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The argument that the United States desperately needs immigration because Americans are not having 
“enough” children is a common theme of opinion pieces and even news coverage. However, the latest data 
from the Census Bureau’s 2019 American Community Survey shows that the fertility of both native-born 

and immigrant women (also referred to as the foreign-born) continues to decline, with the fall-off being more 
pronounced among immigrants. In fact, 2019 was the first year in which immigrant fertility (legal and illegal to-
gether) dropped below replacement level — 2.1 children per woman on average. As a result, the presence of immi-
grants in the country has only a modest impact on overall fertility. We also find some evidence that the presence 
of immigrants may lower the fertility of native-born women, further reducing immigration’s ability to increase 
overall U.S. fertility. (Figures reflect conditions through mid-2019, before Covid-19.) 

Among the findings: 

•	 Total	fertility	rate	(TFR),	which	is	the	average	number	of	children	a	woman	will	have	in	her	lifetime	given	
current trends, fell to 2.02 children for immigrants — below the 2.1 necessary to replace the existing 
population. This means that, in the long-run, immigration may add to population aging.

•	 Immigrant	fertility	has	declined	more	rapidly	than	that	of	native-born	women.	In	2008,	immigrant	wom-
en	had	a	TFR	of	2.75	 children;	by	2019	 it	had	 fallen	 to	2.02	—	a	0.73-child	decline.	For	native-born	
women,	it	declined	from	2.07	to	1.69	—	a	0.38-child	decline.

•	 The	TFR	for	all	women	(immigrant	and	native-born)	 in	America	 in	2019	was	1.76.	Excluding	 immi-
grants,	it	would	be	1.69	—	the	rate	for	natives.	The	difference	is	.06	children,	or	a	4	percent	increase	in	
overall	TFR	in	the	United	States.	

•	 Measuring	fertility	by	births	per	thousand	also	shows	that	fertility	fell	more	dramatically	for	immigrant	
women	of	reproductive	age	(15-50),	from	76	births	per	thousand	in	2008	to	57	births	per	thousand	in	
2019	—	a	decline	of	19	births	per	thousand.	In	contrast,	native	fertility	declined	from	55	births	per	thou-
sand	to	48	births	per	thousand	in	the	same	time	period	—	a	decline	of	seven	births	per	thousand.

•	 Even	if	 the	number	of	 immigrant	women	ages	15-50	doubled,	along	with	births	 to	 this	population,	 it	
would still only raise the overall national birth rate for women by an additional one birth per thousand, 
or by 2.1 percent.1

•	 Immigration	has	a	minor	 impact	because	the	difference	between	immigrant	and	native	fertility	 is	 too	
small to significantly change the nation’s overall birth rate.
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•	 Immigration	can	also	add	to	population	aging	in	the	long-term	because	the	fertility	for	every	major	racial/ethnic	
group sending large numbers of immigrants is below replacement level among the native-born generation. In 2019, 
about	three-fourths	of	immigrant	women	in	their	reproductive	years	were	either	Hispanic	or	Asian.	The	TFRs	of	
native-born	Hispanic	and	Asian	women	in	2019	were	1.77	and	1.42	respectively	—	both	well	below	replacement	
level.  

•	 There	is	some	evidence	that	immigration	reduces	native	fertility.	We	find	that	in	larger	metropolitan	areas,	the	higher	
the immigrant share of the population, the fewer children native-born women have. This is the case even after con-
trolling for age, education, income, race, marital status, and other factors. 

•	 There	are	a	number	of	possible	reasons	why	immigration	might	lower	the	fertility	of	native-born	Americans.	It	could	
be because it drives up housing costs for families with children, lowers wages for some American workers, or strains 
public services relied on by families, such as local schools. All of these factors may make American couples more 
reluctant to have children. 

•	 Although	immigration	has	only	a	small	impact	on	overall	fertility	and	aging,	it	has	a	significant	impact	on	popula-
tion	size.	For	example,	new	immigrants	and	births	to	immigrants	between	2000	and	2019	added	35.9	million	people	
to the country — equal to more than three-fourths of U.S. population growth over this time period.2

Introduction
There	is	no	question	that	America	is	aging	due	to	both	a	decline	in	fertility	rates	and	increases	in	life	expectancy.	Many	advo-
cates of immigration, like Jeb Bush, argue that immigrants can fundamentally change this fact, partly because “immigrants 
are more fertile.” It is true that immigrants have more children on average than the native-born. But the American Com-
munity Survey collected by the U.S. Census Bureau shows that the impact of immigrants on the nation’s overall fertility rate 
(native and immigrant together) is quite modest no matter how fertility is measured. Therefore, it would be incorrect to argue 
that	the	fertility	of	immigrants	“rebuilds	the	demographic	pyramid”,	as	Bush	argued	in	2013.3 Further, immigrant fertility is 
falling, so the impact of immigration on aging is falling as well. We use the term immigrant in this analysis to mean all per-
sons who were not U.S. citizens at birth. This includes naturalized American citizens, legal permanent residents (green card 
holders), illegal immigrants, and long-term visitors such as guestworkers and foreign students captured by the survey. The 
U.S. Census Bureau and other government agencies typically refer to this population as the “foreign-born”. We use the terms 
“immigrant” and “foreign-born” synonymously in this report. 

Demographers,	the	people	who	study	human	populations,	have	long	known	that	immigration	has	only	a	small	impact	on	
the	aging	of	low-fertility	countries	like	the	United	States.	In	an	important	1992	article	in	Demography,	the	leading	academic	
journal	in	the	field,	economist	Carl	Schmertmann	explained	that,	mathematically,	“constant	inflows	of	immigrants,	even	at	
relatively	young	ages,	do	not	necessarily	rejuvenate	low-fertility	populations.	In	fact,	immigration	may	even	contribute	to	
population	aging.”	The	Census	Bureau	also	concluded	in	projections	done	in	2000	that	immigration	is	a	“highly	inefficient”	
means	for	increasing	the	percentage	of	the	population	that	is	of	working-age	in	the	long	run.	Thomas	Espenshade,	the	former	
chairman of Princeton’s sociology department and director of its graduate program in population studies, has observed, “the 
effect of alternative immigration levels on population age structure is small unless we are willing to entertain a volume of U.S. 
immigration of historic proportion.”4 

In two studies published by the Center for Immigration Studies, we also demonstrated the modest impact of immigration on 
slowing the aging of American society. The first examined immigration and aging retrospectively. We found that immigra-
tion	between	1990	and	2017	added	nearly	43	million	people	to	the	country,	but	the	presence	of	these	immigrants	and	their	
progeny	only	increased	the	working-age	(16-64)	share	of	the	population	from	63.9	percent	to	64.4	percent	 in	2017.5 The 
second	study,	published	in	2019,	used	the	Census	Bureau’s	2017-based	population	projections	out	to	2060,	varying	the	level	
of immigration, and also showed that immigration’s impact on population aging, no matter how it is measured, is not large.6 

In	February	2020,	several	years	after	releasing	its	original	2017-based	projections,	the	Census	Bureau	published	alternative	
immigration	scenarios	based	on	the	same	fertility	and	mortality	assumption	as	the	2017	projections.	These	projections	show	
the	U.S.	population	out	to	2060	assuming	different	levels	of	immigration.	The	Bureau’s	alternative	immigration	projections	
produce	very	similar	results	to	the	Center’s	earlier	projections	that	varied	the	immigration	component,	which	is	to	be	expected	
since	our	work	was	based	directly	on	the	Bureau’s	original	projections.	The	only	major	difference	between	the	Census	Bureau	
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findings and ours is how it conventionalizes a zero-net-immigration scenario.7 Nonetheless, comparing the Census Bureau’s 
low and high immigration scenarios shows that immigration has a large impact on population size, but not on stopping the 
decline	in	the	share	of	the	U.S.	population	that	is	working-age	or	the	share	65	and	older.8

The Impact of Immigration on the Total Fertility Rate
One	of	the	most	common	ways	to	measure	fertility	is	the	total	fertility	rate	(TFR).	The	Census	Bureau	defines	TFR	as	“the	
average number of children that would be born per woman if all women lived to the end of their childbearing years and bore 
children according to a given set of age-specific fertility rates.”9	One	way	to	think	about	the	TFR	is	that	it	assumes	that	when	
women	who	are,	for	example,	currently	20-24	move	into	the	25-29	age	group,	they	will	have	the	same	fertility	as	women	in	
that	age	group	today.	In	other	words,	the	TFR	uses	current	fertility	rates	by	age	to	estimate	the	fertility	of	today’s	women	dur-
ing	their	lifetimes.	(Appendix	Table	A2	at	the	end	of	this	report	shows	the	calculations	used	to	generate	a	TFR).

The assumption that younger women will have the same fertility as the current cohort of older women may, of course, turn 
out	to	be	wrong.	Experience	has	shown	that,	while	not	perfect,	the	TFR	does	a	good	job	of	measuring	births	to	women	in	
their	childbearing	years.	The	primary	reason	that	the	TFR	is	so	often	used	in	population	studies	is	that	it	provides	a	short-
hand	way	of	looking	at	the	fertility	of	all	women	in	their	reproductive	years.	As	a	general	rule,	it	can	be	said	that	a	TFR	of	at	
least 2.1 children per woman is necessary to maintain the current population in the long run — putting aside people entering 
or	leaving	a	country.	Hence	a	TFR	of	2.1	is	referred	to	as	replacement-level	fertility.10

This	report	uses	the	public-use	files	of	the	2006	to	2019	American	Community	Surveys	(ACS),	excluding	2012.	The	ACS	is	
ideally	suited	for	studying	immigrant	and	native	fertility	because	the	survey	asks	women	15-50	if	they	had	a	child	in	the	last	
year and it also identifies both immigrants and the native-born.11	Figure	1	reports	the	TFR	of	immigrants	and	the	native-

Figure 1. Total Fertility Rate, 2008 to 2019
The total fertility rate of immigrants has declined more than it has for natives.
The presence of immigrants only slightly increases the total fertility rate in the U.S.

Source:	Public-use	files	of	the	2008	to	the	2019	American	Community	Survey,	except	2012.	The	Census	Bureau	reports	a	
problem with the fertility variable in 2012. The total fertility rate reports the number of children a women can be expected to 
have in her life time based on current patterns.
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born	based	on	the	public-use	files	of	the	American	Community	Survey	(ACS).	In	2008,	immigrant	women	had	a	TFR	of	
2.75	children;	by	2019	it	had	fallen	to	2.02	—	a	0.73-child	decline.	For	native-born	women,	it	declined	from	2.07	to	1.69	—	a	
0.38-child	decline.	In	fact,	2019	is	almost	certainly	the	first	time	in	American	History	that	immigrant	fertility	was	below	re-
placement level.12 While immigrant women still have higher fertility than the native-born, the difference is not that large. As 
a result, immigration only modestly increases overall fertility in the United States. 

Figure	1	shows	that	the	TFR	for	all	women	(immigrant	and	native-born)	in	America	in	2019	was	1.76.	Excluding	immigrants,	
it	would	be	1.69	—	the	rate	for	natives.	The	difference	of	.06	children	(3.6	percent)	represents	the	impact	of	immigrants	on	the	
nation’s	overall	TFR.	So	while	immigrants	do	have	higher	fertility	than	the	native-born,	their	impact	on	the	overall	fertility	
rate	in	the	United	States	is	quite	modest.	This	might	seem	counterintuitive	since	immigrants	gave	birth	to	734,000	children	
in the United States in 2019, which accounted for 19 percent of all births. Yet it only modestly raises the overall total fertility 
rate. 

The	impact	of	immigrants	is	modest	on	the	nation’s	TFR	because	the	differences	with	the	native-born	are	not	that	large.	It	
is like adding together the average incomes or ages of two groups of people with similar incomes or ages. The new average 
is not very different. The same is true when adding immigrants whose fertility is similar to the native-born. It may also be 
helpful	to	remember	that	immigration	does	not	simply	add	new	births,	which	is	the	numerator	when	calculating	the	TFR,	
it	also	adds	to	the	denominator,	which	is	the	number	of	women	in	the	country.	In	2019,	there	were	12.8	million	immigrant	
women in their childbearing years. So while they added significantly to the number of births, they also added in a nearly 
equal proportion to the number of women. 

Table 1 shows the fertility rate for immigrant groups by race, with Hispanics (of any race) shown separately. Among immi-
grants,	the	largest	fall	in	TFR	was	among	Hispanics,	both	in	absolute	terms	and	proportionately.	The	table	shows	that	fertility	
peaked	for	Hispanic	immigrants,	and	for	most	other	groups	as	well,	in	2008	and	declined	thereafter.	The	decline	for	Hispanic	
immigrant	women	has	been	the	steepest	of	any	group.	But	Hispanic	immigrants	are	by	no	means	alone;	fertility	for	all	of	the	
largest	racial/ethnic	groups	among	the	native-born	also	declined,	though	not	as	steeply.	
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Table 1. Total Fertility Rate, 2006 to 2019

Total
White
Black
Asian
Other
Hispanic

Total
White
Black
Asian
Other
Hispanic

Total
White
Black
Asian
Other
Hispanic

2006

2.08
1.95
2.17
1.79
2.07
2.50

2006

2.00
1.95
2.11
1.44
2.08
2.17

2006

	2.49
1.97
2.46
1.88
1.99
2.90

2007

2.07
1.93
2.05
1.86
2.25
2.58

2007

1.97
1.91
1.99
1.69
2.19
2.25

2007

2.58
2.12
2.45
1.95
2.58
2.99

2008

2.18
2.02
2.24
2.14
2.11
2.68

2008

2.07
2.00
2.19
1.79
2.14
2.36

2008

	2.75
2.29
2.51
2.25
1.80
3.15

2009

2.12
1.94
2.22
1.99
2.22
2.61

2009

2.00
1.92
2.15
1.72
2.15
2.25

2009

2.70
2.20
2.59
2.09
2.72
3.11

2010

2.01
1.83
2.15
1.87
2.01
2.45

2010

 1.90
1.81
2.07
1.49
1.92
2.15

2010

2.52
2.08
2.54
2.02
2.45
2.86

2011

1.98
1.85
1.96
1.91
2.05
2.34

2014

1.85
1.77
1.84
1.76
1.74
2.12

2016

1.85
1.77
1.90
1.72
1.87
2.03

2011

1.88
1.83
1.87
1.78
2.04
2.07

2014

1.78
1.76
1.74
1.53
1.71
1.94

2016

1.78
1.76
1.77
1.53
1.82
1.89

2011

2.45
2.01
2.57
2.02
2.04
2.77

2014

2.20
1.90
2.37
1.88
1.97
2.46

2016

2.15
1.99
2.65
1.82
2.21
2.33

2013

1.87
1.77
1.85
1.80
1.89
2.13

2015

1.82
1.75
1.81
1.67
1.87
2.05

2017

1.84
1.76
1.92
1.73
1.72
2.01

2018

1.81
1.75
1.87
1.69
1.78
1.95

2019

1.76
1.70
1.78
1.59
1.71
1.91

2013

1.79
1.76
1.76
1.59
1.85
1.93

2015

1.75
1.74
1.69
1.59
1.83
1.85

2017

1.76
1.74
1.81
1.44
1.66
1.85

2018

1.74
1.73
1.75
1.58
1.77
1.77

2019

1.69
1.69
1.68
1.42
1.64
1.77

2013

2.22
1.94
2.35
1.93
2.06
2.46

2015

2.16
1.99
2.56
1.76
2.16
2.38

2017

2.18
2.13
2.58
1.89
2.09
2.33

2018

2.15
2.09
2.63
1.77
1.80
2.34

2019

2.02
1.89
2.24
1.71
2.19
2.24

Source: Public-use	files	of	the	2006	to	2019	American	Community	Surveys,	except	2012.	The	Census	Bureau	
reports a problem with the fertility variable in 2012. 
The	Total	Fertility	Rate	reports	the	number	of	children	a	woman	can	be	expected	to	have	in	her	lifetime	based	
on current patterns.

Total Population

Native-Born Population

Foreign-Born Population

Births per Thousand, Ages 15 to 50
In addition to the total fertility rate, demographers often measure fertility by simply calculating births per thousand. It is a 
very	straightforward	and	easy	to	understand	way	of	thinking	about	fertility.	Figures	2	through	4	report	births	per	thousand	
for immigrants, the native-born, and the total population. (Table A1 in the Appendix reports more detailed information.) 
Figure	2	shows	births	per	thousand	for	women	15-50.	More	typically,	demographers	have	examined	fertility	for	women	15-
44.	However,	the	ACS	asks	women	ages	15	o	50	if	they	had	a	child,	and	we	follow	the	Census	Bureau’s	example	in	a	recent	
publication	and	report	on	births	for	women	15-50	in	Figure	2.13	Doing	so	provides	a	more	complete	picture	of	fertility	in	
modern	America,	as	there	are	now	a	significant	number	of	births	to	women	over	age	44	—	nearly	99,000	in	2019.

Like	the	total	fertility	rate	examined	above,	Figure	2	shows	that	the	birth	rate	for	immigrant	women	15-50	has	declined	more	
significantly	than	the	rate	for	the	native-born.	The	birth	rate	for	all	immigrant	women	15-50	declined	from	76	births	per	
thousand	to	57.2	per	thousand	—	a	decline	of	18.8	births,	or	24.7	percent.	For	natives,	the	birth	rate	for	women	in	this	age	
group	declined	from	55.2	to	48.4	births	per	thousand,	or	12.2	percent.	

We	can	also	calculate	immigration’s	impact	on	the	overall	birth	rate	for	women	15-50	simply	by	comparing	births	per	thou-
sand	for	all	women	(immigrant	and	native-born),	which	was	49.9	per	thousand	in	2019,	to	the	rate	for	native-born	women,	
which	was	48.4	per	thousand.	Thus,	the	presence	of	immigrants	in	the	United	States	increased	the	overall	birth	rate	by	just	
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Figure 2. Births per Thousand Among Women Ages 15-50, 2008-2019
The birth rate of immigrants has declined more than it has for natives.
The presence of immigrants only slightly increases the overall fertility rate in the U.S.

Source:	Public-use	files	of	the	2008	to	the	2019	American	Community	Surveys,	except	2012.	The	Census	Bureau	reports	a	problem	
with the fertility variable in 2012.
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1.5	births	per	thousand,	which	is	3	percent.	Because	immigrant	fertility	has	declined	more	steeply	than	native-born	fertil-
ity,	the	impact	of	immigrants	on	the	nation’s	fertility	has	also	declined	somewhat	more.	In	2008,	the	presence	of	immigrants	
increased	fertility	for	all	women	(15	to	50)	by	3.2	births	per	thousand,	or	5.8	percent.	So	what	was	a	small	impact	has	become	
even smaller. As is the case with the total fertility rate, the largest decline has been for foreign-born Hispanics. Among the 
native-born, Hispanics have also experienced a large decline. (See Table A1.)

Births per Thousand, Ages 15-44
Figure	3	reports	births	per	thousand	for	women	15-44.	The	results	are	very	similar	to	those	shown	in	Figure	2,	though	the	
rates	for	both	immigrants	and	the	native-born	are	higher	than	in	Figure	2,	reflecting	the	exclusion	of	women	over	age	44,	
who have the lowest fertility rates. As in Figures 1 and 2, immigrant fertility declined more than native-born fertility. Figure 
3	also	shows	that	the	immigrant	birth	rate	is	higher	than	the	rate	for	native-born	women,	but	that	immigrants	only	slightly	
raise	the	overall	fertility	rate	for	women	15-44.	In	2019,	the	fertility	of	all	women	(immigrant	and	native-born)	in	the	United	
States	in	this	age	group	was	58	births	per	thousand.	If	immigrants	are	not	counted,	the	rate	would	be	55.7	births	per	thousand	
—	the	rate	for	native-born	women.	Thus,	immigrants	increased	the	fertility	of	all	women	in	the	United	States	(15-44)	by	only	
2.3	births	per	thousand	(4.2	percent)	in	2019.
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Figure 3. Births per Thousand Among Women Ages 15-44, 2008-2019
The birth rate of immigrants has declined more than for natives.
The presence of immigrants only slightly increases the overall fertility rate in the U.S.

Source:	Public-use	files	of	the	2008	to	the	2019	American	Community	Surveys,	except	2012.	The	Census	Bureau	reports	
a problem with the fertility variable in 2012. 
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Births per Thousand for the Entire Population
While birth rates are often reported for women in their reproductive years, it is also possible to report births relative to the 
entire population. This is sometimes referred to as the crude birth rate. This is expressed as births per thousand relative to 
the country’s total population, including children, men, and women outside their childbearing years. This measure of fertility 
tends to show a larger impact on the nation’s fertility from immigration than looking at women only in their reproductive 
years because the crude birth rate reflects both the higher fertility of immigrants and the somewhat larger share who are in 
their reproductive years compared to the native-born.14 

Figure	4	shows,	however,	that	even	when	the	nation’s	fertility	is	measured	as	a	crude	birth	rate,	the	impact	of	immigration	
remains	small.	The	rate	for	the	nation	as	a	whole	is	11.7	births	per	thousand	when	immigrants	are	included.	Without	immi-
grants,	it	would	be	11	births	per	thousand	—	the	rate	for	the	native-born	alone.	The	.7	births	per	thousand	that	immigration	
added	to	the	crude	birth	rate	means	that	the	44.9	million	immigrants	in	the	country	in	2019	increased	fertility	by	just	6.8	
percent.15 It must be remembered that immigrants arrive at all ages, they age over time, and their fertility is not that much 
higher than the native-born. As a result, immigrants do not simply add to the number of women having children, they also 
add to the population across the age distribution and for these reasons do not significantly change the nation’s fertility. Like 
Figures	2	and	3,	Figure	4	also	indicates	that	the	fertility	of	immigrants	is	falling	faster	than	that	of	the	native-born.	Between	
2008	and	2019,	the	fertility	of	the	native-born	fell	by	2.3	births	per	thousand,	compared	to	7.1	births	per	thousand	for	im-
migrants. The decline in fertility for immigrants means their impact on the overall fertility rate of the nation has also become 
somewhat smaller.16 
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Figure 4. Births per Thousand for Total Populations, 2008-2019
The crude birth rate of immigrants has declined more than it has for natives.
The presence of immigrants only slightly increases the overall birth rate in the U.S. 

Source:	Public-use	files	of	the	2008	to	the	2019	American	Community	Surveys,	except	2012.	The	Census	Bureau	reports	a	
problem with the fertility variable in 2012.
Figure	reports	number	of	births	for	the	entire	populations,	not	just	women	in	their	reproductive	years.
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A Changing Age Profile
There has been a significant decline in net immigration in recent years.17 Could this decline have reduced the number of im-
migrants	in	their	primary	reproductive	years,	resulting	in	fewer	births	to	immigrants?	Most	births	occur	before	age	34,	peak-
ing	in	the	25-	to	34-year-old	age	group.	A	decline	in	the	share	of	immigrant	women	in	the	younger	age	groups	would	lower	
fertility.	Appendix	Table	A2	reports	the	number	of	women	in	five-year	age	cohorts	from	15	to	50,	and	the	TFRs	for	2008	and	
2019.	The	share	of	immigrant	women	15	to	34	was	smaller	in	2019	than	2008,	as	was	the	share	in	the	peak	fertility	period	
of	25	to	34.	Therefore,	the	falloff	in	the	share	in	the	younger	age	groups	did	play	a	role	in	the	decline	in	immigrant	fertility.	
However,	comparing	the	same	age	cohorts	in	2008	to	2019	also	shows	very	significant	declines	among	immigrants	for	every	
age	group	under	age	34.	This	means	that	even	if	the	share	of	immigrants	in	the	younger	age	groups	had	remained	the	same,	
their fertility would still have declined. We also see declines in the birth rate for the native-born in most age cohorts as well, 
particularly at younger ages, though the fall-off tends to be somewhat less pronounced than the fall-off for immigrants. In 
general, the decline in immigrant fertility seems to be related to both a change in the share who are younger and a decline in 
birth rates across almost every age group. 

States 
Appendix	Table	A3	reports	immigrant	and	native	birth	rates	by	state.	In	order	to	obtain	more	statistically	robust	estimates,	
we	use	the	Census	Bureau’s	five-year	ACS	data	from	2014	to	2018.	Unfortunately,	at	the	time	of	this	publication,	the	2015-
2019	five-year	data	had	not	yet	been	released.	Table	A3	shows	that	there	is	significant	variation	in	birth	rates	across	states	for	
both	immigrants	and	natives.	As	already	reported,	immigration	increases	the	birth	rate	by	3.6	percent.	There	are	a	number	
of states where the impact of immigration is larger. In five states, immigration raised the birth rate by more than twice its 
impact on the nation. However, it is also true that in six states immigration actually lowered overall fertility. But in general, 
immigration has a small positive impact on the birth rate in most states. 
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The Impact of Immigration on Native Fertility
This analysis has primarily focused on the direct effect immigrants have on fertility in the United States by changing the 
national average. However, it is possible that immigration has an indirect effect as well. Immigration may create conditions 
that encourage or discourage native-born women from having children. There are many possible ways this might happen. 
For example, immigration could impact everything from the costs of child-care to housing. It may also reduce or increase 
wages for some workers. How all of these factors play out is, of course, very complex. However, there has been prior research 
on immigration’s impact on native fertility. 

In	a		2018	study	of	the	1980	Mariel	boatlift	to	Miami,	Fla.,	Kelvin	K.	C.	Seah	found	that	it	significantly	reduced	native	fertil-
ity, but only in the short term, with the effect being primarily on women who live in rental housing.18 This may suggest that 
immigration	reduces	fertility	in	receiving	communities	by	making	it	more	difficult	for	younger,	less	affluent	couples	to	move	
into larger or owner-occupied housing. There is certainly evidence from across the world that immigration increases demand 
for housing and drives up prices.19 Barbu et al.’s analysis across a number of immigrant-receiving counties found that immi-
gration raises housing prices.20 If immigration increases the cost of homeownership or rent, it could discourage couples from 
starting or expanding a family if adequate housing is seen as a prerequisite for having a child. 

There are other ways that immigration can impact native fertility as well. Perhaps the most obvious way immigration could 
impact the decision to bear children is by creating uncertainty about the economic prospects of native-born women or their 
partners.	There	is	very	strong	evidence	that	the	economic	uncertainty	created	by	the	2008	recession	significantly	reduced	
births in the United States.21 Sobotka et al.’s review of the literature on economic recessions over time in developed countries 
found	that	while	many	factors	impact	the	decision	to	bear	children,	declining	GDP	levels,	falling	consumer	confidence,	and	
rising unemployment all tend to lower birth rates.22 There is a long and complex debate about immigration’s effect on the 
labor market outcomes of the native-born that need not be summarized here.23 What is important to note is that if immigra-
tion reduces wages or employment for some native-born workers, then it could discourage them from having children. It is 
also possible that whatever immigration’s actual effect on the labor market, the perception that immigration reduces wages 
or	job	prospects	could	cause	some	native-born	couples	to	forego	childbearing.	Conversely,	if	immigration	raises	income	or	
employment for some workers, it may positively impact their propensity to have children. 

The most straightforward way to measure 
immigration’s impact on fertility using the 
ACS is to look for correlations between the 
presence of immigrants in an area and the 
fertility of the native-born. The best unit of 
analysis available in the ACS for this type of 
research	is	the	Metropolitan	Statistical	Area	
(MSA).	Metro	areas	are	often	used	for	this	
kind of analysis because they best approxi-
mate a labor and housing market, at least as 
measured in Census Bureau data. Table 2 
reports correlations between the immigrant 
share of a metropolitan area’s population 
and	the	birth	rate	of	native-born	women	15	
to	50.

The top of Table 2 shows that native fertil-
ity is negatively correlated with the share of 
an	MSA	 that	 is	 foreign-born.	This	 means	
that the larger the immigrant share in a 
metro area, the lower the fertility of natives. 
However,	only	in	the	50	largest	cities	is	the	
negative	correlation	very	strong,	at	-.50.	In	
the	largest	100	MSAs	and	all	260	MSAs	the	
table shows that the negative correlation 
is much weaker. It is unclear whether the 
much	 higher	 correlation	 in	 the	 50	 largest	

Table 2. Correlation Between the Immigrant Share of an 
MSA & the Birth Rate of Native-Born Women (15-50)  

All Women

Without	Bachelor’s	Degree
With	Bachelor’s	Degree

Unmarried 
Married

Living	in	Rental	Property
Living in Owner-Occupied Housing

Income	<$25,000
Income	$25,000-$74,999
Income	≥$75,000

Income	<$25,000	in	Rental
Income	$25,000-$74,999	in	Rental
Income	≥$75,000	in	Rental

Income	<$25,000	in	Owner-Occupied Housing
Income	$25,000-$74,999	in	Owner-Occupied Housing
Income	≥$75,000	in	Owner-Occupied Housing

50 Largest 
MSAs

-0.50

-0.46
-0.44

-0.54
0.30

-0.39
-0.52

-0.56
-0.48
-0.35

-0.29
-0.58
-0.42

-0.52
-0.37
0.04

100 Largest 
MSAs

-0.21

-0.20
-0.20

-0.29
0.21

-0.10
-0.28

-0.29
-0.25
-0.08

-0.26
-0.32
-0.18

-0.22
-0.16
0.20

All
MSAs

-0.05

-0.02
-0.14

-0.14
0.27

0.00
-0.11

-0.06
-0.09
0.02

-0.09
-0.16
-0.03

-0.03
-0.03
0.06

Source: 2014	to	2018	American	Community	Surveys.
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cities is due to some characteristic or characteristics in those particular cities or if it reflects the larger sample and resulting 
lower error in measuring immigrant and native fertility in bigger metro areas. Put a different way, in the larger cities the 
margin of error around the immigrant share, fertility, or any other variable is much smaller because the sample used to create 
these	variables	is	much	larger.	This	allows	for	more	precise	measurement	than	in	the	smaller	cities.	In	the	50	largest	MSAs,	
the	sample	of	native-born	women	(15	to	50)	averages	about	29,000	cases.	In	the	rest	of	the	MSAs,	the	sample	of	women	
averages	only	about	3,200	cases,	and	in	the	100	smallest	MSAs	it	averages	less	than	1,500.	While	these	might	still	seem	like	
large	samples,	it	must	be	remembered	that	having	a	child	is	a	relatively	rare	event,	with	only	about	5	percent	of	native-born	
women	actually	giving	birth	each	year.	Measurement	error	will	bias	a	correlation	toward	zero.	That	is,	the	larger	the	error,	
the less likely it will be to find a relationship between two variables. So the variation in sample sizes could explain the results 
in Table 2. 

Looking	down	Table	2	shows	that	the	other	correlations	show	much	stronger	relationships	in	the	50	largest	metro	areas	as	
well. In general, the correlations indicate that it is unmarried, lower- and middle-income, native-born women whose fertility 
seems	to	be	most	impacted	by	the	presence	of	immigrants,	at	least	in	the	50	largest	cities.	The	strongest	correlation	in	the	
table,	at	-.58,	is	for	the	negative	association	between	the	immigrant	share	of	the	population	and	the	fertility	of	middle-income	
women living in rental property.24 This makes some intuitive sense if immigration increases housing prices, because it could 
reduce the affordability of housing for native-born women with modest means, making them less willing to start or add to 
their family. At the very least, the relatively high negative correlation for these middle-income renters is consistent with the 
possibility	that	immigration	makes	homeownership	more	difficult	for	some	Americans	by	driving	up	prices,	thereby	causing	
them to delay or forgo childbearing. 

Of course, simple correlations are quite limited and deal with one variable at a time. To further explore the potential relation-
ship between immigration and native fertility, we use the following OLS regression model: 

NB = a + b1(TP) + b2(IS) + b3(SM) + b4(SB) + b5 (PR) + b6(HI) + b7(MS) + b8(OO) + e

The	regression	is	a	cross-sectional	comparison	of	the	nation’s	MSAs	with	each	variable	reflecting	the	characteristics	of	the	
metro	area,	where	NB	is	the	birth	rate	for	native-born	women	(15-50)	measured	as	birth	per	thousands,	TP	is	the	total	popula-
tion	in	thousands,	IS	is	the	immigrant	share	of	the	population,	SM	is	the	share	of	women	who	are	minority,25 SB is the share of 
women	with	a	bachelor’s	degree	or	more,	PR	is	the	share	of	women	in	their	peak	reproductive	years	of	25	to	34,	HI	is	the	aver-
age	household	income	in	which	women	live	in	thousands	of	dollars,	MS	is	the	married	share	of	women,	and	OO	is	the	share	
of	women	living	in	owner-occupied	housing.	All	figures	come	from	the	2014	to	2018	five-year	public-use	file	of	the	ACS	with	
the institutionalized popu-
lation excluded.26

Given that the correlations 
indicate that the impact 
of immigration on native 
birth rates may be related 
to the size of the metro 
area,	 Table	 3	 reports	 the	
results of three separate 
regressions, which divide 
the	 sample	 based	 on	MSA	
population. The first is only 
the	 50	 largest	 MSAs,	 the	
second is for the largest 100 
metro areas, and the third 
includes	 all	 MSAs.	The	 R-
squared, standard error of 
the estimates, and the num-
ber of vari ables that are 
statistically significant all 
indicate that the best fit for 
the	model	is	in	the	50	larg-
est	MSAs.	As	we	add	more	

Table 3. Influence of Immigrant Share of MSA on Births per 
Thousand to Native-Born Women (15-50)     

Variable

Total Population
Share Immigrant
Share	Minority
Share with Bachelor’s+
Share	25	to	34	Years	of	Age
Average Household Income
Share	Married
Share in Owner-Occupied Housing
Constant

Adjusted	R2

Standard	Error	of	the	Estimates
 

B

0.025
-0.269
0.120
-0.608
0.910
0.070
0.668
0.317

-10.094

0.755
2.617

n=50

B

0.016
-0.112
0.159
-0.472
0.618
0.016
1.141
0.109

-9.221

0.571
4.939

n=100

B

-0.018
-0.019
0.188
-0.217
0.479
-0.072
0.910
0.030
7.785

0.404
7.242

n=260

S.E.

0.014
0.096
0.043
0.116
0.322
0.048
0.151
0.107

S.E.

0.024
0.133
0.047
0.146
0.335
0.060
0.163
0.124

S.E.

0.030
0.116
0.042
0.105
0.260
0.049
0.142
0.079

1

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

1

2

2

2

1

2

Source: 2014	to	2018	public-use	American	Community	Survey,	non-institutionalized	population.
1 <p.10 
2	<p.05

Largest 50 MSAs Largest 100 MSAs All MSAs
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cases,	the	R-squared	and	standard	error	of	the	estimates	decline	and	fewer	variables	are	statistically	significant.	This	may	be	
because the relationship between these variables is weaker in the smaller cities or the seemingly weaker relationship is due 
to	the	larger	measurement	error	around	these	variables	in	the	smaller	MSAs,	as	discussed	at	length	above.27 In general, we 
would expect that adding more cases to the regression should increase the number of variables that are statistically signifi-
cant. But that is not the case here. This tends to support the idea that the error around the variables masks their effect in the 
smaller cities. 

As	for	the	immigrant	variable,	in	the	50	largest	MSAs,	the	impact	seems	to	be	strong.	The	negative	coefficient	of	-0.269	means	
that for each one percentage-point increase in the immigrant share of a city’s population, there is	a	.269	decline	in	births 
to native-born women of reproductive age. This is the case even after controlling for the income, homeownership, racial 
composition,	and	other	characteristics	of	the	MSAs.	Nationally,	13.5	percent	of	the	population	was	immigrant	based	on	the	
five-year ACS, so if the relationship was linear and held nationally (two big assumptions), it would imply that immigration 
reduces native fertility by three to four births per thousand in total. If true, it would mean that the reduction in native fertility 
is larger than the average increase in fertility caused by the presence of immigrants, as shown in Figure 2. 

However, while the results are interesting and consistent with that possibility, a number of important caveats need to be 
noted.	First,	it	is	not	known	if	the	statistical	significance	for	the	immigrant	variable	in	only	the	larger	MSAs	is	related	to	these	
particular	cities	or	reflects	greater	measurement	error	in	the	smaller	MSAs.	Second,	it	is	very	possible	there	are	other	vari-
ables	not	included	in	the	analysis	that	impact	native	fertility.	Third,	we	are	only	comparing	one	point	in	time.	Even	assuming	
immigration does reduce native fertility, we do not know how this may have changed over the years. All of these issues should 
be the focus of future research. Nonetheless, our finding that immigration may potentially reduce native fertility is important 
and	is	consistent	with	Seah’s	research	on	the	effect	of	the	Mariel	boatlift	on	fertility	in	Miami.	

Conclusion
The idea that immigrants can prevent the aging of society and “rebuild the demographic pyramid” because they are “more 
fertile” has an intrinsic appeal. It is tempting partly because it seems like a quick fix to problems like funding Social Security 
and	Medicare	and	avoiding	politically	painful	choices	like	cutting	benefits,	raising	taxes,	or	increasing	the	retirement	age.	
Prior research shows that the “immigration will fix aging” argument is largely a mirage. In terms of fertility, immigrants’ 
somewhat higher fertility has only a small impact on the overall fertility rate no matter how fertility is measured. In fact, 
even	if	the	number	of	immigrant	women	(15-50)	doubled,	along	with	the	number	of	births	to	this	population,	it	would	only	
raise	the	nation’s	overall	birth	rate	for	all	women	15-50	(immigrant	and	native-born)	by	2.1	percent	above	the	current	level.	

Further, the fertility of immigrants is declining. This decline in immigrant fertility means that the small impact immigration 
has on the overall fertility rate in the United States, and the resulting impact on the aging of America’s population, is becom-
ing even smaller. In 2019, immigrant fertility dropped below 2.1 children on average, which is the level necessary to replace 
the existing population. We also find some evidence that in large metropolitan areas the presence of immigrants reduces 
native fertility significantly. There has been some prior research showing the same thing. If this turns out to be correct, then 
this would further reduce immigration’s ability to increase average fertility in the United States. 

Fertility is dropping around the world, including in all of the primary immigrant-sending regions. Thus it should come as no 
surprise that immigrants in the United States are also having fewer children. One can favor reduced or increased immigra-
tion for any number of reasons, but America will simply have to look for solutions other than immigration to deal with the 
challenges associated with an aging society.
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Appendix Table A1. Births per Thousand to Immigrant and Native-Born Women 
by Race and Hispanicity, 2006 to 2019       

Births per 1,000

Total
   Native-Born
   Immigrants
White
   Native-Born 
   Immigrants
Black
   Native-Born
   Immigrants
Asian
   Native-Born
   Immigrants
Other
   Native-Born 
   Immigrants
Hispanic
   Native-Born
   Immigrants

Births per 1,000

Total
   Native-Born
   Immigrants
White
   Native-Born 
   Immigrants
Black
   Native-Born
   Immigrants
Asian
   Native-Born
   Immigrants
Other
   Native-Born 
   Immigrants
Hispanic
   Native-Born
   Immigrants

Births per 1,000

Total
   Native-Born
   Immigrants
White
   Native-Born 
   Immigrants
Black
   Native-Born
   Immigrants
Asian
   Native-Born
   Immigrants
Other
   Native-Born 
   Immigrants
Hispanic
   Native-Born
   Immigrants

2006

55.1
52.3
70.5
49.7
49.5
53.7
58.8
57.5
71.4
53.7
37.7
58.9
58.5
58.9
55.5
74.1
66.2
82.4

2006

66.5
63.3
84.0
61.5
61.2
68.2
69.3
67.7
84.9
62.9
40.8
71.0
67.8
67.9
66.5
84.1
73.5
95.7

2006

14.0
12.9
22.2
12.1
12.1
13.3
16.6
15.9
25.5
15.9
8.2

19.9
14.7
14.3
19.0
19.7
15.0
26.8

2007

55.0
51.9
72.0
49.3
49.0
57.3
55.9
54.5
69.7
55.9
40.9
60.8
62.9
61.7
73.5
75.7
68.7
83.1

2007

66.6
62.9
86.4
61.1
60.7
71.9
66.4
64.6
84.1
66.2
44.6
74.0
72.5
71.1
85.6
86.3
76.3
97.5

2007

13.9
12.6
22.5
11.9
11.8
14.3
15.7
15.0
23.9
16.5
8.7

20.4
15.6
14.8
25.4
19.9
15.4
26.8

2008

58.4
55.2
76.0
52.3
51.8
62.7
61.5
60.5
70.3
63.0
44.7
69.1
61.1
62.2
50.0
78.2
71.2
86.0

2008

70.2
66.5
90.8
64.3
63.8
77.8
72.3
71.1
84.7
72.9
48.5
82.2
70.6
71.5
61.8
88.8
78.7

101.0

2008

14.6
13.3
23.5
12.5
12.4
15.6
17.2
16.6
24.1
18.2
9.6

22.5
14.9
14.8
17.1
20.3
15.9
27.5

2009

57.3
54.0
75.2
50.8
50.3
62.7
61.5
60.3
73.7
60.1
43.9
65.6
64.4
63.1
78.6
76.2
69.0
84.6

2009

68.8
64.8
90.4
62.5
61.8
78.6
72.4
70.6
90.6
69.9
46.9
78.8
73.4
71.5
94.1
86.7
76.1
99.9

2009

14.2
12.9
23.2
12.0
11.9
15.7
17.2
16.5
24.8
17.3
9.4

21.3
15.6
14.8
26.8
19.6
15.2
27.0

2010

54.5
51.2
70.8
48.0
47.5
58.5
59.3
57.8
72.9
55.8
37.7
62.4
57.5
55.9
70.1
71.6
65.8
78.5

2010

65.3
61.4
84.9
59.1
58.5
72.8
69.9
67.9
88.7
64.3
39.8
74.5
65.3
63.0
84.0
81.2
72.2
92.9

2010

13.4
12.1
22.3
11.1
11.0
14.4
16.3
15.6
24.6
16.4
8.6

20.5
14.0
13.2
22.7
19.3
15.3
26.0

2011

54.1
51.3
67.9
49.1
48.7
57.8
54.7
52.8
71.8
57.0
43.7
61.8
59.6
59.8
57.3
68.0
63.1
74.0

2014

51.8
49.9
61.2
48.4
48.2
54.9
52.5
50.7
68.7
52.6
41.7
57.0
50.7
50.1
55.5
61.3
59.1
64.4

2016

52.2		
50.6		
60.0		
49.5		
49.1		
58.5		
54.3		
51.5		
76.9		
51.8		
42.0		
55.9		
54.1		
53.1		
62.6		
58.1		
57.0		
59.6		

2011

64.4
61.0
81.5
59.9
59.4
70.6
64.2
61.7
87.8
65.6
46.3
73.7
66.6
66.4
68.2
77.4
69.4
88.2

2014

61.3
58.7
75.1
58.5
58.0
68.8
61.6
59.2
84.0
61.3
43.9
69.3
56.6
55.5
67.0
70.0
64.3
78.9

2016

61.6		
59.3		
74.0		
59.6		
59.1		
71.9		
63.4		
59.9		
94.5		
60.5		
44.2		
68.5		
60.8		
58.9		
78.8		
66.5		
62.1		
74.0	

2011

13.2
12.0
21.2
11.3
11.2
14.1
14.9
14.1
23.6
16.7
10.0
20.2
14.3
14.0
18.4
18.2
14.7
24.4

2014

12.4
11.5
18.5
10.8
10.7
12.9
14.1
13.4
21.6
15.3
10.1
18.0
12.1
11.7
17.4
16.3
14.0
20.6

2016

12.4		
	11.5		
	17.8		
	10.8		
	10.7		
	13.9		
	14.3		
	13.3		
	23.8		
	15.0		
	10.4		
	17.4		
	13.1		
	12.5		
 19.2  
	15.4		
	13.7		
	18.5		

2013

51.8
49.8
62.2
48.2
47.8
55.6
52.7
50.9
68.5
53.7
41.7
58.4
54.8
54.2
59.6
61.6
58.8
65.3

2015

51.2
49.4
60.1
48.5
48.1
57.6
51.9
49.3
72.6
49.9
41.0
53.4
54.3
53.4
63.2
58.8
56.2
62.4

2017

52.1
50.1
61.5
49.5
48.9
63.3
55.3
52.9
74.6
52.3
38.2
58.1
49.4
48.0
61.3
57.3
55.3
60.6

2018

51.4
49.5
60.8
49.3
48.8
61.3
54.0
50.9
78.3
51.4
41.7
55.7
51.7
51.5
53.4
55.4
52.2
60.7

2019

49.9
48.4
57.2
48.1
47.8
56.5
51.3
49.3
66.7
48.2
37.4
52.9
49.2
47.4
65.5
54.4
52.5
57.8

2013

61.7
59.0
76.1
58.5
58.1
69.5
62.0
59.7
84.1
63.0
44.3
71.4
61.9
60.8
72.7
70.4
64.4
79.4

2015

60.6
58.1
73.8
58.6
58.0
72.3
60.4
57.2
88.3
58.4
43.7
65.1
60.7
59.3
75.4
67.1
61.4
76.6

2017

61.0
58.2
75.5
58.9
58.1
78.3
64.4
61.3
90.0
60.6
40.3
70.4
55.0
53.2
72.9
65.4
60.2
75.0

2018

59.9
57.1
75.0
58.4
57.6
75.8
62.3
58.3
94.6
59.4
43.7
67.7
57.8
57.2
64.0
63.1
56.5
75.7

2019

58.0
55.7
70.9
56.7
56.1
70.8
59.6
57.0
81.2
55.8
39.3
64.6
54.6
52.2
80.2
61.8
56.7
72.2

2013

12.5
11.5
19.1
10.8
10.7
13.5
14.2
13.5
21.8
15.6

9.9
18.7
13.2
12.7
19.1
16.4
13.8
21.0

2015

12.2
11.3
18.1
10.7
10.6
13.6
13.8
12.9
23.3
14.4

9.9
16.8
13.1
12.5
19.4
15.6
13.4
19.7

2017

12.3
11.4
18.1
10.8
10.6
14.8
14.5
13.6
22.8
15.1
9.4

18.0
11.9
11.3
19.0
15.1
13.4
18.5

2018

12.1
11.2
17.7
10.7
10.5
14.5
14.1
13.0
23.8
14.8
10.6
17.0
12.5
12.3
15.6
14.6
12.8
18.2

2019

11.7
11.0
16.4
10.3
10.2
12.9
13.3
12.6
20.1
13.7
9.4

15.9
12.0
11.3
20.0
14.3
12.9
17.1

Source: Public-use	files	of	the	2006	to	2019	American	Community	Surveys,	except	2012.	The	Census	Bureau	
reports a problem with the fertility variable in 2012. 

Women 15-50

Women 15-44

Total U.S. Population
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Table A2. Birth Rates by Five-Year Cohorts & the TFR for Women 15 to 50

Age

15-19
20-24
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-50
15-50

Age

15-19
20-24
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-50
15-50

Number 
of Births

		301,695	
	982,292	

	1,253,157	
	1,021,905	
	599,432	
	195,486	
	88,536	

	4,442,503	

Number 
of Births

	112,338	
	584,445	

	1,014,572	
	1,140,552	
	670,216	
	218,474	
	98,673	

	3,839,270	

Population

	10,675,350	
	10,206,504	
	10,231,737	
	9,553,367	

	10,487,579	
	10,850,437	
	14,014,324	
	76,019,298	

Population

		10,395,475	
	10,462,736	
	11,407,836	
	11,077,889	
	10,878,032	
	10,216,194	
	12,481,281	
	76,919,443	

Births 
per 1,000

28.3
96.2

122.5
107.0
57.2
18.0
6.3

58.4

Births 
per 1,000

10.8
55.9
88.9

103.0
61.6
21.4
7.9

49.9

Projected  Births 
During Age 

Interval1

141.3
481.2
612.4
534.8
285.8

90.1
37.9

Projected  Births 
During Age 

Interval1

54.0
279.3
444.7
514.8
308.1
106.9
47.4

Source: Public-use	files	of	the	2008	and	2019	American	Community	Surveys.			
The total fertility rate reports the number of children a woman can be expected to have in her lifetime based on current patterns.
1	Multiplies	the	number	of	births	per	1,000	by	five	for	the	number	of	years	in	each	age	cohort.
2	Sums	the	projected	number	of	births	for	the	age	cohorts	and	divides	by	1,000.		

Total Population, 2008 Total Population, 2019

Age

15-19
20-24
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-50
15-50

Age

15-19
20-24
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-50
15-50

Number 
of Births

		270,211	
	843,026	

	1,035,393	
	765,525	
	429,000	
	140,704	
	66,146	

	3,550,005	

Number 
of Births

	104,224	
	524,349	
	858,042	
	909,271	
	488,677	
	148,893	
	71,607	

	3,105,063	

Population

	9,948,822	
	9,047,792	
	8,655,746	
	7,578,186	
	8,341,787	
	8,846,064	

	11,862,935	
	64,281,332	

Population

	9,721,298	
	9,425,778	
	9,863,275	
	9,056,425	
	8,573,904	
	7,816,740	
	9,632,262	

	64,089,682	

Births 
per 1,000

27.2
93.2

119.6
101.0
51.4
15.9
5.6

55.2

Births 
per 1,000

10.7
55.6
87.0

100.4
57.0
19.0
7.4

48.4

Projected  Births 
During Age 

Interval1

135.8
465.9
598.1
505.1
257.1
79.5
33.5

Projected  Births 
During Age 

Interval1

53.6
278.1
435.0
502.0
285.0
95.2
44.6

Native-Born Population, 2008 Native-Born Population, 2019

Age

15-19
20-24
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-50
15-50

Age

15-19
20-24
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-50
15-50

Number 
of Births

	31,484	
	139,266	
	217,764	
	256,380	
	170,432	
	54,782	
	22,390	

	892,498	

Number 
of Births

		8,114	
	60,096	

	156,530	
	231,281	
	181,539	
	69,581	
	27,066	

	734,207	

Population

	726,528	
	1,158,712	
	1,575,991	
	1,975,181	
	2,145,792	
	2,004,373	
	2,151,389	

	11,737,966	

Population

	674,177	
	1,036,958	
	1,544,561	
	2,021,464	
	2,304,128	
	2,399,454	
	2,849,019	

	12,829,761	

Births 
per 1,000

43.3
120.2
138.2
129.8
79.4
27.3
10.4
76.0

Births 
per 1,000

12.0
58.0

101.3
114.4
78.8
29.0
9.5

57.2

Projected  Births 
During Age 

Interval1

216.7
601.0
690.9
649.0
397.1
136.7
62.4

Projected  Births 
During Age 

Interval1

60.2
289.8
506.7
572.1
393.9
145.0
57.0

Foreign-Born Population, 2008 Foreign-Born Population, 2019

Total Fertility Rate:2 2.18

Total Fertility Rate:2 2.07

Total Fertility Rate:2 2.75

Total Fertility Rate:2 1.76

Total Fertility Rate:2 1.69

Total Fertility Rate:2   2.02
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Table A3. Births per Thousand to Immigrant 
& Native-Born Women by State (ages 15-50) 

State

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
D.C.
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New	Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North	Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode	Island
South Carolina
South	Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Total

Total Birth 
Rate

52.7
67.5
55.7
57.3
48.6
51.8
42.9
48.2
44.6
48.4
52.9
60.8
61.2
51.9
54.0
60.8
59.6
53.5
53.2
49.3
50.4
45.7
51.8
58.8
51.6
55.1
55.5
68.4
52.7
51.5
48.5
56.4
46.7
50.3
66.1
54.1
58.9
47.7
50.2
47.3
52.9
65.2
51.1
57.6
71.4
41.1
50.8
54.8
50.6
53.7
60.6
52.2

Native Birth 
Rate

51.9
67.8
53.9
56.2
46.2
50.0
40.2
43.6
44.1
46.5
51.5
60.6
60.0
50.0
52.7
58.5
58.5
52.6
51.9
49.5
47.1
41.7
50.4
54.8
50.7
54.6
56.0
65.4
52.3
48.4
43.8
56.3
44.1
47.9
67.1
52.3
57.8
44.6
48.4
44.6
51.8
65.9
49.0
55.4
71.0
40.6
48.3
50.6
50.8
52.4
60.3
50.4

Immigrant 
Birth Rate

70.5
64.2
64.3
71.6
53.8
64.1
55.3
80.2
47.5
54.3
62.1
61.8
74.5
61.0
70.8
88.4
67.8
69.3
78.1
45.5
64.4
61.0
66.1
86.3
81.4
63.0
42.2
95.1
53.7
88.5
60.8
56.7
54.0
70.0
50.5
83.5
71.5
67.8
68.3
61.6
69.4
53.2
80.1
65.5
74.7
49.4
63.4
73.0
40.7
69.7
66.9
61.1

Increase 
Caused by 

Immigrants

1.7%
-0.6%
3.4%
1.9%
5.1%
3.7%
6.6%

10.7%
1.2%
4.1%
2.7%
0.5%
2.0%
3.8%
2.5%
4.0%
1.7%
1.7%
2.4%
-0.4%
7.0%
9.4%
2.7%
7.2%
1.8%
0.9%
-0.9%
4.7%
0.6%
6.4%

10.7%
0.1%
5.9%
5.0%
-1.6%
3.5%
2.0%
6.9%
3.7%
5.9%
2.1%
-1.0%
4.4%
3.9%
0.6%
1.2%
5.1%
8.2%
-0.4%
2.3%
0.6%
3.6%	

Source: 2014	to	2018	American	Community	Surveys.
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End Notes
1 In	2019,	the	total	population	of	women	ages	15	to	50	in	the	United	States	was	76.919	million,	and	there	were	3.839	million	
births,	making	for	49.9	births	per	thousand.	Of	this	population,	there	were	12.83	million	immigrant	women	who	had	734,207	
births	in	that	year.	If	the	number	of	immigrant	women	were	doubled	to	25.66	million	and	the	number	of	births	to	immigrant	
women	also	doubled	to	1.468	million,	then	the	total	female	population	(15-50)	would	be	89.75	million	and	the	total	number	
of	births	would	be	4.573	million.	This	would	raise	births	per	thousand	from	49.9	to	51.0	(2.1	percent).	

2 There were 22.1 million immigrants in the country in 2019 who indicated that they had arrived between 2000 and 2019, 
according	to	the	2019	ACS.	In	addition,	there	were	15.7	million	U.S.-born	children	of	immigrants	born	between	2000	and	
2019	living	in	the	country,	according	to	the	2019	Current	Population	Survey’s	Annual	Social	and	Economic	Supplement	(CPS	
ASEC).	Unlike	the	ACS,	which	does	not	ask	each	person	about	their	mother’s	place	of	birth,	the	ASEC	does	ask	this	question,	
making it straightforward to calculate the number of U.S.-born children in the country age 19 or younger with an immigrant 
mother. (It should be noted that many of these births were to immigrant women who arrived prior to 2000.) Adding the 22.1 
million	post-2000	immigrants	in	the	country	to	the	15.7	million	births	to	immigrants	since	2000	means	that	immigration	
added	37.8	million	people	to	the	U.S.	population	between	2000	and	2019.	It	is	worth	adding	that	population	growth	in	the	
United States is estimated by the Census Bureau from July 1 to July 1 of each year. If we wish to estimate immigration’s impact 
on the population since 2000, it would make sense to exclude those immigrants who arrived in the first half of 2000 as they 
were	already	included	in	the	2000	population	estimates	for	July	1	of	that	year.	Doing	so	means	that	immigration	added	37.0	
million	people,	equal	to	79	percent	of	population	growth	over	this	time	period.

3 Bill Chappell, “‘Immigrants	Are	More	Fertile,’	Jeb	Bush	Says	In	Reform	Speech”,	NPR,	June	14,	2013.	

4 See	 Carl	 P.	 Schmertmann,	 “Immigrants’	 Ages	 and	 the	 Structure	 of	 Stationary	 Populations	 with	 Below-Replacement	
Fertility”, Demography,	Vol.	 29,	No.	4,	November	1992;	Thomas	 J.	Espenshade, “Can Immigration Slow U.S. Population 
Aging?”,	Journal	of	Policy	Analysis	and	Management,	Vol.	13,	No.	4	(Autumn,	1994),	pp.759-768; “Replacement	Migration:	
Is	It	a	Solution	to	Declining	and	Ageing	Populations?”,	Frederick	W.	Hollmann,	Tammany	J.	Mulder,	and	Jeffrey	E.	Kallan,	
“Methodology	and	Assumptions	 for	 the	Population	Projections	of	 the	United	States:	1999	 to	2100”,	Population	Division	
Working	Paper	No.	38.	U.S.	Census,	January	13,	2000.	

5 Steven A. Camarota and Karen Zeigler, “Can	Immigration	Solve	the	Problem	of	an	Aging	Society?	Estimating	the	impact	of	
post-1990 immigration”, Center for Immigration Studies Backgrounder,	July	15,	2019.	

6 Steven A. Camarota and Karen Zeigler, “Projecting	the	Impact	of	Immigration	on	the	U.S.	Population:	A	look	at	size	and	
age	structure	through	2060”, Center for Immigration Studies Backgrounder,	February	4,	2019.	

7 The Bureau’s zero immigration scenario assumed no new immigration, but allows for the continued out-migration of 
immigrants already here. In contrast, the Center’s zero immigration scenario assumes no new immigrants arrive or leave. 
Of	course,	neither	the	Census	Bureau	or	the	Center’s	zero	immigration	projections	represent	realistic	scenarios.	Both	zero	
immigration	 projections	 are	 only	 abstractions,	 designed	 to	 help	 shed	 light	 on	 the	 impact	 of	 immigration.	They	 do	 not	
represent practical or realistic policy options. It would not be possible stop all immigration, including illegal entry and 
overstays. But even if the United States did so somehow, there is still no way to know how outmigration might change. 

8 Tables showing the Census Bureau immigration scenarios can be found here. It makes much more sense to compare 
the high and low immigration scenarios provided by the Census Bureau than the zero-immigration scenario, which 
as	discussed	 in	end	note	7,	 is	not	a	 realistic	projection	politically	or	as	a	practical	matter.	 In	contrast,	 the	high	and	 low	
scenarios represent levels of immigration that might be actually adopted and enforced. Table B,	 “Projected	Components	
of	Immigration	Change”,	shows	net	immigration	through	2060	under	different	immigration	scenarios.	The	Bureau’s		low-
immigration scenario assumes net immigration (the difference between the number of people coming vs. those going) will 
total	 27.8	million	 through	2060.	 Its	high-immigration	 scenario	 assumes	net	 immigration	of	 76.9	million	by	2060.	Table 
A,	“Projected	Population	Size	and	Annual	Total	Population	Change”,	shows	the	size	of	the	U.S.	population	under	different	
scenarios.	The	low-immigration	scenario	produces	a	U.S.	population	of	376.2	million	in	2060,	while	the	high-immigration	
scenario	produces	a	total	population	of	446.9	million	in	2060,	70.6	million	larger.	These	numbers	reflect	future	immigrants	
and their progeny. The second tab in Table	D,	“Projected	Population	by	Age	Group”,	reports	the	share	of	the	population	by	

https://www.npr.org/sections/thetwo-way/2013/06/14/191776099/immigrants-are-more-fertile-jeb-bush-says-in-reform-speech
https://www.jstor.org/stable/3325496
https://www.jstor.org/stable/3325496
https://www.un.org/en/development/desa/population/publications/ageing/replacement-migration.asp
https://www.un.org/en/development/desa/population/publications/ageing/replacement-migration.asp
https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/library/working-papers/2000/demo/POP-twps0038.pdf
https://cis.org/Report/Can-Immigration-Solve-Problem-Aging-Society
https://cis.org/Report/Can-Immigration-Solve-Problem-Aging-Society
https://cis.org/Report/Projecting-Impact-Immigration-US-Population
https://cis.org/Report/Projecting-Impact-Immigration-US-Population
https://www.census.gov/data/tables/2017/demo/popproj/2017-alternative-summary-tables.html
https://www2.census.gov/programs-surveys/popproj/tables/2017/2017-summary-tables/np2017-b.xlsx
https://www2.census.gov/programs-surveys/popproj/tables/2017/2017-summary-tables/np2017-a.xlsx
https://www2.census.gov/programs-surveys/popproj/tables/2017/2017-summary-tables/np2017-a.xlsx
https://www2.census.gov/programs-surveys/popproj/tables/2017/2017-summary-tables/np2017-d.xlsx
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age	cohorts	under	the	different	scenarios.	Under	the	low-immigration	scenario,	56.3	percent	of	the	population	will	be	adults	
of	working	age	(18-64);	under	the	high-immigration	scenario	57.4	percent	will	be	—	a	1.1	percentage-point	difference.	This	
means	that	the	70.6	million	additional	people	added	to	the	country	under	the	high-immigration	scenario	relative	to	the	low-
immigration scenario would increase the working-age share by 1.1 percentage points. 

One way to think about this effect is to compare the decline in the working-age share that occurs under the two scenarios. 
The	Census	Bureau	reports	in	Table	D	that	in	2016,	the	takeoff	year	for	its	projections,	 just	under	62	percent	of	the	U.S.	
population	was	working-age.	The	2060	working-age	share	in	the	low	immigration	scenario	shows	a	decline	of	5.7	percentage	
points.	This	compares	to	a	decline	of	4.6	percentage	points	under	the	high	immigration	scenario.	So	about	81	percent	of	the	
decline in the working-age share occurs under a high-immigration scenario relative to a low-immigration scenario, even 
though	the	high-immigration	scenario	adds	nearly	71	million	more	people	to	the	country.	

While the decline in the share of the U.S. population who are of working-age is probably the most important concern 
when	it	comes	to	the	aging	of	American	society,	the	share	65	and	older	is	another	common	way	to	think	about	this	issue.	
Census Bureau Table	D		shows	that	the	share	65	and	older	will	be	24.3	percent	in	2060	under	the	low-immigration	scenario,	
compared	to	22.3	percent	in	the	high-immigration	scenario	—	a	two	percentage-point	difference.	Table	D	also	shows	the	
share	in	this	age	group	in	2016	was	15.2	percent.	This	means	that	under	the	high-immigration	scenario	about	78	percent	of	
the increase in the elderly share of the population occurs relative to the low immigration scenario. This is a similar percentage 
to the impact of high versus low immigration on the working-age share discussed above. 

9 The Census Bureau’s glossary of terms can be found here.

10 The idea behind the 2.1 number is that each woman has to have one child to replace herself and one man in order for the 
population to reproduce itself. It has traditionally been assumed that 2.1 children rather than 2.0 children are necessary to 
sustain the population, partly because there are slightly more boys than girls born each year. It should also be added that if 
life expectancy is increasing (as it has for more than a century) it might be some time before the population actually declines, 
even if fertility drops below 2.1.

11	Data	from	2012	is	not	used	because	of	a	problem	reported	by	the	Census	Bureau	with	this	variable	in	that	particular	year. 
In	its	source	and	accuracy	statement	for	the	2012	ACS,	the	Census	Bureau	states	that,	“the	ACS	PUMS	[Public	Use	Micro	
Sample]	file	has	suppressed	variables	in	the	2012	year	PUMS	file	for	a	limited	number	of	geographies.	This	is	due	to	non-
sampling	error	or	issues	with	interpreting	the	recode.	The	fertility	variable	(FER)	was	suppressed	in	59	PUMAs	[Public	Use	
Microdata	Areas]	within	states	[sic]	Florida,	Georgia,	Kansas,	Montana,	North	Carolina,	Ohio	and	Texas.”	This	comes	to	1.8	
million (weighted) cases with missing values for the fertility question. Because it is not clear what biases the missing values 
introduced, we have chosen to exclude the 2012 ACS from this analysis. See p. 10 in “PUMS	Accuracy	of	the	Data	(2012)”.

12 We cannot say with absolute certainty that there was never a time when fertility among the foreign-born was this low 
because such records are incomplete. But our review of vital statistics data, the ACS, and the June Current Population Survey 
indicates	that	2.02	is	the	lowest	TFR	ever	recorded	for	immigrant	women.	

13 Lindsay	M.	Monte	and	Renee	R.	Ellis, “Fertility of Women in the United States: 2012”,	U.S.	Census	Bureau,	2014.	The	
Bureau	reports	more	recent	years	at	their	website	using	the	15	to	50	age	range, here.

14	In	2019,	of	all	immigrants	(both	sexes	and	all	ages),	28.6	percent	were	women	ages	15	to	50.	Of	all	natives	(both	sexes	and	
all	ages)	22.6	percent	were	women	15	to	50.	Because	a	larger	share	of	immigrant	women	are	in	their	childbearing	years,	the	
birth rate for the total immigrant population tends to be higher than for the total native population. The age structure of 
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