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RATIOS OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN, BY STATES 1 

FACTORS WHICH INl'LUENCB POPULATION GROWTH 

It has been known for several decades to students of our population 
growth that foreign-born women raise larger families than native 
women. This is so obvious in any city that most observers are prone 
to conclude out of hand that the older stock everywhere is dying out. 
This has been the subject of much exaggeration and has had the effect 
of focusing attention upon the nationality aspects of our population 
growth to the almost complete ignoring of aspects of equal, if not 
greater, importance. Particularly have the social and economic con­
ditions which encourage or repress the growth of population been 
ignored. These factors are of greater importance than the nationality 
factors, chiefly for two reasons. 

In the first place, unbiased study reveals little in the nature of 
fundamental genetic differences between our older native stock and 
the newer foreign-born groups. Differences in temperament and 
training are likely to issue in different mental attitudes toward many 
of the most fundamental aspects of life, but such differences in values 
assigned to the "goods" of life certainly can not be attributed to 
essential superiorities or inferiorities of genetic constitution. If, 
therefore, we ever wish to exercise an effective control over the pro­
cesses of population growth we can not look upon the exclusion of 
certain groups of foreign born as more than a preliminary step taken 
to ga.ln time for a more fundamental study of the processes of internal 
population growth as they a.re now being determined by the selective 
forces at work. 

In the second place, although the genetic constitution of individ­
uals and groups can not, so far as we know, be changed by anything 
except selective breeding, the processes of population growth can be 
controlled to a considerable extent by conscious modification of the 
social and economic conditions of every day life. 

In this study the whole question of the genetic constitution of 
different groups and nationalities will be put aside and attention will 
be focused on those economic and social conditions which seem to 
have more or less influence in determining the growth (or decline) of 
popUla.tion in different communities in this country at the present 
time. 

11n order not to complicate tbe discussion unduly.only white women will be considered In tbe peater 
part of this monOIP'llph. The discussion of the ratios of children to women IUllOlll N811Qe8 and the " O&her 
colored" In our papulatioD will be found ID Chapter VIL 
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TABLE 11.-CRILnnEN UNI>En 5 PER 1,000 WoMEN 20 to 44 YEARS oP AGE, 
BY NATIVITY AND MARITAL CONDITION; NATIVE-FOREIGN RATIO INDEX; AND 
PER CENT OF FOREIGN-BORN WHITES IN THE TOTAL POPULATION, BY DIVISIONS 
AND STATES: 1920 1 

CllILDBEN UNDER & PER 1,000 WOKEN 
20 TO ~ YEARS or AGE 

Married widow-
DIVWON AND 8TATB All women ed, or divorced 

women 

Foreign Foreign-Native Native 
white born white born 

white white 
- ---------

A. B c D 
UNJTBD STATBll • ••••••••••••• 638 779 725 911 

NEW ENGLAND ____________________ 
393 747 632 921 

Maine .••••••.••••••••••••••••• 515 732 695 896 
New Hampshire ••••••••••••••• 435 713 634 889 
Vermont ••••••••••••••••••••••• 525 829 707 961 
Massachusetts •.•••.••••••••••• 359 700 621 886 
Rhode Island •• -·-·····-······· 363 755 615 939 
Connecticut._···-------------- 371 886 593 1,014 

MIDDLE ATLANTIC .••••••.••••••••• 429 7811 633 935 
New York •• ---------------·--· 362 664 568 820 
New 1ersey ··-··--------·-····· 402 833 690 945 
Pennsylvania •••••••••••••••••• 512 1,043 723 1, 158 

EA.ft NORTH CE'N'l'lU.L.. •••••••••••• 493 811 662 910 
Ohio ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 482 866 638 951 
Indiana. -- • ------- -------- ----- 519 888 659 968 
Illinois •••••••••••••.•••. ~----- 450 734 629 844 
Michigan •• ···----···----·····- 524 859 680 9.56 
Wisconsin •••••••••••••••••••••• 548 862 786 9M 

WJIS'l' NORTH CEN'l'IUL •••••••••••• 554 849 745 967 
Minnesota.·-··--····--·······- 638 831 811 959 
Iowa._ •• ---•••••••••••• ------ -- 546 806 732 914 
Missouri ••••••••••••••••••••••• 510 609 664 7M 
North Dakota .• --------------- 722 l, 199 987 1,333 
Soath Dakota •.•••••••••••••••• 670 980 885 1, l()'l 
Nebraska •• ----···-······-·-·-- 578 836 764 940 Kansaa ••••••••• ________________ 

574 849 730 943 
SOUTH ATLANTIC ••••••••••••••••••• 713 831 911 941 

Delaware .• ·-·--·----·-----···· 491 997 645 1, 112 

~~:::::::::::::::::::::: 507 753 697 874 
688 723 8119 811 

West Vlrglnfa •.••.••••••••••••• 788 1, 231 975 1,298 
North Carolina._---------·--·- 827 606 1,062 753 
South Carollna.. .••••••••••••••• 777 687 992 790 
Georgia_ - ••••• ·-·---·---····--- 731 560 909 658 
Florida. - ---------------------- 627 636 758 739 

EA.ft Soum CEN'l'RAL •••.••••••••• 734 710 910 817 
Kentucky •• ___ ••••• _ ••. -----••• 722 678 8119 806 
Tennessee ..•••.•••••••••••••••• 706 614 880 703 
.Alabama ••• ··-·--- -- -- -· -·-•• ·- 786 771 959 867 
Mississippi. •••••••••••••••••••• 740 851 924 953 

WlllST SOUTH CEN'l'RAL ••••••••••••• 682 758 822 8112 Arkansas _______________________ 
798 723 928 861 Loulsiana ______________________ 
659 785 846 924 

Oklahoma .• ·----·-·--····-···- 722 807 835 885 
Texas .•.•••••.••••••••• -------. 630 751 772 8811 

MOUNTAIN •••••••••.•••.•.•.••••••• 631 848 775 938 
Montana.. ••••••••• ----·-···-··· 620 855 762 938 

.Idaho •••••••••• -• -• -••• -- •••••• 729 870 863 950 
WJ:K-····---······-······· 593 890 698 948 
c ·-···-----------------· 516 831 653 922 
N- Muloo ....•.•.•••••••••.• 767 876 91& 968 
Arizona ••••••••..••• ----- •••••• li80 830 691 930 
Utah ••••• ~ ••••• -·-· --·-·· • • • • •• 788 883 983 993 
NeVllda •••••••••••••••••••••••• 447 719 537 770 

PACD'IC. - - ······--·----------···-·- 388 582 504 677 
Washington ••••....•••.•• _ ••••• 462 591 583 674 

8:11niia:::::::::::::::::::::: 463 583 581 673 
341 579 451 679 

Dll>ll, l'Oll&IGN• 
BORN TO JU• 
TIVE WBITE I 

Married 
widowed, A.11 ordl· women vorced 

women 

------
E I' 
1.45 1.26 

1. 90 1.46 
1.42 1. 29 
1.64 1.40 
1. 58 1. 36 
1.95 1. 43 
2.08 1. 53 
2. 39 1. 71 

1.114< 1.48 
1.83 1.47 
2.07 1.60 
2.M L60 

1. 65 1. 37 
1.80 1. 49 
1. 71 L47 
1.63 L34 
1.64 1.41 
L57 L22 
1.53 L30 
1.54 L18 
1.48 L25 
1.19 1.06 
1.66 L35 
1.46 L25 
1.45 1.23 
1.48 1. 29 
L 17 1.03 
2.03 1. 72 
1.49 1. 25 
1. 05 0.90 
1.56 1. 33 
0. 73 0. 71 
0. 88 0.80 
0. 77 0. 72 
1.01 0.97 
0.97 0.90 
0.94 0.90 
0. 87 0.80 
0.98 0.90 
L 15 1.03 
1.11 1. 00 
0. 91 0.93 
1.19 LOO 
1.12 L06 
1.19 L15 
1. 34 L21 
L38 L23 
1.19 L 10 
1. 50 1.36 
L61 1.41 
L 16 L06 
1.43 1. 35 
L 12 LOI 
1.61 1.43 
1.50 L34 
1.28 L16 
1.26 L 16 
1. 70 L51 

Per cent 
of foreign-

born 
whites In 
totalJ:P-
uJa n 

---
G 

tao 

25.3 
14. 0 
20.6 
12.6 
28.0 
28. 7 
27.3 

22.1 
26.8 
23.4 
15. 9 

15.0 
11.8 
5.1 

18. 6 
19.8 
17.5 

10. 9 
20.4 
9.4 
5.5 

20.3 
12. 9 
11.5 
6. 2 
2.3 
8. 9 
7.0 
1. 3 
4. 2 
0. 3 
o.t 
0. 6 
4.4 

0. 
1. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
4. 
0. 
2. 
2. 
7. 

1a 

8 
3 
7 
8 
4 

5 
8 
5 
0 
7 
6 

17. 1 
9. 

la 
12. 

0 
0 
4 

8.1 
23. 
12. 
19. 
18. 
18. 
la 
19. 

4 
6 
1 
6 
4 
0 
9 

t Columns AJ B, C, and D from Detailed Table I; column E obtained by dividing column B by column 
A; column F oy dividing column D by column C; column 0 from Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. II, 
Population, 1920, p. 33. 

1 Obtained by dividing the number of children per 1,000 foreign-born white women by the number per 
1,000 native white women. 

a District of Columbia Included. Not Bhown separately. 



FIGURE 1.-CHILDREN UNDER 5PER1,000 NATIVE WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEA.BS OF AoE: 1920 
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FIGUBll 2.-CBILDREN UNDEB 5 PllB 1,000 FOBllJGN-BOBN WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 Y.EABB 011' AGE: 1920 
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22 RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN 

NATIVE AND FOREIGN-BORN WOMEN 

Table 11 proves beyond question that being native or foreign born 
is only one factor in determining the number of children women bear. 
Indeed a careful scrutiny of these data makes one wonder whether it 
is the chief factor or whether nativity merely masks other elements 
of a more fundamental nature in their influence on the birth ·rate or 
the number of children in the family. 

North Carolina, which stands highest in the ratio of children to 
native white women, has over two and two-fifths times as many 
children per 1,000 women as California which stands lowest. North 
Carolina also stands at the top in ratio of children to native white 
married 2 women with a ratio two and one-third greater than that of 
California, at the bottom of the list. These extreme differences 
between States as regards the ratio of children to native white women 
are, however, but slightly greater than the differences between them 
in the ratios of children to foreign-born white women. West Virginia 
with 1,231 children per 1,000 foreign-born white women, has more 
than twice the ratio of Georgia with 560; and the ratio of 1,333 
children per 1,000 foreign-born white married women in North 
Dakota is more than twice the 658 of Georgia. Clearly neither native 
women nor foreign-born women is a homogeneous group as regards 
the number of children in their families. 

The comparisons made above represent the extremes between 
States, but when the larger geographic divisions are compared we 
still find marked differences in the ratio of children to women. The 
East South Central States, with a ratio of 734 children to all native 
white women, have almost twice as high a ratio as the Pacific States, 
with 388, while the New England States are but little higher than 
the Pacific. (See Table 11.) Among the foreign born the range is 
smaller, but the West North Central States, with 849 children per 
1,000 foreign-born white women, stand considerably higher than the 
Pacific States, with 582. 

About all that can really be said is that the foreign-born women 
vary less widely than the native women in this respect. 

It is interesting to note in passing, that in a considerable propor­
tion of the States, a high percentage of foreign-born whites in the 
total population (see Table 11, column G) is accompanied by a high 
native-foreign ratio index (columnsE and F). This relation between 
a high percentage of foreign-born whites in the population and a high 
ratio of children to foreign-born mothers as compared with the ratio 
of children to native mothers (native-foreign ratio index) does ·not 
hold for all States. The Pacific States are a conspicuous exception. 
But in the Southern States where there are practically no immigrants 

•Attention Is called to the fact that In this discussion the term "manled women" Is used to Include also 
widowed and divorced women. 
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and in the Northeastern States where there are large numbers of 
immigrants, this relationship between a large or a small proportion 
of foreign born in the population and a high or low native-foreign 
ratio index is very clearly marked. Of the New England States, 
Massachusetts, Rhode Island, and Connecticut have considerably 
higher native-foreign ratio indexes (see Table 11) than Maine, New 
Hampshire, and Vermont, and they also have a larger proportion of 
foreign born. In the central part of the country and through the 
Mountain States, there are some exceptions to this relation, for 
example, Ohio and Indiana, with smaller proportions of foreign-born 
whites in the population than Illinois and Michigan, yet with higher 
native-foreign ratio indexes. These differences are not very great. 
Nevertheless, the tendency of the native women to have fewer 
children where immigrants are numerous, or perhaps of foreign-born 
women to have many children where the foreign born are numerous, 
is sufficiently apparent to suggest that there is some truth in General 
Walker's theory 8 that the immigrants entering a community are not 
a direct addition to its numbers but rather serve as substitutes for 
births which would have taken place had they been excluded. 

It appears, however, that there are other conditions more im­
portant in determining the native birth rate of communities than 
the presence or absence of immigrants in considerable numbers. 
It seems probable that the very nature of modern commerce and 
industry is such as to cause a decline in the birth rate among the: 
people engaged in them. It is one of the chief contentions of this. 
study that the industry and commerce of to-day, issuing as they do 
in city living, undermine the traditional family life of people engaged 
in them, with the consequence that the individual is driven more 
and more to consider bis own interests, apart from his relations to 
life at large. When once this mode of valuing one's position in 
life becomes common, a decline in the size of families is inevitable. 

The native-foreign ratio indexes in columns E and F of Table 11 
will repay further consideration. In most cases these indexes show· 
a very milch larger ratio of children to foreign-born white women. 
than to native white women.' In the entire United States, for all 
women 20 to 44, the index is 1.45. This means that the native. 
white women would have to raise almost one-half more children than 
they do in order to equal the foreign-born white women. The 
largest index, indicating the greatest excess in the ratio of children 

•Walker, Francls A., Discussions on Economics and Statistics, Vol. II, pp. 422 and "41. 
• It Is rather likely that the underenumeration of white children under 15, referred to In Chap. I, Is greater· 

In the C8ll8 of the 0forelgn born than In the C888 of the natives. U so, these Indexes would be larger and In 
general the oomperlsons between the foreign born and the natives made In this study would understate 
the actual dlfterences between them. Inasmuch as we have no Indication bow far tbls Is the case no allow· 
ance can be made In the ftgures used; but the reader may be cautioned that the dl1fmenoes here given are. 
a minimum. 

6621°-31--3 



24 BA.TIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN 

to foreign-born women over the ratio of children to native women 
is in Connecticut. Here the native white women would have to 
raise two and one-third times the children they now do to equal the 
ratio of their foreign-born neighbors. In several of the Southam 
States, on the other hand, the index is less than 1.0, indicating that 
the native white women raise more children in proportion tO their 
own numbers than the foreign-born white women, and in the re­
mainder of the Southam States, as also in Utah, Idaho, and Mis­
souri, the indexes approach 1.0, indicating practically identical ratios 
of children in the two groups. It is in the urban industrial States 
of the Northeast that the native-foreign ratio index is especially 
high. 

MARITAL CONDITION .AND PARENT.AGE 

The native-foreign ratio index is always greater for all women than 
for married women, due to the fact that a considerably larger propor­
tion of foreign-born white women than of native white women are 
married. Table 12 shows these differences for the more important 
nativity groups. For the United States as a whole 74.2 per cent of 
the native white women are married while 85.5 per cent of the foreign­
born women are married. This fact will account for the difference 
between the two indexes referred to above (Table 11, columns E and 
F, 1.45 and 1.26) for the United States. The larger the proportion 
of married women in a given age group in any population, the more 
closely the ratio of children to all women will approach the ratio of 
children to married women. 

A native-foreign ratio index of 1.26 for married women in the 
United States means that the children (under 5 years of age) among 
the foreign-born white married women are one-fourth more numerous 
than those of native white married women. This is certainly an 
important difference, though not as large as is generally supposed. 
The comparisons usually made between the native and foreign-born 
in regard to size of families are based on data gathered in the cities 
of the Northeast industrial States, where, as we shall see, the ratio of 
children to foreign-born women is greatly in excess of that of native 
women (Chaps. III and IV). When all States are considered, as is 
done here, the relatively large families of the natives in the Southern 
States and many of the Western States bring the ratio of children 
to native white women much closer to the ratio for foreign-born 
white women than is the case in the more highly industrialized sec­
tions of the country. This is clear when the native-foreign ratio 
indexes for the New England and the Middle Atlantic· States are 
compared with those for the Southam, Mountain, and West North 
Central States. 
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In the case of the foreign-born women it ·is easy to understand 
why a very large proportion of them should be married: to find any 
considerable number of them who were not married would be the 
surprising thing. They come to this country largely as the wives of 
immigrants. Comparatively few immigrant women over 20 years of 
age are single. As for the foreign-born girls under 20 most of them 
live in a community which is essentially foreign. It is but natural 
that they should be guided in their conduct by the customs of the 
"old country" as expressed in the wishes of their parents and marry 
at a rather early age. 

It is not such an easy matter to account for the lower proportion 
of married women in the native population-especially for the very 
low proportion among the native white women of foreign or mixed 
parentage. Among the native white population of native parentage 
we would expect that the percentage married would be somewhat 
lower than among the foreign born. There are always a considerable 
number of women who do not marry because of poor health. Such 
women do not migrate; hence, they are largely absent from our 
foreign-born population. Furthermore, a certain family and com­
munity pressure favoring early marriage which, apparently, is still 
exerted on girls of foreign birth is largely removed in the case of native 
women of native parentage. A certain number of these do not 
marry until relatively late in life and thus cut down the proportion of 
married women at the ages when they are most likely to contribute 
children to the next generation. Besides, in the native white popu­
lation of native parentage, the proportion of young women 20 to 
24, that is, below the age at which marriage is general among natives, 
is a much larger part of all women 20 to 44 than among the foreign­
bom women. These factors will go far to explain the differences 
between the foreign-born white women and the native white women 
of native parentage in proportion of married women. They do not, 
however, throw any light on the differences between States in their 
proportions of married women. 
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TABLlll 12.-PEa CENT MARIUJ:D AND RANE Oii' WOMEN 20 TO 44 YmARB Oii' 
AGE, BY NATIVITY, ll'OR DIVISIONS AND STATES: 1920 1 

DIVl8JON AND 8'1'.lft 

Total 

Native white 

Native 
parentage 

Foreign or 
mixed 

parentage 

Forelgn-bom 
white • 

1------11------l·-----llMarrled Rank 
Married Rank Married Rank Married Rank _____________ , ____ --- ----------- -----

B C D E I' G B 
UNITED STAT11:8 '--------------- 77. 0 67. 3 85. 5 ------=--===l==='====i===I!== 

NE~~~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::: ~ ~ 36 ~~: ~ ----33- :. ~ 39 ~1: ~ ----.s 
New Hampshire_________________ 68. 6 42 73. 2 40 60. 6 45 80. 2 47 
Vermont_________________________ 74. 2 35 75. 5 37 70. 4 29 86. 3 34 
Massachusetts___________________ 57.9 48 63.0 48 53.5 48 79.0 48 
Rhode Island____________________ 59.1 47 64.4 47 55.3 47 80.4 45 
Connecticut •• ____________________ 62. 5 46 66. 6 46 58. 3 46 87. 3 27 

MIDDLE ATLANTIC.------------------ 67. 7 70. 8 62. 8 84.81. 05 ----:;:; 
New York----------------------- 64.8 45 68.0 44 61.1 44 ~ 

~::i1;1":~&:::::::::::::::::::: ~~ ~ ~:~ ~ ~J :f :.~ ~ 
E.l8~:i.~~~--~~~~~~~:::::::::::::: ~t. ~ 32 ~: i ----32- ~8: ~ ----28- Wi: g -----S 

Indiana__________________________ 78. 7 22 79. 7 21 72.9 20 91. 7 4 
Illinois ••••••••• __________________ 71.6 39 75.0 38 66.8 38 86.9 29 
Michigan________________________ 77.2 26 79. 7 22 74.0 15 89.8 Ui 
Wisconsin________________________ 69.8 41 67.9 43 71.0 27 90.2 10 

WEST NORTH CENTRAL----------·-- 74.5 77.l 69.9 88.0 Minnesota ______________________ . 66.3 44 68.0 45 65.4 40 86.6 31 
Iowa_____________________________ 74.6 34 75.9 36 72.1 23 88.3 24 
Missouri_________________________ 76. 7 27 78. 5 25 69. 8 30 86. 4 33 
North Dakota____________________ 73. 2 37 76. 6 35 71. 3 25 90. 0 12 
South Dakota..___________________ 75. 7 30 77. 4 31 74.1 13 88. 9 21 
Nebraska---------------·-·------ 75. 6 31 77. 8 28 72. 6 21 88. 9 23 Jtamas___________________________ 78. 7 21 80.1 20 73. 7 17 90. O 1' 

SOUTH ATLANTIC •••••• ______________ _ 
Delaware._.---------------------

~ii~~:::::::::::::::::::: 
North Carolina. __ . ___ ·-------·--
South Carolina __________________ _ 
Georgia_------ ________ -----··--·-
Florida _____ -----_. __ . __ • ____ -----

E.l8T SOUTH CENTRAL---------------Kentucky .•• ______________ . _. ___ . 
Tennessee ____ . _______ ._. __ ._ .. __ _ 
Alabama ••• _______________ . _____ _ 
MlsslsslppL_ __ • _. --- • __ ---- ... ---

WEST SOUTH CENTRAL-----·--------Arkansas ________ . _____ ·-. _ •• ·--. _ 
Louisiana. __ . ____ . __ .. ____ .------
Oklahoma ••••• ________ . __ ._._. __ _ 

Texas. --- -- . --- . -- ---- --- -- -- ----
MOUNTAIN •••• - - • - - - ___ •••• __ .:. ____ _ 

Montana.. ••• ___ ._. ___ --------- ---
Idaho.---- -- -------- --- . ---- -----
~lg~:::::::::::::::::::::::: New Mexico ____________________ _ 
Arizona._------------ ___________ _ 
Utah------------- -- ---- .. -- -- -- --Nevada. _____ ------ ____ -------- __ 

P ACIJ'IC ••••. _ -- -- -- _ -------- ------ ___ _ W ashlngton._ ____________________ _ 

g~~:::::::::::::::::::::::: 

~ ~ ----29-
72. 8 38 
76. 5 28 
80. 8 12 
77. 9 24 
78.3 23 
80.5 13 
82. 7 8 

:u ----i4" 
80.3 15 
82.0 9 
80.1 17 

82.9 
86.0 2 
77.8 25 
86.4 1 
81. 7 10 

81. 5 
81. 3 11 
84.4 4 
84. 9 3 
79.1 20 
82.8 7 
83. 9 5 
80. 2 16 
83.3 6 

77.1 
79.3 
79. 7 
75.6 

19 
18 
33 

1 Columns A C, E and O from Detailed Table II. 
•District of Columbia Included. Not shown separately. 

78. 7 
77.8 
74.0 
76. 7 
81.3 
78.0 
78. 5 
80. 7 
83.4 

81.2 
81. 4 
80.6 
82.2 
80.3 

83.6 
86.3 
78. 7 
86.8 
82.4 

82. 7 
83.5 
84.9 
85.9 
81. 0 
83.4 
84. 6 
79.1 
83.8 

----29-
39 
34 
15 
27 
26 
17 
8 

2 
24 
1 

10 

-----7-
4 
3 

16 
9 
5 

23 
6 

~u --·-ia-
82.0 12 
77.5 30 

69.6 
67.4 
67.5 
69.6 
71.8 
68. 6 
67.4 
69.2 
77.2 

67.9 
65.2 
69.0 
73. 7 
73.1 

76.5 
77.3 
71.2 
80.8 
76. 7 

78. 9 
78.1 
83. 2 
82. 2 
74.0 
77.2 
81.9 
81.4 
82. 7 

73.2 
74.8 
74.1 
72.4 

----36-
35 
31 
24 
34 
37 
32 
19 

42 
33' 
18 I 
19 ' 

_____ __I 
8 

26 
6 

11 

-----7-
1 
3 

16 
10 
4 
5 
2 

12 
14 
22 

88. 3 
89. 6 16 
86. 1 35 
89.2 19 
94.9 1 
80. 4 46 
86. 9 30 
85.1 38 
86.1 36 

86.9 
84. 1 41 
lfl. 3 28 
89.0 20 
89.3 17 

85.0 
83.9 42 
85.0 39 
91.2 7 
84. 5 40 

:f:~ -----6 
91.6 li 
93.9 2 
90.1 11 
90.4 9 
89.3 18 
88. 9 22 
93.3 3 

~:; ----26 
86.6 32 
85.2 37 
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TABLE 18.-PE:a CENT DISTBIBUTION or U:aBAN AND Ru:aAL POPULATION, BY 
NATIVITY AND PARENTAGE AND, ro:a URBAN, BY SIZE or CollDIUNITY, BY 
DIVISIONS: 1920 1 

PllB ClllfT DISTBIB'UTION I 

Urban populatioii 

DlVllllOK Total Rural Size of community 

~&: ~&: 
Total 500,000 100,000 2\000 lOt:° ~ and to 

over 500,000 100,000 26,000 10,000 
,_ ---

UNITllD 8T.lTll8: 
Native white----------------------- 76. 7 'Ill.Ii 74.1 66.9 73.9 75.9 '18.7 81.8 Native parentage ________________ 55.3 65.9 45.2 29.3 45.7 49.3 M.1 60.9 Foreign or mhed parentage ______ 21.5 13.6 28.9 3'1. 6 28.2 26.6 24.8 20.8 
Forelgn-bom white---------------- 13.0 6.5 19.1 28.4 17.2 16.9 14.2 11.3 

= = 
NllW EKGLA:ND: 

Native white----------------------- '13.6 M.15 70. 7 65.7 87.0 70.1 74.4 7'1.8 
Native parentage---------------- 37.9 60.9 31.8 24.3 26.0 3G.8 36. 7 44.0 
Foreign or mixed parentage------ 36.7 23.6 38.9 41.4 "1.0 39.15 3'1.8 33.6 

Forelgn-bom white---------------- 25.3 14.9 28.0 8L9 ao.8 .. 29.0 215.1 21.8 

MmDLll ATLUITlc: 
Native white·--------------····---- 75.2 86.4 71.4 65.2 74.1 76.15 78.9 82.2 

Native parentage ••• ------------- 43.3 65.4 35.8 26. 8 86. 8 44.6 411.0 M.4 
Foreign or mixed parentage------ 31.9 21.0 36.5 38.9 37.2 31.9 81.0 27.8 

Forelgn-bom white---------------- 22.1 12.0 25.4 ao.8 23. 8 2G.8 18.8 16.9 

EAST NORTH CENTRAL: 
Native white----------------------- 82.5 U0.8 7'1.3 66.1 S0.1 81.5 84.9 87.3 

Native parentage_--------------- M.9 69.1 46.8 26.0 51.2 153.5 58.2 63.4 Foreign or mixed parentage ______ 27.6 21.5 31.S 4G.1 28.9 27.9 26. 7 23.9 
Forelgn:-bom white---------------- 15.0 8.4 19.2 29.7 14.8 15. 7 12.8 10.9 

WllST NORTH CENTRAL: 
Native white·---------------------- 86.15 88.9 82.6 77.5 78.3 84.8 86.0 87.4 Native parentage ________________ 59.6 62.0 55.6 46.5 47.6 lill.7 62.5 64.2 Foreign or mixed parentage. _____ 26.9 26.9 27.0 31.0 ao. 7 25.0 23.5 23.2 
Forelgn-bom white---------------- 10. 9 9.8 12.8 13.4 16.6 12.4 9.8 10.2 

80t7Tll ATLAlfTlC: 
Native white ••• -------------------- 66. 7 65.9 68.4 '13.8 66.9 64.6 69.2 70.2 Native parentage ________________ 

62.8 64.4 59.0 51.6 56.1 57.4 64.9 66.6 
Foreign or mixed parentage.----- 4.0 1.6 9.5 22.2 10. 7 7.1 4.4 3.8 

Forelgn:-bom white __ -------------- 2. 3 1.0 S.1 11.4 5.9 4.0 2.4 2.2 

EAST 80t7Tll CllNTBA.L: 
Native white----------------------- 70.8 71.3 68. 9 ------.... 66.4 72.8 64.0 72.4 Native parentage ________________ 

68.5 70.5 61. 7 -------- 65.9 62.5 60.3 69.0 Foreign or mixed parentage ______ 2.3 0. 9 7.2 -----··- 10.5 10.1 3.7 3.4 
Forelgn:-bom white---------------- 0.8 0.3 2.4 -------- a. 7 2.9 1.4 1.2 

WllST SOUTH CllNTRAL: 
Native white----------------------- 74.8 74.9 74.3 ................. 70.5 73.0 74.8 79.1 Native parentage ________________ 68.0 69.5 64.1 -------· 55.4 62.6 66.4 73.1 Foreign or mixed parentage ______ 6.8 6.4 10.2 .................. 15.1 10.4 8.2 6.0 

· Forelgn-bom white - _ -------------- 4.5 3.8 7.4 -------- 9.5 9.6 6.9 4.0 

MOVHTAIN: 
Native white----------------------- 82. 7 82.S 83. l ................. 82.6 80. l 83.8 84.8 Native parentage ________________ 

60.0 61.8 67.2 ................. 153.8 52. 7 58.0 81.7 Foreign or mbed parentage ______ 22. 7 2G.9 25.9 ,.,.., .. ,. .. ,.,. I ~g 27.4 25.3 22.9 Forelgn-bom white ________________ 
13.8 12.8 14.9 ................. 17.0 14. 7 13.9 

PACll'IC: 
Native white •••• ·--·--------------- 7'1.6 78.8 76.9 72.4 76.0 78.9 81.3 82.0 Native parentage ________________ 

111.9 M.5 49.7 42. 6 47.4 62.1 58.6 69.l 
Foreign or mixed parentage •••••• 26. 7 23. 3 27.2 211.8 28. 7 26. 7 22.8 22.9 

Foreign-bom white. __ ------------- 18. 6 16. 7 19. 7 23. 3 2G.5 18.0 16.2 15.6 

l Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. ll, Population, 1920, pp. 90-93. 
• Tbe per-ts do not add to 100 beca118811gurea for "Negroes" and "Other colored" are omitted. 
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The differences between States in the proportion of mani.ed 
women of the same nativity group are to be explained largely on the 
basis of tlie degree of rurality of the State. The most casual inspec­
tion of Table 12 will show that, in general, the highly industrialized 
States rank low in the proportion of married women in all nativity 
groups, while the rural States rank high. H columns E and F in 
Table 15 (the per cents of the white population that are rural) are 
studied in connection with Table 12, the correspondence in the native 
population between a high marriage rate, a high percentage of rural 
population and a high ratio of children to native white women, is 
quite marked, and is very significant as will be shown in due time. 
At present, however, particular attention is called to the fact that, 
as a rule, a State holds much the same rank in the proportion of 
married women in each of the four nativity groups considered here 
although, as would be expected, there are a good many exceptions in 
the case of the foreign-born women (Table 12). Massachusetts, for 
example, is the lowest (48) in all four groups; New York is 44 in three 
groups and 45 in the other. The Northeastern States are generally 
quite low in all groups, the foreign-born women in Pennsylvania 
being the outstanding exception. At the other extreme, the West 
South Central and Mountain States are, with a few exceptions, high 
in all groups. 

In general, the conditions that seem to favor a high marriage rate 
are those existing where agriculture is the leading interest of the 
State and those discouraging marriage are urban living and non­
agricultural work. 

The fact that in all but two States (Wisconsin and Utah) the propor­
tion of married women among the native born of foreign or mixed 
parentage is lower than among the native white women of native 
parentage is to be explained in part by the difference in the living 
conditions of these two groups. Table 13 shows that the native born 
of foreign or mixed parentage live much more largely in cities than 
the native born of native parentage. Briefly, whereas the native 
whites of foreign or mixed parentage constitute 21.5 per cent of the 
total population, they are 28.9 per cent of the urban but only 13.6 
per cent of the rural population. In cities of over 500,000 they 
are 37 .6 per cent of the population and it is precisely in the larger 
cities that marriage is least frequent as can be seen by referring to 
Table 21. 
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TABLJ!I 14,.-PER CENT AND RANK Oll' NATIVE WHITE WOMEN 10 YEARS Oll' 
AGE AND OVER GAINll'ULLY EMPLOYED, BY PARENTAGE, ll'OR DIVISIONS AND 
STATES: 1920 1 

; 
WOKEN 10 YEAllS OJ' AGE 

AND OVER 

Native Native 
white-white- forelln native 

parentage or mixed 
DIVI8ION AND STATE DIVI8ION AND STATE parentage 

Per I Per 

I cent cent 
gft'1i ~~ 

1 J em- em-
ployed Pl 

ployed 

UNITED STATES I. 17.2 -.......... 24. 8 ---- SOUTH ATL.umc-Con. 
Virginia ............ 

NBW ENGLAND ........ 25. 0 36.0 West Virginia ______ 
Maine.. _____________ 19.1 10 25.8 8 North Carolina.. •••• 
New Hampshire.. ••• 22.4 5 34.4 3 South Carolina _____ 

Vermont ••• -------- 18.8 13 22.8 14 ~:::::::::::::: Massachusetts ______ 28.2 2 37.8 2 
Rhode Island. •••••• 28.5 1 40-1 1 Connecticut ________ 25. 5 3 34.2 4 EAST Boum CENTRAL. 

Kentucky.---------
MIDDLE ATLANTIC •••••• 22.2 

---.-
28. 5 Tennessee----------New York __________ 25. 2 S0.5 5 Alabama. - ---------New 1ersey _________ 

22.0 6 28. 9 6 Mississippi ••••••••• 
Pennsylvania.. •••••• 20.0 9 24.8 9 

WBST Boum CENTRAL. 
EAST NORTH CENTRAL. 17.3 ""21)" 22. 9 --i7 Arkansas-----------

Ohio ••• ------------ 17. 2 21.5 Louisiana.. __________ Indiana.. ____________ 
15.1 28 18.8 28 Oklahoma __________ 

IDlnols. __ ---------- 18.0 17 27.0 7 TeDS---------------Michigan ___________ 18. 2 16 20. 7 22 
Wlscoilsln ••••••.••• 19.0 11 20.8 21 MOUNTAIN-------------

Montana-----------
WBST NORTH CENTRAL. 15.3 --ir 18. 3 Idaho. - - • ----------

Minnesota •••••••••• 18.8 21.2 19 W~oming __________ lo'wa ________________ 
16.3 26 16. 4 34 Co oradO-----------

MlssourL ••••••••••• 16. 5 25 22. 6 15 New Mexico ••.•.••• 
North Dakota •••••• 14. 5 33 14.3 44 

Arizona _____________ 

South Dakota.----- 14.3 34 14.2 45 Utah.--------------Nebraska ___________ 15.0 30 16.8 38 
Nevada _____________ 

Kansas _____________ 
13.3 lr1 14.1 46 

p ACIJ'IC •••••••••••.••••• 
Sot7TR ATLANTIC ••••••• 15. 4 ··2r 21.6 ""ii Washington •••••••• 

Delaware ••••••••••• 17.2 23. 7 O=n ••••••••••••• 
Maryland •••••••••• 19. 0 12 24. 7 10 c ornla----------

1 Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. IV, Population, 1920, p. 362. 
1 District of Columbia Included; not shown separately. 

WOKEN 10 YBAllS OJ' AGE 
AND OVER 

Native Native 
white-white- foreign native 

parentage or mixed 
parentage 

Per Per I cent cent 
gain- gain-
fully 

j 
fully 

1 em- em-
ployed ployed 

Pl -- -
12. 9 39 19.1 27 
10. 5 48 15. 5 41 
16.4 23 18. 5 211 
20.4 8 20. 5 24 
16. 2 24 21.0 20 
12. 9 40 19.4 2li 

12.5 20.9 
10. 9 46 zu 12 
11. 7 45 19. 2 26 
15.2 27 16. 2 37 
U.1 35 15.8 39 

12. 8 --43- 16.4 --40 12.0 16. 7 
12. 9 41 17. 7 32 
12.1 42 13. 9 47 
13. 4 36 16. 6 33 

14. 4 17.1 
14. 7 32 17.9 31 
11.8 44 13.1 48 
14. 9 31 16.3 35 
17.1 22 20. 7 23 
lo. 7 47 16.3 36 
16.1 29 16.0 42 
13.3 38 14.8 43 
17.8 18 18. 5 30 

19. 9 ----- 22. 7 
18.4, 15 21.3 18 
17. 7 19 21.9 16 
21.1 7 23. 4 13 

Table 19 (Chap. III) shows that in cities over 100,000 the differences 
in the proportion of native white married women of native parentage 
and native white married women of foreign or mixed parentage, are 
considerably less than between the same groups in the States. (Table 
12, Chap. II.) Thus in New York State the per cent of married native 
white women of native parentage exceeds the per cent of married 
native white women of foreign or mixed parentage by 6.9 points but 
in New York City by only 3.2 points, in Buffalo by 1.9 points, in 
Rochester by 3.5 points, in Syracuse by 6.1 points, and in Albany by 
2.4 points. Thus, the excess in the big cities of the State averages just 
about half of that in the State as a whole. In Rhode Island the per 
cent excess of married native white women of native parentage is 9.1 
points and in Providence 7 .6 points. If one goes through these Tables 
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(12 and 19) and bears in mind the date in Table 13 on the proportions 
of the different nativity groups living in communities of different· 
sizes, it becomes increasingly clear that a considerable part of the 
difference between the per cents of native white women of native 
parentage who are married and the per cents of native white women 
of foreign or mixed parentage who are married is due to the fact that 
the latter live chiefly in the cities. 

The reasons for the differences in proportion of married women in 
the cities will be discussed in the following chapter. The fact that 
native white women of foreign or mixed parentage find it more gener­
ally necessary to work at gainful occupations than native white women 
of native parentage affects the comparative marriage rate. Since the 
economic difficulties encountered in setting up a home and maintain­
ing it in an industralized community probably fall more heavily upon 
the children of immigrants than upon those of the native bom, it 
seems natural that these children of foreign or mixed parentage should 
show greater hesitancy in undertaking this enterprise and should be 
more frequently employed outside the home than native women of 
native parentage. (See Table 14.) 

Still another factor that may contribute to the greater reluctance 
of women of foreign or mixed parentage to marry is the probably 
greater lack of knowledge of birth-control methods on their part than 
on the part of women of native parentage. There may be also selec­
tive factors in marriage which tend to lower the rate for the native 
women of foreign or mixed parentage, such as general disorganization 
of life attendant upon being reared in a foreign family in an environ­
ment where everything is a misfit to some extent. 

The points just discussed probably account in large measure for 
the differences in the proportion of married women in the different 
nativity and locality groups. As the discussion proceeds it will be 
found that some of these factors are also important in explaining 
differences in the ratios of children to women in the different groups. 
The reasonable inference from this fact appears to be that many of 
the same conditions which lead women to postpone or fol'ego marriage 
also lead them to limit the size of their families after marriage. 
This view will be discussed more fully later. 

In Table 15, the States are arranged according to their rank in the 
ratio of children to native white women. Certain other factors which 
it was thought might have some casual connection with the ratio 
of children to women are also given and the States are given rank­
ings in each factor. 

It is obvious at a glance that there is a large degree of correspond­
ence between the ratio of children in a State and the proportion of its 
population that is rural (columns A and E). Thus of the 10 States 
ranking highest (1-10) in the ratio of children to women, 6 rank 1-10 
in the proportion of rural population and 3 others rank 11-15 in this 
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respect. Utah is the only State with a very high ratio (ranking 3) of 
children which has a low proportion (32) of rural population. If the 
20 States ranking highest (1-20) in ratio of children are considered it 
will be found that only 4 rank lower than 20 in the proportion of rural 
population. At the other end, of the 20 States ranking lowest (29-48) 
in the ratio of children only 2 rank higher, that is, 1-29, in the pro­
portion of the population that is rural. This very close correspond­
ence between the degree of rurality and the ratio of children is quite 
striking and is one of· the most important facts brought out in this 
study and one that will be recurred to a number of times. 

The next factor to be taken account of here is the relation between 
the ratio of children to native white women and the extent to which 
these women are the children of foreign or mixed parentage (columns 
A and G). In general, the higher the ratio of children to native 
white women the lower the proportion of native white women 20 to 
44 who are of foreign or mixed parentage. Of the 10 States having 
the highest ratios of children (ranking 1 to 10) 7 f.all within the 10 
(ranking 39 to 48) having the smallest proportion of native white 
women of foreign or mixed parentage. One other, New Mexico (37) 
just misses inclusion and only 2, Idaho (20) and Utah (8), rank 
rather high in the proportion of native white women of foreign or 
mixed parentage. Of the States ranking 11 to 20 in ratio of children, 
only 3 have a rank of 1 to 20 in proportion of native white women of 
foreign and mixed parentage. Two of these, South Dakota (6) and 
North Dakota (2), have high percentages of rural population. At 
the other extreme, of the 10 States having the lowest ratio of children 
to women (ranking 39-48) 4 rank 1 to 10 in proportion of native 
white women of foreign or mixed parentage, and the other 6 rank 
10 to 20 in this respect. The Pacific Coast States are those most 
markedly out of line here as in many other comparisons. 

This inverse relationship between the ratio of children to native 
white women and the proportion of native white women of foreign 
or mixed parentage can be explained in· large part by the fact that 
native white women of foreign or mixed parentage live chiefly in 
the larger cities of the more highly urbanized States. Thus again 
urban and rural living must be taken into consideration as an 
important factor. 

WOMEN GAINFULLY EMPLOYED 

The relationship between the employment of women, (columns A 
and I, Table 15) and the ratio of children in the native white pop­
ulation is also clearly marked. A high ratio of children is not always 
present where few women are employed: out of the 20 States ranking 
highest in children, 16 rank 29-48, that is, among the 20 lowest in 
the proportion of women gainfully employed. At the other extreme, 
of the 20 States ranking lowest (29-48) in the ratio of children, 16 
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TABLE lli.-STATES RANKED AccoRDING TO THE NUllBER OF CmLDREN UNDER 
5 PER 1,000 NATIVE WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE, BY MARITAL 
CONDITION, WITH PER CENTS AND RANKINGS FOB CERTAIN C>rHER FACTORS: 
1920 I 

NATIVE WHITE NATIVE WHITE 

CHILDREN 'D'NDEB6 PEE t,000 WOKEN 20 TO WOKEN 10 
BtraAL WHITE "YEARS or YEARS Or AGE 

NATIVE WHITE WOKEN 20 POPVLA TION AGE, orro•- ANDOVER 
TO " YEAll8 or AGE EIGN OB KIXIID GAINrULLY 

PABENTAGE EKPLOYEI> 

STA ft Married Percent Percent 
All women widowed, Percent of total of total 

or divorced native native 
women of total white white white Rant women Rant women Rant 

l:f~ 20to44 10 yeers 

Ratio Rant Ratio Rant years of of age 
age and over 

-- -----
A. B c D E I' G B I 6 

North Carolina ••••••••••• 827 1 1,062 1 81.2 ll 0. 7 48 16. 4 2' 
Arkansas----------------- 798 2 1128 7 83.1 4 3.6 41 12. 2 42 
Utah. ---- ----- --- -- -- ---- 788 8 983 4 5L 7 32 47.2 8 13.9 36 West Virginia ____________ 

788 4 975 6 74.8 12 4.8 40 10.8 48 
Alabama.---------------- '186 6 969 6 78.4 8 2. 7 43 15. 2 31 

South Carolina. __________ 777 6 992 2 78. 8 9 1.6 47 20. 4 11 New Mexico ______________ 757 7 915 9 8Ll 6 10. 0 37 1L2 47 
Mlsslsfilppl. _ --_ -- ___ • ____ 740 8 924 8 83.4 3 2. 5 44 14.2 3ll 
Georgia_ _____ - - -- - - - --- --- 731 9 909 10 73.1 14 2. 0 46 16. 8 25 
Idaho •• ------------------ 729 10 863 15 72. 4 15 29.0 20 12.1 44 
North Dakota ____________ 722 11 987 3 86. 3 1 64.8 2 14. 4 33 
Kentucky.--------------- 722 12 899 12 75. 8 11 6. 6 39 11. 7 46 
Oklahoma ___ ------------- 722 13 835 17 73.3 13 6.8 38 12. 2 43 
Tennessee.--------------- 706 14 880 14 76. 6 10 2. 6 45 11.9 45 
Virginia. --- -- -- -- -------- 688 15 899 11 71.3 16 3.1 42 13.1 41 

South Dakota ____________ 670 16 885 13 83. 6 2 51.3 6 14. 3 34 
Louisiana. - ------------- - 659 17 846 16 6D.1 27 10.9 35 13. ll 40 
Texas. - ------ ------------ 630 18 772 20 67.1 21 12. 6 34 13.8 37 
Florida .• -------- ___ ---- __ 671 19 758 23 63. 2 24 10.1 86 18.6 88 
Montana----------------- 620 20 762 22 68. 2 20 40.5 14 16.0 26 

Wyoming.--------------- 593 21 698 28 70. 6 17 27.8 22 15. 3 30 
Arizona. - ---- ------------ 580 22 691 31 61.0 26 26. 0 25 15. l 32 
Nebraska _______ ------- ___ 578 23 7M 21 69.3 18 4D.9 13 16.8 29 
Kansas. -- -- -- - --- - --- -- -- 574 24 730 25 66. 4 22 22. 2 29 13. 5 39 
Wisconsin ••• ------------- 548 25 '186 19 52.6 30 59.5 8 20.0 14 

Iowa.-------------------- 546 26 732 24 63.9 23 35.8 19 15. 7 28 
Minnesota _____ ----------_ 538 27 811 18 56.0 28 M.4 1 20. 3 12 
Vermont._--------------- 525 28 7ff1 27 68.8 19 25. 4 26 19.8 15 
Michigan ________ -------- _ 524 29 680 32 39.3 37 44.8 10 19.2 17 
Indiana .• --- ___ ---------- 519 30 659 34 5o. 5 33 14.0 33 15. 7 27 

Colorado.---------------- 516 31 653 35 52.1 31 26. 9 24 18. 0 22 
Maine ______ -- -- ----- __ --_ 515 32 695 30 61.0 25 23.8 28 20.6 10 
Pennsylvania._---- ______ 512 33 723 26 36. 4 41 27. 7 23 21.4 9 
Mlssonrl •• ----------- -- __ 510 34 664 33 55.0 29 19. 7 30 16.8 23 
Maryland ••••...• ---- ____ rm 35 697 29 38. 2 38 18. 6 31 20.1 13 
Delaware .• _______________ 

491 36 645 36 44.1 36 16.8 32 18.8 20 
Ohio._ -- --------- -------- 482 37 638 87 36. 8 40 24. 3 27 18.3 19 Oregon. __________________ 

463 38 581 45 5o.1 34 28. 9 21 18. 8 18 
Washington •• ---------- __ 462 39 583 44 44. 7 35 36.0 18 19.4 16 
IDlnois •• ----- -------- --- _ 450 40 629 39 32. 7 42 42.1 12 21. 7 8 

Nevada._---------------- 447 41 537 47 79.1 7 39.0 15 18.1 21 
New Hampshire __________ 435 42 634 38 36.9 39 36. 6 17 26.3 5 New Jersey _______________ 

402 43 590 43 21.6 45 43.2 11 25.0 6 
Connecticut. _______ ---- __ 371 44 593 42 32.4 43 49.8 7 29.8 3 

Rhode Island _____________ 363 45 615 41 2. 5 48 58.1 4 35.1 1 
New York ________________ 362 46 558 46 17.5 46 46.8 9 27. 7 " Massachusetts ____________ 359 47 621 40 5.3 47 53.6 5 33. 2 2 
California •• --- --- ------ -- 341 48 451 48 3L( 44 36. 9 16 21.9 7 

t Columns A and C from Detailed Table I; column E by subtraction, Fourteenth Census ReportsL. Vol. 
II, Population, 1920, pp. 80-87; column 0, special tabulation by Bureau of the Census; column I, ¥our· 
teenth CensWI Reports, Vol. IV, Occupations, 1920, p. 362. 
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rank 1 to 20 in proportion of employed women. North and South 
Carolina are the two most outstanding exceptions in this respect, but 
Florida and Georgia are also considerably out of line. The recent 
rapid movement of cotton manufacturing into the South has drawn 
many native women and girls into the mills, but apparently the 
customs regarding marriage and childbearing which were prevalent 
among them when they were living in rural districts still persist in 
their new surroundings. The practice of birth control seems to have 
made little headway among them as yet, with the result that the 
number of children born and surviving is large. We have an exactly 
parallel case in the recently arrived immigrants whose customs 
regarding marriage and childbearing have been developed in com­
munities in the "old countries" and brought to the new country 
where they survive almost intact for years. 

Here again attention must be called to the fact that in the very 
nature of the ease, by reason of the census definition of gainful 
employment, most rural States have a small proportion of women 
gainfully employed. It has been shown above that gainful employ­
ment of women means fewer marriages and now it is found that it 
also means fewer children. Since gainful employment for women is 
characteristic of the city rather than of the country, it is city living 
which makes this relationship so close. 

FOREIGN-BORN WOMEN 

In Table 16 the States are ranked according to the ratio of children 
to foreign-born white women. There are several interesting differ­
ences in the order of the States when ranked on this basis as com­
pared with their order in Table 15. New Mexico, West Virginia, 
and Utah are the only States ranking in the first 10 in both tables. 
New Mexico and West Virginia are distinctly rural States, the former 
ranking 6 and the latter 12 in this respect. Utah is again an excep­
tion as we have seen above. Mormonism is apparently a sufficiently 
important factor in family life in Utah to influence the size of families 
in that State. This will be discussed at more length in Chapter VII. 

Most of the other States which stand high in the ratio of children to 
native white women are well down in rank of children to foreign-born 
women. This is particularly true of the Southern States. The very 
highly industrialized States, with the exception of Pennsylvania, tend 
to be low in both tables along with the Pacific States and Nevada, 
although there are several obvious exceptions. Thus we may say 
that although industrialization and urbanization undoubtedly tend 
to lower the birth rate among the foreign born as well as among the 
native women they have a more marked effect on the latter. This, of 
course, is what we should expect since the foreigri-bom women are slow 
to discard their old-world attitudes toward family lile and children. 
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TABLE 16.--BTATEB RANKED AccoRDING To NUMBER OP CmLDREN UNDER 5 PER 
1,000 FoREIGN-BOBN WHITE Wo11EN 20 TO 44 YEARS oF AaE, BY MARITAL CON­
DITION, WITH PER CENTS AND RANltINGS POR CERTAIN OTHER FACTORS:19201 

J'OBJ:IGN• 
BOBNWH1TB 

CBJLDB.EN UNDBB II HR auBAL roa- l'OREIGN· 
WOKEN 10 

1,000 l'OBEIGN •BORN EIGN•BOBN BOBNWBITE NZW nnn- YBABll 01' 
WBITB WOKBN :IO TO WBITB POPU· POPULATION 

ORATION I AGE AND 
'6 YB.ABB 01' AGB LATION OVEBGAIN• 

J'ULLY BK• 
PLOYED 

ftA'l'll Married, Per 
All women widowed, 

Per cent of 
or divorced Per ~ women cent of Per cent of fo total cent of total born foreign- total foreign- white born 

~f~ born women wblte 
~f~ 

10 years 
Ratio 

a 
Ratio 

a 
~f~ a a a o~T 

... 
iii over ii: 

------ ----- ----- ---I- --,_ 
A. B c D E I' G B I l K L 

West Virginia ••••••••• 1,231 1 1,298 2 68.1 6 4. 2 37 77.3 4 8. 2 48 
North Dakota. •••••••• 1, 199 2 1,333 1 87. 7 1 20. 3 9 32.6 36 9.3 46 
Pennsylvania •• ------- 1,043 3 I, 158 3 26.1 36 16. 9 17 (fl. 7 6 13. 7 31 
Delaware _______ ------- 997 4 I, 112 4 16. l 42 8. 9 29 60.9 9 14. 9 25 
South Dakota ••••••••• 118() 5 1, 102 5 86. 3 2 12. 9 21 24.0 42 9.8 « 
wx~------------- 890 6 948 17 66.6 7 13. 0 19 46.6 27 12. 0 37 
In --------------- 888 7 968 9 21.2 39 6.1 36 47.1 24 1L2 40 
Connecticut ___________ 886 8 1,014 6 26. 6 34 27.3 3 59.6 12 20.6 7 
Utah •• ---------------- 883 9 993 7 42. 8 22 12. 6 22 22.0 « 12. 4 36 
New Mexico •••••••••• 875 10 968 8 80. 6 4 8.1 30 82.8 2 10.8 42 

Idaho.------------- ••• 870 11 950 16 7L4 6 9.0 28 26. 3 40 lo. 9 41 ObJo __________________ 
866 12 951 15 16. 9 41 1L8 25 6L4 7 14.1 30 

Wisconsin ••••••••••••• 862 13 955 13 44. 8 21 17. 5 15 34. 8 34 11.( 38 

~~=---:::::::::::: 859 14 956 12 28. 2 32 19.8 11 42. 3 28 13.2 32 
855 16 938 22 66.0 8 17.1 16 29.9 38 13.0 34 

Mississippi. ••••••••••• 851 16 963 1( (7.9 19 0. 4 46 58.1 13 18. 2 12 Kansas ________________ 
849 17 1143 19 64. 3 10 6. 2 33 40. 6 30 9.0 47 

Nebraska •• ----------- 886 18 940 :IO 60. 3 12 11.6 26 34. 4 86 10. 8 43 
New Jersey. __ -------- 833 19 946 18 14. 9 43 23. 4 6 60. 7 10 18.8 11 Mimlesota ____________ 

831 20 9al 11 60. 3 17 20.4 8 24. 4 41 12. 2 36 

Colorado •••••••••••••• 831 21 922 25 49.0 18 12. 4 24 49.( 21 14. I 28 Arizona _______________ 
830 22 930 23 63.0 11 23.4 6 86.1 1 16. 7 16 

Vermont-------------- 829 23 961 10 59.2 15 12. 6 23 20.9 46 16. 3 24 Oklahoma _____________ 807 24 885 31 64.4 9 2. 0 39 62. 7 18 1L3 39 Iowa __________________ 
806 25 914 26 60.1 13 9.4 27 17.0 47 9.5 45 

Louisiana _____________ 785 26 924 24 27. 3 33 2. Ii 38 61.4 8 16. 5 23 

Alabama •• - ---- --- - --- 771 27 867 33 36. 7 27 0. 8 42 47.2 22 13. 2 33 
Rhode Ialand _________ 7M 28 939 21 1.0 48 28. 7 1 39.9 32 27.8 3 
Maryland .••• --------- 763 29 874 32 14.1 « 7.0 32 69. 7 11 18. 0 13 Texas _________________ 

761 30 889 28 53.4 16 7. 7 31 82. 6 3 16. 9 20 
Illinois •••••••• ___ ._. __ 734 31 844 35 13. 3 45 18. 6 13 50. 7 19 17. 7 16 
Maine.--------------- 732 32 896 27 44.9 20 14..0 18 13.8 48 23.6 5 Arkansas ______________ 

723 33 861 34 60.0 14 0.8 43 35. 2 35 17.9 H Virginia _______________ 
723 34 811 37 37.5 26 1. 3 40 62. 8 17 14.3 27 

Nevada.-------------- 719 35 770 40 82. 4 3 19.1 12 60. 6 20 14.2 29 
New Hampshire ______ 713 36 889 29 21. 7 38 20. 6 7 21. 4 45 S0.4 1 
MBSS8Chusetts •• ------ 700 37 886 30 3.0 47 28. 0 2 40.2 31 28. 2 2 
South Carolina ________ 687 38 790 39 34.0 28 0. ( 47 63.4 16 16. 7 17 
Ken tuck~-_----- _____ 678 39 806 38 30.0 31 1. 3 41 31.9 37 14..8 26 
New Yor ------------ 664 40 820 36 7.2 46 26.8 4 62.8 6 23. 8 6 
Florida ________________ 

636 (1 739 42 3L4 29 4. 4 36 66.1 H 27.0 • Tennessee _____________ 
614 42 703 « 25.8 36 0. 7 « 46. 6 26 16. 6 18 

Missouri. __ ----------- 609 43 704 43 20.0 40 5.5 34 •1.0 29 16.. 19 
North Carolina ••••••• 606 « 763 41 40.3 23 0.3 48 47.0 25 20. 3 8 
Washington ___________ 

691 45 674 46 40.1 24 18.4 H 24.0 43 16. 7 22 
Oregon ________ ----- ___ 583 46 673 47 39.8 25 13. 0 20 29.1 39 15.9 21 
Callfomla _____ -------- 579 47 679 45 30. 7 30 19. 9 10 47.2 28 18. 6 10 
Georgia._------------- 560 48 658 48 23.2 37 0.6 45 53. 8 16 19. 7 9 

1 Columns A and C from Detailed Table r1· colWDD E, Fourteenth Census Reporta, Vol. n, Population. 
1931, pp. 80-87; column O, Vol. II, p. 33; co umn K, Vol. IV, p. 362. 

1 Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. Ill, PoEulatlon, 1920, pp. •7-52. Old Immigration comprises lmmi­
l!l'llDts from Erudand, Scotland, Wales, Ire and, Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Netherland81 _ Belgium, 
Luxemburg, SW!tr.erland, France, AJsac&.Lorralne, Germany, CBD8da (French and other), .Newfound­
land, and Australia. New Immigration comprises all other countries, and those combined In CeD81l8 tabu­
lations under "All other countries" are also added In with *he new Immigration. 
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It is interesting to note some of the dilf erences in the ranking of 
particular States in ratio of children to native white women and to 
foreign-born white women, respectively. The most striking shifts in 
rank among the highly industrialized States are: Pennsylvania, from 
33 to 3; Connecticut, from 44 to 8; New Jersey, from 43 to 19; Michi­
gan, from 29 to 14; and.Ohio, from 37 to 12. In every case among the 
industri8J. States the rank of the State in ratio of children to foreign­
bom 'women is higher than its rank to native women. Among the 
distinctly rural States, on the other hand, the shift is in the opposite 
direction with few exceptions. The following examples show the 
trend: North Carolina, from 1 to 44; Arkansas, from 2 to 33; South 
Carolina, from 6 to 38; North Dakota, from 11 to 2; West Virginia, 
from 4 to 1; Tennessee, from 14 to 42; Georgia, from 9 to 48; Alabama, 
from 5 to 27; and Mississippi, from 8 to 16. 

In contrast with the South and the Northeast most of the Middle 
Western States occupy about the same position in both tables. It 
may be significant in this connection that in the Middle West the 
cities are not clearly dominant, nor are they negligible, the nativity 
composition of the population is practically the same.in both country 
and city, and the foreign born are almost all of northwest European 
origin. The result is that Nebraska shifts from 23 to 18, Kansas 
from 24 to 17, Iowa from 26 to 25, Minnesota from 27 to 20, and 
Wisconsin from 25 to 13. 

It should also be noted that in the States considered as units there 
does not appear to be any very close relation between the per cent of 
the foreign born who are of the new immigration (Table 16, columns A 
and I) and the ratio of children to foreign-born white women. West 
Virginia, ranking 1 in ratio of children ranks 4 in per cent of the foreign 
born of the new immigration, but North Dakota, ranking 2 in ratio of 
children ranks 36 in this respect and of the 10 States ranking highest 
in ratio of children, only 4 rank 10 or above in per cent of foreign 
born of the new immigration. One other, Connecticut, ranks 11; 
the other 5 rank 24, 27, 36, 42, and 45. Large numbers of children 
are not peculiar to the new immigrants as is often assumed. It 
appears that the immigrants, like the natives, raise larger families 
when they live under rural conditions than when they live in cities; 
hence the "old" immigrants in the rural States very frequently have 
ratios of children to women larger than the "new" immigrants in 
the cities. At this point a word of caution must be added. The 
comparison of "old" and "new" immigrants by States is undoubtedly 
calculated to conceal a considerable part of any real difference that 
exists between them. The "new" immigrants are largely city dwellers 
living in the more highly industrialized States, while a considerable 
portion of the "old " immigrants live in rural localities. It will be 
necessary to investigate the differences between these two immigrant 
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groups in ratios of children under conditions where varying degrees 
of rurality do not complicate the problem before there can be any as­
surance what the situation is. This will be attempted for cities. 

Among the foreign born as among the natives there seems to be a 
fairly close connection between the percentage of employed women 
and the ratio of children. A high ratio of chilClren is in general pres­
ent in those States where a small proportion of women are gainfully 
employed and vice versa. Connecticut is the most conspicuous ex­
ception, ranking 8 in ratio of children and 7 in per cent of women 
employed. New Hampshire, Massachusetts, and Rhode Island, 
ranking 36, 37, and 28, respectively,in ratio of children rank 1, 2, and 
3 in per cent of employed women. In spite of some exceptions, 
however, there can be no reasonable doubt that the gainful employ­
ment of women tends to reduce the number of children among the 
foreign born as well as among the natives. In this connection it 
should be noted that the per cent of foreign-born women gainfully 
employed tends to be large in the States which are highly industrialized 
and low in the agricultural States, as was the case with the native white 
women. Thus again rural and urban conditions are encountered 
as factors affecting the size of the family. Employment of women for 
wages outside the home tends to reduce the birth rate and the sur­
vival rate, while rural living with full employment at home-and very 
strenuous employment it is in farm homes-encourages the raising 
of large families. 

It is also of interest that there appears to be no very close connection 
between the per cent of foreign-born whites in the population (Table 
16, columns A and G) and the ratio of children to foreign-born women. 
In the 10 States having the highest ratios of children only 2 are in the 
first 10 as regards a high per cent of foreign-born population. At 
the other extreme, 4 of the lowest 10 in ratio of children are also 
among the lowest 10 in per cent of foreign born. Other rankings in 
ratios and per cents which show that this relationship is of little sig­
nificance are West Virginia, 1and37, New York 40 and 4, Massachu­
setts 37 and 2, California 47 and 10, Mississippi 16 and 46, and Illi­
nois 31 and 13. The Southern States alone tend to have similar 
rankings in both respects. This is probably due to the fact that in 
the South the foreign born are a selected group quite different from 
the larger foreign-born groups in the Northern States. They belong 
much more largely to the commercial class than the foreign born in 
most Northern States. That this class always has a low birth rate 
has been pointed out in Chapter I and will be shown in succeeding 
chapters. 

URBANISM AND BIRTH RATE 

In this comparison by States of the ratios of children to women, 
both native and foreign born, several facts stand out quite clearly: 
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(a) The ratio of children to foreign-born women is much larger than 
the ratio to native women (45 per cent greater in the case of all women 
and 26 per cent greater in the case of married women); (b) a much 
larger proportion of foreign born than of native women a.re married; 
(c) more native women of native parentage a.re married than native 
women of foreign or mixed parentage; (d) the differences between 
States in ratio of children to native white women and to foreign-born 
white women are greater in many cases than the differences between 
the ratios of these two nativity groups in the same States. All these 
facts call for explanation. 

Certain explanations have been suggested already, for example the 
unequal distribution of the people of different nativity groups in dif­
ferent types of communities, and the w_ay in which differing degrees 
of urbanization seem to be connected with several of these other 
differences. This chapter is not the place to go into this last matter 
in any detail but since it is the central idea in the study it will not be 
out of place to show very briefly how even the differences in ratios 
between the native and the foreign born tie up with the belief that 
urbanism is the chief factor in the decline of the birth rate in this 
country at the present time. 

The foreign born have a relatively unrestricted birth rate not be­
cause they are foreign born nor because they are of certain nationali­
ties, but because they are less urbanized, even though living in cities, 
than most of our native population. The foreign born, both men and 
women, are dominated to a great extent by the attitudes toward life 
brought with them from their rural communities in the "old country." 
Only a few of them slough off these habits of thought, these mental 
attitudes, soon enough to materially affect the size of their families. 
The few who do are generally those who get ahead financially fairly 
early in life and wish to be accepted as members of native groups 
where children are few; hence to be in fashion, they too, limit their 
families. 

In effect, then, practically all the differences between native and 
foreign-born white women as regards proportion of married women 
and ratio of children seem to arise out of differences in attitudes of 
mind due to differences in the environments in which they have been 
reared, and these differences of environment are chiefly, though not 
wholly, the differences due to urban and rural modes of life. It is 
necessary to make certain qualifications of this general position and 
some additions of factors of significance, but these are believed to be 
of secondary importance as compared with the influence of urban and 
rural living conditions upon mental attitudes toward marriage and 
family life. 

It is, of course, inaccurate to speak of urban and rural as though 
they represented the same kinds of environment at all times and. 
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places. Rural Italy and Croatia are certainly different from rural 
Iowa and California. In their effect on the mental attitudes of people, 
however, rural Italy and rural Iowa are probably more akin and have 
more in common than rural Iowa and Des Moines, certainly than 
rural Iowa and Chicago. Likewise, Berlin and Boston are vastly 
different, but in their effects on the size of family desired are much 
alike, probably more alike than Boston and Jackson County, N. C. 
It is not possible to go into this matter in more detail here but in a 
later chapter an attempt will be made to justify these opinions. 

It is a very common belief that increasing sterility and complexity 
of civilization go together, indeed are inevitably bound tOgether. 
It is a well-established fact that sterility is more frequent in the 
native born in our cities than in other classes. Table 17 shows that 
sterility is about twice as great among white women of native parent­
age as among white women of foreign parentage except in rural Ohio 
where there is very little difference. It also shows that sterility is 
far more common in the cities than in the rural counties although these 
especial counties include considerable urban populations. In fact, the 
per cent of sterility of native white women of native parentage in 
the rural counties is less than that of the white women of foreign 

· parentage in the cities of Cleveland and Minneapolis and in the State 
of Rhode Island. Sterility, whatever its cause, seems to be largely a 
result of urban Jiving. This fact seems to many people to support 
the belief that the increase of civiliza.tion inevitably results in an 
increase of sterility. 

TABLE 1'1'.-PEB CENT OI' WoKJCN UNDER 46 YE.ABS OI' AoE AND MABBIED 
10 TO 20 YE.ABS, BEABING No CHILDREN, CL.ASSil'DllD BT NATIVITY .As Dm­
TBIUIINED BT COUNTRY 01' BIRTH 01' BOTH PARENTS, l'OR 3 SELECTED ST.ATES: 
1900 1 

WOll4BN UNDBB " YL\BS or AOB, JIABBIBD 10 TO llO YL\~ 
PBB CBNT BL\BINO NO ClllLDBBN 

Rhode Island Ohio Minnesota 
Jl.l'llVITY 

Cities 
The of 10,000 Re- Cleve- 48 rural Minne- 2lrural 

State popula- malnder land oountles a polls COUD• 
tlonand of State ties 

over 

--
Total ............................ 11.3 11. 7 10.0 8.1 6. 2 8. 5 3.0 

Native whli-natlve parentage ....... 17.5 19.• 13. 8 16. 2 6. 7 12. 7 6.1 
White of foreign ~tage ............. 8.0 s.• 6. 5 6.3 6.1 6. 9 2. 7 
Forelgn-bom wb te .................... 7.2 --·------ --·---·-- 5.5 4.6 6. 5 2. 8 
Native white-foreign or mixed parent-

age .................................. lo. 5 --------- ----·--·- 8.5 5.5 7.9 2.8 

1 RaJIOl't to the Immigration Commission, 1911, fecnndlty of Immigrant women. Based on data Pthered 
by the Bureau of the Censua, 1900. Women whose parents were bom In dUlerant countries are not Included 
In this tabulation. 

But though urban living does increase sterility it is not because of 
any inherent decJine in the fertility of urban women but rather 
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because it fosters attitudes of mind unla.vora.ble to childbearing in 
genera.I, and large families in particular. Furthermore the sterility 
with which physicians a.re best acquainted is that of the better-pa.id 
classes and this is just the group in which living is most abnormal in 
the sense that it represents the greatest departure from the customary 
modes of living among our ancestors. The large a.mount of so-ca.lled 
physiological sterility found by physicians whose clientele is among 
the upper cla.Sses is, then, not to be regarded as proof of any inherent 
decline in fecundity in this group, but rather as proof that many 
people have not yet learned how to live under conditions where they 
have an economic surplus. hy decline in the fecundity, that is, in 
the actual ca.pa.city to produce children, of the upper classes is, in 
other words, not a. problem of racial physiology but of individual 
physiology which a.rises out of the ha.bits of modem urban life of the 
well-to-do classes. It follows, then, that no explanation of differences 
in the birth rates of different groups which involves the assumption of 
a. decline in the ca.pa.city of women to produce children, due to other 
than persona.I ca.uses, can be accepted. 

The various factors which appear to be important in determining 
the ratio of children to women from these comparisons between States 
will be investigated more fully in succeeding chapters, 
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