
VI 
RATIOS OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN IN CITIES AND 

RURAL DISTRICTS 

The data regarding the ratio of children to women for smaller 
cities (2,500 to 10,000 and 10,000 to 25,000) and for rural districts 
are available by States only. Hence, many local differences can 
not be ascertained. There is good reason to believe, however, that 
even though it is necessary to present the data for all the smaller 
places in the States in groups it will still be possible to get at the 
essential facts regarding their ratios of children to women. 

NATIVE WHITE WOMEN IN COMMUNITIES OF DIFFERENT SIZES 

In Table 34 the ratios of children to all native white women 20 
to 44 years of age are given for the United States, its divisions, and the 
States, by size of community. 

The most striking fact in this table is the steady increase in these 
ratios as the size of the community diminishes. Using the ratios 
for the largest cities grofip in the United States and each division as 
100, the indexes for the different sizes of communities in the United 
States and its nine divisions are as given in Table 35. 

Since the indexes of the United States and of each of the divisions 
are calculated. from a different base the size of the index tells us 
nothing regarding their relations to one another, but it does enable 
us to compare readily the differences between communities of different 
sizes within the several areas, for native white women. 

In every division, as well as in the United States as a whole, there 
is an increase in ratio of children as the community becomes smaller. 
The smallest increases between the big cities and the rural com
munities are found in the New England, the Middle Atlantic, and 
the East North Central States, where the indexes for rural com
munities are respectively 64 points, 71.9 points, and 77 .5 points 
greater than in the large cities. Elsewhere, as well as in the entire 
United States, the indexes for rural communities are over 100 points 
higher than for the large cities. The East South Central States have 
the highest index for their rural co munities but the other two 
Southern divisions are not far behind. Moreover, there is no division 
in which the increase in indexes is not steady, that is, in which it is 
not higher in a smaller community than in a larger one. By refening 
to Table 34 we also see that there are only four or five instances 
among the States in which a higher ratio of children occurs in the 
larger community than in the next smaller community. 
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IN CITIES AND RURAL DISTBICTS 101 
TABLE 84.-Cmr.DREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 NATIVE WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 

YEARS 01' AGE, WITH RANKINGS, l'OR COMMUNITIES 01' Dil'l'ERENT SIZES, BY 
DIVISIONS AND STATES: 1920 I 

CHILDREN UNDER Ii PER 1,000 NATIVE WHITE WOKEN 20TO" YEARS 
or AGE 

Cities 

DIV1810N AND STATE The State 100,000 in- 25,000to 10,000 to 2,500 to Rural 
habltaots 100,000 In- 25,000 In- ~~~u 

districts 
aod over habitaots habltaots 

i 1 ! ... 
~ j ~ 1 ~ l ! 1 iii 

i:i: i:i: i:i: i:i: i:i: i:i: i:i: i:i: ---- -------------- - -- -
UNITED STATES'----------- li38 --·-- 341 ----- 3llO ----- 434 ----- 477 --·-- 721 --·---= ------= = --= = 

NEW ENGLAND.----------------- 393 8 322 8 350 8 386 8 412 8 528 9 
Maine._---------------------[ 515 32 ------ ----- 335 37 399 39 453 35 603 38 
New Il8D!pshire •••••.••••••• 435 42 ------ ----- 350 31 874 42 434 40 517 41 
Vermont ___ --- _ ------ __ ------ 526 28 ------ ----- --35i" --30- 417 33 401 45 587 39 
Massachusetts _______ -------- 359 47 325 22 384 41 405 44 461 46 Rhode Islaod ________________ 363 45 301 28 380 23 422 27 438 39 436 48 Connecticut __________________ 371 44 322 23 340 36 300 44 366 48 442 47 

MIDDLE ATLANTIC--------------- 429 7 342 6 381 6 431 5 466 6 588 7 New York ___________________ 
362 46 322 24 323 88 369 43 392 46 494 44 

New Jersey.----------------- 402 43 363 13 378 34 400 88 415 43 480 45 
Pennsylvaoia. --------------- 512 33 378 10 429 9 484 7 515 13 671 27 

EAST NORTH CENTRAL---------- 493 6 300 4 413 2 451 4 478 5 639 6 
Ohio. ____ -- _ -- ---------- ---_. 482 37 366 12 429 10 453 17 473 27 633 33 
Indiana. ______ -- -- -- --_ -- -- __ 519 30 354 17 421 13 4lr1 12 474 26 622 35 Illinois. ___________ ---- --- ____ 450 40 332 20 363 27 421 28 465 29 618 37 
Michigan. - -- - ---- ------- -- -- 624 29 407 6 449 6 479 8 514 15 668 29 
Wisconsin ______ -- __ -- -- -- -- -- 548 25 381 9 420 14 458 16 478 22 679 211 

WBST NORTH CENTRAL--------- 554 5 328 7 385 5 424 6 453 7 680 5 Minnesota. __________________ li38 27 347 19 415 16 439 22 480 20 687 23 
Iowa. _______ ----------------- M6 26 362 14 300 19 417 34 429 41 641 32 
Missouri. ____ ------_--------- 510 34 303 27 380 22 419 31 446 36 685 24 North Dakota _______________ 722 11 ------ ----- ""4i7" ----- 426 25 486 18 788 16 South Dakota ________________ 670 16 ------ ----- 15 418 32 460 31 727 20 
Nebraska. ________ ----------- 578 23 332 21 345 34 447 19 455 34 677 26 
Kansas. - - - -------- -- ---- ---- 574 24 458 2 372 26 423 26 460 32 663 30 

SOUTB ATLANTIC----------------- 713 2 406 1 459 1 494 1 Ml 1 848 1 
Delaware __ ----------- -- -- ___ 491 36 424 4 --486- ---3- ""46i" --13· 461 30 571 40 

wi:r~r:.~:::: === = = ==::::::::: rm 35 416 5 489 16 649 31 
688 15 393 8 478 4 460 14 560 6 809 Ui West Virginia ________________ 788 3 ------ ----- 467 5 474 9 587 3 915 2 

North Carolina.------------- 827 1 1·----- ----- 499 2 516 5 623 2 910 3 South Carolina _______________ 777 6 ""ii" 434 7 521 3 1159 7 872 6 
O=a-------- ---- -- ---- - --- 731 II --377· 426 12 522 2 524 11 869 7 
Flori a---------------------- 627 19 ------ ----- 429 11 415 35 446 37 754 18 

EAST SOUTH CENTRAL.. ...•.••.•• 734 1 375 2 406 3 463 3 616 3 846 2 Kentucky ____________ -------- 722 12 358 16 377 25 445 20 479 21 854 8 Tennessee •••• _________ ••••• __ 706 14 361 15 430 8 498 6 536 9 816 13 Alab8Dla •••••• ____ : __________ 786 61 431 3 415 17 519 4 580 4 894 4 Ml.sslssippL. __ : _____________ 740 8 ------ ----- ------ ----- 420 29 486 19 813 14 

WBST SOUTB CENTRAL •.•••••••• 682 3 369 3 376 7 466 2 512 4 817 3 Arkansas _____________________ 
798 2 ·-396· -··7- 391 18 474 10 522 12 888 5 Louisiana ____________________ 
659 17 346 33 448 18 533 10 853 9 Oklahoma._.------- _________ 722 13 ------ ----- 300 28 459 15 539 8 853 10 

Texas·----------------------- 630 18 353 18 389 20 472 11 487 17 760 17 

MOUNTAIN. - -- ------------------ 631 4 356 5 3llO 4 423 7 535 2 775 4 
Montana._ -- --- _ --------- --- 620 20 ------ ----- 3t9 32 416 3G •76 24 733 19 
Idaho.----------------- ------ 729 10 ------ ----- ------ ----- 443 21 566 5 824 12 

~1~~:::::::::::::::::::: 593 21 ------ ----- ------ ----- 391 40 476 25 670 28 
516 31 294 29 345 36 420 30 478 23 715 21 New Mexico _________________ 757 7 ------ ----- ------ ----- 438 23 515 14 836 11 Arizona •• ____________________ 
580 22 --.98- ··-i- 359 29 405 37 473 28 710 22 Utah •••••• ___________________ 788 4 571 1 716 1 807 1 1,012 1 

Nevada.----------- ____ ------ 447 41 ------ ----- ------ .......... 270 47 444 38 498 43 

p .A.C!rIC. - ••••• - -- --- - --- - - -- -- -- • 388 9 268 9 315 9 366 9 407 9 563 8 W ashlngton _________________ • 462 39 312 25 381 21 430 24 458 33 628 34 

8~:Dii:::::::::::::::::::: 463 38 312 26 ·-295- ----- 334 46 416 42 619 36 
341 48 244 30 39 348 45 389 47 501 42 

1 From data in Detailed Table I. • District of Columbia Included; not shown separately. 
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FIGURE 3.-CBILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS 01' AGE IN THE URBAN 

POPULATION: 1920 
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FIGURE 4,.-CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 NATIVE WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE IN THE URBAN 

POPULATION: 1920 
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FIGURE l5.-Ca1LDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 WHITE WoMEN 20 To 44 YEAns ov AoE JN THE RuaAL 
POPULATION: 1920 
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FIGUBJD 6.-CBILDRJDN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 N ATIVJ!I WHITE WoMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS 011' AGE IN THE RURAL 

POPULATION ; 1920 
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106 RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WO.MEN 

TABLE 8&.-INDEXllBFOBTBE NUllBEBOI' CBILDRBNUNDEBIS PllB 1,000 NATIVB 
WBITJll Wo1111N 20 TO 44 YlllABB OI' Aolll IN Co1111UN1TI:ias OI' Dil'DBJllNT 
S11ms, BT D1VISIONS: 1920 

[Ratio of children In cities of 100,000 and over In each dlvlslon•lOO) 

DJVJSION 

United States.. ______________________ _ 

New England.----------------------------
Middle Ati&Dtlc ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Eut North CentraL----------------------West North Central ______________________ _ 
Sonth Ati&Dtlc. - --------------------------Eut South Central _______________________ _ 
West South CentzaL---------------------
Mountaln. ------- ----------- --- ----------
Pacific. - ----------------------------------

CBJLDBBJI UNDBB II PBB 1,000 NATIVB W1llTB WOJON 
20 TO M YBAB8 01' AGB 

Cities 

100,000 2511.!00 to 10,000 to 2,llOO to 
Inhabitants luu,000 26,000 W 000 

&11d over lnhabltanta lnbabltanta lnhablt&nta 

100 11'-4 127.3 1311.9 

Rural 
dlstrlota 

211.4 
l======-1=======1======1======1====== 

100 108. 7 119.9 128.0 lM.O 
100 111.4 126.0 136. 3 17L9 
100 11'.7 125. 3 132.8 177.li 
100 117.4 129.3 138.1 207.3 
100 113.0 121. 7 136. 7 208.9 
100 108. 3 123. 6 137.6 225.6 
100 101.9 126.3 138.8 221.4 
100 109.6 118. 8 160.3 217.7 
100 117.6 136.2 1111.9 210.1 

It is also worth noting that the three divisions in which the rural 
indexes are less than 100 points greater than those of the large cities 
are those in the Northeast where industrial and commercial life is 
most developed and where, presumably, urban influence is most 
pervasive. In the Southern States, on the other hand, industry and 
commerce have been slower developing and the contacts of the tu.rel 
people with modem urban life have been fewer. Here in tum we 
find a very high index for the rural districts. 

Table 36 gives indexes for the United States and its divisions, 
using the ratio for all cities of 100,000 and over in the United States 
as the base (100). Here we have a basis for the comparison of dif
ferent areas and dllferent sizes of communities. We find that the 
United States, the three Southern divisions, and the Mountain 
division have indexes of over 200 in the rural districts and that the 
West North Central division approaches 200 very closely. This 
comparison shows us very clearly that it is in the smaller cities 
(2,500 to 10,000) and in the rural districts, particularly those of the 
South and the Mountain States, that the native white population 
is increasing most rapidly. It is also of interest to note that in those 
areas where the ratios are highest the proportion of Anglo-Saxon 
s~k is greatest. Indeed in these areas the white stock is alxnost 
pure Anglo-Saxon. This table shows further that it is in those 
sections of the country where population is µiost highly urbanized 
that the ratios are lowest. Included are the States in the North
eastern part of the country and on the Pacific coast. In these parts 
of the country the influence of urban life seems to penetrate even 
the rural communities to a marked degree. This ·is quite in keeping 
with our findings in Chapters III and IV. 
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TABL1188.-IND11x11s J'OR TBJll Nm.tBllR OJ' CmLDRllN UNDllR 5 PllB 1,000 N ATIVJD 
WBITll WoKEN 20 TO 44 Y11ARB OJ' Aa11, IN Co1111UNITI11s OJ' Dil'l'llBllNT 81z11s, 
BY DIVISIONS: 1920 

(Ratio of ehlldren In cities of 100,000 and over Car the whole United States• 100] 

CBILDBllN UNDSB I PSB 1,000 NATIVS WBJTS WOKSN 
20 TO'" YSABS or AG• 

DIVJSlOlf 
Cities 

Rural 
100,000 25,000 to 10,000to 2,l!OO to districts 

Inhabitants 100,000 lnha2%1:nt.1 lnha~tl and over Inhabitants 

United States __ - -------------------- 100.0 114.4 127.3 139.9 211.4 

New E~d- ---------------------------- 94.4 lO'J.8 na.2 120.8 154.8 
Middle tlautlc. ___ -------- __ ---- --- ______ 100. 3 111.7 128.4 138. 7 172.4 
Eut North Central __ .-------------------- 105.8 121.1 132.3 140.2 187.4 
West North Central.---------------------- 98.2 112.9 124.3 132.8 199.4 
South Atlantic- - -------------------------- 119.1 134.8 144.9 181.8 2f8. 7 
Eut South Central------------------------ 110. 0 119. l 135.8 151.3 248.1 
West South Central----------------------- 108. 2 110.3 138.9 ll!O. l 239.8 
Mountain--------------------------------- 104.4 114.4 124.0 156. 9 227.3 
Pac111c. - ---------------------------------- 78.8 92.4 107.0 119.4 185.1 

It is also important t.o note that in the entire United States the two 
groups of smaller cities (10,000 t.o 25,000 and 2,500 t.o 10,000) have 
indexes 27.3 po4its and 39.9 poiz\ts greater than the large cities. 
There can be no reasonable doubt that under present conditions, 
size of city has considerable influence on the ratio of children t.o native 
women. 

MARRIAGE 

Even when manied women only are considered as in Table 37 this 
same relation between the size of the community and the ratio of 
children is clearly marked. The smaller the community the higher 
the ratio of children. 

It is true that the difference between the largest and the smallest 
communities is only about two-thirds as great in the case of married 
women as of all women but it is still over three-fourths greater in 
rural communities than in the big cities. (Table 38.) Here, t.oo, 
the increase is continuous with very few exceptions. In the West 
South Central division the largest cities have a slightly higher index 
than the cities of 25,000 to 100,000 and the same is true in a few of 
the States, for ~xample in Vermont the cities of 10,000 to 25,000 have 
a higher index than the cities of 2,500 to 10,000. (Table 37 .) But 
the few exceptions are of little significance and do not invalidate the 
general statement that the ratio of children decreases as the size of 
the community increases. 
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FIGURE 7.-CBlLDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEA.RB 01' 
AGE BY NATIVITY AND MARITAL CONDITION: 1920 
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TABLll 8'1.--CBILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 NATIVE WHITE WOKEN 20 TO 44 
YJDARS OF AGE, MARRIED, WIDOWED, OR DIVORCED, WITH RANKINGS, POR 
COllKUNITIES OP DIFFERENT SIZES, BY DIVISIONS AND STATES: 1920 l 

CBILDBKN UHDEB 5 PEB 1,000 NATIVE WBlTE JIAlllUBD, WIDOWED, OB 
DIVOBCED WOKEN 20 TO " YEABS or AGE 

Cities 

DIV1810N AND STATE The State 100,000 In- 25,000 to 10,000to 2,liOO to Rural 
habitants 100 000 in- :a~~ ~~~:~ 

dlstricts 
and over habitants 

~ ~ ! ~ 
.Sl 

~ ! ~ ! ~ ~~ i:i: ~ 

~ -~-~ 

UNITBD 8TATB8 •------------- 725 512 554 608 646 
:= 

NBW ENGLAND __________________ 632 8 577 l 595 2 631 2 641 6 n6 8 
Maine._--------------------- 695 30 _..,_., __ ----- 534 24 586 27 630 25 762 36 New Hampshire _____________ 634 38 ------ ----- 614 9 572 32 625 28 f/17 42 
Vermont ___________ • ___ -----_ 7fYT 27 --599- ----- ------ ----- 643 14 693 39 749 37 
Massachusetts •• - ---- ------ -- 621 40 2 604 12 639 16 667 20 683 41 
Rhode Island... - ------------- 615 41 540 14 643 5 702 4 669 16 613 46 
Oonnectlout ____ -- - - -- • - • _ -- -- 593 42 527 16 562 17 619 18 603 35 663 43 

MJDDLB ATLANTIC--------------- 633 7 546 3 Ml 3 630 3 667 4 778 7 
New York.------------------ 558 46 529 15 502 30 554 39 566 4li 656 44 
New 1ersey __ ---------------- 590 43 558 9 575 15 5113 24 586 40 647 45 
Pennsylvania. - ---------- •••• 723 26 578 6 612 10 692 6 719 9 882 22 

EA8T NOBTR CENTBAL ••••••.••• 662 6 519 4 561 4 616 4 644 5 810 6 
Ohio. -- - -- -- • - •• - • -- • - • -- -- - - 638 37 511 18 562 18 601 21 628 27 '1113 32 
Indiana. ____ ._ - - -- • - - - - • __ • __ 669 34 462 24 556 19 600 22 611 33 768 35 
Illinois •••••••.•••• --- • ------- 629 39 li08 19 516 26 585 29 622 30 '191 33 
Michigan __ - ---------- ------- 680 32 552 11 581 14 684 8 685 14 819 30 
Wlsoonsln.. ••• _. - - - • -- -- -- --- - 786 19 587 5 642 6 691 7 723 8 915 19 

WBBT NOBTH CENTBAL--------- 745 5 478 8 Ml 6 595 6 636 7 876 5 
Minnesota. - • _ -- --- -- - - - - -- _ - 811 18 558 10 653 4 726 2 744 6 1181 15 
Iowa. __ --- __ • __ --- ___ •• ____ •• 732 24 5fYl 20 556 20 586 28 617 31 829 28 
Missouri._. -- -- • -• -• -- --_ ---_ 664 33 430 26 499 32 555 38 595 38 840 26 
North Dakota ________________ 987 3 ------ ----- --597· ----- 680 9 739 7 1,046 7 South Dakota.. _______________ 885 13 ------ ----- 13 613 19 663 19 941 18 
Nebraska. - - ------ _______ . --- 764 21 474 23 5fYl 27 604 20 625 29 868 23 
Kansas---- ------ ------ ------- 730 25 573 7 504 28 552 40 602 37 828 29 

8otJTII ATLANTIC ••• -------------- 911 1 569 2 6fYl 1 666 1 725 1 1,053 1 
Delaware .•• __ -- - •• --- --- ---- 645 36 589 4 ""660" ·--3- ··544· ""i3" 643 21 70t 40 

$~~~~=::::::::::::::: 
697 29 598 3 666 17 841 25 
899 11 54li 12 633 7 646 12 747 4 1, 036 8 
975 5 ------ ----- 619 8 641 15 74li 5 1,1m 3 

North Oarolina-------------- 1,062 1 ------ ----- 686 2 712 3 825 2 1, 149 2 
South Oarol:lna.. .••.••••• _____ 992 2 ------ ----- 608 II 698 6 768 3 1,087 4 

~--:==================== 
909 10 497 21 555 21 658 11 680 15 1,067 6 
758 23 ------ ----- 529 25 54li 42 573 42 888 21 

EAST SO'OTll CENTRAL ••••••••••. 910 2 511 5 555 5 6fYl 5 666 3 1,022 2 
Kentucky ____ • - - - . - - . - - - - • - _ - 899 12 517 17 540 23 585 30 630 26 1,019 10 Tennessee ____ • ___ • _______ ••. _ 880 14 485 22 568 16 637 17 689 13 994 13 
Alabama.. .• -- - - -- - . - -- - - - - -- _ 959 6 543 13 555 22 659 IO 718 10 1,075 5 
Mississippi_ ___ - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - 924 8 ------ ----- ------ ----- 571 33 "633 24 9118 12 

WBBT SOUTH CENTBAL .••••••••• 822 3 496 6 480 8 578 7 633 8 957 3 
Arkansas ____ --- -- -- -- ---- -- - - 928 7 ------ ----- 504 29 571 34 637 23 1,016 11 
Louisiana.---------. -- • ------ 846 16 570 8 438 38 587 26 706 12 l,m1 9 
Oklahoma _________ ••• --- ----- 835 17 ------ ----- 456 36 559 37 639 22 962 UI 
TllUll. ----- --- ------- -- -- ---- 772 20 456 25 liOO 31 588 25 610 34 910 20 

MOUNTAIN •••• - - - - --- -- - - - - - - - - - - 775 4 486 7 518 7 560 8 674 2 907 4 
Montana •••• -- -- ----- ---- .. -- 762 112 ------ ----- 473 86 llGll 86 618 82 861 24' 

Idaho. ---------------. ------- 863 15 ------ ----- ------ ----- 571 3li 710 11 948 17 

~J=~~=::::::::::::======= 
698 28 --407- --29- ------ ----- 473 44 584 41 m 34 
653 35 475 34 581 31 603 36 836 27 

New MenCO----------------- 915 9 ------ ----- ------ --37· 595 23 666 18 1188 14 Arizona ______________________ 
691 31 --660- 455 526 43 571 43 819 31 

Utah _______ -- -- • - -- • - -- -- • -- - 1183 4 I 719 1 956 1 1,029 1 1,203 1 
Nevada.---------- - - - - - - - • --- 537 47 ------ ----- ----·- ----- 350 47 516 47 586 48 

p ACIJ'IC _______ -- - -- - -- •• - •••• - - - - - 504 9 367 9 430 9 474 9 520 9 f/17 9 W ashlngton ________ • ___ ••• ___ 583 44 419 27 499 33 546 41 571 44 74li 38 

~:nta:::::::::::::::::::: 581 45 415 28 ------ ----- 470 4li 625 46 730 39 
451 48 338 30 4fYl 39 450 46 5m 48 612 47 

I From data In Detailed Table I. •District or Oolwnbia Included; not shown separately. 
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TABLB 88.-INDBXllB l'OB TIDI NUKBBB 01' CBILDBBN UNDBB 5 PBB 1,000 NATIVB' 
WmTB M.a.BBIBD, W1oowBo, oa DIVoac110 WoMBN 20 TO 44 YB.A.BB OI' AoB, 
IN CoMMUNITIBB ol' Dil'l'BBBNT 81z•s, BT DmBioNs: 1920 

[Ratio of children In clt1es of 100,000 and over In each dlvfslon • 100) 

CIDLDBJ:K VHDllB II PliB 1,000 HA~ WlllTll JIABBIJ:D 
WOJIJ:H llO 'IO -K Yli.lJl8 OJ' .lOli 

DIVllllOK Cities 

2,300 to 
Rural 

100,000 26,000 to 10,000 to districts 
Inhabitants 100,000 td:ii~ta 10,000 

and over Inhabitants lnhabltanta 

United States •••••••••••••••••••••••• 100 108.2 118.8 1211.2 1711.8 

~~cd!'fa::iiO::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 100 103.l 109. 4 UL 1 124.l 
100 103.8 1111.4 120. 3 lG.5 

East North Central •••• -------------------- 100 108.1 118. 7 12f.1 1li6.1 
West North Central ••• -------------------- 100 113.2 12f. 6 133.0 183.3 
South Atlantic.--------------------------- 100 108. 7 117.0 127.4 1811.1 
East South Central------------------------ 100 108. 8 118.8 130.1 200.0 
West South Central----------------------- 100 98.8 118. 5 127.8 192.9 
Mountain.-------•• --•• ----- --- -- -- -- --- -- 100 108.8 1111. 2 138. 7 188. 8 Paclfto.. ___________________________________ 

100 117.2 129.2 HL7 184.t 

This matter of the effect of maniage upon the ratio of children is 
not as simple as Table 38 might seem to imply. Women are not 
equally fertile at all ages within the childbearing period. Fecundity 
appears to decrease rather steadily from shortly after puberty. 

The results of possibly the best study on the fertility of marriage 1 

show that the postponement of maniage for several years has a 
more than proportional effect in reducing the size of the family. In 
England and Wales in 1911 the women who had been married 29-30 
years, that is, those who were manied about 1882, showed the highest 
fertility when they were married at age 17. Every year thereafter 
that marriage was postponed had a marked effect upon the number 
of children born. Those married at 21 had just about three-fourths 
as many children as those manied at 17 and at 23 they had but two
thirds as many; while those manied· at 27-28 had but hall as many. 
Expressed in another way, 9 maniages at 17 will result in as many 
children born as 10 at 191 3 at 17 are as fertile as 4 at 21, 2 at 17 are 
equivalent to 3 at 23, and 1 at 17 is as fertile as 2 at 27-28. A com
paratively short postponement of maniage, therefore, results in a 
considerable decline in the number of children a woman bears
averaging about 5 per cent a year for the 10 years from age 17 to 
age 27. It is not implied that all of this decline in number of children 
born to women married at different ages is due to the mere fact of 
increasing age at maniage. It is no doubt true that many other 
factors find expression, in part at least, in the postponement of 
marriage. Differences between groups in social status, in occupa
tional class, in standards of living, etc., are all more or less manifest 

I C8D808 of E111land and Wales, 1911, Vol. xm, Fertlllt)' of Marriage, Table XII, p. XXXXII. 
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in the age at maniage. But postponement of maniage, whatever the 
underlying cause, is one of the important factors making for lower 
ratios of children among urban dwellers. 

Without going into much detail regarding the postponement of 
marriage in different communities in this country the .following table 
(Table 39) shows that the differences between sections of the country 
are sufficient to influence the ratios of children to an appreciable 
extent. 

TABLE 89.-PER CENT MARRIE!>J WIDOWED, OR DIVORCED IN THE FEMALE 
POPULATION 15 TO 44 );'.EARS OF AGE, BY DIVISIONS: 19201 

AGE GEOUP 

~IVWON 

16-19 yean 20-24 yean 26-IU yean 85-4f yean 

United States •••••••••• -------------------------- 12. 9 M. 3 80. 6 88. 6 l======•l=======l======I====== 
~~cJ!"ft't:n'1io.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: t ~ :A:~ ~: : : 
East North Centra'------------------------------------ 10. 8 152. 6 80. 9 88. a 
West North Centra'------------------------------------ 11. 9 30.1 80. 2 SIU 
South Atlantlo.---------------------------------------- 17.15 GO. 7 82. 6 89. 7 
East South Central.----------------------------------- 2D. 4 M. 8 86. 2 91. 6 
West South Central------------------------------------ 111. 8 66. 9 87. 4 98. 8 
Mountain...-------------------------------------------- l.f. 2 6L3 86.15 98. 4 Paciftc_________________________________________________ 12. 4 66. 6 SL 8 811. 2 

I Fourt.lth C81111US Repodl, Vol. II, Population, 1920, p. 400. 

More than three times as large a proportion of the girls 15 to 19 
are manied in the East South Central States as in New England and 
the percentage of those 20 to 24 in the West South Central States 
who are married is much greater than in New England. The post
ponement of maniage is much more common in the industrial areas 
than in the rural areas of the country. This fact should not be for
gotten, but after all in this connection we are more interested in the 
ratio of children to all women than in the question of marital condi
tion, because from the standpoint of population growth it is the 
actual production of children by all women which is important. 
From this standpoint the woman who does not raise children is a 
total loss and a population that has a large proportion of unmarried 
women may die out even though the manied women in it have rather 
large families. In time, the knowledge of the fact that conception 
can be easily prevented may reverse the normal relation between early 
maniages and a high ratio of children, but this has not happened yet. 

URBANISM, COMMERCIALISM, AND INDUSTRIALISM 

As matters stand at the present, then, living in small communities 
seems ·iio have deranged the customary reproductive life of people 
less than living in large communities and a disproportionately large 
part of our natural increase comes from the small communities. 



F1ouRm 8.-CHILDRmN UND~B 5 PllB 1,000 FournN-BORN WHITJD WoMllN 20 TO 44 YmARB OJ' Aom IN THm URBAN 

POPULATION: 1920 

..... 

D 
ITIIJ 400 - 499 

~ 600-699 

~ 600 - 699 

~ 700 - 799 

~ 
ID eoo - 0 00 

- OVER 1.000 

.... .... 
t...:> 

~ 
0 
~ 

~ 
13 z 
1-3 
0 

i • 
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Just how far apart the larger and smaller communities are in this 
matter can be seen by some comparisons between them based on "the 
supposition that they had the same ratios of children. Thus the 
5,491,267 native white women 20 to· 44 .living in cities of over 25,000 
would have had 2,520,491 children instead of the 1,950,086 they did 
have if their ratio of children had been the same as the native women 
in the cities of less than 25,000. This is almost a 30 per cent differ
ence. We may say, then, that the larger cities are cutting about 
120,000 to 125,000 from our increase each year and are thus hasten
ing the time when our population will cease to grow. 

It may be of some interest to point out in this connection that the 
larger cities have a much larger proportion of their native bom who 
are of foreign and mixed parentage than the smaller cities, hence, the 
fact that the smaller cities add more, proportionally, to our increase 
affects materially the nationality composition of our population. 
In the entire United States 37 .6 per cent of the native population in 
cities of over 500,000 is of foreign or mixed parentage; in cities of 
100,000 to 500,000, 28.2 per cent is in this group; in cities of 25,000 
to 100,000, 26.5 per cent; in cities of 10,000 to 25,000, 24.6 per cent; 
and in cities of 2,500 to 10,000, 20.6 per cent. These are very con
siderable differences and if the differential ratios of children in these 
cities should continue for some decades they would result in quite a 
different nationality composition in the larger and smaller cities. 

Striking as are the differences in cities in ratios of children they a.le 
small as compared with those between the larger cities and the rural 
districts. Thus, with the same ratio as rural women, the 5,491,267 
native white women in the cities of over 25,000 would have had 
3,959,203 children instead of the 1,950,086 they did have. This is 
over 100 per cent more. 

In the light of the facts cited above, it would seem that there could 
be no reasonable doubt that the forces depressing the birth rate in 
the native population of the United States at the present time, and 
for the past two generations, say since 1860, may be summed up. 
under the terms urbanism, commercialism, and indlistrialism. Fur
thermore, the influence of urbanism, as thus defined, appears to vary 
more or less directly with the size of the community. 

FOREIGN-BORN WHITE WOMEN IN COMMUNITIES OF DIFFERENT SIZES 

Further proof that urban life and its accompanying conditions lie 
at the basis of the decline of the ratio of children (and the birth rate) 
is found in the ratios of children to foreign-born white women in 
communities 9f varying size. In Tables 40 and 41 we have these 
ratios for all women and for married women and in Table 42 we have 
indexes similar to those given for native white women. 
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TABLB 40.-CBILDBEN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 FOREIGN-BORN WHITE WOMEN 20 
TO 44 YEARS OF AGE, WITH RANKINGS, FOR COMMUNITIES OF DIFFERENT 
SIZES, BY DIVISIONS AND STATES: 1920 1 

[Ratios not shown where base Is less than 100] 

CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 J'OREIGN•RORN WOKEN 20 TO 4' YEARS 
OJ' AGE 

Cities 

The State 100,000 In- 25,000 to 10,000 to 2,500 to Rural DIVllllON AND BTATI: 
habitants 100,000 In- 25,000 In- 10,000 In- districts 
and over habitants habitants habitants 

~ 1 ~ ~ 
0 

~ ~ 1 ~ ~ 
.SI 1 +:l .. ~ 

i:i: i:i: i:i: i:i: i:i: i:i: i:i: i:i: i:i: -- -------- ---------- -
UNITED STATES•------------- 779 ----- 679 ----- 766 ----- 861 ----- 873 ----- 998 ------------ ,_ 

NEW ENGLAND ••••••••.•••••••.. 747 7 700 3 710 3 811 3 806 4 870 8 
Maine .••••••.••... ---- •.•••• 732 a2 ------ ----- 623 27 689 23 763 26 811 36 New Hnmpshfre _____________ 713 36 ------ ----- 669 18 735 16 711 33 798 39 
Vermont •••• _---------------- 829 23 ------ ----- ------ ----- 735 17 738 28 906 24 
Massachusetts. __ ------ •.••.• 700 37 661 l.'i 679 15 779 12 795 19 827 35 Rhode Island •• ______________ 755 28 737 11 665 20 837 9 898 8 866 31 
Connecticut •• _ .••••• -------_ 886 8 825 4 898 4 991 2 919 7 910 23 

MIDDLE ATLANTIC •••....••••••.. 789 5 672 4 863 1 1,033 1 1,034 1 l, 121 1 New York ___________________ 664 40 629 17 807 8 916 3 8.'i4 12 837 33 
New Jersey.----------------- 833 19 829 3 804 10 861 7 824 14 896 27 
Pennsylvania .• ------ •••••••• 1,013 3 782 7 1,048 1 l, 160 1 1, 211 1 1, 336 2 

EAST NoRm C'ENTBAL __________ 811 4 751 2 833 2 845 2 844 3 984 5 
Ohio.-------- ••• --------- ---- 866 12 808 5 896 5 898 5 1,001 4 1,067 7 
Indiana •••••. ---------------- 888 7 610 20 983 2 880 6 641 42 847 32 
Illinois ••••••• ------.------- •• 734 31 712 13 666 19 807 11 817 16 879 30 
Michigan .• ---------------- __ 859 14 784 6 876 6 861 8 836 13 1,020 11 
Wisconsin ••••••••.•.••••••••. 862 13 755 9 807 9 759 14 801 17 1,002 12 

WBST NORTH C'ENTBAL •••.•.•.. 849 1 632 5 670 5 705 5 778 5 1,037 2 
Minnesota.--------------- •.• 831 20 622 18 638 23 774 13 884 10 1, 048 8 
Iowa •. - - -- -- --- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 806 25 617 19 647 22 700 20 661 40 926 19 
Missouri._. - . -- ••••. _ .•. __ ••• 609 43 592 21 634 24 487 44 513 47 738 45 
North Dakota ••• ------------ 1, 199 2 ------ ----- ------ --26- 656 27 820 15 1,269 3 
South Dakota .•••••••.•.•.•.• 980 5 ------ ----- 631 813 10 583 44 1,048 9 
Nebraska.------------------- 836 18 713 12 905 3 720 18 781 22 916 20 
Kamas. - - - ------------------ 849 17 935 2 715 14 605 34 695 36 912 21 

SOUTH ATLANTIC •• --------------- 831 3 768 1 682 4 7~ 4 846 2 1,002 3 
Delaware .• ------------------ 997 4 1,010 1 ------ ----- ------ ----- 1, 145 2 893 28 

~=:.~:::::::::::::::::::: 753 29 749 10 802 11 616 32 863 11 771 42 
723 33 631 16 671 17 500 36 893 9 837 34 

West Virginia .•••.....••••••• 1, 231 1 ------ ----- 833 7 914 4 1,068 3 1,393 1 
North Carolina._------------ 606 44 ------ ----- 478 39 579 37 793 20 6M 46 
South Carolina. __ .---------- 687 38 ------ ""26" 634 25 699 21 726 31 741 44 oeonna. __ ... ----. -.......... 560 48 536 546 32 500 43 767 23 555 47 
Florida •• -------------------- 636 41 ------ ----- 664 21 649 28 673 39 553 48 

EAST SOUTH CENTRAL ••..•••••. 710 8 625 6 527 9 626 7 718 7 927 7 
Kentucky __ ._ ••.••• __ •••• ____ 678 39 541 25 511 37 .524 41 730 30 971 15 
Tennessee ..•..• _ •••••••.• __ ._ 614 42 !i82 23 525 35 ------ ----- 503 48 802 38 
Alabama ••••••••.•. ____ .•• __ • 771 27 778 8 555 31 639 30 789 21 883 29 
MlssisslppL •• - -------------- 851 16 ------ ----- ------ ----- 656 26 767 24 1,036 10 

WEST SoUTB 0KNTBAL ••••••.•.. 758 6 579 7 603 7 580 8 676 8 929 6 
Arkansas •.•••.•.••••••••••... 723 34 ------ ----· 499 38 476 45 576 45 900 25 
Louisiana.------------- •••••. 785 26 544 24 676 16 741 15 940 6 1, 191 4 
Oklahoma •• _---------------_ 807 24 ------ ----- 533 34 623 31 701 34 939 17 
Tems •••• -------------------- 751 30 589 22 613 28 570 38 643 41 911 22 

MOUNTAIN ••••••••••••.••••••••.. 848 2 574 8 648 6 646 6 764 6 986 4 
Montana ••••••••••••• - ••••••• 8M 15 --·--- ---·- 537 33 648 29 712 32 999 13 
Idaho ••••••••••• _ .•• ___ . -- -- . 870 11 ------ ----- ------ ----- 686 24 674 38 961 16 

i1g::1i~:::::::::::::::::::: 890 6 ------ ----- ··739· ----- 719 19 735 29 980 14 
831 21 610 27 13 699 22 801 18 1,084 6 

New Mexico ••••••••••••••••• 876 10 ------ ----- ------ ----- 528 40 700 35 931 18 
Arizona ••••••••• -- ••••••••••• 830 22 --iiiici" 699 29 658 26 766 25 900 26 
Utah ••••••. --- ••••• -- -- -- -- - - 883 9 14 791 12 610 33 962 5 1, 104 6 
Nevada •• -------------------- 719 35 ------ ----- ------ ----- 438 46 748 27 785 40 

PACIFIC. - - --- -------------------- 582 9 449 9 334 8 567 9 666 9 792 9 

8i~~~==:::::::::::::::: 
591 45: 442 30 577 30 593 35 698 43 774 41 
583 46 493 28 ------ -- --- 513 42 536 46 757 43 
579 47 . 445 29 517 36 'i68 39 6P3 37 806 37 

I From data In Detailed Table I. •District of Columbia Included; not shown separately. 
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TABLE 41.-CBILDREN UNDllB 0 PllB 1,000 FOREIGN-BORN WBITB MABBIBD, 
WIDOWED, OR DIVORCBD WOKEN 20 TO 44 YBARS OP AGll WITH RANltINGS, 
FOR COMllUNITIBS OP DIPFllRENT SIZES, BYllDIVISJONS AND STATES: 1920 l 

[Ratios not shown where base Is less than 100) 

-
CBILDUN UNDO 6 PER 1,000 J'OREIGN·BORN WHITE JIABBIBD 

WOJIEN :io TO " YEARS or AGE 

Cities 

DIVISION AND BT.A.Tl: The State Rural 
100,000 25,000 to 10,000 to 2,l!OO to dlstrlcta 

Inhabitants 100,000 25000 ID- ~~~a!:'~ and over Inhabitants habitants 

i 1 .g 1 i .14 .g i 
0 .14 0 J ;! 5 ;! l3 5 i· .. 

~ Ill Ill Ill Ill Ill Ill ~ Ill Ill ---- -------------------
UNITED STATES'----------- 911 ----- 819 ----- 901 ----- 988 ----- 996 ----- 1, 09'J 

I= === = = = = -NEW ENGLAND------------------ 921 5 886 1 885 3 974 2 982 2 991 8 
Maine.. ••••••• ________________ 896 Z1 ·----- ----- 837 17 897 13 915 18 924 35 
New Hampshire _____________ 889 28 ·----- ----- 889 13 895 14 875 25 894 37 Vermont _____________________ 

961 10 ""8.57" 868 17 909 19 1,014 23 
M888aChusetts. _____ -- ------- 886 30 11 861 14 945 11 977 13 965 29 
Rhode Island._-------------- 939 21 924 5 847 16 1,015 4 1,081 4 964 30 
Connecticut ••• ___ -- __________ 1,0H 6 960 3 1,015 4 l, 111 2 1,072 6 1,006 16 

MIDDLE ATL.A.NTIC---------------- 936 4 825 4 983 1 1, 135 1 l, 143 1 1,228 1 
New York ___________________ 820 36 787 16 939 9 1, 051 3 1,006 10 963 81 
New Jersey __ ---------------- 945 18 935 4 922 10 989 7 942 15 994 Z1 
Pennsylvania.---- ____ ------- 1,158 3 921 6 l, 146 1 1,227 1 1,285 1 1,423 2 

EABT NORTH CENTRAL----------- 910 6 857 3 928 2 937 8 936 4 1, 069 4 
Ohio.-------_ ••••••• - -- •• ---- 961 15 897 7 978 5 989 8 1,"074 5 l, 129 9 
Indiana ______ - -_ - ___ - -- - --- - - 968 8 708 21 1, 051 3 969 10 717 44 937 84 
llllnols ____ --- - _ - ____ - -- __ ---- 844 35 827 13 781 20 891 15 917 16 956 88 
Michigan_ ••• - • - - - - - - - -- -- -- - 956 12 894 8 964 6 9i0 9 917 17 1,090 12 
Wisconsin. __________ -- ------- 965 13 849 12 905 12 859 18 909 20 1,084 18 

WEST NORTH CENTRAL •••••..••• 967 1 749 5 7113 4 836 4 902 & 1, 137 2 
Minnesota. ____ -------------_ 959 11 764 17 773 21 903 12 987 12 1,146 7 
Iowa. __ -- --- _ - - - - - - -- - _ -- - - - - 1114 26 751 18 7M 24 821 20 789 88 1,017 21 
Missouri ••••••• -·········---- 704 43 686 22 731 28 677 43 OM 46 881 43 
North Dakota ________________ 1,883 1 ------ ----- --75,f ----- 820 21 1,004 11 1,390 a 
South Dakota ________________ l, 102 5 --322- ""i4" 25 996 6 750 43 l, 155 8 
Nebraska •• -- -- -- --- - -------- 940 20 1,064 2 842 111 899 21 1,004 24 

KallSas----------------------- 943 19 1,012 2 852 16 719 84 788 34 996 28 

SOUTH ATL.A.NTIC ••••.•••.. _______ 941 2 885 2 792 5 805 5 939 3 l, 128 a 
Delaware _____________________ l, 112 4 l, 122 1 ------ ----- ------ ----· 1,200 2 1,031 16 

~~=~::::::::::::::::::: 874 32 , __ !~- 9 966 7 733 32 1,019 9 886 89 
SU 37 19 746 26 669 38 965 14 923 36 

West Virginia .•..• ___________ 1,298 2 956 8 1,014 5 l, 147 3 1,471 1 
North Carolina ______________ 753 41 597 39 684 36 897 22 867 41 
South Carolinn _______________ 790 39 c::::: 735 27 791 28 831 30 851 42 
Georgia _______________ --- ---- 658 48 613 28 681 31 553 44 835 29 660 48 
Florida. __________________ ---- 789 42 ------ ----- 766 23 751 30 764 41 664 47 

EAST SOUTH CENTRAL ___________ 817 8 730 6 648 8 723 8 809 7 1,023 7 Kentucky ____________________ 806 38 661 25 631 34 ------ ----- 836 ~Jl,~ 11 
Tennessee •••• -- -- -- __ --- -- -- - 703 44 677 23 616 36 ------ --33- 540 38 
Alabama ..• __ --- ____ - -- ------ 867 33 864 10 705 29 ;27 891 23 967 32 
Mississippi. __________________ 963 14 ------ ----- ------ ----- 762 29 868 27 l, 124 10 

WEST SOUTH CENTRAL. __________ 892 7 704 7 753 6 744 7 799 8 1,043 8 
Arkansas _______ -- --- -- -- --- -- 861 34 ------ ----- 614 37 599 42 766 40 1,022 20 
Louisiana _____________ ------- 924 24 677 24 825 19 876 16 1,066 7 1,285 4 
Oklahoma. ••••• -- __ -- - ------ - 885 31 ------ ----- 633 33 707 35 768 39 1,001 25 

Texas·----·· -- - - - -- - - - - - - - - - • 889 29 711 20 770 22 743 31 769 38 1,031 17 

MOUNTAIN----------- -- _ ---- -- --- 938 3 683 8 740 7 766 8 861 6 1,053 Ii 
Montana.. •• ________________ •• 938 22 ------ ----- 613 38 766 28 798 32 1,064 14 
Idaho ___________ -- • -- ---- --- - 950 16 ------ ----- ------ ----- 796 25 762 42 1,027 19 

~o'f::::::::::::::::: :::: :::: 948 17 ------ --27- ------ ----- 813 23 787 35 1,028 18 
922 25 608 836 18 802 24 874 26 J, 144 8 

New Mexico _________________ 968 9 ------ ----- ------ ----- 633 40 816 31 1,015 Zl 
Arizona •• -- -- ••• - - •• - - - -- - - - - 930 23 --322- 693 30 818 22 889 24 978 28 
Utah------------- --- --- ------ 993 7 15 916 11 789 27 1,039 8 l, 169 5 
Nevada ________ -- ___ - - --- --- - 770 40 ------ ----- ------ ----- 504 45 783 37 829 44 

P ACil'IC ••• ----. _. _ •••• - • - - - - -- - - - - 677 9 MS 9 638 9 660 9 753 9 858 9 
Washington ____ -- -- _ -- -- ----- 674 46 536 30 661 32 666 39 663 45 828 45 
Oregon ______ ----- --- -- --- -- -- 673 47 595 28 ------ --35- 602 41 606 47 817 46 
California.---- _______ ------ __ 679 45 555 29 626 670 37 787 36 878 40 

1 From data In Detailed Table I. t District or Columbia included; not shown separately-
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T ABLll 49.-INDmr::JDB l'ORTBJD NU1111111a OJI' CmLDRlllN UN1>JDR l; l'JDR 1,000 FoRJDIGN
BOBN WllITl!I WOKEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OP AoE, FOB Co1111UNITIEa OP DIFPllBENT 
8Iz11a, BY DIVISIONS: 1920 

[Ratio of children ID cities of 100.000 and over In each divlslon• 100) 

CRILDllBN UlllDBB 11 PBB 1,000 roBl:IGN•BOBN WBITB WOJIBN 
llO TO 44 YBAllll 0., A.GB 

DIVJlllOJI' 
Cities 

Rural 
100,000 25,000 to 10,000 to 2,l!OO to dlatrlet8 

Inhabitants ~::!ts 26,000 
m:1i'l:nts and over Inhabitants 

United States •• ·-------------------- 100 112.8 126.8 128.6 M7.0 

~~Jii1t'=uc::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 100 101.4 115. 9 115.1 124.3 
100 128.3 153. 7 163.9 166.8 

Eut North Central.---------------------- 100 110.9 112. s 112.4 13LO West North CentnJ _______________________ 100 106.0 111.8 123.1 lM.1 
South Atlantic.--------------------------- 100 88. 8 92.2 110.2 IJK.4 
Eut South Central------------------------ 100 83. 7 100. 2 114.9 148.3 
West South Central.---------------------- 100 UM.l 100.2 118.8 160.4 
Mountain.-------------------------------- 100 112.9 112. 5 133.1 17L8 
Paclftc •• ---------------------------------- 100 118. 9 126.3 148.3 178.4 

These tables show that not only the native white women but the 
foreign-born white women as well are affected by urban living. It 
has been pointed out elsewhere that the range of ratjos is always 
less for foreign-born white women than for native white women. 
We observe that this is the case here and the explanation is not far 
to seek. Most foreign-born women come here with their attitudes 
toward family life fairly well established and they settle in a group of 
their own countrymen so that they are isolated (or insulated, if one 
prefers) from full contact with urban life even though living in the 
midst of a great city. Hence, the Old World habits of the foreign 
born largely dominate their actions with the result that voluntary 
restriction of the family and celibacy are not nearly so common among 
them as among the natives. Consequently we find rather high ratios 
of children to foreign-born white women in cities of every size, but 
there is a marked increase in these ratios as the size of the community 
decreases. The only exceptions are the South Atlantic and East 
South Central States and certain groups of the smaller cities (Table 
42), and the proportion of foreign born in these States and groups is 
so small that their indexes can have little significance. In the whole 
United States the cities of less than 25,000 have a little over one
fourth higher ratio of children to all foreign-born white women than 
the cities of over 100,000 and the rural districts have a ratio almost 
one-half higher than the large cities. This shows beyond dispute 
that even the foreign-born white women are affected in their family 
life and rearing of children by the size of the community in which 
they live. There is the possibility, of course, that the death rate of 
the children of foreign-born mothers is so much greater in the large 
cities than in the smaller cities and rural districts that the number of 
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survivors is materially reduced. A careful examination of the infant 
mortality rates in different communities and of the number of children 
born and surviving to mothers of the different nationalities does not, 
however, furnish any convincing evidence that lower infant and child 
mortality in the rural districts is by any means the chief factor in 
their higher ratios of children. Infant and child mortality are some
what higher in the large cities than in the rural districts but not enough 
higher to account for the 4 7 point difference in the indexes of children 
which is shown in Table 42. 

Not only is it the average tendency of foreign-born women in the 
United States to have fewer children as the size of the community in 
which they live increases, hut it is almost the universal tendency in 
the Northern and Western States, where the foreign born constitute a 
considerable proportion of the population. Rhode Island, New 
Jersey, and Kansas are the only Northern States in which there is 
not a steady increase in ratios of children to all women as the size of 
the community decreases (Table 40). The ratios in Rhode Island 
and New Jersey are rather puzzling at first glance but probably are 
due to the occupational or nationality differences in immigrant 
groups as between the largest cities and the smaller places. 

The situation in Kansas is interesting as affording a clear case of 
difference between "old" and "new" immigrants. Kansas City is 
the only place of over 100,000. It is a meat-packing city with a large 
body of Slavs working in the packing houses. Its ratio of children 
is so high that Kansas City ranks second in ratio of children to foreign.
born women in the large cities. In the rest of Kansas, Gennan and 
Scandinavian immigrants are dominant, hut there are only a few of 
them and they are so well assimilated to the native population that 
even the rural ratio is somewhat less than that of Kansas City. 

With these exceptions which are not difficult to understand, we 
find that everywhere in the North and West immigrant women show 
the same tendency as native women to lower their birth rate as the 
size of the community in which they live increases. 

In . another respect also the foreign-born women show the same 
tendency as the native women, namely, to eschew marriage to a 
greater extent in large communities than in small communities. 
(Table 43.) In the entire United States there is a steady increase in 
proportion of foreign-born white married women as the size of the 
community diminishes. The difference between cities of 100,000 
and over ·and the rural districts is 8.5 per cent. This difference is 
considerably less (only about one-half) than that which we found 
among the natives but it is significant as furnishing further proof that 
the city begins to disorganize family life even among the foreign 
born, particularly among those who were children when they entered 
the country. 
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TABLll 4.3.-Pma CJDNT o:r Foa1110N-BORN WBITB Wo:u:BN 20 TO 44 YBABS o:r 
AaE, MARRIED, Wmow:m~ OR DIVORCED, FOR Co1111uNITIES OF D1n:muNT 
SIZES, BY DIVISIONS AND i::!TATES: 1920 1 

[Per cent not shown where base Is less than 100] 

P11B CENT or POBJ:ION·BOBN WBlT& WOKEN llO TO "' YBABS or AOJ: 

DIVISION A.ND STATB 

The State 

UNITED 8TATJ:SI ••••••• 85. 6 

N11:w ENGLAND ______________ 81. 1 
Maine.. •• ~---------------- 81.7 New Hampshire _________ 80.2 Vermont _________________ 

86.3 
Massachusetts •• --------- 79.0 Rhode Island ____________ 80.4 
Connecticut ______________ 87.3 

MmDLB ATLANTIC ••• -------- 84.6 New York _______________ 81.0 
New Jersey ______________ 88.2 
PeDDSylvanla •••••••••••• 90.0 

EAST Noam CJ:NTIU.L ______ 89.0 
Ohio •••••••• _____________ 91.0 Indiana. _________________ 91.7 Dllnofs ___________________ 

86.9 

~::,~::::::::::::::: 89.8 
90.2 

WJ:ST Noam CJ:NTIU.L _____ 88.0 Minnesota _______________ 
86. 6 Iowa _____________________ 
88.3 Missouri_ ________________ 86.4 North Dakota.. ___________ 90.0 

South Dakota.. ___________ 88.9 
Nebraska._-------------- 88.9 XaDsas ___________________ 

90.0 

SoU'fll ATLANTIC------------- 88.3 
Delaware._------------- - 89.6 
M=d.--------------- 86.1 
v ----------------- 89.2 

:'c:i\i v~:::::::::: 94.9 
80.4 

South Carollna ___________ 86.9 
~------------------ 85. l 

....................................... 86.1 

EAST Boum CJ:NTBAL.. •• ---- 86.9 Kentucky _________ ------_ 84. 1 Tennessee.. _______________ 87.3 Alabama.. ________________ 89.0 MlssisslppL ______________ 
89.3 

WJ:ST Boum CJ:NTBAL...---- 811.0 Arkansas _________________ 
83.9 Louisiana. _______________ 
85.0 

Oklahoma. •••••••••••.••. 91.2 
Teua·-·-·--------------- 84.6 

MOtrNTAIN •••••••••••••.••••• 90.4 Montana.. ________________ 
91.2 Idabo ••••••••••• _________ 9LO 

~=:::::::::::::::: 93.9 
90.1 

New Mexico.------------ 90.4 Arizona __________________ 
89. 3 

Utah.·-·----------------· 88.9 
Nevada •• ---------------- 93.3 

PACIJ'IC.. •••••••••••••••••••••• 811.9 

g~~::::::::::::: 
87.7 
86.6 
86.2 

1 From data In Detailed Table n. 
6621°-31--9 

KABBIBD, WIDOWJ:D, OB DIVOBCJ:D 

Cities 

Rural 
100,000 125,000 to 10,000 to 2,liOO to districts 

inhabitants 100,000 25,000 
m:b':nts and over Inhabitants Inhabitants 

82. 91 85.0 87.2 87.8 91.4 

79.1 79.9 83.3 82.1 87.8 
......................... 74.5 76.9 83.4 87. 7 
......................... 711. 3 82. l 81.3 89.3 
-------ffr -------?&ii- 84. 7 81.1 89.4 

82.4 81.3 85. 7 
79.8 78. 5 82.4 83.0 88.8 
85.9 88. 6 89.2 85.8 87.8 

81.15 87.8 91.0 90.5 91.3 
79.9 85.9 87.1 84.9 86.9 
88.6 87.2 87.0 87.6 90.2 
84.9 9L4 94.6 94.3 93.9 

87.6 89. 7 90.1 90.2 93.0 
90.l 91.6 90.4 93.2 94. 6 
86.2 93.5 91.7 89.4 90.4 
86.1 85.3 90.6 89.1 92.0 
87.8 90.9 88. 7 9Ll 93.6 
88.9 89.1 88.4 88.2 92.4 

84.3 84. 4 84.3 86.2 91.2 
81.3 82. 6 85. 8 89.6 91.6 
82. l 85.8 85. 3 83.9 9L l 
86. 3 86.8 84.6 78.5 88.8 

------------ -------83:8- 79.9 81. 7 91.3 _______ 86._8_ 81. 7 77. 7 90. 7 
85. 0 85.5 86.8 91.3 

92.4 83.8 84.1 88.1 91.6 

86. 7 86. 2 87.9 90.1 91.4 
90.0 ------·sa.-e- -----·-srr 911. 6 86.6 
86.1 84.8 87.0 
87.0 90.0 88. 3 92.6 90. 7 ......................... 87.2 90. 2 93. 2 97.6 ......................... 80.2 84.6 88.4 711.6 

.......................... 86. 2 88.4 87.4 87.1 
87.4 80.1 90.4 91.9 84.1 ......................... 86.8 86.4 88.1 83.3 

• 85. 7 81.4 86.6 88. 7 90.6 
81.9 80.9 83.6 87.4 88.0 
85. 9 85.2 (1) 93.1 90. 4 
90.0 78. 8 87.8 88.6 92. 6 

........................... ------------ 86.0 88.3 92.1 

82.2 80.2 77.9 84. 7 89.1 
---------4- 81.3 79.6 711.2 88. 1 

81.9 84.6 88.2 91. 7 
----·-·sas· 84.2 88.1 91.2 93.8 

79.6 76. 7 83.6 88.4 

83.9 87.6 84.6 88.8 93.6 
-·-·------... - 87.6 84.6 89. 2 93.9 
--·----... ---- ------------ 114.3 88. 0 1111.6 
------·sa.-9· ------·ss.--a- 88.4 93.4 911.3 

87.3 91.6 94. 7 
------------ -------86.-r 83.3 811.8 9L7 
----·-·sa.-9· so. 4 86.2 112.0 

86.4 77.4 92. 6 94.4 
------------ ............................ 86.8 911.5 94. 7 

81.9 84.0 85.8 88.f 92.4 
82.4 87.3 89.0 90.1 93. 6 
82.9 -------82.-r 86. 2 88.4 112.7 
8L6 84.8 88.0 9L8 

•District of Columbia Included; not shown separately. 
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It follows from the differences in proportion of foreign-born married 
women in different sizes of communities that part of the differences in 
ratios of children to aJJ, women in these communities is due to their 
failure to marry rather than to the restriction of the size of family 
among the married. But in Table 44 where we have indexes for the 
ratio of children to foreign-born white married women we see that for 
the country as a whole there is the same steady decline in ratio of 
children as the size of the community increases as we have found 
elsewhere, although it is not as large as for all foreign-born women. 
The cities under 25,000 have a ratio one-fifth higher than that of the 
largest cities, and the rural districts, a ratio one-third higher. These 
are certainly significant differences and there is no good reason to 
doubt that they are the result of urbanism the same as similar, 
though larger, differences are among the natives. 

TABLE 4,4,.-INDEXES FOB THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN UNDER 0 PER 1 000 
FoBEIGN-BOBN WHITE MARRIED WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OI' AoE, l'OB Cox
MUNITIEs 01' DIFFERENT 8IZES1 B"f'. DIVISIONS: 1920 

[Ratio or children In cities or 100.000 and over ID each division-UNI] 

CBILD'RJIN UNDll:B 6 Pll:B 1,000 roBJ:IGN•BOBN WBlTll: 
XABBlll:D WOKEN 2JO TO 4' Yll:ABS OJ' AGB 

DIVI8ION Cities 

Rural 
100,000 25,000 to 10,000 to 2,SOOto dlstrlots 

Inhabitants 100,000 25,000 in~~b':l°ants and over inhabitants inhabitants 

United States.·------------········-· 100 110.0 120.6 12L6 133.3 

New E~d •••••••••••••••••••••••..•••• 100 1111.9 109.9 110.8 11L9 
Middle tlantlc ••••••••••••••. ------·- --·· 100 1111.2 137.8 138.6 148.8 
East North Central ••••••.••••.••...•...•• 100 108.3 109.3 109.l 123.6 
West North Central •••••••••••••••.•••••.• 100 105.9 UL8 12o.• 15L8 
South Atlantic •••••••• ·-·--·--·--··--·-·-· 100 119.6 9LQ 108. l 127.6 
East South Central •••••••••••••••••••••••• 100 88.8 99.0 110.8 H0.1 
West South Central.----------·---·····--- 100 107.0 105. 7 113. 6 148.2 
MOUDtaiD •••••• -· •• -- -. -- -. --··--· -. -· -. -• 100 108.3 112. 0 128.1 JM.2 
Pacific ••••••• -••• ---· ------· ---· • --· -· -.• - 100 118.1 12o.' 137 •• 168.6 ... 

It may be well to mention in this connection that the higher ratio 
of children among the foreign born in the smaller places is all the more 
significant in view of the fact that the new immigrants, except in 
certain mining communities, are found largely in the big cities (those 
of 100,000 and over) where the ratios of children are smallest. 

In Table 45 we have indexes for ratios of children to all foreign-born 
white women 20 to 44 calculated by using a single base, namely, the 
ratio of children to all foreign-born white women in cities of 100,000 
and over in the entire United States, for all areas and sizes of com
munities. These indexes enable us to compare the absolute size of 
ratios in these different groups. We see from these that the same 
general fact emerges as in the preceding tables. As the size of the 
community diminishes the ratio of children to foreign-born women 
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TADLB 4:5.-INDEXES l'OB THE NUMBER 01' CHILDREN UNDER s PER 1,000 
FOBllIGN-BORN WHITll WOKEN 20 TO 44 YEARS 01' AGE, IN COMMUNITIES OP 
DIRllRENT SIZES, BY DIVISIONS: 1920 

[Ratio of children ID cities of 100,000 and over for the whole United States-100) 

CHILDREN UNDER 6 PER 1,000 POREIOK·BORN WBlTll: 
WOKEN ao TO "' YEARS or AGE 

DIVISION 
Cities 

Rural 
100,000 25,000 to 10,000 to 2 liOO to districts 

Inhabitants 100,000 25,000 lO 000 
and over lnhabltan~s Inhabitants Inhabitants 

United States •• --------------------- 100.0 112.8 126.8 128. 6 147.0 

New E~d----------------------------- 103.1 lCM.6 119.4 118. 7 128.1 
Middle tlantlc ••.•••.•.•.. ------------- -_ 99.0 127.0 152.1 Ui2.3 1611.2 
East North Central------------------------ 110. 6 122. 7 124.4 124. a 144.9 
West North Central •• --------------------- 93.1 98. 7 103.8 114.6 152. 7 
South Atlantic •• _------------------------- 113.1 100.4 lllf.3 124.6 152.0 
East South Central------------------------ 92.0 77.6 92.2 105.7 136.6 
West South Central .. --------------------- 85.3 88.8 811.4 99.6 136.8 
Mountain •• ------------------------------- 84. 5 95.4 95.l 112. 5 145.2 
Paci1lo.. ••••••••••••••••••••••.••••••. ______ 66.1 78.8 83.5 98.1 116.6 

increases. Some of the southern divisions show irregularities but 
they are unimportant because of the veey small numbers involved 
and the "white-collar" type of immigrants found there. One may 
say that among the foreign born as among the natives large cities 
invariably have low ratios of children. 

This relation between size of community and ratio of children 
might tum out to be between density of population and ratio of chil
dren, if only we had an adequate measure for density. Since we do 
not have such a measure we will have to be content with the showing 
made here. It seems conclusive but it lacks precision. Whether 
greater precision would enable us to draw conclusions of greater value 
than those we can legitimately draw from the data here presented 
we can not tell. 

COMPARISONS FOR NATIVE WHITE AND FOREIGN-BORN WHITE 

In the smaller cities as in the larger cities the ratio of children to 
foreign-born women is largely in excess of the ratio of children to 
native women. Table 46 sums up all these differences. Once age.in 
we have the fact impressed upon us that the foreign-born women are 
individually contributing far more children to the next generation 
than the native women. There is some danger, however, that we 
will fasten our attention too exclusively upon the comparison of 
natives and foreign born in the same communities; although this 
comparison, as made in Table 46, is of great interest and is valuable 
as showing how the underlying rural-mindedness of the foreign-born 
population is withstanding the onslaughts of the cities on its birth 
rate. It is, beyond denying, important to know that the ratio of 
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Fiouam 10.-CBILDBEN UNn11a 5 PllB 1,000 NATIVll WmTB WoJDDN 20 To 44 
YEARS 01' AGB IN Co1111UN1TIB8 01' Dll'l'BBBNT 8IZB8 l'OB TBJI UNITED 
8TATll8 AND ITS DIVIBIONS: 1920 

CITIEBOF 
ICI0,000 

ANDOVER 
l,lZOO 

:Z5,000 
TO 

100,000 

I0,000 
TO 

25,000 

:z.soo 
TO 

10,000 RURAL 

1,100 i--------+--------+--------11---------1 

1,000 i----------------'--------,-----------1 

----------------
--0-0-0----·-·-·---·-·-·-

--------

UNITED STATES 
NEW ENGLAND 
MIDDLE ATLANTIC 
EAST NORTH CENTRAL\ 
WEST NORTH CENTRAL: 
80UTH ATLANTIC 
EAST 80UTH CENTRAL ' 
WEST SOUTH CENTRAL 
MOUNTAIN 
PACIFIC 

-- -_ .. 
3001------~-,.....~------+--------+--------t---------t -----.--

OL--------....L..---------1.------------..._-----------' 
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Fioua11 11.-CBILDJUDN UNDma ti na 1,000 FOBlllGN·BOBN WRITll WollllN 
20 TO 44 Y:mABS OI' Ao:m IN Co1111UN1TIEs OJI' D1nmuNT 81Zms :roa TBl!l 
UNITllD STATllS .AND ITS DrvISIONS: 1920 

~m~ •ooo ~ooo ~~ 
ICI0,000 • TO TO TO 

ANDOVER 100.000 26,000 10,000 AURAL 
1,200 .-----...;.;-;:..;;.;;_-----==:..;::=------=:;:::::._ __ ...::.::::.:.::::. 

l,IOO !------+------+------+-----

§ 
J 

---- ·----·----·----
""°° 1--------1-- ---o----·-·--·----·--·--·--

UNITEDSTATE8 
NEW ENGLAND 
MIDDLE ATLANTIC 
EAST NORTH CENTRAL 
WEST NORTH CENTRAL 
SOUTH ATLANTIC 
EAST SOUTH CENTRAL 
WEST SOUTH CENTRAL 
MOUNTAIN 
PACIFIC 

8001--------+-------......... -------....-------~ 
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children to foreign-bom women in all cities of 100,000 and over is 
practically twice that of the nati~e women and that in the north
eastem States it is generally more than twice that of the natives; 
also that in the West and the So'1th these differences are considerably 
le8s. It is also well to know that even in the rnral districts the for
eign-bom women have almost two-fifths more children than the 
native women. These comparisons do not tell us aU'however. 

TABLE 4:6.-JNDEXEB J'OR TBl!l NUMBER OJ' CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 FOREIGN• 
BORN WHITE Wo¥EN 20 TO 44 YEABB OJ' AoE, IN CoJDIUNITIBs OJ' DIJ'nBBn 
8IZEB, BY DIVIBIONB: 1920 

[Ratio of cblldren to native white women for the same area and size of commtmlty•lOO] 

CBILDBBN mrDllB II PllB 1,000 l'OUIGK•BOBN WlllTll WOJlllK 
:ID 'fO "YBABB or AGll 

DIVIBIOK Cities 

Rural 
100,000 26,000to 10,000to 2, llOO to dllltrlots 

Inhabitants mfui°t::!ita m:ti~ta 1~000 and over lnhB It.anti 

United States ••••• ·--··-·-·----····-- 1119.1 llNU 1118.f 183.0 138.f 

New E~land ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 217.f 202 9 210.1 1116.8 lk8 
Middle tlantJc •• _______________ -------·-- 198.6 23L2 289.7 221.9 190. 8 
Eut North Central •••••••••••••••••••••••• 208.8 20L7 187.f 176.8 16'.0 
West North Central ••••••••••••••••••••••• 192. 7 17f.O 186.3 17L7 161.6 
South Atlantic •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 181l.2 148.6 H3.3 163.6 12L7 
Eut South Central ••••••.•••••••..•••••••• 166. 7 129.8 18a.2 139. l 1011.6 
West South Central ••••.•••••••••••••••••• 166.9 160.f 12f.6 132.0 113.7 
Mountain ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~. 16L2 166.2 162. 7 lft.8 m.2 
Pacific •••••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••• 167.6 1611.6 165.3 183.1 140.7 

NOT11.-Thls table Is to ba read thus: In the entire United States In cities of over 100,000 tbe ratio of 
children to all foreign-born white women 20 to ff ls 99.1 per cent greater than tbe ratio of cblldren to all 
native white women In the same cities, and In the Paclfto States the ratio of cbl1dml to all foreign-born 
white women In the rural dlstrlctB ii 40.7 per cent greater than the ratio of children to all Dll&lve white 
women In the same dlstrlcta. 

If we are not careful we shall forget that the foreign bom are not 
uniformly distributed through our population and that this fact, in 
view of their differential birth rate, is of tremendous significance. 
In Table 47 we have a series of indexes for foreign-bom women based 
on the ratio of children to all native white women 20 to 44 in the rural 
communities. 

This shows us how the ratios of children to all foreign-bom white 
women 20 to 44 in the different divisions and in different sizes of 
communities compare with the highest ratio of children among native 
women, namely, the rural ratio. The significance of this comparison 
will begin to appear if we tum back to Table 13 and notice the distribu
tion of the foreign bom between communities of different sizes. In 
cities of over 500,000 the foreign bom constitute 28.4 per cent of the 
total population; in cities of 100,000 to 500,000theyare17.2 percent; 
and in cities of 25,000 to 100,000 they are 16.9 per cent. In rural 
communities, on the other hand, only 6.5 per cent of the population 
is foreign born. 
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TABLE 47 .-INDEXES J'OR THE NUMBER OP CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 FOREIGN• 
BORN WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OP AoE, IN COMMUNITIES OP DIJ'J'EREN'l' 
SIZES, BY DIVISIONS: 1920 

[Ratio of children to native white rural women-100) 

CBJLDBBN lllllDBB II PBB 1,000 WOBBIGi!l·llOBN Will'JB WOJIU 
20 TO '4 TI:AllS 01' AGB 

DIV18101' 
Cities 

Areaasa 100,000 26,()()0 to 10,000 to 2,llOO to Rural 
whole Inhabit- 100,000 26,000 10,000 dlstrlcta 

antsand Inhabit- Inhabit- Inhabit-
over ants ants ants 

---------------
United States.. •••••••••••••••••••••• 108.0 94.2 106.2 119.4 121.1 138.4 

= ------
New E~land---------------------------- 103. 6 97.1 118.6 112.6 11L8 120. 7 
Middle tlantlc. •••••••••••••.••••••••••• 109.4 93.2 119.6 143.3 143.4 156.ll East North Central.. _____________________ 112. 6° 104.2 116. ll 117.2 117.1 136. 6 
West North Central.--------------------- 117.8 87.6 92.9 9'1.8 107.9 143.8 
South Atlantic ••• ------------------------ 116. 3 106.6 94.6 118.2 117.3 143.1 
East South Central ••• -------------------- 98. 5 86. 7 73.1 86.8 99.6 128. 6 
West South Central---------------------- 106.1 80.3 83.6 80.4 93.8 128. 8 
Mountain.---------- ____ • ____ ---- ___ ----- 117. 6 79.6 89.9 89.6 106.0 136.8 
Pacific •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 80. 7 62. 3 74.1 78. 6 92. 4 109.8 

Now if we turn to Table 47 again we find that the native rural 
women of the United States as a whole exceed the foreign born in all 
cities of 100,000 and over in ratio of children by 5.8 points and are 
exceeded in turn by the foreign-born women in cities of 25,000 to 
100,000 by about the same amount, 6.2 points. Thus the native 
rural women have· a slightly higher ratio of children than the foreign
born women. in the two groups of larger cities combined. The full 
significance of this will be realized when we turn i.o Detailed Table I 
and find that of the total 3,190,820 foreign-born white women in the 
United States, 2,120,403, or 66.5 per cent, were living in cities of 
25,000 or over and thus were raising fewer children per 1,000 than the 
6,621,737 native white women in the rural districts. This leaves only 
1,070,417, or 33.5 per cent, who are on the average raising more children 
than the rural native white women, and they are living in the smaller 
communities. Therefore, as compared with the native rural women in 
this country, the foreign-born women are not contributing much more 
than their share of children to the next generation. As a group they 
have 52.1 per cent as many children as the native rural women, although 
there are slightly less than one-half (48.2 per cent) as many of them. 
This certainly does not represent any great· excess and will scarcely 
justify the very common belief that the native population as a whole 
is rapidly being swamped by the children of the foreign born. Fur
thermore, if we could compare the native farm population with the 
foreign born we should undoubtedly find that these women had a 
higher ratio of children than the foreign-born women, for we saw in 
Table 33 that the farm women as a whole had a higher ratio of chil
dren than the village women with whom they are combined to form 
the rural population in all of our nativity tables. 
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If we consider the further fact that just as the foreign bom are far 
more numerous in the larger cities where their birth rate is lowest so 
the natives of foreign or mixed parentage are most numerous in the 
same places (37 .6 per cent of the population of cities of over 500,000 
belonging to this group, 28.2 per cent in places of 100,000 to 500,000, 
and 26.5 per cent in places of 25,000 to 100,000, while only 13.6 per 
cent are in this group in the rural population) we shall see that the 
contributions of the foreign bom and their children to our population 
are not as large as is sometimes supposed. Indeed, there is good reason 
to believe that with immigration greatly reduced the chief contribu
tion to our future increase of population is going to come from our 
rural population, which is largely of the old Anglo-Saxon stock, plus, 
in our northern agricultural communities, a goodly proportion of 
Germans and Scandinavians. · 

Apparently no better way to sterilize our new immigrants could 
have been devised than to have them settle in the big cities as they 
have done. Those who believe in the essential inferiority of the 
"new" immigrants should find in this situation matter for rejoicing. 
It is best, however, not to take much stock in the so-called proofs of 
racial inferiority of the new immigrants found in intelligence tests, 
in proportion in almshouses, in asylums, and in the menial walks of 
life. The lesson to be drawn from these data is that man has not 
yet learned how to live in cities and survive. The foreign born in 
the cities are not as far along the road to extinction as the natives, 
but their children in many cases are even nearer the dead line. This 
whole matter is discussed more fully later in this chapter. 

NUMERICAL EFFECT OF DECLINE IN CITY BIRTH BATE 

In the preceding sections of this chapter we have shown that there 
are very considerable differences in the ratios of children to women, 
both native and foreign bom, in communities of different sizes. Per
haps the extent of the decline of the birth rate in the cities as compared 
with the rural districts can be made most apparent by calculations of 
the size of the populations that would arise on the assumption that 
the ratios prevailing in certain rural groups also prevailed in certain 
urban groups. · 

If the ratio of children for the 5,491,267 native white women 20 to 
44 years of age in the cities of over 25,000 had been the same as the 
ratio for the native white rural women, the city women would have 
had 3,959,203 children instead of the 1,950,086 they actually had; 
for the 2,541,453 native white women 20 to 44 in cities of under 25,000 
the number of children would have been 1,832,387 instead of 1,166,859. 
This would add a total of 2,674,645 to the children under 5 years of 
age in the native urban population of the country. Truly an enor
mous number, the significance of which can be better appreciated, 
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perhaps, if the stationary population 2 this would maintain at given 
death rates is calculated. This 2,674,645 children under 5 would 
have maintained a stationary population of 32,964,000 at the death 
rates of 1920. This 32,964,000 is an enormous number, equal to the 
population of the New England and Middle Atlantic States in 1920, 
with a little more than one-half of Ohio added. But even this does 
not tell the full story, for to the stationary population thus arising 
from the excess of births due solely to the assumed higher birth rate of 
the present population, would be added all the births from within this 
group of nearly 33,000,000. This would mean, therefore, that within 
this cycle of approximately 80 years, the difference in births between 
the native women in the urban population and an equal number of 
native women in the rural districts, would, if maintained, not only 
add about 33,000,000 more to the latter group but that two full 
generations and a large part of the third in this new group would 
contribute their own children to swell its numbers. Suppose the 
descendants of the higher birth rate group retained their higher birth· 
rate through the century, the total population at the end of this time 
resulting from this differential birth rate would be truly enormous.3 

In this way we see the implications of a differential birth rate if 
it is long sustained. Such a birth rate will, in a comp8.1'8.tively short 
time-short as the life of a nation goes-result in a large proportion 
of the total population arising from that part of the population which 
has the greater fertility. Applied to this country this fact means 
that the descendants of our rural population are likely to predomi
nate in the not distant future. 

1 The term "stationary population" as used here means the number of people that would be alive at 
any time In a population having a certain number of births and a death rate llUCb 88 that prevailing at a 
given time, llllllllllllng that this population Is unalleoted by emliration and Immigration, and that sufllclent 
time bas elapeed to allow a normal distribution of ages. It would take approximately a century for such 
a population to attain Its largest or stationary size If It were built up entirely by replacing a given number 
of Infants ln It annually beginning at a particular moment. Thus the 2,674,646 children under 6 referred 
to repreaent aboUt G00.000 births annually. Now, If the native women In our larger cities had this num
ber of births more than they actually do have and If these children were kept In a separate lfOllp, their 
number being recruited only by this addition of G00,000 Infants annually, they would In time (about a 
century) grow to 32,964,000. Of course, since comparatively few people live beyond 80 years of age we can 
aay that for practical purpoaes this population would attain moet of Its growth In that period or even In 
a somewhat shorter period. 

The statlqnary population given here and In other parts of this chapter Is calculated from speclal 
data fllmlshed by the division of vital statistics of the Bureau of the Census. It Is based upon the 
ratio of ohlldren to women In the aggregate population of the United States found In these special tables 
the results of wblcb are summarized In Table 69 In Chapter VIII. The ratio of ohlldren per 1,000 women 
In a stationary population for the "total" as given there Is 4611 and the women 20 to 44 constitute 17.3 
per cent of the total population. U we divide the excess of children obtained by the calculations given In 
the ten (2,674,646) by the factor 4611 and then divide the result by 17.3 per cent we get the total station
ary population 88 given above. 

The error Involved In using the aggregate Instead of the dl1ferent nativity groups for certain com· 
munltles Is not large and since life tables for the dltrerent nativity groups are not available this Is the best 
that can be done. 

• The calcnlatlons necessary to state this dltrerence In the numbers of two groups having dl1ferent ratios 
In euct terms are too complicated to undertake here, but roughly they Indicate that the descendants of the 
native rural women would.outnumber those of an equal number of the city women by at least 75,0001000. _" -
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This is also shown if we compare the rural foreign bom with urban 
foreign born. The 2,582,352 foreign-born urban women had 698,855 
fewer children than an equal number of foreign-born rural women 
would have had and the stationary population these children would 
maintain at the death rates of 1920 is 8,613,000. This is but little 
less than the population of Canada in 1921. Truly the urban en
vironment has a very depressing effect on the birth rate of the 
foreign born as well as on that of the natives, although the absolute 
level of the birth rate of the former is much higher than that of the 
latter by reason of the essential rural-mindedness of the foreign 
born even though they live in the cities. 

This last point is one which can not be insisted upon too strongly 
in view of the current tendency to think that differences in race, na
tionality, or mental capacity are the chief factors infiuential in de
termining the differential birth rate. The current popular belief 
runs somewhat as follows: Inferior races, meaning generally Negroes 

· (see following chapter) and new immigrants; backward national 
groups, meaning people without popular government, and those 
where there is little industry; and the mentally inferior are the 
only people who raise large families. Now it seems that the data 
presented here show that it is largely the environmental conditions 
which determine the size of families people are raising to-day and 
that general mentality has comparatively little to do with it. Con
sequently there is no basis for the assumption that the genetic quality 
of the stock of the United States is deteriorating appreciably with 
the existing rates of natural increase in different classes. It will be 
pointed out later that though there is good reason to regard the dying 
out of the prosperous classes with much concern, it is not because of 
the deterioration of the stock that may follow. This would be rela
tively unimportant. But the social consequences of having power pass 
to a class in the community which has a very slender biological stake, 
or none at all, in its future is a serious matter. 

Before leaving the question of environment and its effect on the 
birth rate we wish to call attention again to Table 33 in the preceding 
chapter. This shows that for the whole United States, the village 
population had a ratio of children under 5 to women 20 to 44, 44.0 
per cent greater than the city population and that the farm popu
lation ratio was in excess of that of the village population by 22.5 
per cent and of the urban population by 76.4 per cent. To put 
this in terms of a stationary population again; with the same ratio 
that the farm women had, the urban women 20 to 44 would have had 
4,021,026 more children than they did have, which would maintain 
a stationary population of 49,558,000 at the death rates of 1920. 
If we add to this the stationary population of 61447,000 which could 
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be maintained. by the village women, if their ratio had been the same 
as that of the fa.rm women, we have a total of 56,005,000.' 

In the face of all these facts the differential birth rate in this country 
must be regarded as the resultant, in large measure, of the diff erenees 
in living conditions between the cities and the country. We would 
not deny for a moment that there are individual differences in fertility 
and that they are important; we would not deny that many of the 
"submerged tenth" have relatively large families; but we do maintain 
that these facts are of minor importance. The fact of major im
portance in understanding our natural growth of population at the 
present time, is that there is a difference between urban and rural 
living which results in widely different rates of reproduction in these 
two groups. 

REASONS FOR DIFFERENCES IN URBAN AND RURAL RATIOS 

It is very pertinent to ask at this point whether this differential 
rate of reproduction between urban and rural groups will continue 
for any length of time. There can not be the least doubt that rural 
dwellers will more and more feel the effects of urbanism. It is steadily 
growing more pervasive. Will it be a matter of two or three decades 
only before urban attitudes of mind will be influential, perhaps domi
nant, everywhere, and the differences in rates of reproduction now 
existing between urban and rural communities will pass away? This 
question can not, of course, be answered categorically. We have 
seen that in those sections of the country where urban influence is 
most pervasive the rural population has much lower ratios of children 
than where urban influences are new and have not penetrated far 
into the rural hinterland. There can be little doubt, therefore, that 
as urban influences more and more completely permeate rural life 
there will be a rather rapid decline in ratios of children to women in 
some of the rural communities. It does not appear likely, however, 
that this decline will go as far as in the cities. There seem to be certain 
fundamental differences between urban and rural living which will 
always make for larger families in the country. 

The fi.1."St difference to be discussed is the one cited first by city 
people when they feel that they should have larger families but are 
explaining why they do not. They almost invariably feel that the 
cost of raising children in the city is so much higher than in the country 
that they must rigidly restrict the size of their faniilies. There can 

• It Is not Implied that this great dell.cleney in our population actually exists because of the falling off 
of the birth rate in the urban population. This falling off Is rather recent and bas not yet had time to result 
In sueh a dell.eieucy. What Is meant Is that If the conditions of 1920 were to continue long enough to allow 
the differential ratio of eblldren in the rural and non-rural populations to develop fully, this great difference 
In the size of the two populations would result If eaeb had, at the beginning of the period of dlff~tlal 
growth, as many women 20 to~ as there were in the combined urban and village populations In 1920. A 
great deal of what might have been a dell.cleney In numbers in the urban population bas been supplied by 
immigration. 
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be no doubt in anyone's mind that the money cost of a child, as a 
rule, is somewhat greater in the city than on the farm. This is neces
sarily so because the city dweller generally, must buy everything 
used by his family while the farmer and his wife can raise much of 
the food they use. Furthermore, the farm children themselves can 
contribute to the living of the family more easily and with less danger 
of harm to themselves than most city children can. If country parents 
are thrifty and train their children to be thrifty they can keep the 
money cost of their children considerably below the money cost of 
children of city parents up to a certain age, say through high school. 

There is one thing in this connection that most city people appar
ently forget, however. This is that a large part of the difference in 
money cost of children in the city and in the country is due not merely 
to the differences in cost of the essentials of healthy living but fully 
as much to more expensive standards of living and increased require
ments for dress and amusements general among city people. If the 
country people attempted to provide for their children on the same 
standard as city people there is reason to believe that there would 
be little or no advantage on the side of the ruralite. The country 
dweller, too, is likely to be content with a less elaborate educational 
equipment of his children for life than the city dweller. It is not that 
he cares less for his children but his environment is less complicated 
and he does not see the need for an expensive training to fit his 
children for it. 

Another factor which is of much more significance than the economic 
factor is the different basis of organization of life in the city from that 
in the country. What is meant is that for most individuals city life 
is organized about one definite kind of work. This work makes 
certain definite requirements on the individual's time and energy but 
beyond this it does not rest on him as a continuous responsibility 
24 hours a day and 365 days in the year. Of course, there are excep
tions but this is true of most city dwellers. In the country, on the 
other hand, there is no set task to be completed in 7 or 8 hours, the 
rest of one's time being unencumbered. Stock and crops, like small 
children, are a 24-hour, 365-day responsibility. Country life finds a 
place in it for the weak and helpless and is organized to care for 
growing things which can not care for themselves. 

There is no doubt that the person who is freed from continuous re
sponsibility in getting his livelihood tends to keep from assuming more 
than is necessary in other directions. As a result families are likely 
to be kept small. When children are the only ties one has to a 
place or a job then there is probably a stronger urge to make those 
ties as few as possible than when children are only one of several 
ties, as in the case of the farmer whose stock and crops and fields 
as well as his children keep him fastened to a particular place and job. 
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The economy of the farm has a place for children. There are 
countless small tasks that they can do to help the whole to run 
smoothly. The family as we know it to-day is the outgrowth of 
rural life and it tends to drbp many of its essential characteristics 
and bonds in the new environment of the city. One may say that 
city life to-day is organized about the working adult individual and 
for his benefit and pleasure. Country life is still organized about 
the family and so far as one can see is likely to be so for some genera
tions. There is a definite place for children in country life;· but in 
the city, in spite of all the playgrounds, schools, etc., of the city, 
there is no place really adapted to children's needs. Children were 
not and are not reckoned with in the development of modem cities. 
Our cities are built for and organized around commerce, industry, 
and adult recreation; and the provisions they make for children both 
in the home and outside of it are afterthoughts. In its fundamental 
organization the city does not yet recognize the child as a citizen in 
its community. This may seem an absurd statement in view of all 
that is being done in child welfare work in the cities in this "century 
of the child,'' but this work does not touch the heart of the problem 
of the child in the city. The best proof of the statement that the. 
city of to-day has no place for the child is the fact that very few 
people recognize any such problem. Most people are so accustomed to 
think of the city in other terms that they never see it as a place for 
families; they never think of its possibilities for truly human living. 
This blindness to the true nature of city living seems likely to persist 
for some time and while it persists there is little reason to suppose 
that a differential birth rate will not continue to exist. between city 
and country so that the country will furnish a disproportionately 
large share of our natural increase. 

Closely connected with what has just been said is the question of 
what people in different communities consider the ultimate things 
worth striving for. In other words, are the realities of life any 
different for city people than for country people? It is our belief 
that they are. The atmosphere one lives in determines largely 
what he considers worth working for. Consciously or unconsciously 
most people in our cities hope to attain success, which being inter
preted, means a high standard of living or consumption. Professor 
Carver defines a high standard of living as being measured by the 
number of things one prefers to marriage and children.6 If it is true 
that a high standard of living, in this sense, is the ultimate reality 
in life for many people and especially for the more prosperous city 
dwellers, then, to most people, children are nothing but a hindrance 
in the attainment of success. Unfortunate as it may be, it is greatly 
to be feared that Carver's definition of a high standard of living is 

I Carver, T. N., The Economy of Human Energy, pp. 34, 35. 
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.true to the facts of modern city life. If so, it is just one more proof of 
the statement made above that the city has no place for children in 
its organization. Not life, not living, but things constitute the ultimate 
realities of city life; definite, tangible; countable, cumulative· things 
constitute the criteria of success and the proof that one has grasped 
and holds the ultimate reality. 

In the country there is also much striving for a high standard of 
living of this kind but it does not militate so strongly against raising 
a family of fair size as in the city. The preoccupation of country 
people is with living things and the realities of life are not unlikely 
to be the furthering of these growing processes. This is not to say 
that country people are more idealistic than city people, it is only 
pointing out that their daily tasks dispose them to accept children 
as essential realities and to make a place for them in their lives in 
a way not required by city living. The life processes in children are 
not essentially different from those in other organisms and the 
farmer's success, materially, depends upon his nurture of the life 
processes of the beings about him. It seems perfectly natural, there
fore, that he should feel that the raising of a fair-sized family is not 
.opposed to his being a good farmer and a successful citizen. He 
does not deal with inanimate things to the extent the city man does 
and he can and does include children in his list of realities in life 
worth working for, more often than the city man. Whether this 
will always be the case we shall not attempt to say but we believe 
it is a fact to-day and that it is likely to persist for some time. The 
influence of living close to nature, of working with natural processes 
in determining what one will consider worth working for, can not but 
be great, and can not be disregarded in considering the attitudes of 
rural dwellers toward the rearing of families. 

No doubt another factor of some importance is the ease with which 
one can live comfortably in the city as a celibate. A man may live in 
comfort and even in luxury in the city as a bachelor, when on the 
same income with a wife and three or four children he would be close
pinched all the time. Add to this the fact that there is scarcely a 
job of any kind in the city at which one can not succeed more easily 
and quickly without a wife, to say nothing of children, and we can 
readily appreciate the reason for postponement of marriage, for small 
families after marriage, or for unions in which there is no intention of 
raising a family. The professions are very good examples of types of 
work at which one can undoubtedly make a greater success, other 
things being equal, if he does not marry and raise a family. The 
opposite is true in the country. There the bachelor does not find 
living easy. Without a wife and home maker he is lonely and uncom
fortable and does not succeed any better for eschewing wife and family. 
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The desire for culture and travel which is an important force in the 
lives of many people in determining their attitude toward marriage 
and the family, is far more common in the city than j.n the country. 
No argument is needed to convince anyone that children stand in the 
way of the acquirement of certain aspects of cultnre and that they 
make travel quite impossible for the great majority of people. The 
leisure to read and to take an active interest in the arts, to meet 
people of like tastes and to cultivate familiarity with the cultural 
refinements of life, is greatly curtailed by the pressure of a fair-sized 
family in homes where the income is moderate. This applies espe
cially to women. 

Naturally, therefore, when the choice between what one may term 
biolQgical success (the raising of enough children to insure survival, 
which under present conditions means the birth of three or four 
children) and the more conventional types of success, such as accumu
lation of property and the attainment of social and cultural prestige, 
is put up to people definitely, the latter is quite likely to be chosen. 
Almost nowhe!e in our present urban social organization is the social 
pressure of the community exerted in the interests of raising a family 
of sufficient size to insure the maintenance of even the present numbers. 
The attainment of biological success is not one of the common desid
erata in present-day urban communities. It is still so to a certain 
extent in many rural districts, but the spread of urban influence is 
making it less so there. We can only record again the belief that in 
spite of the growing prestige of urbanism in the country, the very 
conditions of rural life will continue to instill into rural dwellers an 
unconscious appreciation of the essentialness of reproduction so that 
in spite of these outside influences they will continue to raise fair-sized 
families. 

It will be seen from the above that we put comparatively little 
emphasis upon genetic differences between country dwellers and city 
dwellers. We do not believe that such differences exist to any very 
appreciable extent. There are probably selective forces at work 
determining, to a certain degree, who shall stay in the country and 
who shall go to the city, but these forces have not yet had time to 
issue in any very marked differences in these two groups of people 
even if they were not continually being interfered with by a host of 
fortuitous circumstances which have no relation to the genetic con
stitution of people. Consequently while one need not deny that a 
certain amount of selection enters into the choice of people moving 
toward the cities, one may take very little stock in the assumption 
of many city people that the selective process has brought the better 
types into cities. That some of the migrants to the cities are of 
superior capacity in certain respects will not be questioned by anyone, 
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but that more than average ability in attaining the conventional 
successes of city life is proof of general hereditary superiority is 
open to questi<?n. To be unable and unwilling to make a satisfactory 
adjustment between the demands of nature, the attainment of 
biological success, and the demands of conventional success, is surely 
a failure with grave consequences because it means the dying out 
of the stock. Yet many people generally regarded as eminently 
successful do not raise enough children to reproduce themselves. 
Clearly people who become preoccupied with conventional personal 
success often do not have a strong enough racial urge to lead them to 
participate in the life of their times in the most complete manner 
possible to them. Is it reasonable to suppose that as a rule, such 
people have been selected from the mass of men because of all-I"Qund 
superiority? Or have they been selected for the possession of certain 
specialized qualities making for conventional success only? Or 
has chance played as large a part in putting them where they are as 
any rational selective process? 

Again one should say that the fundamental differences between city 
life and country life are sufficient to account for the different attitudes 
toward reproduction found in the people of these two types of com
munities. Furthermore these differences will persist for a consider
able time because they arise out of basic differences in environment. 
The country man may approximate more and more to the type of the 
city man but they will always have widely divergent attitudes on 
family life unless our cities are remade to permit of the retention of 
certain rural habits and attitudes of mind by· city people. This is 
by no means an impossibility but there is little probability of remade 
cities in the near future. The will to remake the city will not assert 
itself until city people themselves can dispassionately revalue the 
purposes of life and place human living ahead of economic advantages 
and personal prestige. There is little indication now of any serious 
attempt on the part of city dwellers to appraise anew the things for 
which they are willing to work. 




