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ABSTRACT

METROPOLITAN DOMINANCE AND THE PERSISTENCE OF THE
URBAN-RURAL FERTILITY DIFFERENTIAL: A DISTRIBUTIVE
APPROACH TO THE STUDY OF FACTORS AFFECTING URBAN-
RURAL FERTILITY IN THE UNITED STATES, 1960

by Rodger R. Rice

This dissertation focuses on factors associated with
the urban-rural fertility differential in the United States.
The parameters of the problem are presented in the form of
requisites for current differential fertility research.
Differential fertility analysis requires a causal framework.
Fertility is social group behavior explanable within an
ecological framework. Prediction of convergence of urban-
rural fertility levels does not necessitate termination of
research on this differential but does indicate need for
alternative approaches. Independent of convergence there
remains variation within urban and rural fertility which
requires explanation. Either a different set of factors
affect urban and rural fertility or the same factors exert
a different effect on urban and rural fertility. The tradi-
tional aggregative approach is rejected in favor of the dis-
tributive. Multiple regression analysis applied to inter-
community fertility variation permits a comparative analysis

of residential differential fertility patterns.
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Rodger R. Rice

A review of empirical studies provides evidence (1)
that no previous study had implemented these requisites but
(2) that contrasting patterns of differential fertility

among residential categories are plausible. In view of this

M N N

and the conclusion that urban dominance theory logically
hypothesizes the blurring of urban-rural differences, urban
dominance theory is rejected and metropolitan dominance
theory accepted as the theoretical framework by which to
explain contrasting patterns of differential fertility among
residential categories and to generate hypotheses for testing.
Seven hypotheses are derived from metropolitan dominance
theory:

1. Community social structure is a function of metro-
politan dominance; metropolitan dominance manifests
a different impact on community social structure in
urban and rural hinterlands.

2. Fertility is a function of community social structure
and metropolitan dominance; community social struc-
ture and metropolitan dominance manifest a different
impact on fertility in urban and rural hinterlands.

3. Urban and rural hinterland fertility is not only a
function of metropolitan dominance, but also of con-
ditions of its immediate locality.

4. Fertility is more a function of metropolitan domi-
nance in the urban hinterland, but more a function
of local community social structure in the rural
hinterland.

5. Metropolitan dominance is more important in account-
ing for variation in community social structure and
fertility in both urban and rural hinterlands in the
more metropolitan geographic divisions compared with
the less metropolitan geographic divisions.

6. In the more metropolitan geographic divisions metro-
politan dominance is more important in accounting
for variation in urban and rural hinterland fertility
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than local community social structure; in less metro-
politan geographic divisions local community social
structure is more important in accounting for varia-
tion in fertility than metropolitan dominance.

7. The impact of community social structure and metro-
politan dominance on fertility manifest fewer dif-
ferences when comparing the same type of hinterland
communities (urban or rural) on an interdivisional
basis than when comparing different types of hinter-

land communities (urban vs. rural) on an intradivi-
sional basis.

Basic unit of analysis is the residential component
of a county. Fertility, the dependent variable, is opera-
tionalized as the cumulative fertility ratio. Operational-
izing metropolitan dominance required deriving for all
counties in the nation a numerical value reflecting distance
from and size of a dominating metropolitan center. Community
social structure is represented by eight empirical variables:
employment of farmers and farm managers, farm laborers and
foremen, education, family income, female income, female
employment, ever-married females age 15-44 who were age
15-24 and 25-34. Analysis was limited to the white popula-
tion of conterminous United States. A multiple regression
analysis was performed for each of the residential catego-
ries at the national and nine divisional levels.

Analysis of statistical results provided confirmation
of all hypotheses but the fourth. Confirmation of six of the
hypotheses suggests the value of metropolitan dominance the-
ory as a framework by which to explain the differential

impact of factors in urban and rural hinterlands.
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PREFACE

Amateurs should be cautioned
not to rush headlong into re-
gression studies involving many
variables. Some people think
there is magic in the collection
of vast amounts of data--that by
some alchemy multiple regression
will yield authentic information
from careless measurements on
heterogeneous material. The fact
is that hazards increase with the
extent and complexity of the in-
vestigation.... However, do not
be deterred if you have well taken
measurements on carefully chosen
material, and if you have definite
questions whose answers lie in the
methods to be used. As compared
to the labor of getting the data
the calculation of regression
statistics is easy.

George W. Snedecor, Statistical
Methods (Ames: Iowa State Univer-
sity Press, 1956), p. 434.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION TO PROBLEM

Fertility as a Social Phenomenon

Fertility is a common but complex phenomenon. It
affects many aspects of a society, is affected by the same,
and captures the interest of many levels of society. It
affects and is reflected in industrial manpower, family
structure, educational facilities, housing, ad nauseam.
Fundamentally it is society's recruitment process.

Its relevance is so extensive that no discipline can
claim it in its entirety. Ryder has commented that "the
fields of learning which have been most immediately con-
cerned with and instrumental in the understanding of fertil-
ity are sociology, biology, and, to a lesser extent, econom-
ics, anthropology and psychology. No science concerned with
Mman has ignored or could properly ignore the 'facts of life.'"l
In this study it will be argued that fertility is to

4 large extent a social phenomenon, i.e., though it is a

1N. B. Ryder, "Fertility," in Philip Hauser and Otis

Dudley Duncan, The Study of Population (Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 1959), p. 400.







biological fact, social factors play a significant role in
the determination of the biological result. Considering the
absence of modern contraceptive devices and controls, it is
quite likely that biological factors are more important in
determining fertility levels in primitive and underdeveloped
societies. However, Lorimer2 and Davis and Blake3 have sug-
gested the possibility that even in underdeveloped areas
fertility levels are influenced significantly by social and
cultural factors. Davis and Blake write:

A striking feature of underdeveloped areas is that vir-
tually all of them exhibit a much higher fertility than
do urban-industrial societies. This well-documented but
insufficiently analyzed fact is known to be connected
with profound differences in social organization as
between the two types of society, and is, therefore,
significant for the comparative sociology of reproduc-
tion. The clarity and importance of the contrast, how-
ever, should not be allowed to obscure the equally
important fact that underdeveloped areas themselves
differ markedly in social organization, and that these
differences appear to bring about variations in fertil-

ity.”

Previously with respect to urban-industrial societies there
was a "respectable body of opinion to the effect that group

differences in fertility reflected differences in biological

2Frank Lorimer, Culture and Human Fertility (New

York: International Documents Service, Columbia University
Press, 1955).

3Kingsley Davis and Judith Blake, "Social Structure
and Fertility: An Analytical Framework," Economic Develop-
ment and Cultural Change, Vol. IV (1956), pp. 211-35

41bid., p. 211 (italics mine).




capacity to reproduce,"5 a view advocated as recently as the
1920's and 30's by such leading demographers as Gini6 and
Pearl.7 This opinion has since subsided in the shadow of
the sudden upsurge in fertility levels of urban populations.
Beginning with the Indianapolis Study many efforts
have been made to relate psychological factors to fertility
differences, but seemingly with little success. Kiser and
Whelpton's own evaluation of the Indianapolis Study's effort
in this direction suggests the insignificance of such factors.

The Indianapolis Study presents a challenge to learn the
reasons for the overriding influence of socio-economic
status. There is good reason to believe that it is not
socio-economic status per se but rather the underlying
attitudes and psychological characteristics of these
classes that account for the fertility behavior. And
yet, whereas characteristic patterns of fertility dif-
ferentials are found consistently in classifications by
socio-economic status, most classifications by psycho-
logical characteristics within socio-economic groups
fail to show such patterns.®

In a critical review of the Indianapolis Study, Hauser and

Duncan assail the authors for not appearing "to entertain

5Clyde V. Kiser, "Differential Fertility in the

United States," in National Bureau of Economic Research,
Demographic and Economic Change in Developed Countries
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1960), p. 77.

) 6C. Gini, "The Cyclical Rise and Fall of Population,"
in Population, Harris Foundation Lectures (Chicago: Univer-
sity of Chicago Press, 1929).

7Raymond Pearl, The Biology of Population Growth
(New York: Knopf, 1925).

) 8C. V. Kiser and P. K. Whelpton, "Resume of the
Indianapolis Study of Social and Psychological Factors

Aff§Cting Fertility," Population Studies, Vol. VII (1953),
p. 108,
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seriously the supposition that psycho-social variables actu-
ally are not very important or useful as explanatory factors.
In fact, their own comments on their results provide a re-
markable example of maintaining a hypothesis tenaciously in
the face of rather consistently negative evidence.“9
Studies conducted since the Indianapolis Study have contin-
ued to discover consistently low correlations between psy-
chological variables and fertility, even when fertility is
measured as "desired size of family," a measure which would
seem to be at a level more relevant to a psychological
analysis.lo
Another important consideration is the extent to
which intentional family limitation practices explain dif-
ferences in fertility levels of various subgroups of modern

society. A United Nations publication in an extensive

review of the economic and social factors affecting fertility

9P. Hauser and O. D. Duncan, The Study of Population

(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1959), p. 99.

loSee as examples of such studies: R. Gutman and I.
Bender, "Some Sources of Variation in Family Size of College
Graduates," Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly, XXXV (July,
1957), 287-301; C. F. Westoff, P. C. Sagi, and L. W. Kelly,
"Fertility Through Twenty Years of Marriage," American
Sociological Review, XXIII, No. 5 (October, 1958), 549-56;
C. F. Westoff, R. G. Potter, Jr., P. C. Sagi, and E. G.
Mishler, Family Growth in Metropolitan America (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1961); C. F. Westoff, R. G.
Potter, Jr., and P. C. Sagi, The Third Child (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1963); and David Goldberg, "Some
Recent Developments in American Fertility Research," in
National Bureau of Economic Research, Demographic and Eco-
lomic Change in Developed Countries (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1960), pp. 137-51.
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reports that "in recent years, there is almost universal

agreement that the major part, if not all (italics mine), of

the decline in family size has been brought about by the
practice of family limitation. . . . Another relevant find-
ing of the existing studies is that the differences between
the size of families of different socio-economic, religious
and other groups can be explained largely by differences in
the extent and effectiveness of family limitation."ll While
several studies, since the initial finding of the Indianap-
olis Study, have shown a direct relation between socio-
economic status and family planning,12 they have never found
a one-~-to-one relationship, and quite often the correlation
has been quite low. It is assumed here that family planning
and limitation is essentially the equalization of number of
children wanted to number of children born. A study of
Westoff, Mishler, and Kelly demonstrated the difficulty of
predicting actual fertility from responses of preferred

family size at an individual level. They found that though

11United Nations, The Determinants and Consequences
of population Trends (New York: United Nations Department
of Social Affairs, Population Division, 1953), pp. 75-76.

leee, for example, C. V. Kiser and P. K. Whelpton,
"Fertility Planning and Fertility Rates by Socio-Economic
Status," Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly, XXVII (April, 1949),
188-244; R. Freedman, P. K. Whelpton, and A. A. Campbell,
Family planning, Sterility and Population Growth (New York:
MeGraw-Hill, 1959) (GAF study); also Westoff, Potter, Sagi,
and Mishler, op. cit.; and Westoff, Potter, and Sagi,
Op. cit. (Princeton Study).
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the estimate from the initial response to number of children
desired was fairly accurate in predicting the average number
of children of the whole group twenty years later, the indi-
vidual correlation between preferred and actual size of
family is quite low. In view of the fact that the near
equivalence of desires and behavior for the total group was
a net result involving an averaging-out of various factors,
the authors arrive at the conclusion that "completed fertil-
ity is a deceptively simple net result of an extremely com-

plex series of antecedents which includes the process of

family building itself."13

Furthermore, in connection with family limitation,
the widespread use of contraceptive methods should be noted.
In support of this Campbell has written concerning the
Princeton Study results that:

We have discovered from preliminary tabulations that the
proportion of couples who have used contraception has
increased during the past five years. In 1955, the pro-
portion was 70 percent. In 1960, among comparable
couples (metropolitan, white, wives 18 to 39 years old,
husband present), it is about 80 percent. The propor-
tion has increased for every age group. We think that
this rise means that more couples have all or most of
the children they want, and are using contraceptions to
prevent or delay the births of additional children. We
know that average number of children ever born has
increased for each age group between 1955 and 1960. The
rise in the proportion of contraceptors is probably a
result of that increase . . . [and that] this increase

130. F. Westoff, E. G. Mishler and E. L. Kelly,
"Preferences in Size of Family and Eventual Fertility Twenty
Years After," American Journal of Sociology, LXII (March,
1957), 494.
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in average number of children is voluntary; it is not

due to the failure to use contraception or to careless-

ness in its use.l4
Considering the increasingly widespread use of contracep-
tives and the low correlation between preferred and actual
size of family, it seems plausible that perhaps family
limitation is not the only explanatory factor of fertility
levels. That is, family limitation per se does not deter-
mine fertility levels but there are more ultimate causes
which affect fertility perhaps indirectly through family
limitation. Several studies have argued that such "causes"
are attitudinal; however, this study will argue that fertil-
ity levels, with or without the use of contraceptives, are
to be explained by social factors.

References in support of this approach are numerous.

Only a few will be cited at this point to support the notion
of the significance of fertility as a social phenomenon.
Kitagawa and Hauser note the importance of the social in
contrast with the biological and the consequent conjunction
0of demography with sociology. To them the study of fertil-
ity transcends matters of immediate demographic concern,
since fertility is a function of the social milieu in which
it occurs, even though it possesses important biological

Components. "This basic premise, which in a large measure

14Arthur A, Campbell, "Design and Scope of the 1960

Study of Growth of American Families," in C. V. Kiser,
&Egprch in Family Planning (Princeton: Princeton Univer-
Sity Press, 1960), pp. 176 and 182.
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accounts for the interest of the sociologist in demography
and the capture by him in academic United States of most of
the teaching and research in demography, is well supported
by research findings--those dealt with here (in this study)
and in other studies."15 Finally, Hauser, in another arti-
cle, shows concern over the fact that most efforts to under-
stand fertility behavior have been restricted to considera-
tion of demographic, personal, and social psychological
variables, and have virtually ignored cultural and social
organizational factors. 1In view of the fact that studies of
human reproductive behavior, up to this time, have accounted
for very low proportions of variance in birth rates or other
measures of fertility, Hauser writes that:

the failure of the above-mentioned studies to explain a
greater proportion of variance in fertility is attribut-
able to the fact that they have ignored the culturalog-
ical in the sense in which Durkheim treated this subject.
Durkheim's insistence that the "social fact" is anterior
and exterior to the individual while exerting constraint
upon his behavior may contain the clue to an important
missing ingredient in fertility research. That is, the
proposed design of research (which Hauser outlines in
his article) is based on the assumption that fertility
behavior is in large measure dependent upon the social
milieu, and that changes in fertility behavior neces-
sarily involve social change. Or, put in another way,
knowledge of the person's attitudes, values, and motiva-
tion cannot be expected to account for differences in
fertility behavior out of their cultural context; and
consequently, changes in fertility behavior cannot be

) 15Evelyn M. Kitagawa and Philip M. Hauser, "Trends
in Differential Fertility and Mortality in a Metropolis--
Chicago," in E. Burgess and D. Bogue, Contributions to Urban
%Océglogz (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1964),




produced through efforts to change attitudes, values,

or motivation, except in the context of changes in the

social order.l6

From such statements it seems legitimate to assume

that fertility behavior is largely a social phenomenon. If
the biological, psychological, or attitudinal are to be rec-
ognized at all within a sociological framework, they must be
viewed as "intermediate" variables with respect to their
influence on fertility. However, these variables are not
considered essential to this research. In summary, this
study is not concerned with biological factors as they
affect fertility behavior. Nor is it a study of how psycho-
logical characteristics, such as feelings of economic inse-
curity, or attitudes, such as preferred number of children,
impinge upon reproductive behavior. It appears that a
fruitful and necessary approach is within the realm of the

sociological. This is, then, a sociological study of fer-

tility.

16Philip M. Hauser, "On Design for Experiment and
Research in Fertility Control," in C. V. Kiser, Research in
Family Planning (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1960), pp. 464-465.
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Fertility as an Important
Demographic Variable

Demographic analysis, according to Duncan and Hauser,
is the study of the components of population change.l7
According to demographers, these basic components of popula-
tion processes are fertility, mortality, and migration.
Kingsley Davis comments, "it is clear that any factor influ-
encing the number of people must operate through one or more
of the variables mentioned. 1In no other way can a popula-
tion be changed.“18 Fertility, then, is a very basic ele-
ment to demography and a very important source of growth for
any population.

In view of recent occurrences in fertility rates,
there is an increasing realization that the problematic
factor in population growth today is the fertility rate.19
In discussing the relative importance of the "components of
population change," Freedman indicates for the United States
that:

Migration, deaths, and births are vital factors deter-

mining the rate at which a country grows. It seems
unlikely that immigration will be large enough in the

17Philip M. Hauser and Otis Dudley Duncan, The Study

of population (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1959),
P. 33.

18Kingsley Davis, The Human Society (New York:
Macmillan, 1949), p. 552.

19Ronald Freedman, "The Sociology of Human Fertility,"
Current Sociology, X-XI, No. 2 (1961-62), 35; and W. H. Gra-
blLl C. V. Kiser and P. K. Whelpton, The Fertility of Amer-
ESMIWomen (New York: Wiley, 1958), p. 288.
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11

next few decades to affect substantially America's popu-
lation increase. Our death rate is already low and
unlikely to vary greatly in the near future, unless
there is a disastrous war or some other catastrophe.

The dynamic force in our population growth is the birth
rate.<V

Before the "baby boom" of the 1940's, most demographers
expected fertility rates to continue their decline and even-
tually stabilize at some low level. Such forecasts of a
stationary population were refuted by the rebound in fertil-
ity following World War II. On this basis, it can be stated
that of the three components of population change, fertility
is perhaps the most volatile and least predictable. Conse-
quently, "demographers have begun to turn to more broadly
based social research on fertility for better predictions of
this element in population growth."21 The necessity of
social research on fertility is further supported by Hutchin-
son, when he says, "my feeling of caution arises from a
strong conviction that fertility is a variable quantity,
capable of adjusting itself, and rather quickly, to changes
in the socio-economic environment, rather than being ruled

wholly by its own internal dynamics."22 Similarly Davis

20Ronald Freedman, P. K. Whelpton and A. A. Campbell,
Family Planning, Sterility and Population Growth (New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1959), p. 1 (italics mine).

21Ronald Freedman, "The Sociology of Human Fertility,"
L Cl L] po L]
op it 35

i 22Edward P. Hutchinson, "Comment on Ryder's Paper,"
in National Bureau of Economic Research, Demographic and
Economic Change in Developed Countries (Princeton: Prince-
ton University Press, 1960), p. 132.
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12

asserts that "whenever the demographer pushes his inquiry to

the point of asking why the demographic processes behave as

they do, he enters the social field."23

What is called for in these brief references, there-
fore, is the nexus of sociology and demography. While fer-
tility is one of the primary cornerstones of demography, it
is necessary to seek explanation of fertility variation with-
in a sociological framework. This, then, is basically the
design of this study. Whereas the dependent variable is

fertility behavior, the independent or explanatory variables

are essentially social structural in nature. 1In that this
study attempts to establish connections between a demographic
phenomenon and its social setting, its scope is both demo-

graphic and sociological.24

Differential Fertility

In the traditional sense, differential fertility
refers simply to the unequal reproduction of subclasses of
the population based on such variables as nativity, color,
Yesidence, income, occupation, education, etc. 1In a sense

the problem confronted in this thesis is a continuation of

23Kingsley Davis, op. cit., p. 552.

24Wilbert Moore, "Sociology and Demography," in P.
Hauser and 0. D. Duncan, The Study of Population, op. cit.,
Pp. 832-51. 1Includes many good references to the social
Correlates of fertility.
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13

this traditional interest, although the nature of the prob-
lem is essentially different. Primarily, this study seeks
answers to questions concerning differences in rural and
urban fertility.

Since the urban-rural fertility differential is to
be the central focus of this thesis, it is appropriate at
this point to document past patterns and the current status
of this differential. The best known and most soundly docu-
mented generalization for the United States with respect to
Adifferential fertility is the long-term continual decline of
the magnitude of the urban-rural fertility differential.25
Grabill, Kiser and Whelpton note that, while the urban-rural
differential in fertility is among the oldest and best known
of demographic phenomena, it has narrowed considerably in
the United States. In commenting on the outlook for fertil-
ity differentials they state:

It seems likely . . . that the long-range trend will be
toward continued narrowing of group differences in fer-

tility. The differences between rural and urban areas
with respect to style of life are being lessened by

25A few examples of this documentation are W. H.

Grabill, C. V. Kiser, and P. K. Whelpton, The Fertility of
American Women, op. cit.; W. H. Grabill, "The Fertility of
the United States Population," in Donald J. Bogue, The
Population of the United States (Glencoe: The Free Press,
1959), pp. 288-324; C. V. Kiser, "Differential Fertility in
the United States," op. cit.; C. V. Kiser, "Changes in Fer-
tility by Socio-Economic Status during 1940-50," Milbank
Memorial Fund Quarterly, XXXIII (October, 1955), 393-429;
C. F. Westoff, "Differential Fertility in the United States:
1900 to 1952," American Sociological Review, XIX (October,
1954), 549-61; and Bernard Okun, Trends in Birth Rates in
the United States Since 1870 (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins
Press, 1958).
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reduction in the relative size of the farm population,
by improvements in highways and means or transportation,
and by television, radio, and movies. . . . Selective
factors alone probably will continue to account for
appreciable urban-rural differences in fertility, but,
in general, the outlook is for reduction in the magni-
tude of these differentials.26
Several plausible explanations have been proposed
for the contraction of the traditional urban-rural fertility
differential: (1) the spread of contraceptive practice
t hrough all strata of the population, thus, virtually elim-
inating the differential use of contraception as a basis for
differential fertility; (2) the high degree of consensus of
A large majority of Americans in an ideal family size rang-
ing from two to four;27 and (3) the blurring of class dif-

ferences in the United States as the working class takes

on many middle class characteristics and the function of

26W. H. Grabill, C. V. Kiser, and P. Whelpton, The

Fertility of American Women, op. cit., p. 378.

27Judith Blake, "Ideal Family Size Among White Amer-
icans: A Quarter of a Century of Evidence," Demography, III,
No. 1 (1966), 154-73 (Blake says, "<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>