	25.3

	1946...................................................
	24.1
	1955...................................................
	25.0

	1947...................................................
	26.6
	1956...................................................
	25.2

	1948...................................................
	24.9
	1957...................................................
	25.3

	1949...................................................
	24.5
	1958...................................................
	24.6

	1950...................................................
	24.1
	1959...................................................
	24.3

	1951...................................................
	24.9
	1960...................................................
	23.9

	1952...................................................
	25.1
	 
	 



Sources: 1940-1959 in Statistical Abstract 1961, tables 42 and 43, and corresponding tables in earlier volumes (also in Historical Statistics, p. 23). 1960, Monthly Vital Statistics Report: Annual Summary for 1960, May 1961, p. 2. 
What is most striking about this birth rate series, however, is that the ups and downs over the course of the late 1940s and 1950s appear to be so small, even negligible. Far from continuing to rise, as Friedan insisted, the rate over the entire period remained roughly at a level slightly below the peak reached two years after the end of the war. This level was definitely higher than that of 1940, but the increases would have been illustrated much more graphically had Friedan made a better choice of statistical indicator. The data she used, and which have been discussed here so far, refer to the “crude” birth rate, derived by relating the total number of births in a given year to the general population. Over time, this statistic is influenced not only by changes in the amount of actual childbearing—the trend at issue here—but also by changes in the size of the general population due to immigration, declining death rates and other extraneous demographic factors.

One such factor was particularly ironic in the present context. A sustained baby boom would add significantly to the total population but nothing, for at least the first 14 years, to the number of potential mothers. This would automatically generate a dampening effect on the birth rate as the boom continued, even if females old enough to have children maintained the pace at which they were having them.

The unwanted statistical effects of these population changes could be sidestepped by relating births directly to the number of potential mothers. There were at least two commonly used birth rate indicators which did just that. One was the general fertility rate, defined as the ratio of births to the number of women of reproductive or childbearing age (usually defined in the U.S. as 15 to 44). It appeared in various editions of the Yearbook and all three of the standard official U.S. sources listed earlier: the annual editions of both the Statistical Abstract and Vital Statistics of the United States, and Historical Statistics.

The other statistic relating births to potential mothers was the total fertility rate. This was arrived at simply by adding together the rates for the six 5-year age groups over the 15‑to‑44 age range and then multiplying by 5. Published tables showing the general fertility rate almost always included these age‑specific fertility rates as well, so the total fertility rate could be calculated by means of some simple arithmetic without any additional research.

The general and total fertility rates for 1940 to 1960 are shown here in Table 3, using data from the Statistical Abstract. The general fertility rate series rose 54% between 1940 and the peak year of 1957, while the total fertility rate rose by 63% over the same period. These may be compared to the corresponding increase in the crude birth rate of only 30%. The higher total rate is the more precise of the two fertility measures because it also removes the influence—often significant—of changes over time in the age mix of women within the 15‑to‑44 range, while the general rate has a minor advantage of convenience in that it is given directly in official publications, thus obviating the need for further calculations.

Whichever of the two fertility measures were used, however, the basic result was the same: there was an impressive rise in fertility in the late 1940s and 1950s. It was in large part the above‑described dampening effect of the sustained baby boom that prevented the rise from appearing to its full extent in the crude birth rate series Friedan cited. Nevertheless, the general and total fertility rates, like the crude rate, both indicated a downturn after 1957, suggesting that the baby boom had truly started to bust. And as we shall see later (in Table 7 below), even the large fertility increase through 1957 was not as impressive as it might at first appear.


Table 3. Total and General Fertility Rates (Women Aged 15 to 44)
	YEAR
	FERTILITY RATE
	YEAR
	FERTILITY RATE

	
	Total
	General
	
	Total
	General

	1940.......................
	2,302
	79.9
	1953.......................
	3,418
	114.7

	1945.......................
	2,492
	85.9
	1954.......................
	3,535
	117.6

	1946.......................
	2,932
	101.9
	1955.......................
	3,570
	118.0

	1947.......................
	3,262
	113.3
	1956.......................
	3,678
	120.8

	1948.......................
	3,097
	107.3
	1957.......................
	3,755
	122.7

	1949.......................
	3,099
	107.1
	1958.......................
	3,690
	120.1

	1950.......................
	3,091
	106.2
	1959.......................
	3,701
	120.2

	1951.......................
	3,265
	111.3
	1960.......................
	 - 
	 119.0

	1952.......................
	3,353
	113.5
	   
	 
	  



Sources: 1946-49, Statistical Abstract 1955, Table 62. 1950-1959, idem, 1961, Table 48. 1960, Monthly Vital Statistics Report: Annual Summary for 1960-Part 1, May 31, 1961, p. 3.  


*                *

Given the importance of the birth rate as the point of departure both for Friedan’s entire thesis and this critique of it, it is useful to categorize the mistakes and shortcomings that have just been exposed in more general terms. In her statement about the trend in the U.S. birth rate, Friedan: 

•
misreported the data she consulted;

•
overlooked other valuable data in the same source;

•
did not present any pre-World War II data to provide the necessary historical context for judging the impact of FM;

•
used a statistical indicator that was not appropriate to the point she was trying to make;

•
neglected to consult official U.S. government publications, the most reliable and up-to-date sources of American data.

The last point, referring to Friedan’s use of the United Nations’ less‑than‑ideal Demographic Yearbook for 1960 instead of U.S. Census Bureau publications such as the 1961 Statistical Abstract, is especially noteworthy as it well illustrates Friedan’s practice of arbitrarily grabbing information from whatever publication came to hand. This lack of consideration for the suitability of her sources, together with the other four types of errors just listed, typifies a pattern of misinterpretation, distortion and seemingly random use of data that will be encountered over and over again in the many citations from The Feminine Mystique examined in these pages. The main difference in most of the other cases, unfortunately, is that a even a more appropriate choice of statistical indicator will not rescue much of her allegations.

2. Family size
A significant rise in fertility inevitably raises questions about its impact on the average size of families. Indeed, family size was probably more relevant to Friedan’s thesis than the birth rate itself since it was more directly related to the household activities that heavily influenced women’s ability to work or study. Analyzing changes in this factor is, as will become evident, a considerably more complicated affair than pinpointing trends in birth rates, but no sign of this was visible in Friedan’s treatment of the topic. In the following citation, for example, Friedan simply alleged in darkly ominous tones that women in the 1950s were dragging America back to the large families of a previous era: 

C2
I began to see in a strange new light the American return to early marriage and the large families that are causing the population explosion; ... (p. 31)

Three more specific statements by Friedan suggested the magnitude of this increase in family size in the 1950s and the “population explosion” it was supposedly bringing about. One will be discussed later (see C5 below); the other two are as follows:

C3
Their only dream was to be perfect wives and mothers; their highest ambition to have five children and a beautiful house, ... (p. 18)

C4
The five babies, the movement to suburbia, do-it-yourself and even beatnikery filled homely needs; ... (p. 188)  

These statements give the impression that having five children had become common in the FM era. The 1959 CPS fertility survey suggested otherwise, however, as can be seen in Table 4. Among women under 50, the age group in which mothers of five (or more) children was most common was 35 to 39, yet only 12.7% of them were so blessed. Of course, the percentage would be somewhat higher once these women had completed their childbearing, but that is another issue and will be dealt with here later. The important point is that, as the table reveals, they had a long way to go to catch up with women a generation or so older: almost one quarter of women aged 69 to 78 in 1959 had borne at least five children.


Table 4. Percentage of Women with Five or More Children in 1959, by Age
	AGE
	Percent

	20 to 24...........................................................................................................................................
	1.2

	25 to 29...........................................................................................................................................
	7.2

	30 to 34...........................................................................................................................................
	10.8

	35 to 39...........................................................................................................................................
	12.7

	40 to 44...........................................................................................................................................
	12.6

	45 to 49...........................................................................................................................................
	11.3

	50 and up.........................................................................................................................................
	19.2

	  59 to 68.........................................................................................................................................
	118.4

	  69 to 78.........................................................................................................................................
	224.2



1 Percentage refers to women who were aged 50 to 59 in 1950.

2 Percentage refers to women who were aged 50 to 59 in 1940.


Source: CPS P-20 No. 108 (Fertility), Table 1.

*

Now consider Friedan’s third statistical statement on family size: 

C5
The number of American women with three or more children doubled in twenty years. (p. 183)

Friedan did not say which twenty years she was referring to—a significant methodological fault in itself—nor did she disclose what her source was. But in Life magazine’s special issue on women of December 24, 1956, which she explicitly cited on other occasions (pp. 17, 58 ff), the same phrase as C5 appeared almost word for word: 

The average married woman has 2.03 children. The number of women with three or more children has doubled in 20 years. [Underlining added] (p. 26)
Whatever general interest this statistic might have had, it was not a reliable measure of increased childbearing because it also reflected twenty years of growth in the adult female population. 
One way of getting around this problem would have simply been to use the percentage of women who had borne three or more children. This indicator was given in the same CPS report quoted above on women with five or more children. The report’s data for 1940 and 1959 not only frame a period of almost 20 years, as with Life’s data, but they also provide a comparison of the pre-war situation with the latest figure then available. In 1940, 24.8% of women had three or more children while 33.5% did so in 1959, an increase of a little over one third (35.1%).
 This is far smaller than the misleading 100% increase implied by Life, and would have been smaller still had the 1940 figure not excluded women over the age of 59.
 

But whether expressed in absolute or percentage terms, the increase in women with three children remains a rather arbitrary and not overly informative measure of change in family size. Life magazine was out to entertain the average reader with a few general statistics, not serve as a supplier of demographic information for the serious researcher. An experienced journalist like Friedan obviously knew this, which perhaps explains why, in this case, she did not name her source.

Interestingly, though, the sentence immediately preceding the one Friedan cited in the same Life article actually gave what was, in principle, a very pertinent statistic: that the average married woman had 2.03 children (see the Life excerpt above). Friedan chose to ignore this one—given its location, she could hardly have missed it—on the grounds, one may fairly suspect, that the rather moderate impression of family size it created was not in keeping with her claim of a population explosion. 

The figure of 2.03 children can be traced to the 1954 CPS fertility survey (the latest one then available to Life), where it was reported as applying to ever‑married women aged 15 to 44 in that year and was therefore not particularly appropriate as a measure of the family size of FM-era women. The concept involved, known formally as the cumulative fertility rate, was very apropos, however, for it indicates the average number of children ever born to a given group of women. Three different series of cumulative fertility rates will be examined below in order to arrive at a reasoned assessment of the impact of the baby boom on FM-era family size from the standpoint of the start of the 1960s.

But before embarking on this analysis, some fundamental demographic trends that had come to light in the early 1950s should first be considered. Official population data were increasingly pointing to significant changes in the life-cycle of American women since the late 19th century, and especially since World War II. The 1950 Census in particular uncovered major shifts in the ages at which women typically married, had their first and last child and saw their last one off to school. These tendencies were widely discussed at the time, and at least four of Friedan’s sources had occasion to mention them. Newcomer, for example, provided a little table summing up some of the age shifts: 
 


Table 5. Women’s Life-Cycle Changes, 1957 vs. 1890
	Median age when:
	1890
	1957

	  She marries
	22
	20

	  Her last child is born
	32
	26

	  Her youngest child starts school
	39
	32


Source: Newcomer, p. 214.
The changes partly reflected in these data are an essential element in any analysis of FM women’s life choices, and will all figure prominently here in part III in the discussion of certain labour force issues. Some of these “timing” changes also played a major role in the post-war increase in the number of births. For much of the 1950s, demographers were not yet able to conclusively determine how much of this increase signalled a genuine growth in family size, and how much was merely the result of a new tendency for women to concentrate their childbearing in the early years of adulthood. For example, the 1953 CPS report on the previous year’s fertility survey observed that 

Population experts have differed as to whether the high birth rates of recent years meant merely that some women were having children earlier than was usual, with the result that the spurt in population growth since 1940 would prove temporary.
 

Informed opinion on the subject was still divided when Womanpower reported in 1957 that

Many population experts believe that, in spite of the increase in the birth rate, the average size of the family is not rising substantially, ... (p. 134)
Since this last observation was the only definite statement on the subject of family size in any of Friedan’s mentioned sources, it seems strange that she made no reference to it, but of course, the point being expressed was hardly convenient to her case.

The following year, in 1958, a careful analysis of the question finally appeared in the census monograph on fertility.
 It was aimed in part at the often sensationalist reports on the baby boom in popular newspapers and magazines that displayed little of the demographers’ caution. Wilson Grabill, senior Census Bureau official and co-author of the monograph, explained:

That there has been a great upsurge in numbers of births and in the birth rate in the United States since the end of World War II is widely known. ... What is not widely known is how the change has come about. The popular explanation seems to be that families are becoming larger. Much less is said regarding the effect of younger marriage, the starting of families more quickly after marriage, and the larger size of the population.

The analysis itself involved unravelling the contributions of these different causal factors to the increase in the number of births to white women during the ten years since World War II (1945 to 1954) over the corresponding number for the 1930s (1930 to 1939). More specifically, the four factors examined were: the increase in the population of women of childbearing age, the higher rate of marriage (including younger marriage), the starting of a family by having a first child, and the birth of additional children to women who already had one child.

The results of the analysis can be summarized as follows. Almost one quarter (24.3%) of the increase in births was due simply to the increase in the number of women of childbearing age—the same rising trend that explained much of Life magazine’s statistic on the doubling of the number of women with three children (C5). Another 30% of the higher number of births was caused by the post-war surge in marriages. The main subfactor in this increase was the reduction in the age at marriage; the proportion of women who eventually marry rose only slightly.

The third and most important factor, accounting for one-third of the increase in births, was the greater proportion of married women who started families by having a first child. Only 12% of the increase was due to the fourth factor, the creation of larger families through the birth of additional children. Indeed, this last factor was less than one-fifth as significant as the combined influence of marrying earlier and starting a family.

These findings strongly corroborated population experts’ above-quoted doubts about the extent to which the baby boom would translate into an increase in family size, at least as far as the situation through 1954 was concerned. As great as it was, the rise in the birth rate was accompanied by a trend towards earlier childbearing and earlier completion of families, so that the rise in family size was turning out to be proportionately much smaller.

In 1958, the same year the census monograph was published, the CPS report on the 1957 fertility survey provided the first statistical confirmation of an upturn in family size, but this was due mainly to pre-FM women who were still young enough to “catch up” by having the families they had postponed during 15 years of depression and war. The report of the 1959 fertility survey  extended this finding to the oldest of the FM women, those in their early thirties. On the nature of the upturn, however, the report had this to say:

Comparisons of fertility data for the same age group of women in 1959, 1950, and 1940 indicate that there is a strong trend toward a larger proportion of women who bear two or three children and a smaller proportion who bear only one child or no children. There is also some evidence of a recent increase in the proportion who bear four, five, or six or more children; but proportions with these larger numbers of children are smaller than they were two or three generations ago.

These conclusions were very much in keeping with the earlier results presented in the census monograph. Based on data through 1959, the CPS was thus announcing a tendency away from the extremes of childless or one-child marriages and those with many children, in favour of a more moderate middle ground of families with two or three. 

No later hard data were published by the Census Bureau in time to be included in Friedan’s research. Thus, had Friedan been inclined to consult and accept the evidence available to her in the relevant official publications, she would have had little choice but to recognize that women by the end of the 1950s, though they were not maintaining the reduced birth rates of their mothers, were also apparently not returning to the large families of previous generations. 

There is, to be sure, something less than satisfying about this conclusion. In 1959, even the oldest of the FM-era women had yet to reach the end of their reproductive years. What would be the ultimate size of their families? From Friedan’s vantage point at the start of the 1960s, the only way of improving on the data presented so far would have been to make projections of FM women’s completed cumulative fertility rate—the average number of children they would eventually have once they had reached their late forties and definitely completed their families. 

As noted above, it was already clear from the 1959 fertility survey that the oldest FM women would have more children than their mothers, whose situation was exceptional in that their childbearing years were cut short by the difficult conditions of the 1930s and early 1940s. The necessary comparison, then, would be the projections of completed cumulative fertility for FM women with the actual completed cumulative fertility of their grandmothers and great‑grandmothers, who were born in the latter part of the 1800s.

As it turned out, such a comparison was eminently feasible. In the late 1940s and 1950s a group of demographers working at, or in close collaboration with, the Census Bureau and the National Office of Vital Statistics had developed and published a sophisticated set of fertility statistics that were more reliable than the raw data presented in census and CPS fertility reports on women born at the turn of the 20th century or earlier, which for various reasons were not appropriate for establishing long-term historical trends.
 To arrive at these more accurate figures, the basic census and CPS information was combined with annual birth data from vital statistics records going back many years in a process that entailed numerous complex adjustments, corrections and derivations to eliminate distortions and fill in gaps. 

The end result was a collection of tables containing long series of cumulative fertility rates that indicated the average number of children born to women by birth cohort, that is, by the year or period of years in which the women themselves were born. The completed fertility rates for the pre-1900 cohorts in particular provided the essential information on that era’s average family size for making the historical comparisons of interest here.

The cohort data series were also broken down by age, which meant that the fertility experience of many generations of women could be closely followed from the beginning to the end of their reproductive years. Among other things, this allowed demographers to trace in detail the changes over the decades in the way women were distributing their births through the childbearing period. This information was one of the two necessary elements for making projections of future completed fertility rates for women—including those of the FM generation—who by the end of the 1950s had yet to reach the end of their childbearing years. The other element was a representative nationwide survey of young women in the mid-1950s on the number of children they expected to have. The survey was designed and analyzed by some of the same demographers who developed the cohort statistics.

The cohort fertility projections derivable from these data were first commented on by the CPS in a 1958 report on population estimates. After a brief discussion,
 the reader was referred to two comprehensive sources of cohort data and analysis. One was the census monograph on fertility already examined here; the other was the report on the aforementioned nationwide survey of women’s family expectations.
 A third publication dealing with cohort fertility data was released early in 1960 by the National Office of Vital Statistics.
 

The latter two documents both contained projections of completed cumulative fertility for the cohort born in 1926-30, the very first women of the FM generation, as well as the following cohort, born in 1931-35. These projections, plus the actual completed fertility rates for cohorts of their mothers, grandmothers and great-grandmothers as derived from all three publications, have been assembled here in Table 6. Separate series are shown for all women and for U.S.-born white women. This distinction is of some importance because foreign-born women, whose birth rates were significantly higher than U.S.-born whites, were proportionally more numerous in the early years of these series.

The conclusions suggested by these data are that white women born in the U.S. in the late 1920s and early 1930s would end up averaging about the same number of children as those born in the late 1880s, while women of all races born in the later period would equal the childbearing of those born in the early 1890s. In other words, projections for the most recent group of FM women indicated that by the end of their reproductive years they would match the number of children born to women 40 to 45 years, or less than two generations, older. This latter group would typically have been somewhat younger than the FM generation’s grandmothers. The completed fertility of women who were at all older than the FM generation’s grandmothers had children in numbers that were clearly much higher. The completed fertility of women born after the mid-1890s, meanwhile, increasingly showed the attenuating effects of the 1930s depression.  

As for U.S.-born white women who had ever married, one has to go back a bit less far to find the cohort whose family size was similar to that projected for the FM cohorts. According to the data in Table 6, married women born in the early 1930s were headed for an average family size about the same as that of married women born in the mid-1890s. The difference related to the fact that the cumulative marriage rate was growing—or was projected to grow—over the whole period represented in the table. Some of the increase in family size among FM women was thus due to a higher proportion who ever married and were therefore liable to have children, rather than to higher fertility itself.

Also shown in Table 6 are cohort statistics and projections for the percentage of U.S.-born white women with specific numbers of children, from none to 6 or more. These data suggest some very important differences between the fertility of the grandmothers and their FM granddaughters, regardless of any similarity in fertility averages. The older generation was much more likely to be either childless or have an only child, or have five, six, or more, a result already hinted at here in Table 4. The younger, FM women were considerably less likely to be found at either extreme.


Table 6. Actual and Projected Average Number of Children Borne by All Women, and by All and Married U.S.-Born White Women, by Age 45 to 49; and Percentage Distribution of U.S.-Born White Women by Specific Number of Children Borne by Age 45 to 49, for Cohorts of Women Born 1863-67 to 1931-35
[Actual figures for cohorts born 1863-67 to 1906-10; medium projections for cohorts born 1911-15 to 1931-35]
	BIRTH COHORT
	AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN BORN TO—
	PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF U.S.-BORN WHITE WOMEN 

BY SPECIFIC NUMBER OF CHILDREN 

	
	All women
	U.S.-born white women
	

	
	
	All
	Married
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	 6+ 

	Actual
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1863-67.........................
	4.53
	3.99
	 -
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	1868-72.........................
	4.14
	3.68
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	1871-75.........................
	13.81
	3.52
	3.97
	17.0
	16.4
	14.0
	12.1
	9.7
	6.9
	23.9

	1876-80.........................
	3.64
	3.29
	3.69
	17.4
	16.9
	15.9
	12.6
	9.9
	6.6
	20.7

	1881-85.........................
	3.39
	3.08
	3.46
	18.3
	17.8
	16.8
	12.9
	9.8
	6.3
	18.1

	1886-90.........................
	3.21
	2.89
	3.27
	19.5
	18.6
	17.5
	13.0
	9.5
	5.9
	15.9

	1891-95.........................
	2.96
	2.70
	3.04
	20.8
	19.3
	18.2
	13.1
	9.1
	5.7
	13.8

	1896-00.........................
	2.68
	2.51
	2.78
	22.8
	19.1
	19.4
	12.9
	8.6
	5.3
	11.9

	1901-05.........................
	2.42
	2.31
	2.52
	23.6
	20.6
	20.5
	12.9
	8.0
	4.7
	9.6

	1906-10.........................
	2.27
	2.21
	2.38
	22.7
	21.2
	22.6
	13.5
	7.9
	4.4
	7.8

	Projected
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1911-15.........................
	2.31
	2.26
	2.40
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	1916-20.........................
	2.54
	2.49
	2.63
	12.8
	12.4
	26.6
	20.9
	11.4
	6.7
	9.5

	1921-25.........................
	2.82
	2.77
	2.90
	9.3
	8.6
	25.8
	26.8
	17.2
	5.7
	6.7

	1926-30.........................
	2.87
	2.82
	2.95
	8.3
	5.7
	26.8
	23.9
	23.9
	5.7
	5.7

	1931-35.........................
	2.90
	2.85
	3.00
	6.0
	4.8
	26.7
	26.7
	26.7
	4.8
	4.8



1 Figure is for 1873-77.


Sources: Grabill [12], tables 114 and 119; Vital Statistics – Special Reports [28], Vol. 51 No. 1 (January, 1960), tables 2, K and A-13; Freedman [66], tables 10-4 and G-1.
These results are similar to those from the 1959 CPS fertility report quoted above, and confirm the tendency already discerned the year previous in the census monograph. A number of social and economic factors in the 1950s were bringing about a convergence towards medium-sized families, among which were the growing practice of family planning and the sustained prosperity of the post-war years. The latter phenomenon was without any doubt the central driving force of the 1950s baby boom and no contemporary observer could have been unaware of it. Just as Friedan recognized that “more babies are always born after wars,” she should also have acknowledged that more would naturally be born during what the 1952 CPS fertility survey had already described as the “economic and psychological conditions favorable to higher fertility” that had prevailed since World War II, after years of depression and restraint.
 

Now taking account of all the foregoing analysis, we may sum up on the question of family size by stating that whether or not Friedan had made use of projections, the information available to her regarding both the average number of children per woman and the distribution of women by specific numbers of children did indeed indicate that families of FM-era women would be larger than those of their mothers, but did not reveal any immoderate return to the large families of earlier generations. Of course, what is meant by “immoderate” is ultimately a matter of opinion, but Friedan’s portrayal of 1950s women as rushing back to the home to have any number of children was simply not justified by the data then available.
 

One final point revealed by the cohort data should be made here regarding the general birth rate. The shifting of births to the earlier childbearing ages led the authors of one of the above-cited government reports to make an interesting prediction. Women born in the late twenties and early thirties, they wrote, “have transferred some hundreds of thousands of births from future to past years. This is certain to have a depressing influence on numbers of births and on birth rates; it is likely to mean a decline in the crude birth rate.”
 As we have already seen, after 1957 this is precisely what happened.


*                *

It was noted earlier that the post-war baby boom was revealed much more dramatically in the general and total fertility rates than in the crude birth rate (tables 2 and 3 above). Having just demonstrated the importance of the increase in marriages in bringing about the boom in births, it is reasonable to suspect that a fertility rate similar to the general or total rate but adjusted for marital status would show a considerably less dramatic rise. Regularly published data for just such a statistic, often referred to as the marital fertility rate, more than confirm this suspicion. 

In Table 7 the marital fertility rate and the corresponding general fertility rate are displayed side‑by‑side for the period 1940 to 1959.
 It is immediately evident that the uptrend in the marital rate during the 1950s was much less pronounced. While the general rate rose 54% between 1940 and the peak year of 1957, the marital rate rose by scarcely more than half that amount, or only 28%. In other words, the increase in the number of married women accounted for almost one half of the increase in general fertility in that period. And like the other natality rates, the marital fertility rate reversed itself after 1957.


Table 7. General Fertility Rate and Marital Fertility Rate, 1940 to 1959
	YEAR
	General
	Marital
	YEAR
	General
	Marital

	1940.......................
	79.9
	125.9
	1955.......................
	118.0
	155.1

	1950.......................
	106.2
	143.9
	1956.......................
	120.8
	158.8

	1951.......................
	111.3
	148.8
	1957.......................
	122.7
	161.1

	1952.......................
	113.5
	151.4
	1958.......................
	120.1
	158.5

	1953.......................
	114.7
	151.5
	1959.......................
	120.2
	158.1

	1954.......................
	117.6
	155.8
	1960.......................
	 119.0
	-



Sources: General fertility rate, see Table 3 supra. Marital fertility rate, 1940, Vital Statistics of the United States, 1950, vol. I, Table 6.10; 1950-59, idem, 1959, vol. I, Table 3-O.
3. The teenage birth rate
The decline in the age at marriage and its importance as a factor in the post-war baby boom raised another issue: the birth rate of teenagers. It was the teenage females of the 1950s who best symbolized FM and were supposedly most steeped in its ethos, and Friedan expressed great concern over a number of demographic and social trends involving this group. A number of these will be considered in this essay,
 beginning with the most fundamental one: their allegedly disproportionate part in the “population explosion”: 

C6

More babies are always born after wars. But today the American population explosion comes in large part from teenage marriages. The number of children born to teenagers rose 165 per cent between 1940 and 1957, according to Metropolitan Life Insurance figures. (p. 184; see also C30)

Friedan gave no specific source for this Metropolitan Life statistic, but a highly likely candidate is the following passage from the February 9, 1960 edition of The New York Times (p. 33), in an article revealingly entitled “Big Increase Reported In Teen-Age Fathers”:

A big increase in the number of teen-age fathers in the United States was reported yesterday by the Metropolitan Life Insurance Company. The company said the number of children born to fathers less than 20 years old rose from 40,000 in 1940 to 106,000 in 1957, or 165 per cent.
 
Note how, in Friedan’s version, the phrase “fathers less than 20 years old” was replaced by the ambiguous word “teenagers”. Given the context of her argument and the fact that age-specific birth rates much more commonly refer to women, readers were likely to interpret the term as a reference to teenage mothers. This is no small matter, for the increase in teenage fatherhood over the period in question was much more dramatic than that of teenage motherhood. According to official data, the increase in the number of children born to teenage females between 1940 and 1957 was 68.5%,
 well less than half the 165% rise for teenage fathers that Friedan was passing off on the unsuspecting reader.

But as with the increase in the number of women with three children (C5), these percentages also reflect changes in the population—in this case, the teenage female population. We can eliminate this effect simply by looking at the trend in the teenage fertility rate. As noted earlier, age-specific rates were reported annually in the Statistical Abstract; the rate for females aged 15 to 19 is shown here in Table 8. Between 1940 and 1957 teenage fertility rose by 77.6%, or somewhat more than the above-cited 68.5% increase in the number of births due to a fall in the size of this age group. But this figure is still less than half of the 165% insinuated by Friedan.

Furthermore, as was the case with the crude birth rate and the general fertility rate, the teenage fertility rate peaked in 1957. It then declined in 1958 and 1959, the latest years available. And this decline was greater than that registered by women in any other five-year age group.


Table 8. Teenage Fertility Rate (per 1,000 Females Aged 15 to 19)
	YEAR
	Rate
	YEAR
	Rate

	1940...................................................
	54.1
	1952...................................................
	87.5

	1945...................................................
	51.1
	1953...................................................
	87.5

	1946...................................................
	59.3
	1954...................................................
	89.8

	1947...................................................
	79.3
	1955...................................................
	89.7

	1948...................................................
	81.8
	1956...................................................
	94.2

	1949...................................................
	83.4
	1957...................................................
	96.1

	1950...................................................
	81.6
	1958...................................................
	91.6

	1951...................................................
	86.9
	1959...................................................
	90.9



Sources: 1946-49, Statistical Abstract 1955, Table 62. All other years, Statistical Abstract 1961, Table 48. 


*                *

Friedan’s use of the large rise in teenage fatherhood instead of the far smaller increase in teenage motherhood was the confused basis for her accusation that teenage females were largely responsible for the “population explosion” (C6). The contribution of these young women to the increase in population can be directly evaluated by expressing the number of births to mothers under age 20 as a proportion of births to mothers of all childbearing ages. Data on births by age of mother were reported in various editions of the UN Demographic Yearbook as well as the annual Vital Statistics of the United States. As shown here in Table 9, the proportion of births to all women borne by teenage females varied between 11.6% and 13.7% during the years 1947 and 1959, the average proportion being 12.3%. This was no different from the pre-FM situation in 1940.

We must bear in mind, however, that the trends in these percentages also reflect variations in the age-structure of childbearing-age women over the 19-year period. This potential bias can largely be avoided by comparing teenage fertility to total fertility. Table 9 shows that this percentage was only slightly higher in the late 1940s and 1950s than in 1940, and by the late 1950s was in decline. Comparisons of teenage fertility with that of women in their early and late twenties—the age groups of greatest childbearing—reveal broadly similar trends. In fact, as a percentage of the fertility rates of women aged 20 to 24, teenage fertility actually fell fairly steadily over the course of the 1950s, dropping below the pre-FM 1940 figure as early as 1952.

In view of these results, it should be clear that any suggestion teenage females were largely responsible for a post-war population explosion can be safely rejected.


Table 9. Teenage Fertility and the “Population Explosion”
	YEAR
	Percentage of all

births born to

teenager mothers
	Teenage fertility as a percentage of total fertility
	TEENAGE FERTILITY RATE AS A PERCENTAGE OF:

	
	
	
	Fertility rate 

of women 

20 to 24
	Fertility rate 

of women

25 to 29

	1940...............................................
	12.9
	11.7
	39.6
	43.4

	1946...............................................
	9.9
	10.2
	33.6
	36.7

	1947...............................................
	11.6
	12.3
	38.8
	45.0

	1948...............................................
	12.4
	13.3
	41.8
	50.2

	1949...............................................
	12.3
	13.6
	42.4
	50.6

	1950...............................................
	11.9
	13.3
	41.5
	49.2

	1951...............................................
	12.0
	13.3
	41.0
	49.8

	1952...............................................
	11.5
	12.8
	39.2
	47.4

	1953...............................................
	11.8
	12.9
	39.1
	47.7

	1954...............................................
	12.0
	12.8
	38.3
	47.8

	1955...............................................
	12.1
	12.6
	37.4
	47.1

	1956...............................................
	12.7
	12.9
	37.6
	48.3

	1957...............................................
	13.1
	12.9
	37.5
	48.1

	1958...............................................
	13.3
	12.5
	36.3
	46.5

	1959...............................................
	13.7
	12.4
	35.8
	45.8



NOTE: Data for 1940 to 1957 not adjusted for underregistration.


Sources: 1940-57, Demographic Yearbook, 1954, tables 10 and 11; idem, 1959, tables 11 and 12; idem, 1960, Table 14. 1958-59, Vital Statistics of the United States, 1959, Vol. I, tables 3-J and 3-M. 

4. The birth rate and family size of college women
Although her thesis about the ravages of FM related to American women as a whole, Friedan was particularly concerned by the attitudes and behaviour of women who went to college. After World War II, she claimed, educated females were even more determined than those with less education to retreat into a world of diapers and pablum. For example:

C7
[E]ducated women, after the war, led all the others in the race to have more babies. (The generation before mine, the women born between 1910 and 1919, showed the change most sharply. During their twenties, their low pregnancy rate led to warnings that education was going to wipe out the human race; in their thirties, they suddenly showed a sharp increase in pregnancies, despite the lowered biological capacity that makes the pregnancy rate decline with age.) (p. 183-4)   

Friedan gave no source for these allegations. A footnote to the first sentence of this passage (after the word “babies”) contained various additional claims and statistics, but none made any reference to the fertility of educated women as such. 

As for the allegations themselves, we deal first with those referring specifically to the pre‑FM generation of educated women born between 1910 and 1919. There was indeed an upturn in their fertility in the late 1940s, but this was typical of women of all backgrounds whose childbearing years had straddled World War II. Many of them were among those mentioned earlier who were catching up in their thirties on the children they avoided having in their twenties because of the years of depression and war. Even so, as indicated here in Table 6, this generation was still expected by demographers to have one of the lowest lifetime fertility rates on record.

But there was a special reason for the particularly sharp post-war upturn in fertility among the college graduates born in the 1910s. The early years of the baby boom had ushered in a major change in social attitudes for this class of women, which was caught the attention of Womanpower: “recently the ban against the married woman teacher has almost disappeared” (p. 93). The connection between the lifting of this ban and the upturn in childbearing is evident in the following comments from the 1950 census fertility monograph on the categories of older women who showed a birth rate increase between 1940 and 1950:

Some were women who, because of changes in social and economic conditions, were able to marry or remarry at an advanced age. Examples of these were the schoolteachers who were required by some communities to be single as a condition of employment in the 1930’s ... (p. 32)
How this rise in teachers’ birth rates would be manifested in fertility data was the subject of another observation in the same publication:

The high fertility ratios in 1950 for women who graduated from college during 1925 to 1935 reflected a current “making up” for a previous delay of marriage and of starting a family. (p. 387)
The “fertility ratio” referred to in this last passage is an indicator of recent fertility, defined as the number of children born to women in the previous five years. The numbers for this ratio reported in the 1950 census, shown here in Table 10, perfectly captured the fertility changes that had occurred since World War II.
 College graduates in their thirties, the generation Friedan was referring to, had fertility ratios that were higher than all less-educated groups in 1950, whereas graduates’ ratios ten years earlier were similar to the other groups if not lower. This unusual switch reflected the determination of college-educated women to take advantage of the emerging tolerance of marriage and motherhood in the professional world and was thus a perfectly normal manifestation of a new, post-war freedom that had previously been denied them.

Table 10. Number of Children under 5 per 1,000 White Women, by Woman’s Age and Education, 1940 and 1950
	YEAR AND LEVEL OF EDUCATION
	AGE

	
	20-24
	25-29
	30-34
	35-39
	40-44

	1940*
	
	
	
	
	

	College:        4 years.................................................
	55
	256
	379
	244
	86

	              1 to 3 years................................................
	115
	421
	426
	248
	101

	High School: 4 years................................................
	249
	470
	383
	215
	88

	             1 to 3 years..................................................
	525
	576
	412
	248
	113

	1950
	
	
	
	
	

	College:        4 years.................................................
	170
	630
	708
	421
	175

	              1 to 3 years.................................................
	281
	763
	687
	407
	153

	High School: 4 years................................................
	523
	800
	611
	360
	143

	              1 to 3 years.................................................
	814
	815
	547
	322
	150



* U.S.-born only.


Sources: 1940 Census [9d], Table 25. 1950 Census [10f], Table 44.

*                *

The foregoing analysis applies to a strictly pre-FM generation of college women, but the change in social attitudes reflected so clearly in their post-war fertility statistics would inevitably influence the reproductive behaviour of the following generations of graduates as well. Since the latter were not bound by the old restrictions, their average number of children could be expected to be permanently higher than that recorded by their predecessors. Did this merely mean a one-time narrowing of the traditional fertility gap between more and less educated women that would then remain stable through the 1950s? Or would the FM ethos drive post-war graduates on, as Friedan put it (C7), to “lead all the others in the race to have more babies”? 

The only available official data on fertility by educational attainment for a date later than 1950 were the cumulative fertility rates appearing in the 1957 CPS fertility survey report. They are shown here in Table 11, expressed as children born per 1,000 women aged 15 to 44. Unfortunately, this age group was not broken down further, so the numbers include the experience of some pre-FM women as well as the younger ones of the FM era. On the plus side, the 1957 data were standardized to 1950, thereby eliminating any effects of changes in the age structure over the intervening seven years.

The report described the trend in cumulative fertility rates as follows:

As in all previous census data, the 1957 figures show that the average number of children ever born was larger for women with little education than for women with more education (Table 4) [see Table 11 herein]. There were noteworthy differences by educational level in the increase of fertility rates between 1950 and 1957, for women 15 to 44 years old, standardized for age. The rate increased by 409 for women with 1 to 3 years of high school, 361 for women with 4 years of high school, and 239 for women with 4 years or more of college. Thus, fertility differentials by education tended to widen rather than narrow in the period from 1950 to 1957, and the college graduates remained the group of lowest fertility.

In other words, the inverse relationship between cumulative fertility and women’s level of education, first reported in the 1940 census,
 was actually becoming more pronounced in absolute terms over the FM period. Educated women in the 1950s were losing, not winning, the race to have more children—and the more educated they were, the more they were losing it. Even when measured in percentage terms, the increases in cumulative fertility between 1950 and 1957 were roughly similar among the different education levels, as indicated in Table 11. No doubt it was these phenomena that Newcomer had in mind when she remarked (p. 213) that “earlier marriages and larger families are apparent among all groups, and are in no way peculiar to college women”.


Table 11. Children Ever Born per 1,000 Women Aged 15 to 44, by Education
	LEVEL OF EDUCATION
	1950
	1957
	INCREASE, 1950-57

	
	
	
	Absolute
	Percent

	College: 4 years or more...........................................
	807
	1,046
	239
	29.6

	             1 to 3 years.................................................
	1,019
	1,360
	341
	33.5

	High school: 4 years.................................................
	1,141
	1,502
	361
	31.6

	             1 to 3 years.................................................
	1,501
	1,910
	409
	27.2



Source: CPS P-20 No. 84 (Fertility), Table 4. 


*                *

In the following citation Friedan compares the family size of FM-era female college graduates with that of graduates of earlier generations:

C8
Statisticians were especially astounded at the fantastic increase in the number of babies among college women. Where once they had two children, now they had four, five, six. Women who had once wanted careers were now making careers out of having babies. (p. 16-17)

The earlier generations of college women were thus portrayed by Friedan as sensible and moderate, having typically borne two children, while those of the FM era were apparently going wild with four, five and six. As with the previous claim (C7), no sources were mentioned to back this contention nor was any clue given as to the identity of the “astounded” statisticians. 

For the older group, the correct family size figure was easily derived from the 1940 census. Data therein on cumulative fertility indicate that college graduates who in that year were over age 44, the end of the childbearing period, had averaged only 1.29 children.
 This is not only much lower than the two children Friedan referred to, but also well below the level necessary for graduate women and their husbands just to replace themselves.

As for the FM‑generation graduates, they were all still well under 45 at the time of the 1957 fertility survey, so no corresponding figure for their completed fertility could be calculated. But the projections presented earlier (Table 6) for women as a whole of this generation suggested they would average about 2.9 children, and we have just seen (Table 11) that the fertility of the college-educated among them in the peak fertility year of 1957 was still significantly below that of the less‑educated. Had a similar projection been made for college women it would therefore have been substantially below 2.9. Certainly, there could be no question of taking Friedan’s talk of “four, five, six” as a realistic prediction of the number of children the typical young college-graduate female of the 1950s was heading for.

There was thus little if any justification for Friedan’s complaint that FM graduates were “making careers out of having babies.” If anything, it is the very low completed fertility of the pre-World War II generations, conveniently misrepresented by Friedan as a reasonable-sounding two children, that would seem somewhat aberrant.

Yet what is perhaps most interesting in this story of college-graduate fertility is that the relative childlessness of pre-war college women was less a reflection of their dedication to a career than the result of narrow-minded attitudes towards married women in the workplace, and especially the classroom. The jump in college-graduate fertility in the late 1940s could thus be seen as a sign of progress for educated women, something even to be celebrated, rather than a backward step to be lamented.
That Friedan saw this fertility rise merely as an undignified rush on the part of college women to get in on the baby boom is particularly ironic in the light of an anecdote she herself related in her 1981 book The Second Stage. Recalling a conversation with a women she had met the year before while lobbying for the Equal Rights Amendment, Friedan noted how “she and I remember our childhood, during the Depression, in Peoria, when married women weren’t allowed to take or keep jobs as teachers.”
 Though Friedan’s memory of this injustice was evidently still fresh almost 20 years after The Feminine Mystique was published, she clearly did not give much thought while writing it to the consequences of that restriction’s disappearance.


*                *

In the following citation Friedan claims that results from a 1960 survey of former students at Mount Holyoke women’s college support her views on rising college-graduate fertility:

C9
... after 1942,...the percentage [of Mount Holyoke alumnae] having four or more children showed a dramatic rise. (p. 360)

The percentages of Mount Holyoke alumnae reported in the survey as having four or more children in 1960 are presented here in Table 12 for the classes of 1922 onwards. They indicate that the dramatic rise in such alumnae actually began well before the class of 1942. Data for only one later class (1952) were given, and as the survey report noted, these women were too young in 1960 for the figure (6%) to be considered final. In other words, no claim was possible one way or the other about the post‑1942 alumnae.

It is also highly doubtful whether figures from one small and rather exclusive women’s college would have been representative of female graduates across the nation. Consider, for example, the Mount Holyoke class of 1932. According to the survey, 13% of them had four or more children in 1960. Ten years earlier, when the latest available detailed census data on college-graduate fertility were collected, these women would have been about 39, and therefore already nearing the end of their childbearing years. Yet the census found that that only 5.7% of all graduate women in the U.S. aged 35 to 39, and 6.5% of those aged 40 to 44, had four or more children.
 These percentages are much too far below the 13% recorded by Mount Holyoke’s class of 1932 for the gap to be explained by the small number of children that college women who were 39 in 1950 would bear over the following 10 years when they were in their forties. It is amply clear, then, that extrapolating from Mount Holyoke alumnae to American college women in general would give a seriously exaggerated picture of the latter’s fertility.


Table 12.  Mount Holyoke Alumnae with Four or More Children in 1960
	YEAR OF GRADUATION
	Percent

	1922...............................................................................................................................................................
	8

	1932...............................................................................................................................................................
	13

	1937..............................................................................................................................................................
	21

	1942..............................................................................................................................................................
	27

	1952..............................................................................................................................................................
	*6



* See text.


Source: Mount Holyoke Alumnae Quarterly, Summer 1962, p. 84.  

5. Marriage
We have already seen how a decline in the age at marriage in the post-war period played a major role in boosting birth rates among women in the earlier childbearing years. Indeed, the fall in the marriage age was widely publicised at the time, yet just like the birth rate rise, Friedan seemed unable to properly capture its true trend or dimensions. Consider, for example, the following citation, one of her specific statistical references to the marriage age issue: 

C10
By the end of the nineteen-fifties, the average marriage age of women in America dropped to 20, and was still dropping, into the teens. (p. 16)  

The average (median) age at first marriage, published in the annual CPS marital status survey report since the late 1940s, had in fact bottomed out in 1956 at 20.1, and then drifted upwards a tad during the late fifties to 20.3 in 1960. Though this rise may not be very significant, it does demonstrate that there was no factual basis for the claim that the average was “still dropping, into the teens” at the end of the 1950s.

It is also worth noting that the average age at marriage had been slowly falling ever since such data were first collected in the 1890 census, the only exception being a very minor rise during the 1930s due to the dampening effect of the depression. 

Table 13. Median Age of Women at First Marriage
	YEAR
	Age
	YEAR
	Age

	1890...................................................
	22.0
	1951...................................................
	20.4

	1900...................................................
	21.9
	1952...................................................
	20.2

	1910...................................................
	21.6
	1953...................................................
	20.2

	1920...................................................
	21.2
	1954...................................................
	20.3

	1930...................................................
	21.3
	1955...................................................
	20.2

	1940...................................................
	21.5
	1956...................................................
	20.1

	1947...................................................
	20.5
	1957...................................................
	20.3

	1948...................................................
	20.4
	1958...................................................
	20.2

	1949...................................................
	20.3
	1959...................................................
	20.2

	1950...................................................
	20.3
	1960...................................................
	20.3



Sources: Statistical Abstract 1961, Table 71, and corresponding tables in earlier editions.


*                *

As C10 suggests, Friedan’s concern with age at marriage was the extent to which it was becoming more common among girls in their teens. Marital statistics relating to this age group are more explicit in the next statement, which Friedan made twice in slightly different forms:

C11
By 1958, in the United States, more girls were marrying from 15-19 years of age than from any other age group. In all of the other advanced nations, and many of the emerging underdeveloped nations, most girls married from 20-24 or after 25. (p. 386; see also C17)

The mere observation that one 5‑year age bracket recorded “more” marriages than some other 5‑year bracket is an extremely imprecise way of describing marriage age trends, whether among various countries or in one country over time. This “indicator” will be highly sensitive to changes from year to year if the number of marriages celebrated in the two age groups happen to be very similar, and highly insensitive to such changes if the numbers are relatively far apart. At the very least, Friedan should have told her readers how much more was the number of brides in the teenage group. 

As for her reference to other countries, they are of some interest and will be dealt with here later (see C17), but further information on the trend over time for the United States alone was obviously much more relevant. In starting her comments (C11) with the words “By 1958…” Friedan was clearly implying that the number of teenage brides in the U.S. had in fact been growing in relative terms for some time previous, yet neither she nor her source (the 1960 Demographic Yearbook) gave information for any previous years that would verify this insinuation.
To demonstrate how the relationship between the number of marriages in different age groups had changed since the pre‑FM period, Friedan should have consulted the Census Bureau’s data on the subject for 1940. In that year the number of brides under the age of 20 was only 52% of brides aged 20 to 24 while Friedan’s 1958 data showed that under‑20 brides outnumbered those in the 20‑24 age group by about 17%.
 
These numbers do seem at first to corroborate the sharp rise in marriage among teenage girls since World War II that Friedan had merely asserted, but their reliability is in fact highly questionable. Because of the data collection methods then in use, American marriage figures previous to the 1960s were seriously deficient. Instead of being gathered in the first instance by a single central bureau, national statistics on marriages were derived from information initially collected by each state’s vital statistics agency and then submitted to the National Office of Vital Statistics. This in itself was not necessarily problematic, but as of the late 1950s many U.S. states had still not adopted the Office’s guidelines on standardized forms and questionnaires to be used by local marriage authorities responsible for reporting the raw data. The result was that no nationwide totals for such items as the age breakdown of brides could be calculated.
It was precisely because of these statistical shortcomings that the Yearbook Friedan consulted displayed the U.S. marriage numbers in italics, thereby warning its readers (one of whom was evidently not paying attention) that the “data are unreliable or of unknown completeness.” An appended footnote further explained:

Data are marriages performed in 29 states only. They are not to be considered as necessarily representative of the United States; among the most populous areas excluded are Illinois, Texas and New York City. (p. 585).  

The 29 states included in these 1958 marriage figures actually accounted for only about 57% of the total U.S. population. The corresponding 1940 statistics cited above covered 28 states, but only 22 coincided with the 1958 data. Furthermore, this lack of completeness was greatly exacerbated by the high degree of variability in the average age of brides from one state to the next, which meant that the relationship between marriage totals for different age groups would be very sensitive to the particular combination of states included in a given year’s totals. In 1958, for example, the average age of brides ranged from 18.9 in Idaho to 21.6 in Connecticut.
 And this variability would itself change over time due to the vagaries of migration patterns (all the more so for the highly mobile 20‑24 age group) and differing rhythms of economic and social development from state to state.

A more conceptual limitation of marriages statistics in the present context, even if they had been complete, is that they take no account of differences in the size of the age groups. For example, although Friedan found that there were more brides aged 15 to 19 than 20 to 24 in 1958, it was also true that there were 13% more females in the younger age group that year. By contrast, in 1940 the 15‑19 age group outnumbered the 20-24 bracket by less than 4.5%. This relative growth in the population of teenage girls would have also played a role in the shift towards teenage marriages over the intervening 18‑year period.
*
Thus far, we may conclude that Friedan missed what would seem at first glance like a glorious opportunity to substantiate a sizeable relative increase in teenage brides since World War II by not citing any pre-war data, but also concealed her source’s indications regarding the questionable reliability of the figures. Moreover, as we have also just seen, data on numbers of brides by age group have limitations of a more conceptual nature.

An alternative indicator that automatically adjusts nuptiality data for population size changes while suffering from none of the collection problems that plagued pre-1960s marriage statistics is the proportion of women in a given age group at a given moment who are married. This statistic, a measure of marital status, has been published for the entire United States since at least the 1890 census and appeared both in the annual CPS report on marital status and the Statistical Abstract. The figures for teenage females aged 14 to 19 are shown here in Table 14 for the years 1930 through 1961. The percentage who were married (including the small numbers who were divorced or widowed) began to rise after World War II from its 1930s figure of 10 or 11%, reaching a high of some 15% in 1950 and again in 1956. From that year on, however, the percentage tended to decline, to the point where in 1960 it was back below the proportion for 1947—the beginning of the post-war marriage boom—and close to the levels of the pre-war period. 


Table 14. Percentage of Teenage Females Ever Married
	YEAR
	AGE
	YEAR
	AGE

	
	14 to 19
	14 to 17
	
	14 to 19
	14 to 17

	1930.....................................
	11.0
	4.1
	1954.....................................
	13.0
	5.0

	1940.....................................
	10.0
	3.6
	1955.....................................
	14.2
	5.3

	1947.....................................
	12.4
	4.7
	1956.....................................
	15.0
	6.2

	1949.....................................
	15.0
	5.8
	1957.....................................
	13.0
	5.1

	1950.....................................
	15.2
	6.3
	1958.....................................
	13.5
	4.7

	1951.....................................
	13.9
	4.7
	1959.....................................
	13.3
	4.3

	1952.....................................
	14.1
	5.6
	1960.....................................
	12.0
	4.6

	1953.....................................
	14.0
	4.5
	
	
	



Sources: 1930, 1950 Census [10a], Table 103. 1940-1960, 14-19, Statistical Abstract, various editions, annual Table “Marital Status of the Civilian Population By Age and Sex.” 1961 and all 14-17 data except 1930, CPS P-20 No. 114 (Marital Status), Table 1 and corresponding tables in earlier issues.

*                *

For Friedan, age at marriage issue was important not in itself so much as for the impact it had on other factors that greatly influenced women’s futures. The most obvious of these—bearing children—has already been dealt with here at length; another one was education. There was a genuine concern in the post‑war period that the higher teenage marriage rate would lead to increases in young women dropping out of school or college. Friedan’s assertion that marriage statistics for the high school ages actually showed such a trend is expressed in the following statement, part of a series of statistical claims referring to the late 1950s:

C12
Then American girls began getting married in high school. (p. 16)

As for the connection between early marriage and education, she alleged that…
C12a
... education for women has become so suspect that more and more drop out of high school and college to marry and have babies; ... (p. 67-8; also pp. 27, 162) 

The best available indicator of marriage among high-school age girls at risk of dropping out was the marriage rate for the 14-to-17 age group, that is, excluding girls aged 18 or 19 many of  whom would have already graduated. The data for this group were reported annually in the same CPS marital status survey cited above and are shown here in Table 14. The trend they describe is  in fact quite similar to that for the 14-to-19-year‑olds although the actual percentages are much lower. The rate declined over the 1930s because of the depression, rose during the late-1940s marriage boom, peaked in 1950 and 1956, and then headed downwards again. In 1958 the percentage was already back to the 1947 figure at the beginning of the boom, and by 1960 it was approaching the levels of the 1930s. At no time did it ever rise above the rather low figure of 6.3%. It will therefore come as no surprise when it is shown in section 5 of part II that the dropout rate of high school girls was in fact not increasing in the 1950s.

As for gauging the threat posed by early marriage to college completion, the published data for the general female population were unfortunately of little use for a number of reasons. First, the 18-to-21 age range in which the bulk of college students were found was divided in the marital status surveys between the age groups 18‑19 and 20‑24, the second of which would contain many students who married after graduating. Second, unlike high school graduation, which by the 1950s was already the norm for most teenage girls, college attendance was then still confined to a small minority of either sex so that the great majority of young women surveyed were never potential students to begin with. Third, whereas high schools were then still hostile to the idea of married pupils, meaning that married females aged 14 to 17 could be roughly equated with dropouts, the same was no longer true on most college campuses after World War II as married students of both sexes had by then become quite acceptable. 
This acceptance of married students meant that direct marital status data on the college female population, though they were available, would also shed no light on the likelihood of women’s college desertion. Other information that truly did relate to a possible link between marriage and college dropouts were discussed in one of Friedan’s sources but never mentioned by her. This will be analyzed in considerable detail later in section 11 of part II. 
From all that has been said above it should be clear that, as with her birth rate analysis, Friedan got herself into statistical hot water the moment she ventured beyond the simplest evocation of a well-known demographic trend. Taking little care to correctly identify the changes in marriage age, she could not offer an accurate appreciation of their potential consequences for important social factors affecting women such as their educational attainment. 

*                *

Before leaving the topic of marriage, some reference should be made to various forces totally independent of FM that were operating to lower the marriage age in the post-war years. A number of them relating to the economic conditions of the 1950s and the employment of married women will be investigated in part III. An extensive list of these social and economic influences was given in remarks by the distinguished university educator Kate Hevner Mueller to a 1957 conference of the American Council on Education that was the focus of one of Friedan’s sources:
Every possible factor that favors early marriage has been present in our contemporary American society: first, our enormous prosperity and our buying philosophy has put the cash in the pocket of the college-minded youth and encouraged him to risk an installment-plan marriage. Our mobility and anonymity make our youth venturesome. They need no introductions, no marriage broker, no dowry, no savings, no history, no traditions; they meet and marry on their own immediate recommendations of youthful vigor, desire, know-how, and ambitions in a society which guarantees good earnings, social security, and abundant health. Setting up housekeeping is simple and cheap for a teen-age twosome, and good meals can be brought home in paper bags. Shopping centers and laundromats are convenient and, of course, coeducational; more women are earning, and the younger husbands need not be embarrassed about working wives nor about turning a neat elbow with home chores. Our romantic attitude toward youth and marriage throws the decision and the sanction wholly on the youth himself, eases him out of parental control, and challenges him to build his own future. And finally, our twentieth century post-Kinsey permissive atmosphere toward sex dating has thoroughly displaced our older Puritan prudery and hesitation. If any traditional barriers had remained for college students, the avalanche of campus war marriages with their government subsidies has swept them all merrily away.

As Mueller hinted, the existence of most of these factors, or at least a great intensification of them, could be traced directly or indirectly to the economic prosperity of the late 1940s and 1950s. The only one that corresponded to Friedan’s description of FM was the new “permissive” atmosphere, but whether FM had any role in causing it was highly debatable.
 

Perhaps the most interesting influence in Mueller’s long list was the “avalanche” of war marriages and their government subsidies. By 1960, some 10½ million veterans of World War II and the Korean War had received allowances under the G.I. Bills to take up various forms of training and education. The impact of this massive programme will be discussed more fully in part II; the important point here is that these men—for almost all of the G.I. Bill beneficiaries were men—got additional allowances if they married or had children. That and the fact that the veterans were older and more mature than the typical male student of previous generations greatly facilitated many marriages, particularly for the 3½ million veterans who studied at the college level
 where they found themselves in the company of so many single teenage women. Needless to say, this was at the origin of the widespread post-war acceptance of campus marriages referred to earlier.

6. International comparisons
In the citations analyzed thus far, Friedan was unable to achieve an accurate depiction of the post‑war marriage and fertility boom in America. She did, however, offer some unflattering comparisons with the vital statistics of certain other countries, even referring to the U.S. as a “so-called ‘advanced’ nation” (see C17). 
An example of these comparisons is Friedan’s description of the trend in birth rates, discussed above as C1 in a purely American context:

C13
[T]he birth rate continued to rise in the U.S. from 1950 to 1959, while it was falling in countries like France, Norway, Sweden, the USSR, India and Japan. (p. 388)

Friedan did grudgingly acknowledge that a few other Western nations also had rising birth rates: Germany, Canada, the U.K. and New Zealand (p. 388). But she omitted to mention that her source—Table 13 of the 1960 Demographic Yearbook—also showed Canada, New Zealand and the USSR as having had higher absolute rates than the U.S. during the whole of the 1950s, while Australia’s were not much lower. The Netherlands, which traditionally had the highest birth rates in Western Europe, was also not far behind.
 

At a broader level, Friedan’s international birth rate comparisons did not take into account the great differences between the various countries in economic and other conditions at the time. This point was raised in Jones’ 1962 monograph, the other main source of Friedan’s vital statistics: whatever pressures on resources their high birth rates might have been created, the U.S., Canada, and New Zealand enjoyed prosperous and expanding economies in the 1950s and had sufficient space to accommodate rapid population growth without adversely affecting the rise in average living standards (p. 17-18). In contrast, European family life in the 1950s was still cramped by the lingering housing shortages resulting from wartime destruction and the diversion of so many resources into the rebuilding of industry.
 These complicating factors merely emphasize the obvious fact that international comparisons, whatever their value in an analysis of FM, were no substitute for a correct historical appreciation of American birth rates.

Table 15. Birth Rates for Selected Countries, 1950 to 1959
	
	1950
	1951
	1952
	1953
	1954
	1955
	1956
	1957
	1958
	1959

	U.S.......
	23.5
	24.1
	24.7
	24.7
	25.0
	24.7
	24.9
	25.0
	24.3
	24.1

	Austral..
	23.3
	23.0
	23.3
	22.9
	22.5
	22.6
	22.5
	22.9
	22.6
	22.6

	Canada
	27.1
	27.2
	27.9
	28.1
	28.5
	28.2
	28.0
	28.3
	27.6
	27.5

	Neth.....
	22.7
	22.2
	22.3
	21.7
	21.5
	21.3
	21.2
	21.2
	21.1
	21.3

	N.Z.......
	25.9
	25.6
	26.0
	25.4
	25.9
	26.1
	26.0
	26.2
	26.6
	26.5

	USSR...
	26.7
	27.0
	26.5
	25.1
	26.6
	25.7
	25.2
	25.4
	25.3
	25.0



NOTE: Austral = Australia, Neth = Netherlands, N.Z. = New Zealand.


Source: Demographic Yearbook, 1960, Table 13.

*                *

One of Friedan’s most startling claims was her allegation that India’s birth rate was as high as or higher than America’s:

C14
By the end of the fifties, the United States birth rate was overtaking India’s. (p. 16)

U.S. birth rates in the 1950s (see Table 15) do indeed seem to be similar to those reported for India, as shown here in the lower row of Table 16, though a closer look dispels the notion they were overtaking them. Much more significant is that any appearance of similarity between the two countries’ rates turns out to be false, and by a very wide margin.

India’s birth rates for 1950 through 1959, like those of the U.S. and the other countries Friedan cited, were given in Table 13 of the Yearbook. Unusually, however, the Yearbook presented two different birth rate series for India in adjacent rows, as reproduced here in Table 16. The figures in the lower row—the ones that were similar to the U.S.—reflected registered births and carried two warnings regarding their accurateness. First, the table assigned them a quality-of-data code of ‘U’, meaning they were “unreliable (incomplete)”; second, an attached footnote indicated that “birth registration completeness ... varied between 65 and over 90 per cent for 1951-1955.”

The Yearbook had in fact already drawn attention to the unsatisfactory state of India’s birth registration records in its introductory section, warning that the country’s “statistics of birth and death are very incomplete” (p. 3). The same passage referred readers to a 1958 study whose authors, not bound by the political sensitivities UN publications must respect, were rather more blunt:

The registration of births and deaths in India is so seriously incomplete that almost no reliance can be placed on the registered figures.

It was obvious, then, that comparisons of India’s birth rate to other countries could not be made with these data, nor could they be used, as Friedan did, to conclude that India’s birth rate was falling during the 1950s (C13).

The figures given for India in the upper row of the Yearbook table were, however, of a very different nature. They were estimates of the birth rate for 1950, 1953 and 1958 based on census results and sample surveys carried out by the Indian government. The three estimates all fell between 39 and 41, or about 15 points above the registered birth rates. It is true that both sets of rates were printed in italics, meaning that they were “of unreliable or unknown completeness”, but whereas the registration figures were just a passive record of births voluntarily reported to local authorities, the estimated rates were the product of active, systematic efforts by census workers to collect and analyze demogaphic data according to scientific standards. There can be no doubt, then, that the true birth rates for India in the 1950s were much higher than the country’s registered rates and therefore also much higher than the American rates, which in those years never rose above 25.3 (see tables 2, 15 herein).
Table 16. India’s Birth Rate: 
Census or Sample Survey Results (Upper Row) and Annual Registration Data (Lower Row)
	1950
	1951
	1952
	1953
	1954
	1955
	1956
	1957
	1958
	1959

	39.9
	...
	...
	40.9
	...
	...
	...
	...
	39.1
	...

	24.9
	24.9
	25.4
	24.8
	24.4
	27.0
	26.5
	25.9
	26.4
	25.7



Source: Demographic Yearbook, 1960, Table 13.
Another relevant indicator of India’s birth rate appeared in Table 2 of the Yearbook, used by Friedan as a source for population data (see C20 below). There, the area designated “South Central Asia” is shown to have had a birth rate averaging 44 in the years 1955 through 1959. Almost 75% of the population of this area was accounted for by India, and another 20% by Pakistan where demographic trends were similar.
 

Finally, in Jones the reader is given a similar impression: a table of Asian vital statistics left blank the entry for India’s birth rate, and it was further explained that “in all Asian countries except Japan birth rates are extremely high...”(p. 18-19).

It was in the face of all this evidence in her own sources that Friedan chose to use India’s virtually meaningless registered birth rate series in order to create a shocking but utterly false impression of American women on the verge of out-reproducing an underdeveloped country notorious for its uncontrollably high fertility.


*                *

The next international comparison involves the birth rate of teenage girls. In the following citation, Friedan charged that the rate for American teenagers was higher than that of teenagers in other countries: 

C15
The baby boom of the immediate postwar years took place in every country. But… it did not in other countries lead to the even greater baby boom of the fifties, with the rise in teenage marriages and pregnancies... (p. 183).

Teenage marriages will be dealt with below. As regards births, it is true that teenage girls in the U.S. had a much higher fertility rate than other Western countries, but historical data published in the 1951 Yearbook and reproduced here in Table 17 reveal that this was already the case before World War II.
 Whereas the U.S. rate in 1940 was 54.1, other Western countries around that time had rates below 30 and as low as 10.
 Neighbouring Canada came closest to the U.S. level, but at 29.2 its teenagers still registered only a little more than half the American rate. As for the rise in fertility during the post-war baby boom years, a comparison of 1940 with 1959 shows that the U.S. increase was much smaller in percentage terms than that of Australia, Canada, England, New Zealand and Norway, and about the same as Sweden’s.

Table 17. Fertility Rate of Females Aged 15 to 19 in Selected Western Countries
	COUNTRY
	1940
	1959
	INCREASE 

(%)

	United States………………………………………………………………
	54.1
	390.1
	66.5

	Australia…………………………………………………………………...
	23.4
	44.9
	91.9

	Belgium……………………………………………………………………
	118.6
	26.3
	41.4

	Canada……………………………………………………………………
	29.2
	58.3
	99.7

	Denmark…………………………………………………………………..
	27.2
	340.5
	48.9

	England and Wales………………………………………………………..
	15.8
	31.6
	100 

	France…………………………………………………………………….
	21.5
	21.4
	0

	Germany…………………………………………………………………..
	214.6
	22.8
	56.2

	Netherlands………………………………………………………………..
	10.7
	15.8
	47.7

	New Zealand………………………………………………………………
	21.7
	  41.9
	93.1

	Norway……………………………………………………………………
	9.6
	327.5
	186

	Sweden……………………………………………………………………
	22.0
	336.5
	65.9



1 1939.  2 1937.  3 1958.


Sources: 1940, United States, Statistical Abstract 1961, Table 48; all other countries, Demographic Yearbook, 1951, Table 8. 1959, Demographic Yearbook, 1960, tables 5 and 14. 


*                *

Another of Friedan’s international fertility comparisons contrasted career women in the U.S. and France:

C16
Myrdal and Klein show that the French career women continue to have children—but not the great number the new educated American housewives produce. (p. 399).

The only data in Myrdal and Klein establishing any relationship between the family size of French women and their educational or occupational status was in a table intended to show how their employment rate varied by the number of children they had and their husband’s occupational category (see Table 18). The authors assumed that the working wives of men in the “liberal professions” were also largely professional, and it was presumably this category that Friedan was equating with “career” or educated women. How realistic was this rather bold assumption is of no concern here; what should have been obvious is that since the data themselves were employment rates, they could not simultaneously be birth rates or imply anything about them, regardless of how the rates were broken down. 
Table 18. Percentage of Married French Women Employed in the Liberal Professions in 1951 by Family Size
	Childless
	1 child
	2 children 
	3 or more children

	33%
	30%
	20%
	26%



Source: Myrdal and Klein, p. 48 (data relate to husband’s profession; see text).

*                *

The next two citations contain international comparisons of age at marriage:

C17
The U.S. was the only so-called “advanced” nation, and one of the few nations in the world where, in 1958, more girls married at ages 15-19 than at any other age. (p. 388; see also C11)

C18
The baby boom of the immediate postwar years took place in every country. But it ... did not in other countries lead to the even greater baby boom of the fifties, with the rise in teenage marriages ... (p. 183)

The first of these quotations makes the same allegations as C11 analyzed here above, where it was explained in a strictly American context why comparing the absolute number of marriages across different age groups and time periods was not a reliable indicator. Needless to say, the criticism applies equally to comparisons involving several countries, whose population age structures could vary considerably from each other as well as over time. Also applicable, since the international comparisons in question obviously include the U.S., is the previously-quoted Yearbook warning on the deficiencies of American marriage data.

It was further noted under C11 that the percentage of teenage females who were married was a valuable and widely used alternative to data on marriages by age. The 1949‑50 and 1958 editions of the Yearbook gave the percentages of married females aged 15 to 19 for many countries in various years between, roughly speaking, 1930 and 1950. A selection of these figures is given here in Table 19. What is striking about them is that, at least since the 1930s, teenage females in the U.S. were far more likely to be married than their counterparts not only in other industrialized Western countries, but in several traditional southern European societies as well. Seen in this historical perspective, the relatively high frequency of teenage marriage among American females in the 1950s, however impressive it might be, was not a new practice induced by FM.

These data also show that, contrary to what Friedan claimed (C18), there was a significant upturn after the war in the proportion of teenage girls in other countries who were married. Indeed, with the exception of France and Belgium the increase in most Western industrialized countries was much larger in percentage terms than the American increase, albeit starting from lower absolute levels. The parallel between this comparison of teenage marriage in the U.S. and Europe and the comparison of their fertility rates (Table 16) is, of course, far from coincidental. 

Note that the use of figures for 1950 (or thereabouts) to represent the post-war period, although rather less than satisfactory, was unavoidable; the only later marital status data in UN Yearbooks available to Friedan lumped together females aged 15-19 and 20-24. To determine the trend among teenagers outside of the U.S. over the course of the 1950s would thus have required consulting sources that fell outside the criteria defined for this critique (see the Introduction). 

This shortcoming of the Table 19 data is of some significance since, as we saw in Table 14, 1950 was a peak year for the proportion of American teenage females who were married. By 1960, this proportion had dropped to only about one percentage point above the 1930 level. Even without access to further information it was not hard to deduce that, given Europe’s much slower post-war recovery, its teenage marriage rates would probably have peaked some time later than 1950. The comparisons in Table 19 thus probably exaggerate the size of the gap between the U.S. and Europe in the late 1950s. 

Table 19. Percentage of Females Aged 15 to 19 Ever Married.

	COUNTRY
	1930s
	c. 1950

	United States...................................................................................................................    
	13.130
11.940
	17.150

	Australia..........................................................................................................................
	3.933
	9.354

	Belgium...........................................................................................................................
	4.130
	4.647

	Canada............................................................................................................................
	5.131
	7.951

	Denmark.........................................................................................................................
	2.235
	4.650

	England and Wales..........................................................................................................
	1.831
	4.451

	France............................................................................................................................
	6.236
	3.354

	Netherlands.....................................................................................................................
	1.630
	3.247

	New Zealand..................................................................................................................
	3.336
	7.156

	Norway..........................................................................................................................
	1.130
	3.150

	Sweden..........................................................................................................................
	1.235
	3.750

	Greece...........................................................................................................................
	7.428
	5.051

	Italy...............................................................................................................................
	3.836
	3.951

	Portugal..........................................................................................................................
	3.640
	4.150

	Spain..............................................................................................................................
	1.240
	-



NOTE: Superscript indicates exact year.

Sources: Demographic Yearbook, 1949-50, Table 6, and idem, 1958, Table 6.

*                *

In an attempt to reinforce her evidence for high American birth rates, Friedan offered some statistical comparisons purporting to show that the fertility of American women in the 1950s was driving the U.S. to world record levels of population growth. Indeed, the data she cited seemed to show that America’s rate of population increase was equal to, or even greater than, the rates of increase experienced in parts of the Third World. It was such figures that enabled Friedan to evoke the vivid image of a supposed U.S. population explosion (see C2, C6).

However, in the present context international comparisons of population growth rates are inherently problematic. They are derived from data on two major demographic factors—births and deaths—and two relatively minor ones—immigration and emigration. Changes in any of the four would influence the growth rate, yet only births were directly relevant to the issue of female attitudes and behaviour raised by Friedan. Data on population increase were thus rather unreliable as indicators of the effects of FM and had to be interpreted carefully. As we will see, her interpretation of the population data in her sources as captured in the following two citations was anything but careful.

C19
The annual rate of population increase in the U.S. in the  years 1955-59 was far higher than that of other Western nations, and higher than that of India, Japan, Burma, and Pakistan. In fact the increase for North America (1.8) exceeded the world rate (1.7). The rate for Europe was .8; for the USSR 1.7; Asia 1.8; Africa 1.9; and South America 2.3. The increase in the underdeveloped nations was, of course, largely due to medical advances and the drop in death rate; in America it was almost completely due to increased birth rate, earlier marriage, and larger families. For the birth rate continued to rise in the U.S. from 1950 to 1959, while it was falling in countries like France, Norway, Sweden, the USSR, India and Japan. (p. 387-8) 
These allegations were based on two tables in the 1960 Demographic Yearbook: Table 1, which gave data on population growth for individual countries for the period 1953-59, and Table 2, which contained similar data by continent for 1950-59. Contrary to what was claimed, none of the figures cited applied to 1955-59. 

The second of Friedan’s statements on population was based on another two tables of population figures, this time in Jones (p. 18-19). Much of his data was ultimately taken from the 1959 or 1960 editions of the Yearbook:
C20
Today, thanks in part to the functional sex-direction of women’s education, the annual rate of population increase in the United States is among the highest in the world—nearly three times that of the Western European nations, nearly double Japan’s, and close on the heels of Africa and India. (p. 163) 

We begin the analysis of these two quotations by examining Friedan’s comparisons of annual rates of population increase, or population growth rates, for various continents (C19). Appearing in both of her sources, these data are assembled here in Table 20 along with some other relevant continental statistics from the same Yearbook table. Note that since the latter dealt with continents rather than countries, Friedan employed North America (or “Northern America,” to use the Yearbook’s term) as a stand-in for the United States. 

The comparisons between the U.S., the U.S.S.R and the world as a whole must be understood in the light of comments in the introductory text of the 1960 Yearbook,
 where it is noted that growth rates were generally better expressed in terms of upper and lower bounds because of varying degrees of inaccuracy in the statistical records. Thus, the U.S. growth rate was estimated to lie between 1.7 and 1.8—a touch lower than that of North America because the latter included high-fertility Canada. The growth rate of the U.S.S.R. was said to be in the same range, and the world rate was given as somewhere between 1.6 and 1.9. The midpoint of the ranges for all three areas was therefore 1.75, meaning that even the small amount by which the U.S. rate appeared in the tables to exceed that of the U.S.S.R. and the world as a whole was not statistically significant.

The comparisons with the underdeveloped world are much more interesting. At first glance, the data do indicate a similarity between the North American population increase and that of Asia and Africa. But information on birth and death rates included in the same table quickly put these growth figures into perspective. Compared to North America the birth rates of Asia and Africa were sky high, and the similarity of growth rates was due simply to the fact that the death rates of the latter two were sky high as well. It was thus crystal clear that the similarity between (North) American and Third World population growth in no way reflected an America stampeded by FM into Third World levels of fertility.

Friedan’s carelessness in overlooking these developing world birth and death rates is underlined by the fact that they appeared not only in the same table as the population growth data in both Jones and the Yearbook but in immediately adjacent columns (laid out as in Table 20 here). Indeed, she must have been staring right at the birth and death columns because in C19 she erroneously attributed the period they applied to, 1955-59, to the population increases, which were for 1950-59.

In any case, these birth and death rates make quick work of Friedan’s attempt to explain (in C19) the context of these population growth figures. America’s growth rate, she claimed, was particularly reprehensible because it was driven to Third World proportions by the rising birth rate during the 1950s, while the Third World itself reached similar levels through the much more honourable cause of falling death rates. But as we have just seen, the Third World death rate still had a long way to come down, and in the U.S. it was the general level of birth rates first established in the late 1940s (see Table 2) that had brought population growth to its new, higher level, not the short-lived and inconsequential rise of the (mid-) 1950s. This latter error was part of Friedan’s tendency to base almost everything on her one basic and botched statistical observation about U.S. birth rates in the 1950s continuing to increase through the end of the decade. 


Table 20. Annual Rate of Population Increase, Birth Rate and Death Rate
	CONTINENT AND REGION
	Annual

rate of

increase

1950-59
	Birth

rate

1955-59
	Death

rate

1955-59

	North America [U.S. and Canada]...........................................
	1.8
	25
	 9

	World Total............................................................................
	1.7
	36
	19

	Africa.....................................................................................
	1.9
	46
	27

	Asia........................................................................................
	1.8
	42
	23

	  South Central Asia*..............................................................
	1.8
	44
	26

	Central America......................................................................
	2.7
	45
	18

	South America........................................................................
	2.3
	42
	19

	Europe....................................................................................
	0.8
	19
	10

	  Western Europe....................................................................
	0.7
	18
	11

	U.S.S.R............................. .....................................................
	1.7
	25
	8



* Approximately 95% of the population accounted for by India and Pakistan.


Source: Demographic Yearbook, 1960, Table 2.
Clearly, then, a proper reading of the Yearbook table and the accompanying introductory commentary shows that only Europe among the world’s continents had a growth rate lower than America’s in a manner relevant to the question of women’s reproductive behaviour. But even the comparison with Europe was misleading, for though it was true that the continent’s population growth was less than half that of the U.S., their respective birth rates were much closer. According to both Jones and the Yearbook (see Table 20 herein), the European birth rate averaged 19 in the late 1950s—18 in Western Europe—while in America it peaked in 1957 at 25. In other words, the U.S. birth rate at its highest level was roughly 30% to 40% higher. This is a much fairer and more appropriate appreciation of the difference that existed between women on either side of the Atlantic.

Better still, however, is a comparison of general fertility rates, which avoids the distorting effects of differences in the proportion of women who were of childbearing age (defined by the Yearbook as 10 to 49). General fertility rates for Europe and other developed countries for 1959 or thereabouts were conveniently found in the Yearbook’s Table 3, a multi-page table which began, as it happened, on the page facing the continental growth rates Friedan cited. Of nine Western European countries selected from the table (see Table 21 herein), three had general fertility rates which, as with the Europe-wide birth rates, were exceeded in the U.S. by between 30% and 40%. For four of the countries the excess was above that range and for two others it was below. In no case was U.S. fertility anywhere near three times (200%) higher, the ratio touted by Friedan in C20.

Table 21. General Fertility Rates of Selected Countries in 1959, and Percentage by which they were Exceeded by U.S. Rate 
[Rate per 1,000 females aged 10 to 49 years]

	COUNTRY
	1959
	% excess

of

U.S. rate

	United States.......................................................................................................
	86.1
	- 

	EUROPE
	
	

	Austria................................................................................................................
	62.9
	36.9

	Belgium...............................................................................................................
	164.6
	33.3

	Denmark.............................................................................................................
	158.4
	47.4

	England and Wales..............................................................................................
	60.0
	43.5

	France.................................................................................................................
	70.1
	22.8

	West Germany.....................................................................................................
	158.0
	48.4

	Netherlands.........................................................................................................
	75.3
	14.3

	Norway...............................................................................................................
	165.5
	31.5

	Sweden...............................................................................................................
	151.3
	67.8

	OTHER
	
	

	Australia..............................................................................................................
	81.2
	6.0

	Canada................................................................................................................
	295.7
	–11.1

	Japan..................................................................................................................
	53.5
	60.9

	New Zealand.......................................................................................................
	  97.5
	–13.2



1 1958.  2 1960. 


Source: Demographic Yearbook, 1960, Table 3.

*

The population growth data considered so far all apply to continents or the world as a whole, but in C19 and C20 Friedan also made some comparisons between the U.S. rate of population increase and certain specific countries. For example, basing herself on Jones she described the American growth rate as “nearly double” Japan’s, without mentioning actual figures. This was a gross exaggeration given that Jones put the U.S. rate at 1.6 and Japan’s at 1.1. (p. 18). 

The comparison itself was questionable, however, since the U.S. rate applied to 1960-61 while the Japanese rate was for 1954-58. Compatible data for the two countries was easily found in Table 1 of the Yearbook, where it was shown that the American rate averaged 1.7 during 1953-59 while the Japanese figure for the same period was still 1.1. Thus, the gap was somewhat larger in percentage terms than Jones’ figures implied, but the relationship was still much more like “half again” than “nearly double.” The ratio between the two countries’ general fertility rates was similar (Table 21 herein).

Three other countries of interest that were listed in the same Yearbook table were passed over by Friedan in silence. All three had significantly higher population growth rates than the U.S.: Australia (2.2), New Zealand (2.2) and Canada (2.7). They are the same three countries that Friedan ignored in her international comparisons of birth rates.
 In terms of the general fertility rate, Table 21 shows that the U.S. was only 6% higher than Australia, and over 10% below both Canada and New Zealand. Needless to say, Jones’ remarks cited earlier on the relative ability of all four countries to accommodate high birth rates in the 1950s apply equally well here.

Both Jones (p. 19-20) and the Yearbook’s Table 1 also gave growth rates for many African and Asian countries that were well above the American rate, another hint that the apparent similarities between the (North) American and certain Third World rates at the continental level disguised a more complicated reality. In the case of Asia, Friedan took care (C19) to mention three of the four countries that had growth rates apparently lower than America’s—Burma, India and Pakistan—while saying nothing of the other twelve whose population increase was shown as higher: Ceylon, China, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Jordan, Laos, Malaya, Philippines, Taiwan, Thailand and Turkey. Of course, the figures for almost all of them were not reliable by Western standards, but the problem in such countries was virtually always one of underestimation.

As for India, Pakistan and Burma—the three Asian countries whose population increase was apparently lower than America’s in the 1950s—further examination of the data is necessary. Burma’s rate of increase was put at only 1.0 in Table 1 of the Yearbook, but, in addition to placing the figure in italics to indicate unreliability, a footnote pointed out that no proper census had been taken in that country since 1941. It was tables 3, 13 and 15 in the Yearbook that really spilled the beans, however. Burma, it turned out, had one of the highest birth rates in the world, estimated at 50 in 1955, and an equally record-breaking death rate of 35.

Far more important, of course, are India and Pakistan. The high birth rates of these two countries, both famous for their population problems, have already been noted here in tables 16 and 20. Yet Table 1 of the 1960 Yearbook put India’s growth rate for 1953-59 at only 1.3, and Pakistan’s at only 1.4. These are the figures that allowed Friedan to make the seemingly damning assertion (C19) that the two nations had lower population growth rates than the U.S., whose rate for the same period was 1.7. The two figures also accounted for much of the apparent discrepancy between the relatively high growth rates of many Asian countries such as those listed above and the seemingly modest increase of 1.8 for Asia as a whole (see Table 20).

As it turns out, it was not just the high Indian and Pakistani birth rates but also some fairly obvious internal evidence in the Yearbook table containing the two countries’ curiously low growth rates that cast doubt on their credibility. To fully appreciate this evidence requires some understanding of the table’s purpose and structure. It was part of the introductory “World Summary” section of the Yearbook, appearing in each edition in a set format that included a number of general demographic indicators such as recent midyear population estimates, the annual rate of population growth, and population totals from the latest census (see partial facsimile, Table 22 herein). 

In the 1960 Yearbook this table provided midyear estimates for 1953 and 1959, and, since many countries take censuses in a year ending with a ‘0’ or a ‘1’, the census results it presented were in some cases for 1960 or 1961 (recall that the 1960 Yearbook was published in the fall of 1961). If a census count from either of these years was observed to be out of line with the mid-1959 estimate, that estimate was marked with a footnote warning that it was “not revised to accord with 1960/61 census result[s], shown adjacent.” As explained in the text description of the table (p. 26), the policy of the Yearbook in such cases was to allow the 1959 estimate to stand pending receipt from the country in question of official revisions.

India, as it happened, was one of the countries which took a census in 1961, and a national population total was available in time for inclusion in the version of Table 1 that appeared in the 1960 Yearbook. As can be seen in the facsimile, not only did the table put India’s growth rate and the midyear estimates in italics to indicate their questionable reliability, but the mid-1959 estimate also carried the just-quoted warning about not having been adjusted in the light of the 1961 census. Just how inconsistent was this estimate with the census total was evident from the two figures themselves. While the mid-1959 estimate was put at 402.6 million inhabitants, the March 1961 census reported 438 million. This implied a whopping 8.8% increase in only 20 months. At prevailing death rates, such an increase would have probably required a birth rate beyond what was physically possible for a human population.

The Pakistani data in the same table exhibited a similar contradiction. While the country’s mid-1959 population was estimated at 86.8 million, its February 1961 census counted 93.8 million—an extremely unlikely 8% increase in only 19 months. 

Table 22. Facsimile of Table 1 in Demographic Yearbook, 1960  for India and Pakistan
[Population figures are in thousands]


	Country
	Latest census
	Estimate of midyear 

population
	Annual

rate of

increase

1953-59

(%)

	
	Date
	Population
	1953
	1959
	

	India..................
	1-III-1961
	438,000
	372,623
	15402,600
	1.3

	Pakistan.............
	1-II-1961
	93,812
	80,039
	1586,823
	1.4


Italics indicate estimates of questionable reliability.

15 Not revised to accord with 1960/61 census result, shown adjacent.

Theoretically, either the 1961 census totals or the mid-1959 estimates could be blamed for these discrepancies, but there was little doubt that the problem in fact lay with the latter. Census figures are the result of a complete count of a country’s entire population, and where available they invariably constitute the basic information upon which all other population data are built. For countries with good vital statistics records, accurate midyear estimates were derived by adding the excess of births over deaths since the most recent census to the population total discovered in that census. Midyear estimates for two different years would then be used to derive the annual average rate of population growth for the interval between them. As the 1960 Yearbook explained, however, 

The position is less satisfactory in India where statistics of  birth and death are very incomplete. Here, annual population estimates are made by assuming continuation of the rate of population increase observed between the censuses of 1941 and 1951, an increase which averaged 1.31 per cent per year. Actually, because of declining mortality, a considerable acceleration of population growth must have occurred since 1951. Population growth from 1941 to 1951, furthermore, was retarded somewhat by local famines during the war and large-scale population displacements after the war’s end. According to estimates calculated for a recent population projection, the annual rate of increase probably rose to 1.72 per cent per annum by 1956, and might well attain 2.09 per cent by 1961. In this projection, account was taken of the probable effects of the programmes for the control and eradication of malaria, as well as other public-health measures. Thus, instead of 1.31, the average annual percentage increase during 1951-58 may have been of the order of 1.7 per cent, if not more. Because of the large measure of uncertainty, an average rate of increase from 1.5 to 1.75 per cent a year may be regarded as plausible for the 1951-58 period. (p. 3)
In short, the Indian population growth rate of 1.3 in Table 1 of the 1960 Yearbook referred to the 1940s rather than the 1950s, and was included there because it was the only growth figure the Indian government had to go on for making its annual midyear population estimates for the years following the 1951 census. This confirms that the low Indian and Pakistani growth rates Friedan cited were not suitable for comparison with the U.S. rate, which was based on America’s vastly more accurate vital statistics records for the 1950s.

As the Yearbook editors also pointed out in the above passage, declining mortality and public health improvements in India since the 1951 census would have brought about a higher growth rate for the 1950s. This bears directly on Friedan’s statement (C19) that the apparently modest 1950s growth rates for underdeveloped countries she found in the Yearbook were the result of falling death rates and medical advances rather than high birth rates. As we have just seen, the growth rate of 1.3 for India was so low precisely because it applied to the 1940s, the decade before these social improvements came about. Once they did come into effect in the 1950s, their impact on death rates coupled with the very high birth rates would inevitably produce a high growth rate as well.

*

All the efforts of the preceding paragraphs to find the most realistic population growth figures for India and Pakistan may seem rather excessive. And indeed, none of it was really necessary. The problem stemmed from Friedan’s exclusive use of the 1960 Yearbook’s Table 1, which as already noted was part of the introductory section of the publication intended only to provide a general overview of world demographics. The same volume contained many other more specific tables but it so happened that population trends was the “special topic” of the 1960 Yearbook, and it therefore contained a number of detailed tables on this particular subject. 

One of these—Table 6—gave census results for most countries from as early as 1900 up through the latest year available, including the just-published totals from India’s 1961 census. More importantly, it also provided the corresponding annual average growth rates for each inter-census interval. Obviously, then, it was this table of the Yearbook rather than Table 1 that was the most appropriate for consultation on country-by-country population growth comparisons. For India, Table 6 showed that its new growth rate for the 1950s was 2.0—well above the figure of 1.3 for the 1940s. Indeed, it was even higher than the guesstimate offered in the introductory text passage quoted above, which was written before the 1961 census results given in the Yearbook tables were received by the U.N. Statistical Office.
 As for Pakistan, the rate for 1951-61 was given as 2.17. Both figures, of course, were significantly higher than the American rate of about 1.7 for 1950-60.

It should be more than evident by this point that only a very cursory and careless reading of the Yearbook material could have yielded the erroneous conclusion that Indian and Pakistani population growth in the 1950s was greater than America’s. Also careless was Friedan’s failure to notice that the same high growth rates based on the then-recent 1961 census results for the two Asian countries were reported by Jones as well (p. 19). 


*

Almost all of the 1950s population growth rates discussed so far were annual averages for time spans ranging from six to ten years, and as such reduced any trends that might have developed over the period to a single figure. In particular, these averages masked new tendencies that were emerging in the late 1950s, which in the present context were more important than those of the decade’s earlier years. We have already seen indications of two of these trends: the Yearbook’s mention of a rising growth rate in India over the course of the 1950s due to improving health conditions, and the reversal of the U.S. birth rate after 1957.
More information on the situation in India was available in Jones, which was published later than the 1960 Yearbook and incorporated the Indian government’s then-latest estimates. It was this data that Friedan claimed to have been citing when she stated that “today” the U.S. rate of population growth is “close on the heels” of India’s. After what we have seen already it comes as no surprise that nothing in Jones suggested any such proximity. This is evident from the following remarks, the gist of which was stated by Jones on three separate occasions:

... following the 1961 census of India the Indian government revised its figures radically and in the Third Five Year Plan it estimated an average annual population growth rate, 1961-1966 of 2.4 percent (instead of 1.3 percent as it had previously reported). (p. 18; see also pp. 15, 63) 

In other words, by the early 1960s India’s growth rate was believed to be rising even higher than the 2.1 that the Yearbook had predicted for 1961 in the long passage quoted here earlier. Furthermore, Jones also reported that American population growth had declined by 1960-61 to 1.6 (pp. 18, 22). From these data one could only conclude that not only was the U.S. not “close on the heels” of India, it had in fact turned its back on the Asian country and was headed the other way. Friedan’s failure to recognize the about-face in the American birth rate trend since 1957 was, of course, at the heart of her poor sense of statistical direction.

In his remarks on Pakistan, meanwhile, Jones noted on two occasions that the new, higher rate for that country derived by comparing its 1951 and 1961 census data also had to be revised upwards to reflect the latest information:

Recent studies of the population growth rate in Pakistan indicate an annual figure of 2.5 percent rather than the reported 2.0 percent previously reported. (p. 15; see also p. 18)

Needless to say, if the population growth rates of India and Pakistan had surged to such an extent since the 1940 levels quoted by Friedan, then, given their size, the figure of 1.8 she cited for Asia as a whole would have had to be adjusted upwards as well. But as Jones explained, the Asian figure was too low not only because of the new data from the Indian subcontinent, but also because of new and more accurate information on China pointing to a growth rate considerably higher than previously reported (pp. 18, 63). Jones proposed a new estimate for Asia of 2.3 (pp. 17, 18); Friedan once again took no notice. Moreover, the population of these three countries combined was so great that the upward revisions in their growth rates would have meant a similar upward revision in the world rate as well—to at least 2.0, according to Jones (p. 63). Far from growing faster than the world average, then, the U.S. population by the 1960s would have been increasing at a rate decidedly below it. 


*

If all this information was not enough, there was yet another indicator of population growth in the Yearbook that reinforced the above findings. This was the natural rate of population increase, defined as the birth rate minus the death rate. Like these two, it was most often derived for a specific year per 1,000 persons. In effect, it was the population growth rate with the influences of immigration and emigration removed. 

The natural rate was given in the Yearbook’s Table 3 for those countries that had the requisite birth and death rate data. The figure shown for the U.S. was 14.7. This was lower than 13 of the 16 African countries listed in the table, the exceptions being the Belgian Congo and two microscopic territories (Zanzibar and Melilla). In the Belgian Congo it was the very high death rate that kept the natural rate at a low 12.7; the birth rate was over 34, while the American birth rate in the 1950s never rose above 25.3.

As for Asia, of the 18 countries listed only the natural rates of Japan and the tiny Indian protectorate of Sikkim were surpassed by the American rate. The natural rate of India itself was well above the U.S. at 19.7. 


*

This lengthy excursion through the population statistics in Friedan’s two sources should demonstrate beyond any doubt how grossly distorted and incompetent was her reading of them. It also confirms how much easier it would have been—as well as more to the point—to stick to birth or fertility rates and leave population data and their myriad complications out of the story. 


- END OF PART I -
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� See citations C11, C12, C12a, C15, C17 and C18 here in part I on vital statistics; 





NOTES








�. Monthly Vital Statistics Report, December 19, 1961. 


�. It was later found that, because the population totals in the 1950 census turned out to be undercounts, the birth rates derived from registered birth data were actually more accurate than the corrected rates. But this mere happenstance was not publicly reported until the fall of 1962 with the release of the 1960 edition of Vital Statistics of the United States, and so is not relevant here.


�. CPS P-20, No. 108 (Fertility), Table 1. 


�. Ibid., footnote to Table 1.


�. In addition to Newcomer, see ACE report [47], p. 15; Lloyd-Jones [53], p. 3; and Womanpower, pp. 19, 69, 134 and 306-7.  


�. CPS P-20 No. 46 (Fertility), p. 1.


�. Grabill et al, The Fertility of American Women, p. 365-71. A slightly different version of the analysis was given in Vital Statistics – Special Reports, Vol. 51, No. 1 (January, 1960), p. 21-24.


�. Grabill et al, op. cit., p. 365.


�. CPS P-20 No. 108 (Fertility), p. 1


�. By definition, censuses and surveys report only on persons who were alive at the time the data was collected. Thus, in the 1940 census and later CPS surveys the fertility statistics on women born before the turn of the century referred only to those who had survived into middle or old age, and whose childbearing experience was therefore not necessarily typical of their generation. Furthermore, the fertility data in the 1910 census in particular were deficient in a number of ways and were significantly at variance with the results obtained in the 1940 and later counts for the same women. These and other problems with the raw census figures were discussed in the 1950 census fertility monograph [12].


�. CPS P-25 No. 187. The report focussed on the traditional method of generating population predictions using somewhat arbitrary extrapolations of the latest birth rates, but noted that the new approach using the cohort fertility projections “appears to be more reasonable.” 


�. Freedman et al.


�. Vital Statistics – Special Reports, Vol. 51, No. 1 (January, 1960).


�. The projections discussed in the text and shown in Table 6 were those based on the source studies’ “medium” assumptions, using the number of children “most likely expected” by the women of the various cohorts. Projections based on “high” and “low” assumptions were also given. For example, whereas the medium projected average number of children born to the 1931-35 cohort of all women was 2.90, the high projection was 3.15 while the low projection was 2.65 (Freedman, Table 10-7).


�. CPS P-20 No. 46 (Fertility), p, 1-2. Similar remarks are found in the 1957 fertility survey (P-20 No. 84, p. 2).


�. It is worth noting that the authors of these studies believed that average family size for cohorts of married white women born after 1931-35, the youngest shown in Table 6, would slowly decline. For example, their projection for the 1946-50 cohort was 2.45 children, compared to the projection of 2.80 for the 1931-35 cohort. Since the nationwide survey used in making the projections included only a few women in the 1936-40 cohort, and none from the later cohorts (who were just children at the time of the survey), the projections they gave for the post-1931-35 cohorts were more in the nature of arbitrary, but nevertheless informed, extrapolations than estimates based on partial evidence.


�. Vital Statistics – Special Reports, Vol. 51, No. 1 (January, 1960), p. 40.


�. Marital fertility rates for the late 1940s had not been published in official sources as of the end of 1961.


�. Although it was stated earlier that the general fertility rate was less accurate for indicating fertility changes over time than the total fertility rate, the general rate is used here because a marital equivalent of the total rate derived in analogous fashion (that is, by adding together the age-specific marital fertility rates) is for technical reasons not considered by demographers to be a reliable statistic. However, one can remove the influence of changes in proportions married from the total fertility rate series for a period of years by standardizing it for marital status as of a given year. This is done by multiplying the six age-specific marital fertility rates for each year by the corresponding proportions of women married in the standard year before adding them together. To do this for a relatively long series such as in Table 7 would be very tedious, but for present purposes the standardized rates for 1940, 1957 (the peak year for birth rates) and 1959 (the last year available) would suffice. Using 1940 as the standard year, the standardized marital rates are: 2,203 for 1940; 2,925 for 1957; and 2,849 for 1959. As shown here earlier in Table 3, the total fertility rates of all women for the same three years were: 2,302; 3,755; and 3,701. The standardized marital rate thus rose only about 33% between 1940 and 1957, while the rate for all women increased 63%, or almost twice as much. This relationship agrees almost identically with that obtained in Table 7 using unstandardized general and marital fertility rate data. (Sources: age-specific marital fertility rates, see Table 7 herein; proportions married by age in 1940, see 1950 Census [10a], Table 102).


�. The New York Times report can be traced back to MetLife’s Statistical Bulletin of November�December, 1959; the same sentence referring to teenage fathers is found there on page 4.


�. Vital Statistics – Special Reports, vol. 50, no. 17 (1959), Table 4. 


�. The unusually low percentages in 1946 were due to the large number of marriages among women over 19 that had been delayed because of World War II. 


�. The data in Table 9 on “teenage fertility as a percentage of total fertility” were derived by multiplying teenage fertility rates by 5 before dividing them by total fertility rates, in order to ensure compatibility with the latter. See note 3 above.


    As noted in the table, the figures therein are based mostly on birth data not corrected for underregistration, as reported in the Demographic Yearbook. Since each figure is a ratio involving data from different age groups in a given year, the distortion resulting from this lack of completeness is very small. This can be confirmed by comparing the results in Table 9 with those that would have been obtained using the corrected birth data in Vital Statistics – Special Reports, vol. 50, no. 17, Table 4. The Yearbook was used here to help demonstrate that much of the data which contradicted Friedan’s arguments were found in her own sources.


�. Table 10 refers to white women only. The fertility ratios by education in both the 1940 and 1950 censuses were tabulated separately for white and non-white women, and combining their results for each entry in the table would have required calculations involving 160 different figures. The data for non-white women, in tables 26 and 45 of the census reports cited here in the source note to Table 10 for 1940 and 1950 respectively, show the same general trends as for white women.


�. Among women under 30, graduates displayed lower recent fertility than less educated women because they usually started their families at a later age, after finishing college and getting some professional experience. 


�. CPS P-20 No. 84 (Fertility), Table 4.


�. The actual figures for 1940 were not given in the 1957 report but can be found in the 1940 census report on women by number of children ever born [9e], tables 49 and 51. This census was the first to collect data on fertility by education.


�. As noted, Friedan mentioned no sources supporting her contention that educated women’s fertility was outstripping that of the lesser educated. However, in an article she wrote for the special December 30, 1974-January 6, 1975 issue of New York magazine, entirely devoted to “the ways things were in 1949” (when FM was just taking hold), Friedan quoted the following from the October, 1949 edition of the Ladies’ Home Journal: “Between 1940 and 1947, the reproductive rate of women college graduates increased 81%, compared with an increase of only 29% among women who had completed only grade school.” Considering the heavy use she made of the Ladies’ Home Journal and other mass�market women’s magazines in researching The Feminine Mystique (see in particular chapter 2), this passage may well have been the basic source for her views on college�graduate fertility, and is therefore worth clarifying. To begin with, the 29% increase was said to have occurred among women with only “five years of grade school”, not, as Friedan misquoted, the entire grade school category, which included women with up to 8 years of schooling (in fact, the correct designation was “less than 5 years” but in this case the error was the magazine’s fault). Much more seriously, Friedan ignored the rest of the magazine article, which stated that as a result of the 1940�47 fertility increases, women with only a grade school education had attained reproduction rates of 48% to 78% higher than needed for their replacement, whereas the rate for those with 1 to 3 years of college was still only 7% above replacement in 1947 and the college graduate rate was more than 5% below the replacement level. These figures came originally from the 1947 CPS fertility survey, which first revealed the post�war increase in fertility among educated women and suggested that it was likely related to the rise in opportunities for the employment of married women, as already described here. “Nevertheless,” the survey continued, “in 1947, as well as earlier, there was a consistent inverse relationship between fertility and amount of education” for women of childbearing age (CPS P-20, No. 18, pp. 5-6), a conclusion plainly reflected in the figures reported by the Ladies’ Home Journal. Clearly, then, these data actually contradicted Friedan’s allegations. Of course, it hardly needs to be added that data for 1947 would in any case be of no use in describing the situation in the 1950s. For that task there was the 1957 CPS fertility survey, which demonstrated, as we have just seen, that the inverse relationship between education and fertility was continuing to hold.


�. [9e], tables 49 and 50.


�. [3], p. 18.


�. [10f], tables 20 and 22.


�.  For 1940, Vital Statistics – Special Reports, Vol. 17, No. 9 (March 1943), Table 1. For 1958, Demographic Yearbook, 1960, Table 21.


�. Statistical Abstract 1960, Table 80.


�. [47], p. 51-2.


�. Sexual permissiveness as an aspect of FM is described in chapters 11 and 12 of The Feminine Mystique. Some of the alleged manifestations of this permissiveness will be taken up here in part IV.


�. Figures on veterans in this paragraph are from the Office of Education’s monthly magazine Higher Education for March of 1960 (p. 5). Friedan made reference at one point to the male World War II veterans who came home to “marry on the GI Bill” without waiting until they had finished college and started their careers (p. 183). But it was a brief and passing observation that did not capture either the enormous scale of the phenomenon, its continuance through the 1950s with the Korean GI Bill, or its contribution to lowering the age of marriage for women.


�. Broadly speaking, comparing general fertility rates yields the same results: Canada and New Zealand were higher than the U.S., Australia was close behind and the Netherlands was not far off the pace. See Table 21 herein for more details and discussion.


�. Jones also noted that, if not reduced, the quite high population growth rates in the U.S., Australia, Canada and New Zealand could eventually lead to problems (p. 9, 17-18). But as we have seen, a reduction in the U.S. birth rate was just what occurred after 1957. It should be kept in mind that Jones’ pamphlet was almost entirely concerned with population problems in the Third World and the U.S. role in helping to ameliorate them. The discussion of potential problems attendant on population growth in the four above-mentioned Western countries was confined to a few general observations occupying only two or three paragraphs.


�. A. Coale and E. Hoover, [63], p. 30.


�. The definition of South Central Asia is given on page 28 of the 1960 Yearbook; the population percentages are based on 1959 figures given in Table 4 of the same volume.


�. Since World War II with all its attendant chaos was already underway for most of these countries in 1940, it might seem that using data from an earlier year such as 1937 or 1938 would have been more prudent. But 1940 was the first year for which corrected fertility data for the U.S. were available (see following note), and as is shown in the Yearbook, the fertility rates in the late 1930s in the other countries were in fact very similar to those of 1940.


�. American fertility data in the Yearbooks were based on registered births. In 1954, official U.S. publications such as the Vital Statistics of the United States and the Statistical Abstract replaced most fertility rate series based on registered births with new series corrected for underregistration. These generally included retrospective figures going back to 1940. The U.S. figure of 54.1 for 1940 shown here in Table 17 is the retrospectively corrected rate; the uncorrected rate given in the Yearbook was somewhat lower at 48.8. By the 1950s, underregistration was no longer very significant, and after 1959 only registered birth data were published. Underregistration was not a problem in Europe, where vital statistics records were close to 100% complete.


�. The expression “population explosion” was used on a few occasions by Jones, but apparently in reference only to Third World population growth. It is more evocative than informative, and no attempt is made in this essay to reply directly to Friedan’s charge that such an explosion was occurring in the U.S. in the 1950s. On the other hand, a considerable amount of data on population growth in the U.S. and elsewhere will appear in the next several pages; readers may decide for themselves what terminology is most appropriate.


�. See pp. 3, 8 and 9.


�. Jones twice warned that similar growth rates could disguise large differences in birth and death rates; see pp. 22 and 63.


�. It should be pointed out here that the discrepancy between the time periods used in the Yearbook table for the birth and death rates (1955-59) and the growth rates (1950-59) was a frequent phenomenon in international statistical comparisons, often stemming from a variety of limitations in the data available for many countries. In the present case, the differences between the North American and Third World birth and death rates were much too large to be attributable to any trends in these statistics that might have obtained during 1950-54.


�. See discussion of C13. As noted there, Friedan did acknowledge that birth rates in Canada and New Zealand were rising in the 1950s, but not that they were actually higher than American rates throughout that decade.


�. The one other Asian country whose growth rate was “officially” lower than that of the U.S. was Nepal. Three Asian countries with rates higher than America’s – Israel, South Korea and South Vietnam – are not included in this observation because they were experiencing significant population movements as a result of wars and their aftermath. Also excluded are small countries and territories whose populations were below 1 million.


�. More or less definitive confirmation appeared shortly after the release of the 1960 Yearbook, when the U.N.’s Monthly Bulletin of Statistics published India and Pakistan’s official revisions of their midyear population estimates based on the results of their 1961 censuses. According to the September 1961 edition of the Bulletin, the population of Pakistan was 90.9 million in mid-1959, rather than the 86.8 million shown in the 1960 Yearbook (Table 22 herein). One month later the October edition gave India’s mid-1959 population as 424.8 million rather than 402.6 million.


�. Friedan’s reference to health improvements applied to underdeveloped countries generally, not just India. But when taken together with demographically-similar Pakistan, the Indian subcontinent accounted in 1950 for about one quarter of the population of the underdeveloped world, defined as Africa, Central America, South America and Asia excluding Japan. (See continental population data in Table 2 of the 1960 Yearbook, and the data for India, Pakistan and Japan in Table 4 of the same volume). As for the other three quarters of the Third World’s inhabitants, it has already been shown that their birth rates were generally much higher than those of the U.S.   


�. This could be deduced from the last paragraph of the introductory text, which noted that “[T]he censuses which have been and are to be taken in many countries during 1960 and 1961 will considerably improve the quality of population estimates during the next few years.” (p. 9).


�. Table 6 of the Yearbook actually showed the population growth rate for the U.S. between the 1950 and 1960 censuses as 1.58, but this was clearly a misprint. The precise figure, using the table’s population totals for the two censuses together with the growth rate computation formula given in the table’s text description (p. 32), was 1.71. Misprints are never welcome, but had Friedan taken the trouble to consult Table 6, this one would have actually helped bring the very real difference between American and Third World growth rates to her attention.
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