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I

INTRODUCTION

More and more the nations of the Western World are concerning
themselves to make inventories of their principal population move-
ments. For a century and three-quarters Sweden has kept a rela-
tively good account of its births and deaths as well as its numbers.
Some of the other countries of western Europe have such data for a
century or more, but for most of them the data have been gathered
with reasonable accuracy for only a few decades; while for the
countries outside of Europe having such data at all, they are of even
more recent origin.

When the birth-registration area of the United States was first
formed, in 1915, it comprised 10 States and the District of Columbia,
containing 31.1 per cent of the population. In the same year the
death-registration area, which had been established some years earlier,
comprised 25 States, the District of Columbia, and certain cities and
included 67.1 per cent of the population of the country. Certain
States had-had reliable registration data for a considerable time pre-
ceding the formation of the registration areas, but little information
could be gleaned from them regarding births and deaths in the United
States as a whole because of the great differences between different
sections of the country. At present (1929) the registration area for
both births and deaths includes all but four States and contains
about 95 per cent of the total population.

The data on births published by the Bureau of the Census are
gathered in the first instance not by the Federal Government but
by the several States, and, in spite of the conditions maintained for
admission to the registration area, they are of varying degrees of
accuracy. The registration laws are not equally well enforced in all
States. The States in which vital statistics have been gathered for
a long time are quite likely to have more accurate data than some
of the States in which the reporting of births and deaths has only
recently attained sufficient accuracy to allow the States to be admitted
to the registration area. It is, moreover, a matter of common knowl-
edge that it is generally more difficult to secure accurate reports of
births than of deaths; hence the birth rates of a good many States
are probably less accurate than their death rates.

The birth statistics, however, in spite of shortcomings, do show
directions in which we may look for significant trends in the processes
of our population growth. But if we are to make any extensive inven-

1



2 RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN

tory of the sources of natural increase of population in this country
we must supplement the vital statistics available with data from
other sources. Under existing circumstances the best source of
supplementary data appears to be the ratio of children to women
based on the census of 1920. _

On two points in particular a study of this ratio may be expected
to throw some additional light, namely, the differential rates of
increase in country and city and the differences between the native
and the foreign born in their contributions to our populatlon growth

AVAILABLE BIRTH STATISTICS

It will be well before entering upon the discussion of the ratio of.
children to women to present briefly some of the more salient facts
regarding births and deaths from the vital statistics for the United.
States as published by the Census Bureau. Vital rates are usually
presented in terms of the number of births or deaths per 1,000 of
the population. This number forms the crude birth rate or death
rate, as the case may be. Such rates are presented in Table 1 for 1925.
and 1920.

It is obvious that the number of deaths per 1,000 of the populatlonv
will be greater in a city or State which has a large percentage of its
people in the older age groups than in one containing fewer old persons;
and. that, other things being equal, a population containing a large.
percentage of women of childbearing age will have' a higher birth
rate than one with a relatively low percentage of such women. The
wide range of differences between the population in various areas in
respect to age and sex distribution is indicated by the data in Table 2.

As a consequence of these differences in the composition of -the
population, crude death rates and crude birth rates tell us whether a
population- is increasing or decreasing in numbers, but they. are of
little value in making close comparisons between groups unless- we
know beforehand that the age and sex constitutions of the groups.are:
quite similar. The Bureau of the Census recognizes this limitation.
in the utility of crude death rates and publishes also “adjusted”
death rates (Table 1), in which allowance (or compensation) is made.
for differences in age and sex composition, together with certain types
of supplementary birth rates.

In Table 3 we have birth rates for 1920 based on the female popula~
tion rather than on the total population, and classified accordmg to.
the country in which the mother was born,



INTRODUCTION 3

TaBLE 1.—BIRTH AND DEATH RATES PER 1,000 OF THE PoPULATION (BY COLOR
FOR CERTAIN STATES) IN THE REGISTRATION STATEs: 1925 anp 1920?

[Exclusive of stillbirths]
BIRTH RATES PER
1,000 OF THE POPU- || DEATH RATES PER 1,000 OF THE POPULATION
LATION
AREA
1920
1925 1920 it
Crude | Crude || oyge | Adjusted| Crude |Adjusted
A B (o] D E F
Registration Statess._________. 2.4 2.7 1.8 ® 1ol
Registration States of 19203 ___ 21.6 2.7 11.9 11.5 13.0 12.7
Alabama. ¢ ( 1.7 S‘ 5‘
‘White._ ‘ [Q 9.4 0 0 0 \
Colored ‘ O 15.6 @ [
California. . 20. 19.3 13.6 12.4 13.6 12.4
Colorado. 0] (0] 12,1 121 14.5 14.4
cticut 18.9 4.5 11.2 10.6 13.6 129
Delaware. 19.6 ¥ 13.1 12.3 14.6 13.7
Florida. 2.3 ¢ 13.3 13.7 13.0 13. 4
W 2.5 ¢ 1.8 1.5 1.7 1.4
Ci d 2.9 9 16.6 18.8 15.5 17.6
Idaho o 8 8.7 ® (0] (0]
Illinois. .. 19.1 ‘ 1.5 11.4 12.6 12.5
Indiana. 20.8 22.0 12.5 11.3 13.4 121
Iowa... 19.7 0] 10.0 ® (0] ®
2.3 2.3 10.2 9.3 1.4 10. 4
Kentucky. 25.3 26.0 1.3 11.2 11.8 1.7
‘Whi 25.9 26.8 10.4 10.3 11.0 10.9
Colored 19.8 17.6 20.8 20.9 19.4 19.5
Louisiana. O (* 13.2 14.7 1.9 13.3
White_ el ‘ [Q 10.2 1.4 8 10.9
Colored ‘ “ 18.4 2.5 15.3 17.1
Maine. 22.2 2.5 13.7 1.0 15. 4 12.4
Maryland. 217 4.8 13.9 13.6 14.7 14.4
‘White 20.8 24.3 12.4 11.9 13.3 12.8
Colored. ... 26. 4 27.5 2.5 2.0 21.2 2.7
Massachusetts. .o coocooooomaaas 20.8 2.6 125 1.7 13.8 12.9
Michigan: 2.2 25.0 1.5 1.0 139 13.2
Mi t. 20.6 2.3 9.7 9.5 10.7 10.5
Misgissippi 25.2 é‘ 12.4 13.5 12.3 13.4
W 25.9 4 9.6 10.1 9.2 9.7
Colored. 24,6 (O 14.9 16.6 16.1 16.8
Missouri 0] 5‘) 11.9 11.4 125 1.9
Montana 15.2 9 7.7 8.2 9.5 10.2
Nebraska. 21.3 23.7 9.1 8.9 10.0 9.7
New Hampshire..._________________. 20.8 22.4 14.5 1.6 15.2 122
New Jersey. 20.6 ® 1.7 1L8 13.0 13.1
New York. 20.6 2.5 12.8 12.5 13.8 13.6
North Carolina. 29.8 316 11.6 12.3 12.7 13.4
hite 20.1 3L.7 9.9 10.3 11.2 1L6
Colored 314 3.3 15.5 17.1 16.0 17.7
North Dakota. oo oo oo 2.6 “ 7.9 ® ©® 0]
Ohio. 19.6 21.3 11. 4 10.8 12.8 1.9
Oregon _ 17.9 18.9 11.2 10.4 1.7 10.9
Pennsylvania. 2.7 25.1 12.2 12.0 13.8 13.6
Rhode Island 21.2 ® 12,1 116 143 13.8
South Carolina. 0 28.2 12.2 13.8 14.0 15.6
White 4 2.8 9.6 10.4 1.4 12.3
Colored. 0 21.7 14.9 17.0 16.5 189
essee ‘ ¢ 1.4 1.8 12.1 125
‘White._ - ¢ ‘ 9.7 9.9 10.7 10.9
Colored. ¢ ¢ 19.0 20.1 181 10.2
Utah. 27.3 3L2 8.9 9.3 1.8 120
Vermont.__ 21.8 21.0 14.6 11. 4 15.7 123
irginia_ 24.6 28.3 1.8 122 13.1 i3.6
‘White 23.9 21.8 9.9 10.0 11.3 1.4
lored 26.4 29.7 16.6 17.9 17.6 18.9
ashington 16.4 1.8 10.1 10.0 1.1 1.0
West Virginia._______________________ 2.7 0] 10.5 @ ) “
‘Wisconsin 20.1 2.2 10.3 7 11.2 10.5
Wyoming.___ 211 (0] 83 ® (0] 0}

1 Col. A, Bureau of the Census, Birth Statistics, 1925; col. B, Birth Statistics, 1920; cols. C, E, and F.
Mortality Statistics, 1925, Part II; col. D derived from ratios shown in Mortality Statistics, 1924,
3 Inclu District of Columbia. 3 Not available. ¢ Not in registration area.
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TaBLE 2.—PrR CENT DISTRIBUTION OF THE POPULATION IN THREB STATES AND

VO D

TeREE CrriEs, BY SEX AND BY AGE Groups: 1920!

°2888
Edanss

L]
s hm g [|Srdgrs arisss
8
u NN POENOD DOPm~™
glerntgs #rsss
» m [ % 57&m6& d-sSS
(5] m 2 v[|[~rovoon mon_~
= S | dsredeed s
) :
& M Y OO wNwN~
m m 4 gl fossns drses
By
e B o~ ow wmm _~
el m g[ sosars a-isSs
=
m & ClOO~DWID N0t
s mm = g [orgodes drissSs
m MW m Ol mMOWMMOO 100~
O [ 8 | grdsdns decss
m & D ODPOMD DO
2 e & % [[Cokrssd s-css
m vm .m v | NO0GOOIDUY OO =i 00 vt rdt
s n BobBEE cdNSSS
D ONDOHO M
B mm G| Foincow <einsE
m E] ~[|ovomr~ moncnea~
> s | gfldccses woidss
: :
" “
' 1
1 1
& » i
2 : :
(-] [ '
" H H
g m m
3
g 8
3

1 Less than one-tenth of 1 per cent.

1 Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. IT, 1920.

TaBLE 8.—BIRTHS (WHITE) IN THE REGISTRATION STATES PER 1,000 oF WHITB

FEMALE PoruraTION, BY COUNTRY OF BIRTH OF MOTHER: 19201

[Rates are shown in ifalics when the number of births is less than 5]
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Registration area.-_.....-l

California. o coooeoionnn
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Minnesota.

) + RS

Ohio.

‘1 Bureau of the Census, Birth Statistics, 1920, p. 10.
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For the Nation as a whole, there are no considerable differences
between the rates thus calculated for women born in the United
States and for those born in the British Isles, in Canada, or in Scan-
dinavia. The rate for women born in Italy, however, is almost
four times that for native women; and for women bornin the other
foreign countries the rates are twice the native rate. This series of
rates is still open to criticism because of the difference in age consti-
tution of the women in the United States who were born here and
those who came here from various foreign countries. Thus of all
women born in the United States and living here in 1920, 36.4 per
cent were 20 to 44 years of age, but of the foreign born living in
the United States in 1920, 51.6 per cent were in this age group.!
The variation in the percentage of foreign-born women from differ-
ent countries who were in the 20 to 44 age group is also great; thus
for certain representative urban and rural areas in the United States
the women 20 to 44 born in England, Scotland, and Wales constituted
46.7 per cent of all women born in these countries. In these same
areas women of this age group born in Italy constituted 63.1 per
cent of all the Italian-born women.?

Clearly, differences in age constitution as well as sex must be
allowed for in computing birth rates that are significant for strict
comparisons. - Such allowance is made to a certain extent in Table 4,
which shows the number of births to mothers 20 to 49 years of age
per 1,000 women aged 20 to 49, for certain population groups in each
State, in 1920. ,

Even when the comparison is made on this basis, we still find
large differences in the birth rates computed for native and foreign-
born women in most of the States. In the Southern States and in
Utah, however, the rate for native white women is larger than that
for foreign-born white women.

The differences between States are about as wide as on the basis
of the crude birth rates. The highest rate for the entire population
in any of the States (Utah, 151.8) is slightly less than twice the rate
in the lowest State (California, 77.6). In Table 3, which gives the
rates on the basis of all women in the nativity group, the highest rate
for women born in the United States (Utah, 64.5) is slightly more
than twice the lowest rate (Connecticut, 31.2).

Still another form of birth rate is found in Table 5. In this table,
the differences between native and foreign-born women are still
further smoothed out because only married women 15 to 44 years of
age are considered in calculating the rates.

‘1 Fourteenth Census Reports, 1920, Vol. II, pp. 156, 157,
1 Carpenter, 'Nlles, Immigrants and Their Children, Census Monograph VII, Table 176, pp. 412, 413.




6 RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN

TaBLE 4.—BIrTHS TO MOTHERS 20 TO 49 YEARS OF AGE PER 1,000 WoMEN 20
TO 49 YEARS OF AGE IN THE POPULATION, BY COLOR AND NATIVITY OF MOTHER,
FOR THE REGISTRATION StATES: 1920!

[Rates are shown in #alics when the number of births is less than 5]

BIRTHS PER 1,000 WOMEN 20 TO 49 YEARS OF AGE
Dis-
NATIVITY OF MOTHER Regis- | gy | Con- | t'or Ken- | Mary-
tration || tornia | 26" |Colum- (Tndiana Kansas| cvy | land
Total.. 99.6 77.6| 103.9 58.0 92.2 97.6 | 112.0 98.5
White 99.5 727 104.2 58.3 93.4 98.8 | 118.8 99.5
Native. 98. 6 .8 7.1 56.0 91. 2 98.71 110.8 96.0
Foreign born 120.8|| 947) 146.3| 90.4) 130.0| 99| 7.3| 1213
Colored 10L5] 198.8 87.9 57.2 87.8 6L8 59,7 9.7
Negro. 95.9 53.0 87.1 57.1 57.8 6L1 59.7 93.6
Other colored 245l 270.6| 160.8 | 117.6 | 83.2| 93.9| £286.7 21.7
BIRTHS PER 1,000 WOMEN 20 TO 49 YEARS OF AGE
NATIVITY OF MOTHER Massa- | ppioni- | Min. | Ne- | NeW | New | North
sc:‘tltzs. gan | nesota | braska Hsﬁ‘?xlep. York %‘nff" Ohio
Total 93.8| 100.7 | 106.4 | 105.1 7.1 80.7| 144.1 88.8
‘White. 93.8| 110.7 | 106.4 | 105.7 97.1 90.3| 149.2 80.6
Native. 78.1| 104.5| 107.9 | 106.7 87.6 75.9| 149.2 83.8
Foreign born 117.8 | 130.1| 100.6 96.6 120.0] 115.2| 104.0| 1241
Colored 03.1| 68.4| 1000| 69.8| 46.2] 654 1325| 664
N 90.4| 67.1 48. 4 43.1 33. 641) 1320 66.2
Othercolored. .. .o.coooneaan.. ZL1 89.1| 1828 ) 220.6 181.8| 118.7 | 168.4 | 188.9
BIRTHS PER 1,000 WOMEN 20 TO 40 YEARS OF AGE
NATIVITY OF MOTHER Penn- | South
n Ver- | Vir- | Wash- | Wis-
Oregon - m’“ %’;x‘ Utah | mont | ginia | ington | consn
Total. el 79.3| 107.6 | 123.3 | 1518 95.0| 123.5 84.1 101.6
‘White. v 78.2| 100.4 | 132.2| 15L.2| 95.1| 1253 8L4 10L.5
Native. 78.2 96.11 132.4| 154.3 90.0 | 125.4 822 10L 5
Foreign born 78.2| 154.8| 107.3 | 132.6 | 121.9| 1151 77.8 100.6
red 156.3 67.4] 115.0| 187.4 18.0| 119.5| 104.5 1114
Negro. 45.0 67.2| 114.9 64.4 9.3 | 119.3 41.4 50.8
Other colored 103.0 | 200.0| 266.7 | 241.1| £50.0 | 323.9 | 244.0 153. 4

1 Bureau of the Census, Birth Statistics, 1920, pp. 11 and 12.
1 Exclusive of Maine, where birth certificate does not show age of parents.

This table considered by itself would give an erroneous impres-
sion of the relative rates of increase of native and foreign stock in
this country, because of the much greater proportion of the foreign-
born women who are married. About one-fiftth more of the foreign-
born women in the childbearing ages (15 to 44) are married than of
the native women in the same age group. This fact alone would
give the foreign-born population a considerably higher rate of increase
even if the birth rates for married women were the same.

The differences in rates between States are still great, even on the
basis of these figures, which equalize differences in the percentage of
women married. For the native women in 1920, Utah stood highest,
with a rate of 229.8, and Oregon lowest, with a rate of 124.4. For the
foreign-born women, Pennsylvania stood highest, with 209.9, and
Washington lowest, with 114.5. Clearly the differences between
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States which are wholly of an environmental nature deserve consider-
able attention if we are to understand differences in birth rates and
ratios of children to women.

TasLe 5.—Birtas PER 1,000 MARRIED WOMEN (EsTIMATED) 15 TO 44 YEARS
OF AGE, BY COLOR AND N ATIVITY, IN THE REGISTRATION STATES: 19201

WHITE
STATE Porelgn. Negro
. o .
Total Native born
Registration States 2 167.2 164.3 177.4 148.6
Connecticu 174.7 151.6 201. 1 141.0
District of Columbia ............. 132.8 130. 2 153.3 106.3
Indiana. ... 161.1 || . 149.4 |- 176.0 4.
———- 155.9 156. 2 151.4 101. 1
KentueKy oo oo oo iiiecees 187.4 188.1 121.2 101 4
Maryland 170. 4 169. 2 79.3 145.7
- —— 168.3 165.0 177.7 94.0
Minnesota. ... .o 179.5 187.1 152.7 72.0
- 168.5 168.5 150.1 63.7
New Hampshire. . ——- 174.5 . 9 190.9 641
New York. oo 157.2 145.6 173.5 110.8
North Caroling._ . ... ... 228.7 229.0 163.2 108.5
Ohio - 143.8 139.5 165.1 101.6
[ 1) T 123.7 124.4 119.2 85.5
Pennsyl e e cemeememeeemeccmcecemeen 180.8 170.3 200.9 105. 4
South Carolina_.__.._____.____ 203.3 203.8 150.8 167.1
tah 225.8 229.8 200. 1 88.9
Vermont 161.7 158.2 178.3 172. 4
irginia. - 200. 6 201.8 155.9 182.5
Washington. ... oo ceeeane 126.9 130.0 114.5 68.5
Wiseonsin. .o oo emeeoaoo 166.2 170.7 146.7 89.3
1 Bureau of the Census, Birth Statistlcs, 1921, p. 16, Table M, third division.
* Exclusive of cuuomia, usetts. The birth certificates of California and Massa-

?'-ﬁn usetts do not show the legittmncy of child’ that of Maine does not show age of parents or legitimacy of

Table 6 shows what percentage of all married white women 20 to
44 years of age were foreign-born, and also what percentage of all
white children born during the years 1918-1921 were born to foreign-
born white mothers.

6621°—31——2
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TasBrLe 6.—Per CENT CHILDREN BORN TO FOREIGN-BORN WHITE MOTHERS
ARE oF ALL WHITE CHILDREN, 1918-1921, AND PEr CENT FOREIGN-BORN
WuiTE MARRIED WOMEN ARE OoF ALL
REGISTRATION STATES: 1920 AND 19101

HITE MARRIED WOMEIN IN THB

STATE

Per cent children of foreign-born  white
tal children of white

mothers are of tof
mo

Per cent foreign-
white mar-

ried women 20 to
44 years of age are
of total white mar-
ried women20to 44

California.
C ticut

Delaware. -
District of Columbia_ ...
Indiana._.

Kansas. .
Kentucky.
Maine
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l From reﬁom of the Bureau of the Census: Colvmns A, B, C
from Vol. II, Population, 1920, Chap. IV, Table 11;

until a later date.
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in the registra in 1919 and 1920.

from Birth Statistics, 1921, p. I ’l‘sblo
coiumn F from Popula 918;
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In most States these foreign-born women contribute a larger pro-
portion of the children. than they themselves constitute of the total
women. This confirms the point brought out in Tables 3, 4, and 5,
namely, that generally foreign-born women bear more children than
native women. But it also emphasizes the differences between States
and sections of the country in this respect. For, according to this
table, the foreign-born women scarcely hold their own in the Southern
States, where there are comparatively few foreign born. This is also
the case in several of the Middle Western agricultural States, and in
Oregon and Washington, where both natives and foreign born are of
Teutonic stock.

Table 7 shows the average number of children ever born to the
mothers of the children born in 1920, classified as native white,
foreign-born white (total and by country of birth), and colored, and
also the average number of such children living at the time of the
1920 birth.

The foreign-born women in the United States as a whole average
one more child born than the native women, but only 0.7 of a child
more living, by reason of greater child mortality in the foreign-born
group. It is difficult to draw any conclusions from such data, how-
ever, because of the fact that foreign-born mothers are likely to be
" somewhat older on the average than native mothers; hence the aver-
age number of children they have borne would be greater, even if the
total number of children in completed families of native and foreign-
born women were the same. When we compare women born in differ-
ent countries as regards the number of children they have borne, there
is no mistaking the fact that some of the recent immigrant groups
(Poles, Italians, Hungarians, and Austrians) have larger families than
most of the older immigrant groups, though even here, on account of
lack of data on the age of the mothers in the different groups and be-
cause of the small numbers of foreign born in some States, the data
are far from satisfactory.

Table 8 shows for 1920 the distribution of 1,000 births to mothers of
different nativities according to the order or serial number of the birth—
that is, according to the number of children previously born to the
mother.

These figures indicate that a much larger proportion of the births
to native women are first and second births than is the case with most
foreign-born women. Here again, however, we must remember
that we do not know the ages of the women in these different groups.
Furthermore, the distinctly agricultural States were not adequately
represented in the birth statistics in 1920.

Table 9 shows the average number of children ever born to mothers
of children born in 1920 classified according to the occupation of the
father, for certain selected occupational groups.



TABLE 7.—AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN EVER BoRN To MoTHERS oF CHILDREN BORN IN 1920, AND AVERAGE NUMBER oF THESE
CHILDREN LiviNg, BY COLOR, AND FOR WHITE CHILDREN BY COUNTRY OF BIRTH OF Mo'rnmz, IN THE REGISTRATION AREA AND
CERTAIN REGISTRATION STATES: 1920 !

[Averages are shown in italics when the number of mothers is less than 5. '{l?:s:chn

are excl‘u:ilv&) o]l the number ‘‘not stated” for children ever born to mothers of 1920 and for

AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN

‘White
Country of birth of mother
STATE Foreign country
Total Den- Ens. Qer- Russia Colored
Bhates B Nor: | dont- i Foaot | clua

un- . - - no udes

1 gary Cmadar way, | land, Ireland dudes Italy - | Rus-

and and German od) sian

Sweden| Wales Poland) Poland)

The tion area:?s
Children ever born.._.._._. 3.3 3.3 3.0 4.0 4.2 3.4 3.7 3.1 3.4 4.4 4.5 4.5 3.4 3.2 3.6
1 SO 2.9 29 27 3.4 3.5 29 3.4 28 3.0 3.9 3.8 3.7 3.0 2.8 31
REGISTRATION STATES
Chlldl:enevetborn 2.7 2.7 2.4 3.5 3.4 3.3 2.4 2.9 2.4 3.0 31 3.7 3.1 3.5 3.8 2.6 2.8
Co Ch!l;lre::li 24 2.4 22 2.9 3.0 3.0 2.3 2.6 2.2 27 28 32 27 3.0 31 2.6 25
nnecticut:
Children ever born. 3.3 3.3 25 4.0 41 4.2 3.8 3.4 2.9 3.4 3.8 4.6 4.2 3.4 3.3 2.4 3.2
Children It e cenene 29 29 2.3 3.4 3.6 3.5 3.3 3.1 2.6 3.0 3.4 8.9 3.5 3.0 28 2.2 26
Distriot of Columbia:
Children ever born.... 26 2.4 23 3.1 2.3 2.5 2.5 25 27 3.2 3.3 4.2 L7 2.9 2.4 13 30
Children living.._._._____.. 23 22 21 2.8 20 25 22 2.2 2.6 29 28 3.6 L7 2.7 23 1.2 2.5
Chlidreneverbom. ........ 3.1 3.1 3.0 4.3 4.7 4.6 3.3 3.1 3.7 3.6 42 4.4 47 4.0 3.9 2.5 3.2
Chil )i} 2.8 2.8 27 3.6 3.8 3.7 2.7 28 3.1 3.2 3.7 3.8 3.8 3.4 3.3 23 27
Chfldreneverbom_ ........ 31 31 3.0 4.2 49 4.1 3.9 4.1 3.3 3.1 5.1 3.8 4.0 5.0 3.6 3.1 3.3
K C - 28 28 28 3.6 4.3 3.4 3.5 3.8 3.0 28 4.7 3.3 3.4 43 3.0 2.8 28
en

Chilk ever born 3.6 3.6 3.6 41 4.3 49 2.3 4.4 2.3 41 4.3 4.4 36 3.9 4.2 31 3.6
dren Hving...._........ 3.1 31 31 3.5 3.9 4.2 2.2 3.8 19 35 3.8 3.7 3.4 3.5 3.4 2.6 29
Children ever born..._........ 3.4 3.4 3.2 41 51 3.7 4.3 3.8 3.2 35 2.6 4.7 3.4 3.7 3.7 19 3.7
dren Hvingd_._________ P P,

o1
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M"’c’ﬁé’m ;m born...........

Children living.___........_.
cﬁdi'en ever born...........

M

Children 1i
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N
i
H

Children everborn_._..._._..

Children ever born.
Children Miving...____._...._..

Children ever born...........

Children living...._._._____..
Children

South Carolina:

living.......

Children living. . __._...._...

Children living._ - .......___.

C

Wi

dren ever born...........

Children li S,
‘Wisconsin: .

Children living.. .- __.._._.

11

irth certificates of Maine and New Hampshire do not

15.

certificate does not show the number living or the number ever born. The b!

tts where the birth

1 Bureau of the Census, Birth Statistics, 1020, p.
use!

3 Exclusive of Massach!

ahowthonnmbero(chﬂdml!:?gh o
cate.

3 Not shown on the State




TABLE 8.—DIsTRIBUTION OF CHILDREN IN ORDER OF BirTH (FIRST, SECOND, ETC.) PER 1,000 BIrTHS, BY COLOR AND BY COUNTRY OF 5
BIrRTH OF MOTHER, IN THE REGISTRATION ARBA:! 192032
DISTRIBUTION OF CHILDREN IN ORDER OF BIRTH PER 1,000 BIRTHS
White
Country of birth of mother
CHILD IN ORDER OF BIRTH Foreign country
Total Total Austria Den- En‘gi- Ger- Russia Coun- o E
Gaited| ot | B | g [ e | end, | Imemy | Pl T Other | v 3
foreign || 10 C way, | land, clades | I8LY ?:3" cludes | "0 5 | stated (=}
bord || trian and | and German ) [Poland)| tries Q
Poland) Sweden| Wales Poland) ]
Total children___...___._.__| 1,000.0 |[1,000.0 ||1,000.0 |1,000.0 |[1,000.0 1,000.0 [1,000.0 [1,000.0 [1,000.0 [1,000.0 [1,000.0 |1,000.0 (1,000.0 {1,000.0 |1,000.0 1,000.0 | 1,000.0
] 291.6 || 3241) 1848 ) 136.1| 145.7| 267.1| 2081 | 3125 233.9| 180.1 | 157.9 | 108.4 | 2217 1| 26 279.2
Second chil 206. 217.6 | 170.4 || 158.7| 167.3| 194.0| 2025 | 2181 | 214.0| 162.0| 1251 | 1422 | 2223 | 1839 1481 179.5
L 149.1 | 147.2| 1857 || 1587 | 1%8.8| 141.5| 156.8 | 146.7| 161.7 | 140.2 | 1352 | 178.9( 170.4 | 1540 | 10L1| 1340 E
1 1060 (| 98.5| 1304 || 140.2 | 14.6 | 103.8 | 120.8 | 104.2| 129.6, 114.4 | 133.8 | 157.9 | 1252 | 118.8| 841 1045
Fifth child 750 7.8 66.9| 100.7( 11.0| 13.4| 780| 934| 63| 91.8| 880| 189 1140] 824 80.3]| 5.3 4 2
Sixth child 5.9 533| 463| 765| 8.8| 8.7| 559| 653| 46.5| 6L7| 74.9| 95.0| 882 | 57.6| 654) 380 60.0 g
Seventhchild ... ____________ 388 383 326 57.1| 655| e6.8| 431| 47.8| 357| 425| 582| 76| 67.8| 385 47.4| 413 4.5
Eighthehild_....______________ 7.8 22| 22.8| 420 40.1| 49| 3.7 363| 27| 259| 50| 551 483| 26.5| 31| 259( 348
Ninth child 189l 183(l 151| 288 3.3| a.7| 26| 248| 168| 13.3! 385| 379! 338| 161 254 121 2 4
Tenth child 120} 124 11| 200 26| 2.8/ 20.7| 156 122| 1L2| 30.2( 269| 2.7| 11| 170 49| 192 O
Eleventh child 7.7 7.3 59| 120 130 94| 1L7| 101 6.5 &6| 27| 161| 14.3| 66| 1.0 6.5 123 E
Twelfth 4.8 44 3.4 7.7 88| 74| 108 72| 36 25| 163 9.3 88| 35 7.0 4.0 20 2
Thirteenth child 2.6 2.4 L90| 40 4.1 32| &5 32 16 15 8.6 51 48| 20| 41 2.4 56
Fourteenth child_ .. 14 13 L0 22 2.0 Le| 31 L4 L6] 08| 46 2.9 19| 1Le 2.5 L6 33
th 0.7 0.6 0.5 11 10| Lo| 17| 07| o8 01 2.2 1.5 16| o5 10 ‘L7
Sixteenth child_ . 0.4 0.3 0.2| 06 04| 04 13| 03| o5 0.3 1.3 09| 06| 04| o6 0.9
Seventeenth child_ 0.3 0.3 0.2| o6 06| 03 11 e8| os5| o1 1.0 06| 03| 05 L1 0.9
Serial number of child not stated-| 5.9 58 87 53 83| 41| &6| &2| &3 34 [X] 43 65| 43| 43| 271 8.0

l ExclusiveofMuawhnao whiehdoasnotshowonthob!xthcuﬁﬂmtotbennmbeto!thschﬂdlnorduolbm
ureau of the Census, Birth Statistics, 1920, p. 1
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* TaBLB 9.~NUMBER OF CHILDREN EvER BORN, To MOTHERS OF CHILDREN
BorN 1N 1920, AND NUMBER LIVING AND AVERAGES, BY CERTAIN SELECTED
OccuPaTIONS OF FATHER, IN THE REGISTRATION AREA: 1920!

[The averages and the numbers born and living are exclusive of the number “not stated "]

Aver- Aver-
’ Total num-| age
" OCCUPATION OF THE rATHER Scom NUMBER IN l;{l?:ﬁ. ber of chil- m’;ﬂﬂf’ om"mu
ARENTHESES dren ever -
1920 born dren living ‘m dren
born | living
All occupations.. 1,461,604 | 4,484,055 | 8,857,555 3.3 29
. AGRICULTURE, FORESTRY, AND ANIMAL HUSBANDRY
farmers, and stock raisers (000-006) - 345,519 | 1 785 | 1,142,511 3.8 3.4
ramfm( . ¢ ) 8,613 'zgo,"oss ’ &.sao 3.5 3.0
EXTRACTION OF MINERALS
Fomnen, overseers, and inspectors é’ ...... 1,022 4,528 3,902 4.6 3.9
, officials, and managers (074-078)._....... 584 825 1,660 3.2 29
opu'atl e8 (080-002) 47,544 m}'m 167:866 43 3.6
MANUFACTURING AND MECHANICAL INDUSTRIES
Blacksmi lormen and hammermen 138). 9,132 31 806 3.6 3.2
Carpenters (1 ¢ (126,129 33, 440 16’%,7«7 ozg',wa 3.5 31
Ehctriohna( 14, 406 31,004 7,802 23 21
(stationary), cranemen, hoistmen, etc.
(IM. 166) 14, 601 41, 852 36, 440 3.1 28
d overseers (manufacturing) (178) - ... 9, 534 26, 614 23,016 || . 3.3 29
{?bou: (not otherwise lp:g.ﬂed) (196-858)...........| 244, 365 877,082 700, 475 3.7 31
(n.o.s)(m-m,! 78) oo eeeememenn 8,718 195211 173,181 26 23
rintendents, manufacturers, and
operatives (not otherwise specified) U143 31,57 B0 28 23
(416-576) . 129,945 322,384 268, 542 3.0 26
TRANSPORTATION
Chaufleurs (610) 21, 883 46, 302 40, 565 24 22
Laborers (steam and street railroad) (640, 642)..... 6,629 21,829 17,990 3.6 3.0
Locomotive engineers (644) 2,338 7,817 6,838 8.5 3.1
Officials and superintendents (steam and street
railroad) (650, 652) 1,000 2,813 2 8.0 27
TRADE
Bankers, b kers, and money lenders (700-705) -..-- 045 10,774 004 23 21
Commemial tra (77(& v G %525 &700 %ool 24 22
Retail dealers (787—786, ....................... 63, 840 179, 860 158, 165 31 28
PUBLIC SERVICE (NOT ELSEWHERE CLASSIFIED)
Guards, watchmen, doorkeepers (802) .....ucce-- 1,502 313 414 4.1 3.5
Soldiers, sailors, and marines ( s??).-.--..-...--- 4,363 2’.900 :',141 L8 16
PROFESSIONAL SERVICE
Clergymen 103 13,104 11,679 3.3 3.0
Lawyen,jndxu?,andlustleu(m) ................ 2838 ;3,’520 tlz',m 24 23
Physicians and [ P 4,711 9, 765 8,850 23 21
Teachers (school) (862) 4,703 10,077, 9, 207 23 21
Technical engineers (civil, electrical, mechanical,
mining) (864-87 5,071 11,448 10,443 21 1.9
DOMESTIC AND PERSONAL SERVICE
rs, hairdressers, and manicurists (900) ....... 9,003 025 458 3.2 28
Hotel keepers and managers (914) . ........ ). ....... 1,163 2§:eos 2%,200 3.3 3.0
Janitors and sextons (9 B% 2,228 7,710 6,403 4.1 3.4
Servants (946-960) 4,362 10, 617 8,837 27 23
CLERICAL OCCUPATIONS )
Bookkeepers, cashiers, and accountants (986, 988)_ 11, 580 21,299 19, 580 20 1.9
Cllrks (600Dt I StOTGS) (F00-008) . <ommemensmmen 00| ssaln| aums| 23| &1
Stenographers and typewriters (999)...ccccceceeeee 632 1,108 1,020 1.9 1.8

1 Bureau of the Ce:
Code numbers from C

Birth Statistics, 1920, pp. gﬂsoand 19, selected occupati

Index to Occupations, 1

from each group.
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As in the statistics of England and Wales,® miners head the list °
and the groups that might be called upper and middle class come
near the bottom. Unskilled laborers have a higher average than
skilled workmen. These averages, however, can not be compared
directly with those given for England and Wales because these are
not for completed families and often the women of one group bearing
children in any given year may have their families practically filled,
while those in another group may not average more than half the
children they will ultxmately have.

A good illustration of this is found in the composxtlon of the gmups
designated ‘foremen, overseers, and inspectors’’ in the extraction of
minerals, and ‘“miners.” The former are largely drawn from the
older, more skilled, and more dependable miners; hence their wives are
older and their families are more nearly complete. But even though
these data do not permit of direct comparison of social classes, it is
clear that the size of the family tends to become smaller as the social
status improves, except where one passes through a lower class in
rising to a higher one, as in the case of the mine foremen, etc., men=
tioned above.

Table 10 gives the ratios of children under 5 to white women 16
to 44 years of age in the United States since 1800.4

These ratios show beyond doubt that the decline in the birth rate
has been going on in certain parts of this country since 1800, par-
ticularly in the industrial States. One other point in Table 10 is
important as bringing out a difference not clearly indicated in any of
the preceding tables, namely, the differences between the industrial
and the agricultural States. As early as 1800 there was a differential
birth rate as between these two groups of States, or if not differential
birth rate, at least a large difference in their rates of increase because
of the hlgher survival rate of children in the agricultural States.

Thedata given above, although throwing much light on theprocesses
of population growth in this country, leave much to be desired in
respect to completeness and consistency. One must remember,
however, that they were not gathered directly by the Federal Govern-
ment but by the several States, some of which had not yet seen the
importance of taking account of their basic population movements.
The statistics of births do show, however, the directions in which we
may look for significant trends in the processes of our population
growth.

3 See Appendix.
¢ Whelpton, P. K., “Industrial development and population growth,” Social Forces, March and June,
1928,
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TaBLY 10.—CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 WOMEN 16 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE
IN THE WHITE PoPULATION OF THE UNITED StATES: 1800-19201

CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 WOMEN 16 TO 44 YEARS
OF AGE
YEAR
United Agricultural{ Semi-indus- | Industrial
States States3 |trialStates| States ¢
A B C D
1920 489 620 534 458
1910 508 678 537 444
1900 531 - 706 587 465
1890 541 702 591 460
1880 611 759 840 500
1870 638 718 600 520
1860 705 808 731 505
1850 600 810 613 508
1840 835 966 713 697
1830 877 947 0 | e
1820 + 955 1,036 918 674
1810 1,008 1,048 940 756
1800 1,000 1,043 962 786

1 For method of comg%tation, see Willcox, W.F., The Change in tho Proportion of Children in the United
tates, American 8 ical Association, March, 1011. This table is taken directly fromm Mr. Whelpton’s
pa{:etcibedonp. 14, Thisisthomonihoogegroupotwomen 15 16 to 44 instead of 20 40 44 85 in the body
he study.
1 States groi g g rtio f t) loyed in ture. The
fedmm n of those gainfully employed engaged agri-

cultural group ew Hampahire Vermont, Delaware, Mary. Virginia, North
Carolina, Sou io, Indiana, Il Miasouri Kentucky ‘Tennessee, Alabama,
Missisai l,Louisiam. Additionain 1850, Michigan, W wu,h ’I‘ens Arkansas; in 1860,

Minnesota, Kansas; in 1870, Nebm&a by 1390, North Dakota, South Dakots; in 1900,
Oklahoma, New Mexioo, Idaho.

group in 1800 contained New York. New Jersey, Penn.s . Additions in
1880. Dolawm, M ornia in 1870, Virginia, W
rgil&h Utah; %ansas, Arizona, Nevada; in 1910, Tennmee, 920, Tem.
¢ The indnstrisl p in 1800 contained Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut. Addttiou in 1830,
New Jersey; in 1840, Pen ennsylvanis; in 185 1850, Mnrylmd {n 1860, New York; in 1870 Molno, ew Hamp-
Delaware; in 1sso, [ o,inl Coiomdo,mmoo.v Wisconsin,
Californis; in 1910, Minnesota, Ne Washington.inlim,WestV

METHOD AND SCOPE OF STUDY

The method followed in the study of the relation between the num-
ber of children under 5 years of age and the number of women from
20 to 44 years of age, which forms the subject under discussion in the
major part of the succeeding chapters, is very simple.

It is well known to students of population statistics that all but a
relatively small percentage of the children under 5 enumerated in the
census will be the children of women 15 to 44 years of age, that is;
of women within the so-called childbearing ages. Hence comparisons
of the ratio of children to women for different groups and localities
should throw considerable light on the contributions of these different
groups and localities to the next generation.

It will be observed at once by the reader that the women in the
age group 20 to 44 are made the basis of the ratios used rather than
the women 15 to 44. The elimination of the age group 15 to 19 was
decided upon after careful consideration of the advantages and dis-
advantages of its inclusion. Briefly, it appeared that since only 12.5
per cent of the young women 15 to 19 were married, they figured as
mothers in very few cases. Hence the group could be omitted from
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consideration without appreciably changing the resulting picture and
the numbers we would have to handle would be more manageable.
Further, comparisons between native and foreign-born women would
be more accurate if those under 20 years of age were eliminated, since
the foreign-born group contains relatively few of them.

Another matter that should be explained is the basis adopted for
the allocation of the children of mixed parentage to native and foreign-
born women. This point is of particular importance because one of
the most interesting comparisons throughout the study is that between
native and foreign-born women. After careful consideration it was
decided to allocate the children of mixed parentage to native and
foreign-born women on the basis of the percentages of the persons of
mixed parentage under 21 years of age having native and foreign-
born mothers. This seemed to be the best course both because of the
fact that the Bureau of the Census had these tabulations available and
because no more accurate method, short of an actual tabulation,
which was quite impracticable, suggested itself. It is believed that
the errors resulting from this method of allocation are not sufficient
to affect the results materially when comparing native and foreign-
born women and they are of very little significance indeed in compar-
ing different localities. The operation of this method may be made
clear by a definite example. Thus in Massachusetts there were, in
1920, 232,144 white persons under 21 of mixed parentage. Of these,
114,522, or 49.3 per cent, had native mothers and 117,622, or §0.7
per cent, had foreign-born mothers. There were in Massachusetts
in 1920, 61,778 children under 5 of mixed parentage. These were
allocated to native and foreign-born mothers on the basis of the per-
centages given above; namely, 49.3 per cent to native mothers and
50.7 per cent to foreign-born mothers.

It will be well to say a word here rega.rdmg the meaning and the
uses of the ratio of children to women. It is by no means the same
as the birth rate, although in communities of similar age and sex
composition and having practically identical death rates, the ratio of
children to women varies directly with the birth rate; that is, under
given conditions, a community with a birth rate of 20 would have a
ratio two-thirds that of a community having a birth rate of 30.

The ratio of children under 5 to women 20 to 44 years of age is
affected by three largely independent variables: @) The specific birth
rate; (b) the death rate of children under 5; and (c) the age distribution
of the women within the group 20 to 44 years of age. The ratios of
children to women could only be translated int¢ terms of birth rates
if the mortality of children under 5 were the same in all groups and
if the age distributions of the women in the basic group were also the
same. These ratios can, however, be used for comparative purposes
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if we bear in mind their limitations. What these ratios really measure
is the effective reproduction of the different groups.

When due allowance is made for the number of children needed to
replace the people who die (see Chap. VIII) in a given group, then the
size of the excess shows us the number of children available for
increase in that group. When this excess (or deficiency) is expressed
in terms of the ratio it bears to the number needed for replacement,
then we have an index of increase; using their index of increase we
may compare different communities and get a fairly accurate notion
of their relative rates of increase. The ratio of children to women is
fully as useful as the birth rate in studying the effective reproduction
of groups because it is less affected by the abnormal age and sex
composition than the crude birth rate and also because the census
count of the groups dealt with here is undoubtedly more accurate ®
than the registration of births in a considerable part of the registra-
tion area. Besides, there is a considerable part of our population for
which we do not have any birth data in 1920.

By way of illustrating the use of these ratios of children to women
in ascertaining the reproduction of different groups we may cite the
fact that Massachusetts had a crude birth rate of 23.6 in 1920, and
Kansas one of 22.3.° Death rates of children under 5 were 21.1 and
12.9, respectively. This difference in child mortality, together with
differences in the age constitution of the women 20 to 44, resulted in
Massachusetts having fewer children under 5 per 1,000 white women
20 to 44 than Kansas, as shown by the ratios of children of 490 and
582, respectively.” The difference in these ratios is 19 per cent in
favor of Kansas, although the crude birth rate showed that Massa-
chusetts was in the lead by a little more than 5 per cent. Thus it
appears that the study of the ratio of children to women will throw
considerable new light on the actual processes of population growth
in the United States. '

$ Lest what has just been said give a false impression of the accuracy of the census count of children it
will be well to note that a study to determine omissions in Washington, D. C., indicates a considerable
underenumeration of young children. This may possibly amount to as much as 5 per cent of all children
under 5 among whites and 13 per cent among Negroes. This study, however, was very limited in scope and
does not justify our changing the ratios derived from the published census results. Moreover, these omis-
sions are not equally great in all localities. For this reason the ratios of children to women in the different
groups of the white population used in this study will not be corrected for omissions, for it is believed that
in attempting to do so on the basis of the study referred to, many errors would be introduced which would
render the ratios less reliable than they are without corrections. When, however, comparisons are made
between groups not equally affected by und for le, whites and Negroes, or when the
absolute size of the ratio is of great importanoce, attention will be called to this fact of underenumeration.
See United States Abridged Life Tables, 1918-1920, p. 9.

¢ Bureau of the Census, Birth Statistics, 1920, pp. 44, 45.

7 Calculated from Detailed Table 1.




II
RATIOS OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN, BY STATES!

FACTORS WHICH INFLUENCE 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 gain time for a more fundamental study of the processes of internal
population growth as they are 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
population in different communities in this country at the present
time.

1 In order not to complicate the discussion unduly’only white women will be considered in the greater

part of this monograph. The discussion of the ratios of children to women among Negroes and the ‘ Other
colored”’ in our population will be found in Chapter VIL
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T asLe 11.—CaiLprEN UNDER § PER 1,000 WoMEN 20 to 44 YEARS OF 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: 19201

INDEX, FOREIGN-

CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 WOMEN .

20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE ol By

Per cent
Married, widow- of foreigo-
DIVISION AND STATE All women ed, or divorced Married, || pices in
women All widowetf,
or di- || total pop-
Forel Forotzn] ¥°™® | vorced ulation
Native (g:rgn- Native |~ Jo 8™ women
white white white white
A B C D E F G

538 779 725 911 1.45 1.26 13.0
393 747 632 921 1.90 146 25.3
515 732 695 896 142 1.29 14.0
435 713 634 1.64 1.40 20.6
525 829 7 961 1.58 1.38 12.6
359 700 621 1.95 143 28.0
363 755 615 939 2.08 1.53 28.7
Connecticut_ - . . _occoeee.. 371 886 593 1,014 2.39 171 27.3
MIDDLE ATLANTIC. - . _coococmanaee 429 780 633 935 1.84 148 2.1
New York.___. - 362 664 558 820 1.83 1.47 26.8
New Jersey... - 402 833 500 945 2.07 1.60 23.4
Pennsylvanis..__... - 512 1,043 723 1,158 2.04 1.60 15.9
EAST NORTH CENTRAL...coocnn..._ 493 811 662 910 1.65 1.37 15.0
Ohio 482 866 638 951 1.80 1.49 11.8
Indiana 519 888 659 968 17 147 5.1
450 734 629 844 1.63 L34 18.6
524 859 680 956 164 141 19.8
548 862 786 955 167 1.22 17.5
‘WEST NORTH CENTRAL._..__....__| 554 849 745 967 1.53 130 10.9
Minnesot. 538 831 811 959 1.54 L18 20.4
Iowa. 546 806 732 914 148 L25 9.4
Missouri 510 609 664 704 119 1.08 5.5
North Dakota_________________ 722 1,199 987 1,333 1.66 135 20.3
South Dakota 670 980 885 1,102 1.46 L25 12.9
Nebraska_ ... 578 836 764 940 1.45 1.23 1.5
Kansas. 574 849 730 943 148 129 6.2
713 831 911 941 117 1.03 2.3
491 997 645 1,112 2.03 L72 89
507 753 697 874 1.49 125 7.0
688 723 899 811 1.05 0.90 1.3
West Virginia_______ 788 1,231 975 1,298 1.56 133 4.2
North Carolina. 827 606 1,062 753 0.73 0.71 0.3
South Carolina. . o 687 092 790 0.88 0.80 0.4
731 560 909 658 0.77 0.72 0.6
627 636 758 739 101 0.97 4.4
734 710 910 817 0.97 0.90 0.8
722 678 899 806 0.94 0.90 1.3
708 614 880 703 0.87 0.80 0.7
786 77 950 867 0.98 0.90 0.8
740 851 924 953 L15 103 0.4
682 758 822 802 L 109 4.5
708 723 928 861 0.91 0.93 0.8
659 785 846 924 119 109 2.5
722 807 835 885 L12 L08 2.0
630 751 72 889 L19 L15 7.7
631 848 775 938 134 L21 13.6
620 855 762 938 138 123 17.1
729 870 863 950 119 L10 9.0
503 890 608 948 L 50 136 13.0
516 831 653 922 161 L41 12.4
757 875 915 968 116 1.06 8.1
580 830 691 930 143 135 23.4
788 883 983 993 112 Lo1 12.6
47 719 537 770 161 L43 19.1
388 582 504 677 1.50 1.34 18.6
462 591 583 674 128 L16 18.4
463 583 581 673 126 L16 13.0
341 579 451 679 L70 L51 19.9

1 Columns A, B, C, and D from Detailed Table I; column E obtained by dividing column B by column
A; column F f»y dividing column D by column C; column G from Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. II,

Population, lm,df. 33.

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

i District of Columbia included. Not shown separately.
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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 > 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 (columns E 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

1 Attention is called to the fact that in this discussion the term ‘‘married 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, Obhio 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? 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 much 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, tbe 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

3 Walker, Francis A., Discussions on Economics and Statistics, Vol. II, pp. 422 and 441.

4 It is rather likely that the underenumeration of white children under 5, referred to in Chap. I, is greater-
in the case of the foreign born than in the case of the natives. If so, these indexes would be larger and in
general the comparisons between the foreign born and the natives made in this study would understate
the actual differences between them. Inasmuch as we have no indication how far this is the case no allow-
ance can be made in the figures used; but the reader may be cautioned that the differences here given are.
a8 minimum.

6621°—31——3



24 RATIO 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 Southern
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 Southern 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 PARENTAGE

The pative-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. ITT 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 Southern, 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-
born 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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TasLe 13.—Per CeENT Di1sTRIBUTION OF URBAN AND RURAL PoPuLATION, BY
NATIVITY AND PARENTAGE AND, FOR URBAN, BY S1zeé oF COMMUNITY, BY
Drvisions: 1920 !

PER CENT DISTRIBUTION !
Urban population
DIVISION Total || Rural Size of community
u- -
oy F~ -
500,000 | 100,000 000 | 10,000 | 2,500
v ol Bl B to | “to
over | 500,000 | 100,000{ 25,000 | 10,000
UNITED STATES:

Native white. 76.7 79.5 74.1 66.9 73.9 9 78.7 8L6
Native parentage - ... ccceeo-o-- 55.3 65.9 45.2 29.3 45.7 49.3 54.1 60.9
Fomlgnormlxedpam ntage 2.5 13.6 28.9 37.6 | 28.2 26.5 24.6| 20.6

Foreign-born white _.._.........._. 13.0 6.5 19.1 28.4 17.2 16.9 14.2 1.3

NEW ENGLAND:

Native white. 73.6 84.5 70.7 65.7| 670 70.1 74.4 7.6
Native t: 37.9 60.9 3.8 2.3 26.0 30.6 36.7 4.0
Foreign or mlxed parentaxe ...... 35.7 23.6 38.9 41.4 41.0 39.5 37.6 33.6

Foreign-born white ....____.__.___. 25.3 14.9 28.0 319 30.8] .2.0| 25.1 21.8

MIDDLE ATLANTIC

Native white 75.2 86.4 714 65.21 741 76.5| 78.9] 822
Native parentage ... ____....__._. 43.3 65.4 35.8 26.3 36.8 4.6 48.0 54.4
Foreign or mixed parentage 3.9 21.0 35.5 38.9 37.2 3L9 310 27.8

Foreign-born white ... _____________ 2.1 120 | 25.4 30.8| 23.6| 20.8 18.6 15.9

EAST NORTH CENTRAL:
hite. 82.5 90.6 7.3 66.1 80.1 815 84.9 87.3
54.9 69.1 45.8 26.0 51.2 53.5 58.2 63.4
27.6 215 3L5 40.1 29| 21.9| 2.7 2.9
15.0 8.4 19.2 29.7 14.8 15.7 12.8 10.9

‘WEST NORTH CENTRAL:
Native white 86.5 88.9 82.6 7.5 78.3 84.8 86.0 87.4
59.6 62.0 55.6 46.5 47.6 59.7 62.5 64.2
26.9 2.9 27.0 3.0 30.7| 25.0| 23.5| 232
10.9 9.8 12.8 13.4 16.6 12.4 9.8 10,2

SOUTH ATLANTIC:

Native white. 66.7 65.9 68.4 73.8 66.9 64.5 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 1.5 9.5 22,2 10.7 7.1 4.4 3.6

Foreign-born white...._..__________ 2.3 L0 5.1 11.4 5.9 4.0 2.4 2.2

EAsT 80UTH CENTRAL:

Native white 70.8 7.3 68.9 66. 4 72.6 64.0 72.4
Native parentage ...... 68.5 70.5 61.7 85.9 62.5 60.3 69.0
Forelgnormlxedparentags ...... 2.3 0.9 7.2 10.5 10.1 37 3.4

Foreign-born white . ..._____._.___. 0.8 0.3 2.4 3.7 2.9 1.4 1.2

‘WEST S80UTH CENTRAL;
Native white 74.8 749 74.3 70.5 7B.0| 74.6| 79.1
ative paren 68.0 69.5 64.1 55,4 62.6 66. 4 73.1
Foreign or mixed parentag 6.8 5.4 10.2 15.1 10.4 8.2 6.0
Foreign-born white 4.5 3.3 7.4 9.5 9.6 6.9 4.0
MOUNTAIN:
Native white 82.7 82.5 83.1 82.6 80.1 83.3 84.6
Porolgaion aises pareniage 27| wo| s B0| 4| m8| o
‘oreign or mixed parentage -..... 3 . 20, .\ 3
Foreign-born white .............___ 13.6 12.8 14.9 ?5) 2 17.0 14.7 13.9
PacrFIC

Native white | 718 78.8| 176.9 7241 76.0| 79| 8.3| 820
Native p tage .| 5.9 55.5 49.7 42.6 47.4 52.1 58.5 59.1
Foreign or mlxed parentage ...... 25.7 2.3 27.2 29.8 28.7 26.7 2.8 2.9

Foreign-born white .. _.._.____._____ 18.6 16.7 19.7 23.3 20.5 18.0 16.2 15.5

1 Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. II, Populatlon,
% The per cents do not add to 100 because Negroes” and “Other colored”” are omitted.
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The differences between States in the proportion of married
women of the same nativity group are to be explained largely on the
basis of the 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. If 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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TasLe 14.—PeR CENT AND RANK oF NaTive WHITE WOMEN 10 YEARS OF
AGE AND OVER GAINFULLY EMPLOYED, BY PARENTAGE, FOR DIVISIONS AND
StaTEs: 1920!

WOMEN 10 YEARS OF AGE | WOMEN 10 YEARS OF AGE

AND OVER AND OVER
: Native Native
Notire | white~ Notive | wilie
w foreign foreign
native or mixed native or mixed
DIVISION AND STATE | Parentage parentage DIVISION AND STATE parentage parentage
Per Per Per Per
ee&t cent cent cent
- n- gain- gain-
y y fully fully
em- ‘a em- E em- ‘a em- ‘a
ployed & ployed ployed ] ployed 2
UNITED STATES®.| 17.2|.___ 24.8 |._.. || SoutH ATLANTIC—CoOD.
Virginia 1229 39 19.1| 27
36.0 |..__ 10.5 | 48 15.6 | 41
25.8 8 -l 16.4| 28 18.5| 29
34.4 3 -l 20.4 8 20.5| 24
22.8 | 14 -l 16.2| 24| 21.0| 20
37.8 2 -l 129 | 40 19.4| 25
40.1 1
34.2 4 12.5 ... 20.9 |.___
10.9 | 46 2.4 12
285 |.... 1.7 45 10.2| 28
30.5 5 152 27 16.2 | 37
28.9 [} 14.1| 35 15.8 | 39
4.8 9
12.8 |..... 16.4 |
22.9 [.... 120 43 16.7 ) 40
21.5 | 17 129 ] 41 17.7 | 32
18.8| 28 121 42 13.9| 47
27.0 7 13.4| 36 16.6 | 33
20.7 | 22
2.8 21 4. 171 |-
4, 17.9 | 31
18.3 |--_. 1. 13.1| 48
2121 19 4. 16.3 | 35
16.4 | 34 7. 20.7{ B
22,6 15 0. 16.3 | 36
14.3 | 44 3 16.0 | 42
14.2 | 45 14.8| 43
15.8 | 38 185 30
141 | 46
................. 2.7 |....
21.6 {.._. 2L3 | 18
2.7 11 Oregon.___... 2.9 | 16
24.7( 10 24| 13

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

Table 19 (Chap. IIT) 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.) Thusin 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
diffevence 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 born, 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 forego 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 fall 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 2948, 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 15.—STATES RANKED ACCORDING TO THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN UNDER
5 pER 1,000 NaTIVE WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE, BY MARITAL
ConprTioN, wiTH PER CENTS AND RANKINGS FOR CERTAIN OTHER FACTORS:

1020 !
NATIVE WHITE || NATIVE WHITE
WOMEN 20 TO || WOMEN 10
cumanz ovoens e o ey | I,
AGE, OF JOB- || AND OVER
TO 44 YEARS OF AGE EIGN OR MIXED|| GAINFULLY
PARENTAGE | EMPLOYED
STATE Married Per cent Per cenf
All women wldownd', of total of total
or divorced nag:: mﬂ::
women W] W
women [R80K|| women | R8DK
20 to 44( loxyean
years o of age
Ratio | Rank|{ Ratio (Rank age land over
A B C D E F G H I J
827 1] 1,082 1 8.2 5 0.7 48 16.4 4
798 2 928 7 8.1 4 3.6 41 12.2 42
788 3 983 4 5L7 32 47.2 8 13.9 36
788 4 975 ] 74.8 12 4.8 40 10.8 48
786 5 959 6 78.4 8 27 43 15.2 31
™ [} 992 2 78.8 9 1.6 47 20.4 11
w7 7| 95| 9 sL1| 6 100/ 37 1.2 47
740 8 924 8 83.4 3 2.5 44 14.2 35
731 9 909 10 73.1 14 20 46 16.3 25
729 10 863 15 72.4 15 29.0 20 121 “
722 11 987 3 86.3 1 64.8 2 4.4 33
722 12 899 12 75.8 11 66 39 1.7 46
722 13 835 17 73.3 13 6.8 38 12.2 43
708 14 880 14 76.6 10 25 45 1.9 45
688 15 899 11 7.3 16 31 42 13.1 41
670 16 885 13 83.6 2 51.3 (] 14.3 4
659 17 846 16 60. 1 7 10.9 35 13.5 40
630 18 772 20 67.1 21 12.6 4 13.8 37
67| 19| 8| = 632| 24 01| 38 13.6| 38
620 20 762 22 68.2 20 40.5 14 16.0 26
593 21 698 28 70.6 17 27.8 2 15.3 30
580 2 691 31 61.0 26 26.0 25 15.1 32
58| B[ 764 2 60.3| 18 109| 13 153 2
574 24 730 25 66. 4 22 2.2 29 13.5 39
548 25 786 19 52.6 30 59.5 8 20.0 14
546 28 732 24 63.9 p 35.8 19 18.7 2
538 27 811 18 56.0 28 65.4 1 20.3 12
525 23 707 P14 68.8 19 25. 4 26 19.8 15
524 29 680 32 39.3 37 4.8 10 19.2 17
519 30 659 34 50.5 33 14.0 3 18.7 b14
si6| 31| 63| 35 521 31 26.9| 2% 180 22
515 32 695 30 61.0 25 2.8 -] 20.6 10
512 33 723 26 36.4 41 21.7 23 21. 4 9
510 34 664 33 585.0 29 19.7 30 16.8 23
s07| 35| e97| 29 38.23| 38 18.6| 31 21| 13
491 36 645 36 4.1 36 16.8 32 18.3 20
482 37 638 37 36.8 40 4.3 b14 18.3 19
463 38 581 45 50.1 34 2.9 21 18.8 18
462 39 583 44 4.7 35 36.0 18 10.4 16
450 40 629 39 327 42 421 12 2L7 8
447 41 537 47 79.1 7 39.0 156 18.1 21
435 42 634 38 36.9 39 36.6 17 28.3 5
402 43 590 43 21.6 45 43.2 1 25.0 (]
371 4 593 42 32.4 43 49.8 7 20.8 3
363 45 615 41 25 48 58.1 4 35.1 1
362 46 558 46 17.6 46 46.8 9 27.7 4
359 47 621 40 5.3 47 53.6 5 3.2 2
341 48 451 48 3L4 4 36.9 16 21.9 7

1 Columns A and C from Detailed Table I; column E by subtraction, Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol.
It&nPopulatlon, 1920, pp. 80-87; column G, special tabulation by Bureau of the Census; column I, Four-

th Census 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 case, 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 foreign-born women are slow
to discard their old-world attitudes toward family life and children.



34 RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN

TaBLE 16.—STATES RANKED ACCORDING TO NUMBER oF CHILDREN UNDER § PER
1,000 FoREIGN-BORN WHITE WOMEN 20 T0 44 YEARS OF AGE, BY MaRITAL CON-
DITION, WiTH PER CENTS AND RANKINGS FOR CERTAIN OTHER FACTORS:1920!

FOREIGN-
[BORN WHITE
CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER || RURAL FOR- FOREIGN- ‘WOMEN 10

1,000 FOREIGN - BORN || EIGN-BORN BORN WHITE NEW IMMI- || YEARS OF

WHITE WOMEN 20 TO [{WHITE POPU- POPULATION GRATION 3 AGE AND

44 YEAES OF AGE LATION OVER GAIN-
FULLY EM-
PLOYED
sTATE %dmieded, Per
ow!
All women | o givorced || Per Per °°£{.1°'
women || o0t of Por cent of foreign-
forelgn- cent of total born
o total foreign- white
white ﬁo u- born 'women
0 tion m u- 10
Ratlo Ratio A e on o:n ago
1™l

A|B| C|D E G H  § J K |L
1,21 111,208 2 68.1 8 421 37 7.3 4 82| 48
1,199 | 21,333 1 87.7 1 23 9 326| 36 9.3 46
1,043 3(1, 3 2.1 8 189 17 67.7 5 13.7] 31 -
097 411,112] 4 1561 42 8.9 29 60.9 9 149 25
980 5|L,102] & 8.3 2 129| 21 24.0| 2 9.8 44
80, 6 048 | 17 66.6| 7 13.0| 19 46.5| 27 120| 87
888 7 9 2.2 | 39 51| 35 47.11 24 1L2| 40
886 811,014 6 2.6 | 34 27.3| 3 50.6 | 12 206 7
883 9] 993 7 28] 22 126 22 220 #4 124 ] 35
875| 10| 968 8 80.5| 4 81] 30 82.8 2 10.8]| 42
870 | 11 950 | 16 7.4 5 9.0 28 25.3| 40 10.9 | 41
866 | 12| 951 | 15 159 | 41 1.8 25 61.4 7 14.1| 30
862 | 13 955 | 13 4.8 21 1.5 16 34.8| 34 1.4 | 38
850 | 14| 05| 12 28.2 | 32 19.8] 11 423| 28 13.2( 32
855 | 15| @38 | 22 650 8 17.1| 16 29| 38 130 4
851 16| 953 | 1M 47.9 [ 19 04| 46 81| 13 182 12
849 | 17 943 | 19 643 ( 10 6.2 3 40.6 | 30 9.0 47
836 | 18| 040| 20 60.3 | 12 1.5 | 26 34.4| 85 10.3| 4
833 19| 945| 18 49| 4 2.4 5 60.7 | 10 1831 11
2| 99| 11 5.3 | 17 2.4 8 244 4 122 368
21 921 25 49.0( 18 124| 4 4041 21 42| 28
22| 930 B 63.0( 11 2.4 6 86.1 1 16.7 | 16
3 961 | 10 50.2 | 15 26| 28 20.9| 46 153 | 4
24 885 | 31 64.4 9 20| 39 8271 18 1L3| 39
25 o4 | 26 60.1| 13 9.4| 27 17.0 | 47 9.5| 45
2 024 | 24 27.3| 33 25| 38 6l.4 8 156.5| 28
27| 87| 33 36.7| 27 0.8 | 42 7.2 2 13.2| 33
28| 939 21 10| 48 2.7 1 30.9 | 32 27.81 3
20| 84| 32 41| 4 7.0| 32 5.7 | 11 180( 13
30| 89| 28 53.4| 16 7.7] 3 82.6 3 159| 20
31 844 | 35 13.3] 45 186 13 50.7| 19 177 18
32 896 | 27 4.9 2 14.0( 18 13.81 48 2.6 ]
33 861 ( 34 60.0 | 14 0.8 43 35.2| 35 179 | 14
34 811 | 37 37.5| 26 1L3| 40 5281 17 43| 27
35 770 | 40 82.4 3 19.1| 12 50.5 | 20 142 29
New Hampshire...... 713 | 36 880 | 29 21.7) 38 206 7 21.4| 45 30.4| 1
Massachusetts. -] 700 37 886 | 30 3.0 47 2.0 2 40.2 | 31 22| 2
South Carolina. 687 | 38 790 | 39 34.0| 28 04| 47 53.4) 16 1.7 17
Kentucky.. 678 | 39 806 | 38 30.0| 31 13| 41 3L9| 37 14.8) 28
New York. 664 | 40| 820 38 7.2 46 2.8 4 628 6 2.3 6
636 | 41 739 | 42 3L41 29 441 36 56.11 14 27.0| 4
614 | 42 703 | 44 25.8 | 36 0.7 4 46.6 | 28 16.6 18
600 | 43 704 | 43 2.0 40 5.5 34 4L0( 29 16.4| 19
606 | 44 753 | 41 40.3| B 0.3] 48 47.0| 25 20.3 8
501 | 45| 674 | 46 4.1 24 18.4| 14 24.0| 43 167 22
583 | 46 673 | 47 39.8( 26 13.0] 20 2.1| 39 16.9 | 21
579 | 47 679 | 45 30.7 | 30 19.9 | 10 47.21 28 18.6 | 10
560 | 48 658 | 48 2.2 37 0.6 | 45 5.8 15 19.7] 9

1 Columns A and C from Detailed Table I; column E, Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. II, Population,
moF pD. 80-87; column @, Vol. II, p, 33; column K, Vol. IV, p. 862.
3 Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. III, P;Pulatlon, 1920, pg, 47-52. Old immigration eomdl;rises immi-
ts from E d, Scotland, Wales, Ireland, Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Netherlan Belgium,
uxambmx, Switzerland, France, Alsace-Lorraine, Germany, Canada (French and other), Newfound-
land, and Australia. New immigration comprises all other countries, and those combined in census tabu-
lations under “ All other countries” are also added in with she new immigration.
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It is interesting to note some of the differences 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
industrial States the rank of the State in ratio of children to foreign-
born‘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 children is in general pres-
ent in those States where a small proportion of women are gainfully
employed and vice versa. Connecticut is the most conspicuou$ 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.

Tt 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, 1 and 37, 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 are married;
(¢c) more native women of native parentage are 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 way 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 Jowa and Des Moines, certainly than
rural Jowa 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 living. This fact seems to many people to support
the belief that the increase of civilization inevitably results in an
increase of sterility.

TaBLE 17.—Per CENT oF WOMEN UNDER 45 YEARS OF AGE AND MARRIED

10 To 20 YEARs, BEARING No CHILDREN, CLasSIFIED BY NATIVITY As DE-

TERMINED BY COUNTRY OF BIrTH OF BoTH PARENTS, FOR 3 SELECTED STATES:
1900!

WOMEN UNDER 45 YEARS OF AGE, MARRIED 10 TO 20 YEARS—
PER CENT BEARING NO CHILDREN
Rhode Island Ohio Minnesota
NATIVITY
? lllt)lgo Re- 21 rural
The |9 0 Cleve- | 48 rural || Minne-
popula- | mainder coun-
8tate |l yion and| of State land | counties|| apolis ties
over
Total 1.3 .7 10.0 8.1 5.2 8.5 3.0
Native white—native parentage....... 17.5 19.4 13.8 15.2 5.7 12.7 5.1
Whiueoltoreignrmntage ............. 8.0 8.4 6.5 6.3 5.1 6.9 2.7
Foreign-born white... 7.2 8.5 4.6 6.5 2.6
Native white—foreign or mixed parent-

age. - 10.5 8.5 5.5 7.9 2.8

1 Report to the Immigration Commission, 1911, fecundity of immigrant women. Based on data g,cthamd
by the Bureau of the Census, 1900. Women whose parents were born in different countries are not included
in this tabulation.

But though urban living does increase sterility it is not because of

any inherent decline in the fertility of urban women but rather
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because it fosters attitudes of mind unfavorable to childbearing in
general, and large families in particular. Furthermore the sterility
with which physicians are best acquainted is that of the better-paid
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 amount of so-called
physiological sterility found by physicians whose clientele is among
the upper classes 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. Any decline in the fecundity, that is, in
the actual capacity to produce children, of the upper classes is, in
other words, not a problem of racial physiology but of individual
physiology which arises out of the habits of modern 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 capacity of women to produce children, due to other
than personal causes, 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,

6621°—31——4
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RATIOS OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN IN CITIES OF
100,000 INHABITANTS AND OVER

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STATES AND LARGE CITIES

As shown in Table 18 the ratio of children to women for the differ-
ent nativity and marital groups is considerably lower in the large
cities than in the States (Table 11). The difference is specially strik-
ing for the native population. In the United States as a whole the
ratio of children to native white women 20 to 44 is 538, while in these
cities the ratio for the same group is 341, or 57.8 per cent higher in
the States than in these cities. For married women in the same
nativity groups the ratios are 725 and 512, respectively, or 41.6 per
cent higher in the United States than in these big cities. For the for-
eign-born white women 20 to 44 in the United States the ratio is 779,
and in these cities 679, or 14.7 per cent higher in the country as a
whole than in the cities. For foreign-born married women the ratios -
are 911 and 819, respectively, or 11.2 per cent higher in the whole
United States than in the big cities. Thus it is evident that the
foreign-born white women in the United States as a whole differ
from the foreign born in the large cities in respect to the ratio of chil-
dren by only one-fourth to one-third as much as the native white
women of the same groups.

The most obvious explanation of this small difference between the
United States and the big cities in ratio of children to foreign-born
white women lies in the fact that these women live largely in the cities,
especially in the big cities. Consequently the ratio for the United
States is heavily weighted by the city-dwelling foreign-born women.
Of more significance than this obvious explanation, the chief fact of
social importance is that foreign-born whites, no matter where they
may settle in this country, come largely from rural communities or
ghetto districts where the standards of life are favorable to rearing
large families. In only a small proportion of these women are these
standards modified early enough in life to have much influence upon
the number of children born. Hence immigrant women tend to bear
children up to the limit of their capacity no matter where they live
in this country. Modifications in this tendency will be pointed out
later but as regards recent immigrants the statement describes the
conditions quite accurately.

Another indication of the differences between the whole United
States and these large cities is in the index of the ratio of children of

40
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foreign-born white women to the ratio of children of native white
women (column E, Table 18). For all women 20 to 44 this index
is 1.99 in these cities as compared with 1.45 in the United States,
and for married women it is 1.60 as against 1.26, or over one-third
higher for all women and over one-fourth higher for married women
in these big cities than in the Nation as a whole. Itis the more or less
vague realization that foreign-born white women in the cities have
nearly twice (1.99 times) as many children as native white women
that has led many people to lament the filling up of our country with
the children of immigrants, not realizing that our rural population is
largely native, having only 6.5 per cent* of foreign born, and that it

still has a fairly high birth rate. '

TasLE 18.—CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 WoMEN 20 To 44 YEARS OF AGE, BY
NATIVITY AND MARITAL CONDITION; NATIVE-FOREIGN RATIO INDEX; AND
Per CENT oF FOREIGN-BORN WHITES IN ToraL PoruraTioN, FOR CiITIES
oF 100,000 INHABITANTS AND OVER ARRANGED ACCORDING TO SizE: 1920 !

INDEX, FOREIGN-
CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 d
WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE gy NATIVE
Per cent
of foreign-
Married,widowed,| born
ary All women or divorced whites
women Marrie:a in total
All widowed, popula-
s | 0| R
Native Fg?rlgn' Native F‘ﬁr‘%"’ ) women
white | ghite | White | white
Al cities having 100,000in- | 4 B c D E ¥ G
habitants and over..._.... 341 679 512 819 199 160 |ececmceee
New York, N. Y____.._._..___.._. 316 610 528 769 1.93 1.46 35.4
Manhattan Borough. 244 533 445 722 2,18 1.62 40.4
Bronx Borough._..._. 336 602 552 725 17 1.31 36.5
Brooklyn Borough. .. 347 711 566 841 2.05 1.49 32.7
ueens Borough..._. 404 672 581 764 1.66 1.31 2.8
ichmond Borough........_.. 414 818 639 954 1.08 1.49 7.1
Chl%o ——- 332 712 508 827 2.14 1.63 29.8
Phi eﬁﬁi 370 737 566 875 1.99 1.55 21.8
Detroit, Mi 408 548 804 1.93 1.63 290.1
Cleveland, Ohio. 356 810 507 895 2.28 1.77 30.1
t. {1 SR 308 579 48 670 1.88 1.50 13.4
Boston, Mass._ ..__.._..__.__.._... 304 631 585 835 2.08 1.43 3L9
Baltimore, Md.... - 416 749 598 870 1.80 1.45 11.4
Pittsburgh, Pa._._ - 392 869 604 1,014 2.20 1.68 20.4
Los es, C - 24 452 319 857 1.3 1.78 19. 4
Buffalo, N. Y._... o B6es 818 558 953 2.25 1 240
San Francisco, Calif. - 228 420 331 522 1.84 1.58 2.7
Milwaukee, Wis. ... 1 381 755 587 849 1.98 1.45 %1
‘Washington, D. C. - 240 491 489 661 2.05 1.51 6.5
Newark, N. J..... : 332 828 520 939 2.49 1.81 28.2
Cincinnati, Ohio.. - 503 510 615 1.50 121 10.7
New Orleans, La.. - 306 544 570 677 1.37 119 6.7
Minneapolis, Minn - 335 620 536 766 1.85 1.43 2.1
Kansas City, Mo.. - 293 639 393 745 2.18 1.80 8.4
Seattle, Wash_________________ - 300 430 400 523 1.43 1.31 2.4
Indianapolis, 10d.—..-—..---oon-- 354 610 462 708 172 153 5.4

8ee footnotes at end of table.
¢ Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. II, Population, 1920, p. 79.
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TasLe 18.—CHILDREN UNDER § PER 1,000 WoMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE, BY
Nativity AND MARITAL CONDITION; NATIVE-FOREIGN RaTio INDEX; AND
Per CeENT oF ForrIGN-BORN WHITES IN ToraL PopuraTIiON, FOR CITIES
oF 100,000 INHABITANTS AND OVER ARRANGED ACCORDING TO SizE: 1920 1—Con.

IND E'X, FOREIGN-
CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 4
WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE ETpy NATIVE
Per cent
of foreigne
Married,widowed,| born
cary All women or divorced whites
women Marrled, || in total
All widog. po
women %roed tion
Native Fg?r'g"' Native Fﬁti%“' women
white | ghite | WhIte | white
A B [o] D E F G

Jersey City, N. J___ o .o.... 381 888 603 988 2.33 1.64 25.5
Rochester, N. Y. O s 75| . &2 918 2.33 1.76 %1
Portland, Oreg.. ———- 312 403 415 595 1.58 1.43 18.2
Denver, Colo- - oo 204 510 407 608 173 1.49 14.7
Toledo, Ohio. - 372 849 408 942 2.28 1.89 18.7
301 737 924 2.45 L71 29.0
351 691 9 815 1.97 1.67 6.8
541 517 661 1.51 1.28 4.9
369 626 596 760 1.70 1.28 22.0
307 504 407 579 1.64 1.42 20.9
408 847 517 2.08 175 18.2
377 536 497 613 1.42 123 2.4
332 713 474 822 2.15 1.73 18.5
349 764 619 928 2.19 1.50 20.7
431 778 543 864 1.81 159 3.4
Syracuse, N. Y- o oo ooooooomaeee. 339 842 500 967 2.48 1.93 18.8
Richmond, Va. .. ..._..______ 401 608 582 730 1.52 1.26 2.7
New Haven, Conn.._............._. 326 880 546 1,033 2.70 1.89 28.1
Memphis, Tenn__.-.....:..._._. 339 624 446 719 1.84 1.61 3.6
San Antonio, Tex. .c.cceoooaoo.. 389 571 517 715 147 1.38 2.7
Dallas, TeX_ ..o 331 503 435 6968 1.7 1.60 5.8
Dayton, Ohio... ———- 398 762 524 834 1.91 1.59 8.6
Bridgeport, Conn.......... .._____ 350 837 537 938 2.39 175 32.3
, Tex " 612 438 606 LT 1.50 8.7
Hartford, Conn 292 750 496 907 2.57 1.83 20.5
Scranton, Pa.__ 405 990 667 1,103 2.4 1.65 20.7
QGrand Rapids 399 770 573 888 1.93 1.585 20.6
Paterson, N. J. 324 631 542 743 1.95 1.37 332
‘Youngstown, Ohi 41 1,051 592 1,136 2.38 1.92 25.6
Springfield, Mass 331 602 519 862 2.09 1.68 241
Des Moines, Yowa___.....__._.._._. 362 617 507 751 1.70 1.48 8.9
New Bedford, Mass._. O 342 601 571 773 L76 1.35 40.2
Fall River, Mass_______________.17. 37 784 2 980 2.07 1.37 35.1
Trenton, N. J__ ... 364 903 541 997 2.48 1.84 25.2
Nashville, Tenn....._...__________ 389 460 536 552 118 1.03 2.0
Salt Léke City, Utah__________.___ 498 690 660 822 1,39 1.25 16.5
Camden, N. J____..._ 453 929 504 1,010 2,05 1.70 17.4
Norfolk, Va.__ 380 650 488 722 171 1.48 5.7
Albany, N. Y ] 267 722 458 892 2.70 1.95 16.6
Lowell, Mass._ _____.__._______.._. 364 650 691 861 179 1.28 33.7
Wilmington, Del___..._._.___.____. 424 1,010 589 1,122 2.38 1.90 14.8
Cambridge, Mass._ ... 318 644 627 853 2.03 1.36 20.3
Reading, Pa. oo 390 1,048 538 1,171 2.69 218 8.9
Fort Worth, Tex. 351 644 438 742 1.83 1.69 6.9
f {okaneé Whash_ 346 500 470 600 1.45 1.28 16.1
Kansas City, K 458 935 573 1,012 2.04 L 11.5
Yonkers, N. Yoo oooaaas 353 760 579 803 215 1.54 25.7

1 Columns A, B, C, and D from Detailed Table I; column E obtained by dividing column B by column
%; eoullglt:im Flggodivi%ng column D by column C; column G from Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. II,

op! on, . 49,

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



IN CITIES OF 100,000 INHABITANTS AND OVER

43

TaBLE 19.—PER CENT MARRIED, WIDOWED, OR DIVORCED AND RANK oOF
WoueNn 20 T0o 44 YEARS OF AGE, BY Namivity, For CiTiES OF 100,000 IN-

HABITANTS AND OVER ARRANGED ACCORDING TO I

zE: 19201

PER CENT MARRIED, WIDOWED, OR DIVORCED AND RANK

Native white F“':'!ﬂ;’m
ary
Foreign or
Total Native mixed
parentage parentage
Married | Rank
Married | Rank || Married | Rank | Married | Rank
Clties of 100,000 inhabitants| A B c b | E F G | H
and over, average. .. ... 66.5 69.6 62.9 829
Cities of 500,000 inhabitants

and over, average. . 64.9 67.7 62.4 82.8
Now York, N. Y. oooomoeamamoeee 50.9 | 61 6.9 63| 687]| 59 79.3 67
Manhattan Borough- - 59| 68 57.4| 69| 531 66 7.8 e
Bronx Borough.. - 60.8| &8 .0 88| 59.3| &7 83.0 49
Brooklyn Borough.... 61.3 56 63.2 59 60.1 55 84.5 42
Queens Borough. ... 69.5 34 69.8 38 69,3 24 8.0 18
Richmond Borough...._ 64.8 49 65.4 53 64.2 40 85.7 35
Ch m 65.3| 44 68.2| 43| e36| 42 86.1 31
P Iphis, Pa.---o- - 64| 43 67.8| 45| oen9| 47| ss2 3
Dotrolt,%d 44| 2 6.9 14| 79| 1 87.9 20
Cleveland, Ohio........_.___-___77" 701 30 72.2| 32| 684 26 9.5 7
8t. o 68.7| 39 700 37| ea9| 29 86.5 2
Boston, Mass sL9| 72 851 7| 48| = 7.5 7
Baltimore, Md 60.6 | 33 709 35| es3| 32 86.1 30
Pittsburgh, Pa. 64.9| 47 67.2| 46| 623| 45 85.7 34
Angel 4| B 7.6 2B| 07| 17 8L.1 58
Buffalo, N. 66.2| 45 6.2 48| e643| 30 85.8 33
San Francisco, Calif............__.._. 69| 38 7.3 33| eas8| 30 80. 4 62
Milwaukes, Wis. . ... ] 69| 48 6.9| 64| 66.4| 31 88.9 16
Washington, D. C__ 1 sa1| e s5.2| 70| b22| 68 4.4 2
Newark, N. J 63.9| 50 66.1| 49| 6.8 49 88.2 17
Cineinnati, Ohio___________-_7777C 65.8| .42 68.0| 44| 621 46 8.8 57
New Orleans, 60.4| 35 60.3| 4| e0.5| 2= 80.4 61
polis, M 625| 54 659! 51| 63| 54 0.8 60
Kansas City, Mo 45| 2 5.8 20| 67| 2 85.9 32
, Wash 9| 17 774 10| 72| 5] 822 54
Indianapolis, Ind 76.6 7 8.1 71 61| 2 86.2 29
Jersey City, NoJoemomoeemeeemceees 63.2| 5 65.5| 52| 6L5| &0 80.8 12
Rochester, N. Y ..........__.._. ... 6.8 51 65.4| 54| 6L9| 48 84.5 "
Portland, Oreg o] e 78.0 sl 700 2 82.9 50
Denver, Col0. .. 72.2 26 74.5 24 68.0 27 83.9 45
Toledo, Ohio. - 1 7| 18 76.6| 16, 7.6| 12 90.1 8
Providence, R. I.. d o osss| 67 6.2| e8| s26]| 67 79.8 65
Columbus, Ohio .8| 28 728 31| en7| =8 84.7 40
Louisville, Ky. ... 1 es2| 36 7.3| 34| 61| 44 8L 9 56
8t. Paul, Minn___ 1 ets| 35 64.4| 56| ene| 53 82.4 52
Oskland, Calif_______ - - T_17] 7.6 13 72| 18| e 6 87.0 2
Akron, Ohio 79.1 4 79.9 4| 5.8 3 2.6 1
Atlanta, Ga. 5.9 10 76.2| 18| TL4| 14 87.4 21
Omaha, Nebr 701 31 7.4] 27| e67| 38| | 868 26
W , Mass 56.4| 66 625| 62| b521| 60 82.3 53
Birmingham, Ala.._._._._._..._.____ 79.3 3 79.9 3 72.7 8 90.0 10
Syracuse, N. Y.... ] ens| 70.2] 36| 61| 4 87.0 2
Richmond, Va. 68.9 37 60.3 42 64.4 38 83.3 48
New Haven, Conn.. - 59.7 62 62.8 61 57.1 61 85.2 36
Memphis, Tenn.___. 1 el n 6.7 15| 70.3| 19 86.8 27
San Antonio, Tex...............__._] 5.2 15 5.4 2| 746 5 79.9 64

L J

Dallas, Tex.. 76.1 76.6| 17| 723 9 85.2 38
Dayton, Ohio. 7.9 12 74| ul 73| 18 91.3 5
Bridgeport, Conn.................... 65.2| 48 60.7| 39| 6L5| &1 89.2 15
ton, Tex 9.0 5 9.7 5| 768 1 88.0 19
Hartford, Conn. .-.--.-._--.-....... 50.0| 63 65! 65| 566l 65 82.8 51

1 Columns A, C, E, and G from Detszloq Table II.
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TasLe 19.—Per CeENT MARRIED, WIiDOWED, OR DIVORCED AND RANK OF
WoMEN 20 To 44 YEARS OF AGE, BY NaTiviry, For CiTiEs oF 100,000 IN-
HABITANTS AND OVER ARRANGED ACCORDING TO Size: 1920—Continued

PER CENT MARRIED, WIDOWED, OR DIVORCED AND RANK
Native white Forelgr-born
crry
Foreign or
Total Native mixed
parentage parentage
Married | Rank
Married | Rank |{ Married | Rank | Married | Rank

A B c D E F G H
cranton, Pa. 60.7| 80 61| e| 88| 8 89.7 13
Grand Rapids, Mich_...._..________ 60.6| 32 74| 30| ea1| 33 86.8 25
aterson, N. J.....__.. ] se.8| 64 64.8| 55| 56.8| 64 84.9 30
Youngstown, Ohio___ T sl 19 73| 12| 70.9| 16 2.5 2
Springfield, Mass.___ O oest| 2 67.2| 47| b50.9| 56 80.2 63
Des Moines, Iows. ... e mal 2 74| 8| eso0| 34 82.1 55
New Bedford, Mass..._ ceel 60.0 60 66.1 50 56.9 62 71.6 68
Fall River, Mass.....__ N os2s|l m 5.7 72| sL8| 70 70.3 66
Trenton, N.J oo oo 6.2 4 60.5] 40| 65| 43 9.5 6
Nashville, Tenn 6| 24 77| 26| 6.3| &2 8.5 46
8alt Lake City, Utah 7.5 14 73| 22| 756 4 83.9 4“
Camden, N.J..._____ 76.3 8 .17 9| 7.2 7 91.9 4
77.9 6 8.5 6| 76| 13 20.0 1
58.4] 65 50.3| 67| 56.9| 63 8L.0 50
527 70 s0.2| e8| 40.8] 7 75.5 60
21| o 74.2| 25| a0l 35 90.0 9
0.7| 3.8 7| 44| 7 5.5 70
24| 25 74| 20| 67| 37 89.5 14
80.3 1 80.7 2| 785 2 86.9 2
6| 2 5.9 19| eas8| 2 83.4 I
79.9 2 82.5 1| 721 10 2.4 3
60, 9 87 64.3 87 58.2 60 85.2 37

We can not pass from a consideration of differences in the ratios
of children to all women and to married women without calling atten-
tion to Table 19 showing the proportion of married women in the
different nativity groups.

The chief reason for the greater difference in the ratios of children
to all women and to married women among native white women in
the large cities than among the foreign-born white women is to be
found in the differences in the proportions of them who are married.
This difference is very large, the average per cent of all native white
women 20 to 44 married being only 66.5 per cent as compared with
82.9 per cent of all foreign-born white women.
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DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CITIES

The differences between cities as regards the ratio of children to
native white women are brought out clearly in Table 20, where the

cities are ranked according to these ratios.

TaBLE 20.—CrTiEs oF 100,000 INHABITANTS AND OVER RANKED ACCORDING
T0 THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN UNDER § PER 1, 000 NATivE WHITE WOMEN
20 T0 44 YEARS OoF AGE, BY MARITAL CoNDITION, WITH PER CENTS AND
RANKINGS FOR CERTAIN OTHER FacToRrs: 1920!

NATIVE WHITE || NATIVE WHITE
WOMEN 20 TO 44| WOMEN 10
CHILDREN UNDER § PER 1,000 || 'yp,pg OF AGE || YEARS OF AGE
N‘“"“‘Z:;"g, Yg;“" 20 |l oF POREIGN OR|| AND OVER
TO 44 MIXED PARENT- || GAINFULLY EM-
AGE PLOYED

CITY Married, wid- P t

All women owed, or di- l:,?l;mlt o?m

vorced women mgve naﬂ“

white white
women 20| Rank womeno}o Rank
0 years
Ratio [Rank| Ratio |Rank years of age and
age over
A B C D E F G H

498 1 660 4 49.9 31 2.2 69
458 2 53| 21 24.6| &7 2.5 66
453 3 564 12 310 50 25.0 58
41 4 592 13 4.0 36 21.3 72
431 5 543 | 30 82| 7T 19.1 73
‘Wilmington, Del........... .......... 424 6 589 14 25.8 56 25.7 56
Baltimore, Md 416 7 598 10 27.3 52 26.6 52
Richmond Borough, New York City..| 414 8 69| 5 sL8| 28 23| &
Akron, Ohio. _ oL 408 9 517 4 211 61 2.9 61
Detroit, Mich. 408 10 548 28 50. 4 30 26.8 51
Scranton, Pa. 405 11 667 3 54.9 20 28.7 35
gueens Borough, New York City..... 404 12 581 18 60.6 11 27.8 4
ichmond, Va._.._ ... . 401 13 582 17 8.0 72 26.9 49
QGrand Rapids, Mich_._...._____.__.__ 399 14 573 20 52.0 27 20.4 32
Dayton, Ohjo. - 398 15 524 39 21.1 60 2.8 64
New Orleans, La.__. 306 16 570 23 26.6 53 23.6 65
Pittsburgh, Pa. 3| 17 64| 8 65| 34 28| 5
Readhiﬁ, Pa... 390 18 538 34 12.7 65 3L6 23
Nashville, Tenn.._._...._..___...___. 389 19 536 37 8.6 70 25.0 59
8an Antonio, Tex... 389 20 517 45 23.0 51 2.4 68
Jersey City, N. J_. .. ... 381 21 603 9 58.8 16 30.5 27
waukee, 381 22 587 15 66.6 5 32.0 22
Norfolk, Va ———- 380 23 488 56 9. 4 68 217 7
Fall River, Mass_____._______.._._____. 379 24 723 1 76.9 1 4.4 1
Atlanta, Ga. 377 25 497 52 5.5 73 27.0 48
Toledo, Ohio. 372 26 498 51 38.2 44 25.9 55
Philadelphia, Pa. 370 27 566 25 41.2 39 30.1 29
8t. Paul, Mi 369 28 596 11 64.7 6 32,7 18
Lowell, 364 29 691 2 67.3 3 39.4 4
Buffalo, N. Y 364 30 568 2 54.4 22 27.7 45
Trenton, N.J. 364 | 31 541 32 38.4 43 28.3 38
Des Moines, Iowa. 362 32 507 49 26.2 54 20.3 33
Louisville, kgi_ 358 | 33 517| 43 2.3| 56 74| 46
Cleveland, O 356 K7 507 48 53.5 25 27.9 43
Indianapolis, Ind 34| 35 62| 58 16.9 | 64 2.2 54
Yonkers, N. Y. 353 36 579 19 55.0 19 29.8 30
Columbus, Ohio. ... ___________ 351 37 489 54 19.2 62 25.0 60
Fort Worth, Tex 31| 38 48| 65 86| 69 22| 7
Bridgeport, Conn.. 350 39 537 35 53.9 24 32.8 17
‘Worcester, Mass. .. 349 40 619 7 58.8 15 33.9 1
Brooklyn Borough, New York City._.. 347 41 566 24 60.3 13 3.3 24
Spokane, Wash_______________________ 346 42 470 57 37.2 46 26.4 53
ouston, Tex 346 43 438 64 21. 4 59 2.0 67
New Bedford, Mass.....-........... 342 | a4 571 | 22 68| 4 401 3
Syracuse, N. Y. 39| 45 500 | 50 31| 42 20.0] 34

1 Columns A and C from Detailed Table I; column E from a special tabulation, Bureau of the Census;
column G from Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. 1V, Population, 1920, p. 367.
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TaBLe 20.—CiTiEs or 100,000 INEABITANTS AND OVER RANKED ACCORDING
T0 THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1 ,000 NaTIVE Wm'm WoMEN
20 170 44 YEARS OF AGB, BY MARITAL Connl-non, wiTH PEr CENTS AND
RaNKINGS FOR CERTAIN OTHER FACTOBB' 1920—Continued

NATIVE WHITE || NATIVE WaITR
CHILDREN UNDER 5 PEE 1,000 | WOMEN 20 70 24 = WO :’,‘ ox
e yrags or VOREN 20 llor yormIoN OR || “AND oVER
TO 44 YEA MIXED PARENT- || GAINFULLY EM-
AGE PLOYED
ary Married, wid- (| Per cent Per cent
All women | owed, or di- || of total of total
Toro PO onite [l e
w wl
women 20| women 10 Rank
Years
Ratio |Rank|{ Ratio |Rank years of age and
age over
A B C D E F G H
Memphis, Tenn... 339 46 446 61 125 [} 4.5 ]
Cincinnati, OBIo. 336 | 47 510 | 46 31.9| 45 x4 a7
Bronx Botough New York City 336 48 562 27 68.1 2 321 21
Minneapolis, M 336 | 49 536 | 36 6.6 12 25| 19
y ﬁ D SN 333 50 522 40 46.2 35 33.6 13
Newark, N.J o oo eeeeeaaee 332 51 520 41 529 26 30.3 28
Chicago, I -..o-—__..___.2222700 332 s2| 08| 47 67| 7 33| 14
Omaha, Nebr 32| 5 474 | 56 27| @ 20.7| 81
Dallas, Tex. ..coocceacmcocmcacacaacann 331 54 435 66 10.6 67 2.6 38
331 85 519 42 47.3 32 3.9 12
326 56 546 29 5.6 21 33.0 15
324 87 542 31 618 8 37.7 5
318| &8 61| 6 57.1| 18 36.9 8
316 | 50 58| 38 60.7| 10 33.0| 16
312 60 416 67 36.3 47 2.2 8
t. Louis, Mo 308 61 48 60 41. 4 38 30.6 2
Oakland Calif 307 | 62 07| 6 46.9| 33 u4| 6
Boston, 304 63 585 16 60.9 9 36.9 9
Providence, R. I 301 64 540 33 58.0 17 37.1 7
Beattle, Wash 300 65 00| 70 0.7 40 280| 42
Denver, Colo 204 66 407 68 35. 4 48 2.1 41
Kansas City, 203 67 303 7 21.9 58 28.2 40
Hartford 202 68 496 | 83 5L5| 29 35.1 10
bany, N. Y 27| 60 48| 30.4| 41 08| 25
Manhattan Borough 244 70 445 62 5.0 14 37.2 []
240 71 439 63 18.7 63 43.1 2
Los Angeles, Calif... 24 72 319 73 326 49 27.4 47
San Francisco, Calif. 228 73 331 72 54.4 2 322 20

FACTORS INFLUENCING RATIOS

The differences, in many cases, are very difficult to explain and the
reasons that will be advanced for them will leave much to be desired.
It will be of interest, however, to study a few cities in some detail.
Pittsburgh, ranking 17 among cities of over 100,000 inhabitants in
ratio of children to native women (392) and 10 in ratio of children
to foreign-born women (869), makes an intevesting comparison with
San Francisco, which is lowest in ratio of children to native white
women (228) and also lowest in ratio of children to foreign-born
white women (420). In per cent of native white women who are of
foreign or mixed parentage, San Francisco exceeds Pittsburgh, the
per cents being 54.4 per cent and 46.5 per cent, respectively. Accord-
ing to generally accepted ideas regarding the fertility of children of
immigrants, the advantage from this source should be with San
Francisco. This generally accepted notion is apparently wrong, or
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at least it is far from being a sufficient explanation of the ratio of
children to native women in these two cities. Evidently other
factors are more important.

One of these other factors undoubtedly is the percentage of native
white women who are gainfully employed. Pittsburgh has only 26.8
per cent of its native white women over 10 employed, while San
Francisco has 32.2 per cent. The former ranks 50 among these cities
in this respect and thelatterranks 20. It is, of course,impossible to
say whether the women of San Francisco have fewer children because
more of them are employed or whether they are at work because they
have fewer children. Probably there is some truth in both supposi-
tions, and besides tbere may be some other conditions which have a
causal connection both with small number of children and with a
large proportion of working women. One such condition may be the
nature of the industries and commerce carried on in the city. This
point will not be enlarged upon here, as it will come up in another
connection later, but it may be pointed out that Pittsburgh has a con-
siderably larger proportion of its ‘“‘gainfully employed” engaged in
manufacturing than San Francisco has. It may also be noted that
the industries of Pittsburgh are heavy industries needing men’s labor,
one reason for the low proportion of working women.

In addition to these factors we find (Table 19) that in Pittsburgh
there is a smaller proportion of native women who are married (64.9
per cent) than in San Francisco (68.9 per cent). Contrary to what
might generally be expected, a low proportion of married women is
frequently associated with a high ratio of children. There is no
very satisfactory explanation of this fact, but it may be that the
proportion of women married has a pretty close relation to theratio
of males to females in the population—the higher the ratio of males
to females the larger the proportion of women married—and that
the ease or difficulty of getting a husband, as thus measured, has
some relation to a woman’s willingness to bear children.

We have seen above that the differences between Pittsburgh and
San Francisco in ratio of children to foreign-born women are almost
as great as in the case of native women. One reason for these dif-
ferences may be found in the types of foreign born in the two places.
In Table 21 we note that 40.3 per cent of the foreign born in San
Francisco are of the new immigration while in Pittsburgh 60.8 per
cent belong in this group. This is a significant difference and the
significance is increased when we examine more in detail the composi-
" tion of the foreign born in the two places. One difference is that
Pittsburgh has a large contingent of Slavs while San Francisco has
comparatively few. As will be shown later, the Slavs probably
bave the highest birth rate of the immigrant groups. On the other
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hand, San Francisco has a larger Italian group than Pittsburgh!?
(over one-half larger), and Italians also have a very high birth rate.
Furthermore, if the size of the foreign-born groups in a city makes
any difference in their retention of Old World birth rates, it would
seem that San Francisco should be at no particular disadvantage in
this respect as compared with Pittsburgh, for the former has 27.7
per cent of its total population foreign born and the latter only 20.4
per cent. It would seem that the nationalities of the foreign-born
groups of a city are apparently considerably more influential in
determining its birth rate than the total number of the foreign born.
Again, as in the case of the native women in San Francisco, a larger
proportion of its foreign-born women 10 years of age and over (25.6
per cent) are gainfully employed than in Pittsburgh, where the
proportion is 16.3 per cent. (Tables 20 and 21.) In this respect
Pittsburgh has a large advantage.

So far, then, as we can judge, the above comparisons indicate to
some extent that Pittsburgh should have higher ratios of children
to women than San Francisco, but giving due allowance to all the
factors mentioned it still seems that we are forced to recognize some
more intangible factors of environment than those already enumer-
ated as very important elements in the situation. Indeed, the fact
that all the west coast cities keep San Francisco company with low
ratios of children to women as compared with most of the other
cities suggests that there are some common factors affecting the
birth rates of these cities different from the factors determining the
city birth rates in other parts of the country.

Comparisons for a number of other cities are as baflling as that of
Pittsburgh and San Francisco, for example, those of Denver and
Syracuse, and Nashville and Birmingham as regards their foreign-
born population. The differences between these cities can not be
fully explained by the statistical data available.

OCCUPATIONS

There seems to be some connection between the dominant activi-
ties of a city and the level of the ratio of children to women in it.
Cities whose inhabitants are chiefly interested in, and work at manu-
facturing have higher ratios of children than cities where the people
are engaged chiefly in trade and commerce. San Francisco and
Pittsburgh, as already indicated, present this contrast between
industry and commerce as well as, or better than, any other two of
the larger cities. In ratio of children to native white women Balti-
more ranking 7, and Detroit ranking 10, are somewhat higher in
ratio of children to native women than Pittsburgh and, as shown
in Table 22, they also rank somewhat higher as manufacturing

1 Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. III, Population, 1920, p. 51.
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centers. Cleveland, on the other hand, although considerably below
Pittsburgh in ratio of children to native women has a much larger
proportion of its population engaged in manufacturing. In ratio of
children to foreign-born white women, however, they are all con-
siderably below Pittsburgh, although such differences as there are
between these cities in respect to the proportion of foreign born who
belong to the new immigration (Table 21, columns G and H) are in
favor of Cleveland, with 71.9 per cent as compared with 60.7 per
cent in Pittsburgh, 64.2 per cent in Baltimore, and 52.7 per cent in
Detroit. In per cent of total population foreign born, also, Cleve-
land and Detroit lead Pittsburgh by substantial margins. None of
the factors mentioned, nor all of them together, will satisfactorily
explain the differences in ratios between Pittsburgh and these other
manufacturing cities. We should have to go far afield to explain
fully such individual differences—farther than we can go in such a
study as this.
TasrLe 21.—CiTIES OF 100,000 INHABITANTS AND OVER RANKED ACCORDING
T0 NUMBER OF CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 FOREIGN-BORN WHITE WOMEN

20 To 44 YEARS OF AGE, BY MARIiTAL CoNDITION, WITH PER CENTS AND
RANKINGS FOR CERTAIN OTHER FacToRrs: 19201

FOREIGN-BORN

CHILDREN UNDER 5§ PER WHITE WOMEN
1,000 FOREIGN-BORN WEITE || FORTIGN-BORN NEW 10 YEARS OF
WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS |[ pooro o || IMMIGRATION? || AGE AND OVER
OF AGE GAINFULLY
EMPLOYED
Married, wid- P
ary y er cent|
owed, or g
All women | givoreed Per cent| i‘}’wﬁt gr:ﬁ
Women of total forelgn- [Rank|| born
popula- |Rank|| born white |Rank
tion popula- ;gomen
Ratio |Rank| Ratio |Rank ion of s
age
and over|
A B C D E F G H I J
Youngstown, Ohio.._.___[ 1,051 1| 1,136 2 25.6 23 72.1 (] 10.9 72
R P .- 1,048 2| L1711 1 89| 56 74.9 2 19.9 27
1,010 3| 1,122 3 14.8 50 64.9 16 15.4 62
990 4 1,103 4 20.7 37 57.7 10.6 73
935 5| 1,012 7 1.5 53 641 18 13.5 70
Camden, N.J______. 929 6| 1,010 8 17.4 45 65.8 15 15.2 64
Trenton, N. J_____ - 903 7 997 9 25.2 25 72.5 5 17.5 41
Jersey City, N. J.__. - 888 8 988 11 25.5 24 55.2 33 14.7 69
New Haven, Conn.. - 880 9( 1,033 5 28.1 19 64.0 19 20.1 25
Pittsburgh, Pa__...._..__ 869 10| 1,014 6 20.4 39 60. 8 21 16.3 57
Toledo, Ohio.__. - 849 11 942 15 15.7 48 54.1 35 14.8 67
on, Ohio..___ - 847 12 905 22 18.2 44 71. 4 14.8 68
Syracuse, N. Y____ - 842 13 967 12 18.8 41 50.9 42 16.8 50
Bridgegort, Conn.. - 837 14 938 17 32.3 9 67.7 13 21. 4 18
Newark, N. Joooooooooo. 828! 15 930 | 16 282 18 69.7| 10 16.4 55
Richmond Borough, New
ork City. 818 16 954 13 27.1 21 512 39 15.0 66
Buffalo, N. Y. 818 17 953 14 4.0 29 52.4 38 15.9 60
Cleveland, Ohio. 810 18 895 23 30.1 11 71.9 7 16.9 49
Detroit, Mich___ 786 | 19| 804 | 24 21| 16 52.7| 37 16.5| 62
Fall River, Mass.. 784 20 989 10 35.1 5 43.7 58 37.9 2

1 Columns A and C from Detailed Table I; column E, Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. IT, Population,
1920, p. 49; column G from figures in Bureau of the Census, Vol. III, pp. 47-52; column I, Vol. IV, p. 367.
3 Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. III, Population, 1920, pé). 47-52, Old immigration comprises immi-
ts from England, Scotland, Wales, Ireland, Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Netherlands, Belgium,
uxemburg, Switzerland, France, Alsace-Lorraine, Germany, Canada (French and other), Newfound-
land, and Australia. New immigration eou;grises all other countries and those combined in census tabula-
tions under * All other countries’ are also added in with the new immigration.
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TasLe 21.—CrTies or 100,000 INmABITANTS AND OVER annn AccorpING

RANKINGS FOR Cnn'mm

T0 NUMBER OF mennN "UnDER 5 PBR 1 ,000 FOREIGN-BORN WHITE WOMEN
20 To 44 YBARS OF A BY MARITAL Cormrnon, witH PR CENTS AND
b'mmn Facrors: 1920—Continued

FOREIGN-BORN
CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER WHITE WOMEN
1,000 TOREIGN-BORN WHITE ([FOREGN BOBN NEW 10 YEARS OF
WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS IMMIGRATION || AGE AND OVER
OF AGE POPULATION GAINFULLY
EMPLOYED
Married, wid- Per cent
ary
All women 3'&'&%‘1’:&5 Per cent of total
Women P(;t e&lpt ?l' total bb'g‘gl’
;owuh. Rank 0 |[Rank | white |Rank
potimh. women :
Ratio [Rank| Ratio [Rank on 10 years
and over,|
A B C D E F G H ) § J
Birmingham, Ala......... 778 21 864 30 3.4 70 58.1 26 12.3 7
Rochester, N. Y___- 5| 2| e8| 20| 41| 2| 494 5] 28| 15
Grand Rspids, Mich 70| 23| ss8| 2 20.6| 38 29| 71 17.1| 45
Worcester, Mass. 764| 24| 93| 18 2.7 13 29| 61 99| 28
Dayton,  Ghlor 762] 26| 83| 37 86| 69| 48| 43| 13| &
Yonkers, N. Y. 760] 26| sw| 25 2.7 2 s7.1| 28 2.1 19
Milwa: Wis____- 5| 27| 89| M 21| 2 529 36 16.3| 8
Hartford, Conn______ 50| 28| eo7| 21 2.5 14 588 25 B2 13
Baltimore, Md.._. 749 29 870 29 1.4 54 ‘64.2 17 19.0 a3
Providence, R. L. 737 30 4 19 29.0 17 49.6 4 26.2 9
Phﬂadequ Pa.. 737 31 875 28 21.8 35 59.6 1 20.2 23
Albany, N. e 722 32| 892| 28 15.6 | 49 47.6| 83 190 33
Omaha, Nebr... 713 3 822 39 18.5 42 51.2 39 17.0 47
Chlcﬁo, ) 1| 712 34 827 38 29.8 12 57.1 29 20.2 24
Brooklyn Borough,
YOrk Cityeeeemmmmemeen 71| 35| 84| 35 327 8 701 9 189 35
%prlngﬂeld Mass._. 692 36 862 31 4.1 26 43.7 59 25.9 10
lumbus, Ohio_._ 61| 37| 815| 41 68| 62 4.9 &7 16.8| 51
Salt Lake City, Utah.___ 690 38 822 40 16.5 46 13.8 7 18.0 40
Queens Borough New
YOFK Cit¥emoomomeeoevn 62| 89| 784| 45 2.8| 30 41| 86 16.5| 53
Lowell, Mm.- - 650 40 861 32 33.7 [] 20.4 72 3.7 3
Norfolk, Va..... - 650 41 722 b4 5.7 65 63.2 20 17.0 48
Cambridge, Mass__ - 644 42 853 33 2.3 15 35.7 66 27.9 (]
Fort Worth, Tex. . 1 eu| 4| 72| B0 69| 61 47| 3 15| 61
Kansas City, Mo.. ] 6| 4| 75| 48 84| 60 46.0| 54 1.1 48
Boston, Mass...... - 631 45 835 36 3L9 10 43.4 60 27.4 7
Paterson, N. J__. - 631 46 743 49 33.2 7 56.3 30 27.0 8
8t. Paul, Minn____ 1 e2| 41| 60| 46 20| 34 323 70 180 39
Memphis, Tenn..__. 1 eu| 48| 7| 55 36| 6| 61| 31 19.0| 34
Minneapolis, Minn._ - 620 49 766 4 2.1 32 2.7 74 20.0 26
Des Moines, Towa. ... 617 | 80| 751| 47 89| & 32| 67 18.6| 37
ton, Tex. 612 51 696 58 8.7 58 66.9 14 15.2 65
New York, N. Y_________ 610 52 769 43 35.4 4 68.5 12 25.1 12
Indianapolis, Ind.._- 610| 53| 708| &7 54| 67 34.2| 68 153 63
Richmond, Va__.__....__ 68| 5| 70| 8 27| 7 5.9 | 34 27| 2
Bronx Borough, New
York City.ceeeeeaaaan 602 55 725 52 36.5 3 73.4 4 19.1 31
New Bedford, Mass._.__. 601 56 773 42 40.2 2 49.0 50 4.7 1
Dallas, Tex......_- | &3] 57| 98| &0 5.5| 66 60.5| 22 18.4| 38
8t. Louis, Mo..._. - 579 58 670 61 13.4 52 48.9 51 18.7 36
San Antonlo, Tex.... - 571 59 715 56 2.7 33 85.2 1 2.8 16
New Orleans, La.... 544 60 677 60 6.7 63 56.0 32 17.5 42
41| 61| 61| 63 49| 68 2.7| 73 6.4 56
56| 62| e13| 65 24| 72 50.9| 28 1.3 | 4
533| 6| 72| 63 404 1 6.4 11 32.5 4
...... 510| 64| 608! 68 47| 81 38.7| 6t 198 29
d, C ..... 504 a5 579 69 20.9 36 38.9 63 17.5 43
Cincinnati, Ohio_. 53| 6| 615| 64 10.7| 55 36.4| 65 19.2 30
Spokane, Wash.._. 500 67| 600| 67 81| 47 61| 76 208 2
Portland, Oreg. . 493 68 595 68 18.2 43 324 69 20.8 21
Washlngton ......... 491 69 661 62 6.5 64 45,7 56 29.3 5
Nashville Tenn 460 70 562 n 2.0 73 5L0 41 16.5 54
Angefes, 452 71 567 70 19.4 40 47.8 52 2.1 14
:iesttle. Wash 430 72| 58| 72 23.4| 31 2.2 | 75 24| 17
San Francisco, 2| 73| 52| 7 77| 2 40.3| 62 26| 1
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Salt Lake City, although smaller than San Francisco and even
more dependent on trade for its existence, nevertheless exceeds
Pittsburgh in ratio of children to women among the natives. Among
the foreign born, however, it ranks considerably lower. As the
discussion in a later chapter (Chap. VII) shows, the religious beliefs
and practices of the Mormons must play an important part in deter-
mining the size of families, particularly among the natives, thus
lessening the influence of the general social and economic conditions
to which they are subjected in common with most other cities in that
part of the country, which in comparison with Salt Lake City, have
very low ratios of children to native white women.

If we take a group of cities which are distinctly trade cities we
shall find that they have a good many characteristics in common.
The Texas cities, Dallas, Fort Worth, and Houston belong to this
group of trade cities, as do Spokane, Omaha, Denver, Kansas City,
Mo., Portland, Oreg., and Seattle. All of these cities have low
ratios of children to native white women and also to foreign-born
white married women. In this latter characteristic they are joined
by some of the southern trading cities—Memphis, Atlanta, New
Orleans, which are well below the median—where the foreigners are
engaged in trade rather than in manufacturing. The fact that all
of these cities have low ratios of children to women suggests that
there is some relation between the function served by a city and the
ratio of children to women. Where cities are primarily trade centers
for large areas, furnish the professional service for a large population
outside their own limits, provide educational and cultural facilities
for this population, and also have relatively little manufacturing,
they appear to have low ratios of children to women in both nativity
groups. On the other hand, cities known chiefly as manufacturing
centers generally have higher ratios of children to women. There
are some exceptions (San Antonio) but most of the cities ranking 20
or above in ratio of children in both nativity groups are distinctly
manufacturing centers. (See Tables 20 and 21.)

A word may be said about Scranton which stands high in both
groups. Scranton is the only city in the United States with over
100,000 inhabitants having a considerable number of miners in its
population. Of its gainfully employed, 20.8 per cent ? are miners.
Miners invariably seem to have large families as we shall show
elsewhere (Chap. VII); hence, the ratio of children in Scranton is
undoubtedly raised because of their presence.

1 Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. IV, Population, 1820, p. 1230
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TaBLe 22.—CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 WoMEN 20 To 44 YEARS OF AGE,
BY NATIVITY, AND THE PER CENT OF THE ToOTAL POPULATION 10 YBARS OF
AGE AND OVER ENGAGED IN EacH oF THE CHIEF OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS, FOR
CrTies or 100,000 INHABITANTS AND OVER, ARRANGED ACCORDING TO SIizB
or Crry: 19201 :

CHILDREN
UNDER 5 PER
PER CENT OF THE TOTAL POPULATION 10 YEARS
20 T a4 VELRS OF AGE AND OVER EMPLOYED IN—
OF AGE
ary
For-
Native| eign- | Manu- | Trans- Clerical | Profes-
white | born || factur- rta- | Trade | occu; sional
women | white ing tion tions |service
women
A B C D E F G
New York, N. Y. 316 610 37.6 9.5 15.5 15.9 6.6
Manhattan Borough. 244 533 4.2 9.6 15.5 13.0 7.7
Bronx Boro 602 39.0 8.0 17.8 19.5 6.4
347 711 40.5 9.9 15.6 17. 5.6
672 42.2 9.2 12.9 18.4 5.8
414 818 40.1 12.0 10.0 13.8 7.2
Chicago, Il. 2 712 39.7 9.0 16.8 17.1 5.8
hﬂ%efp Pa. . 370 737 47.5 8.1 13.5 12.2 5.2
Detroit, Mic! 408 786 56.3 6.2 11.4 121 4.7
Cleveland, Ohio- ... . . ._....... 356 810 52.9 7.3 12.5 12.4 4.9
t. , Mo 308 579 40.7 9.0 15.4 14.4 5.2
Boston, Mass_ 04| 631 3.0 100| 151| 144 6.6
Baltimore, Md 416 749 4.4 10.1 14.0 1.7 5.3
Pittsburgh, Pa___________________________ 392 860 40.1 10.1 15.0 14.8 6.0
Los Angeles, Calif_ ... .. _..__... 234 452 3L.6 8.6 18.8 1.4 1.0
Buffalo, N?s&' . 364 818 45.8 10.5 13.0 3.1 6.0
San Francisco, Calif_ ... ... _..... 228 420 30.9 10.1 16.3 14.2 7.5
Milwaukee, Wis 381 765 519 7.2 12.6 12.9 5.6
‘Washington, D. C 240 491 18.9 7.1 9.7 30.9 8.2
Newark, N.J. 332 828 82.5 7.0 12.9 12.6 5.0
Cincinnati, Ohio 336 503 8.8 88 14.3 12.4 5.9
396 544 32.0 14.2 14.8 11.8 5.1
335 620 3.6 10.2 18.8 15.1 7.6
293 639 29.1 1.3 20.2 16.0 6.8
300 430 36.9 10.5 16.5 1.1 7.8
354 610 43.7 9.5 15.4 12.6 5.8
381 838 40.7 15.8 12.1 17.7 4.4
333 775 54.0 6.4 1.5 12.2 6.1
312 493 35.9 10.2 17.0 12.4 8.0
Denver, Colo. - c——— 294 510 2.2 10.7 19.5 14.0 8.5
Toledo, Ohio.__. 372 849 48.3 10.3 13.3 12.2 5.2
Providence, R. X_______________ ... 301 737 8.1 7.1 12.4 10.7 5.4
Columbus, Ohio. . 351 691 40.1 10.9 15.1 12.0 6.9
Louisville, Ky 358 541 39.8 [] 15.1 12.2 58
8t. Paul, Minn_________________ - 369 626 34.9 10.9 17.2 17.1 6.8
Oakland, Calif. 307 504 39.3 9.7 15.9 1.8 7.8
Akron, Ohio. .. 408 847 65.9 3 8.9 9 3.9
Atlanta, Ga.__ 377 536 2.7 10.5 16.7 14.4 5.9
Omaha, Nebr. 332 713 34.8 9.7 17.8 16.4 6.7
‘Worcester, Mass_...___.___.._............ 349 764 54.0 6.4 1.3 1.2 6.4
Birmingham, Ala_._...__________._...... 431 778 35.0 1L1 14.2 9.1 5.7
Syracuse, N. Y. 339 842 47.0 8.9 13.7 1.9 6.7
Richmond, Va. 401 608 38.7 9.8 15.1 11.9 5.2
New Haven, Co 326 880 46.3 8.1 12.7 14.0 6.8
Memphis, Tenn 339 624 28.2 12.2 18.6 10.6 5.5
S8an Antonio, Tex. 389 571 25.1 12.3 17.5 9.9 6.9
Dallas, Tex. 331 593 249 9.9 21.9 17.7 6.5
Dayton, Ohio__.. ... ___________ 398 762 52.8 8.6 129 11.8 5.9
Bridgeport, Conn._______............_.._. 350 837 60.3 5.1 7 120 4.6
Houston, Tex 346 612 30.2 11.8 16.0 14.5 6.2
Hartford, Conn.. 292 760 45.0 5.7 14.3 17.0 6.0
Scrant Pa_ 405 990 32.2 9.9 12.0 10.8 5.8
Grand Rapids, Mich..__._.__.__...._.__. 309 770 49.7 7.3 15.4 1.0 6.1
Paterson, N.J__ 324 631 64.0 5.6 10.2 8.8 4.3
Youngstown, Ohio. 441 | 1,081 53.4 8.4 12.4 10.7 5.3
Springfield, Mass 331 692 46.8 7.4 13.9 12.7 6.3

1 Columns A and B from Detailed Table I; columns C, D, E, F, G, Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol.
IV, Population, 1920, p. 131. ’ ! °
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TaBLE 22.—CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 WoMeN 20 T0 44 YEARS OF AGE,
BY NaTiviTY, AND THE PER CENT OF THE TOTAL PoPULATION 10 YEARS OF
Aap AND OVER ENGAGED IN EacH oF THE CHIEF OccUPATIONAL GROUPS, FOR
Crties oF 100,000 INHABITANTS AND OVER, ARRANGED ACCORDING TO SI1zB
or Ciry: 1920—Continued

CHILDREN
UNDER 5 PER
PER CENT OF THE TOTAL POPULATION 10 YEARS
o s OF AGE AND OVER EMPLOYED IN—
OF AGE
ary
For-
Native | eign- || Manu- | Trans- Clerical | Profes-
white | born )| factur- | porta- | Trade | occupa- | sional
'women | white ing tion tions |service
women
A B (o} D E F G
Des Moines, Iowa. 362 617 2.0 9.7 20.4 16.0 8.3
New Bedford, Mass.....oocoooocooaooaoo 342 601 72.0 4.2 8.1 4.6 3.0
Fall River, Mass. 379 784 71.5 4.7 8.8 4.5 3.9
Trenton, N. J__. 364 903 57.7 8.2 10.3 9.2 4.8
Nashvllfe, Tenn.. - 389 460 32.2 114 16.5 10.3 5.7
Salt Lake City, Utah_ .. ... 498 690 27.9 1.0 18.2 14.3 9.7
Camden, N.J 453 929 58.8 8.3 9.8 9.9 3.5
Norfolk, Va.__. 330 650 28.3 16.3 14.6 10.5 5.1
Albany, N. Y. 267 722 33.3 14.1 14.3 15.6 7.6
364 650 67.4 4.8 9.5 6.3 4.0
44 | 1,010 48.7 10.0 10.5 13.1 5.3
318 644 4.5 8.9 12.2 14.5 7.6
300 | 1,048 63.5 7.3 9.7 7.5 4.1
Fort Worth, Tex_ 351 644 33.8 11.6 17.0 12.3 5.6
Spokane, Wash_____._____ 346 500 27.3 11.1 20.2 12.5 8.6
(!J%y. Kans 48| 935l 48| 17| 120| 12 43
Yonkers, N. Y. ool 353 760 45.3 6.7 12.0 156.3 8.4

Table 22 allows us to compare the proportions of the gainfully
employed in the chief occupational groups in the large cities. It
shows that the observations made above are in general justified. The
predominating occupations of the people of a city are of importance
in relation to their ratios of children to women. Qur data here cer-
tainly appear to support those quoted from the Birth Reports in
Appendix A and in Chapter I, Table 9. High proportions of people
employed in the trade, clerical, and professional groups are generally
found together, and as a rule the ratio of children to women in both
nativity groups is low when this is the case. In general, those cities
with less than 35 per cent of the gainfully employed engaged in manu-
facturing have lower ratios of children to women than cities with 50
per cent or more of the gainfully employed so engaged, and there is a
tendency for this to be the case for both native and foreign born3
In most of the large manufacturing cities, especially in the Northeast
and along the Great Lakes, a large proportion of the workers in manu-
facturing are of the “new immigration.” Hence, it may be that it is

$ The southern cities are something of an exception as they generally have higher ratios than northern
and western cities of similar character,
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the type of people drawn into manufactures as much as, or even more
than, the occupation, which is the cause of higher ratios of children
to women in the manufacturing cities in this part of the country.

There is also the further fact that in cities where heavy manufac-
turing is very highly developed there is less demand for women’s
work than in cities where textiles and needlework are highly developed.
In cities where heavy manufacturing predominates, therefore, we
find fewer women at work outside the home and consequently a
higher ratio of children. This is an important element in explaining
the differences between cities.

But why should hand workers engaged in manufacturing have
more children than people employed in other occupations? Without
attempting to answer this question in detail we may enumerate a
few reasons that appear quite important in supplying an explanation
of this situation.

Notwithstanding the very common belief of the better-paid classes
that one of the most meritorious acts of man is to move from the hand-
laboring class into the better-paid of the clean-handed jobs, there are
millions of laborers who are fairly content with their position in life,
or they would be if only their incomes were a little larger. Most of
these millions have no ambition for themselves or their children which
is not consistent with raising their children to be laborers. For this
reason they do not anticipate being subjected to the expense of
supporting their children for a number of years after they have finished
common school, while they prepare for a business life or the professions.

Laborers quite generally have the feeling that the best insurance
they can have against the accidents of life, unemployment, old age,
disability, sickness, etc., is a family of children who can care for them
if worst comes to worst. In other words, laboring people invest their
possible savings in children more often than in property.

Again, in the laboring class women are expected to be homemakers.
It is true that a great many of them have to go outside the home
to help make a living (see columns E and G in Table 23) but they
seldom do so through choice, as often happens in the upper classes.
They take outside work because it is a grim necessity. For women
in this class, as for the men, life takes its meaning largely from
family life. It would seem quite natural therefore, that as this class
formed a larger part of the population of & community the ratio
of children to women should increase. Our inspection of the facts
indicates that this is the case.

What has just been said applies to some of the attitudes of mind
common among hand laborers, particularly those in manufacturing.



IN CITIES OF 100,000 INHABITANTS AND OVER 55

TasLE 28.—CHILDREN UNDEBR 5 PER 1,000 WaHITE MARRIED, WIDOWED, OR
D1vorcED WoMEN 20 T0 44 YEARS OF AGE AND PER CENT OF WaITE MARRIED
WOMEN 15 YEARS OF AGE AND OVER GAINFULLY EMPLOYED, BY NaATIVITY,
witH RANKINGS, FOR CITiES OF 100,000 INHABITANTS AND OVER, ARRANGED
ACCORDING To SizE oF Crry: 19201

CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 | WOMEN 15 YEARS OF AGE AND
WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE || OVER GAINFULLY EMPLOYED
oy Native white | Foreign-born || Native white | Foreign-born
married white married married white married
women women women women
Ratio |Rank| Ratio |Rank|| Per cent | Rank| Per cent | Rank
A B C D E F G H
528 | 38 760 | 43 8.8| 40 8.1 25
445 62 722 53 12.8 12 11.6 7
552 b1 725 52 6.8 59 5.6 62
566 24 841 35 7.2 56 5.3 a5
581 18 - 764 45 6.3 65 7.3 37
639 5 954 13 4.8 72 4.1 70
508 47 827 38 10.2 b14 8.1 26
566 25 875 28 8.0 49 6.0 54
548 28 8.5 4 5.5 64
507 43 895 23 8.9 39 79 28
448 60 670 61 8.7 43 7.4 35
585 16 835 36 10.8 25 7.9 29
598 10 870 29 6.5 62 6.8 44
604 8 1,014 6 4.8 71 . 3.8 71
319 73 7 70 13.4 9 10.7 1
558 26 953 14 5.0 70 4.3 69
31| 72 52( 73 13.2]| 10 12.1 5
587 15 849 H 6.6 60 6.9 42
439 63 661 62 17.8 3 1.5 8
52| 41 99| 16 6.5] 63 4.7 67
510 46 615 64 6.9 57 7.8 30
50| 28 60 59( 67 7.5 33
536 | 36 768 | 44 8.8| 41 5.7 60
393 71 745 48 12.0 18 6.3 43
70 523 72 12.4 14 85 17
462 708 | 57 9.9 29 6.1 52
603 9 11 5.6 68 5.1 66
522 40 918 20 12.6 13 10.8 10
415 67 595 68 13.6 8 8.5 18
407 | 68 608 | 66 1.5 28 7.2 38
498 51 942 15 9.1 37 6.2 50
Providence, R. 540 33 924 19 12.2 18 10.3 12
Columbus, Ohio. 480 | 54 815 | 41 8.4 45 58 59
ville, Ky. 517 | 43 661 63 7.8| 50 5.9 58
St. Paul, Minn_ 506 | 11 760 | 46 82| 48 59| 55
d, C 407 | 69 579 | 69 10.1| 28 81 27
Akron, Ohio. 517 4 905 2 9.8 31 8.2 22
Atlanta, Ga._...._____________________ 497 | 52 613 | 65 L8] 21 6.3 49
Omaha, Nebr.... 474 56 822 39 11.6 22 6.7 45
Worcester, Mass.__ . 619 7 928 18 9.6 3 6.1 53
)y 543 30 864 30 6.5 64 | 5.6 - €3
Syracuse, N. Y__ - 500 50 967 12 9.9 30 5.9 56
Richmond, Va..... 582 17 730 51 7.2 55 6.9 43
New Haven, Conn. - 546 29 1,033 5 8.8 42 7.1 39
Memphis, Tenn__. 1 wuel| e 719 | 55 9.4 34 7.4| 36
San Antonio, Tex. 517 45 715 56 8.3 47 8.2 23
435 66 606 59 13.2 11 7.8 31
524 39 834 37 6.9 58 8.9 15
537 35| 938 17 12.1 17 1.7 6
438 64 696 58 9.1 38 6.5 47
496 53 907 21 1.9 19 8.5 19
667 3 1,103 4 3.1 73 L6 73
573 20 888 27 11.0 24 7.5 H
542 31 742 49 4.1 7 15.6 4
592 13 1,136 2 5.1 69 3.7 72
519 42 862 31 14.1 6 1.5 9
1 Columns A and C from Detailed Table I: columns E and G, Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. IV,

Population, 1920, p. 801.
6621°—31——5
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TasLe 28.—CHILDREN UNDER § PER 1,000 WHITE MARRIED, WIDOWED, OR
D1vorRcED WOMEN 20 To 44 YEARS OF AGE AND PER CENT oF WHITE MARRIED
WoMEN 15 YEARS OF AGE AND OVER GAINFULLY EMPLOYED, BY NaTIVITY,
wiTH RANKINGS, FOR CrTiES OF 100,000 INHABITANTS AND OVER, ARRANGED
ACCORDING To Sizk oF Crry: 1920—Continued

CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 || WOMEN 15 YEARS OF AGE AND
‘WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE OVER GAINFULLY EMPLOYED

ary Native white | Foreign-born || Native white | Foreign-born
married white married married white
women women women women
Ratio |Rank| Ratio |Rank|| Per cent | Rank| Per cent | Rank
A B C D € F G H
Des Moines, Iowa ..................... 507 49 751 47 12.3 15 6.7 46
New Bedford, Mass._ . ______........... 571 22 773 42 2L6 2 33.8 1
73 1 989 10 21.7 1 26.1 2
541 32 997 9 7.3 54 7.1 40
536 37 552 71 9.3 35 82 4
Salt Lake City, Utah________._._._._._. " 660 4 822 | 40 7.4| 83 5.9 87
Camden, N. . 594 12 1,010 8 7.5 52 6.2 51
Norfolk, Va 488 85 722 54 8.4 46 8.5 20
Albany, N. Y 458 | 59 26 6.0| 66 4.6 68
691 2 861 32 17.1 4 2.9 3
589 M4 1,122 3 7.7 51 5.7 61
627 (] 853 | 33 104 28 9.3 14
538 | 34 1,171 1 4.4 5 10.1 13
Fort Worth 'I‘ex ...................... 438 | 65 742 50 9.8| 32 7.6 32
Sﬂ)okaneé ........................ 470 57 600 67 1.9 20 8.6 16
Kans .................... 573 21 1,012 7 9.2 36 71 41
Yonkers, N. Y.t 579 19 893 25 6.6 61 8.4 21

It is not impossible that laborers in manufacturing may become in
time so thoroughly imbued with the religion of thrift as now being
preached by industrial and business leaders that they will be quite
willing to own shares or bonds rather than to raise children. Once
the traditional attitudes toward the family and children were broken
down in this class its members might soon become, in practice, the
arch exponents of small families.

Just the opposite attitude on the points discussed above prevails in
the business and professional classes and among clerical workers who
have more or less hope of becoming bona fide members of these classes.
It is quite to be expected, therefore, that these people would resort to
more drastic limitation of the family than hand laborers, with the
consequence our data show as regards the ratio of children to women,
namely, a decrease in ratio as the proportion of the population engaged
in manufacturing decreases.

PARENTAGE

Another factor generally supposed to be of some significance in
explaining the differences between localities in ratio of children to
native white women is the proportion of these women who are of
foreign or mixed parentage. As a matter of fact, from an inspection
of Table 20 one would say that apparently there is not a great deal of
difference between the native white women of native parentage and
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the native white women of foreign or mixed parentage as regards
number of children. Of the 20 cities having the highest ratio of
children to native white women only 2 rank 1-20 in proportion of
native white women of foreign or mixed parentage, while 12 rank 50
or lower. At the other extreme, of the 20 cities ranking 54-73 in the
ratio of children, only 3 rank 54-73 in proportion of native white
women of foreign or mixed parentage. In the larger cities, then, the
proportion of native white women who are of second generation immi-
gration stock does not seem to play as important a part in raising the
ratio of children to women as is very commonly supposed to be the
case. As supporting this statement, Baltimore with 27.3 per cent of
its native white women of foreign or mixed parentage ranks 7 in ratio
of children and San Francisco, with 54.4 per cent of its native white
women in this group, ranks 73; Youngstown, with 44 per cent of its
- women in this group, ranks 4 in ratio of children, and St. Louis, with
41.4 per cent, ranks 61. Several other cities with approximately the
same proportions of native white women of foreign or mixed parentage
are fully as far apart in ratio of children to native white women.
Scranton, Pa., and Queens Borough of New York City are the only
2 cities ranking 20 or above in both respects.

EMPLOYMENT OF WOMEN

There appears to be considerable connection between the proportion
of native white women 10 years of age and over gainfully employed
and the ratio of children to women (Table 20, columns A and G).
Salt Lake City, ranking 1 in ratio of children to women but 69 in per
cent of employed women, is exceptional in many respects but most of
the other cities ranking high in ratio of children to women rank low in
proportion of employed women, while of the 20 cities ranking lowest
in ratio of children, 11 rank in the 1-20 class in proportion of employed
women. Some of the New England textile cities appear out of place
near the median point in ratio of children but with very large per-
centages of employed women. On the whole, however, there is an
inverse relationship between these two factors, the fewer employed
native women the higher the ratio of children.

Of course, one can not say positively, in consequence of this rela--
tionship between a high ratio of children and low employment, that.
employment of women causes small families. Undoubtedly it often
does so but the situation is scarcely as simple as such a statement.
would imply. In some cases no doubt the causal relationship is.
reversed and women seek employment because they have few or no
children. On the other hand, many women are forced to seek
employment outside the home because of the economic pressure of
large families. This last condition probably explains the figures for-
some of the textile cities.
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Some of the reasons why a large proportion of employed women
should accompany a low ratio of children are not far to seek. Women
who have to work, or who prefer outside work to making a home, are
more likely not to marry at all, or to raise small families if they do
marry, than women who devote their whole energies to making a
home. Most women find that in raising children and working
outside the home they are trying to serve two masters. The steadi-
ness of the job of raising children, especially a fair-sized family, is
often a strong deterrent to one who might want to do this but must
work outside the home.

Again in communities where it is quite the usua. thing for girls to
work outside the home between the time of leaving school and getting
married, the possession of a source of independent income and the
complete control over one’s time tend to create the desire to retain
a larger amount of freedom than the raising of a fair-sized family will
permit; hence the desire develops to limit the family to the size most
compatible with the retention of the desired freedom.

No doubt, too, the ease with which birth-control information is
secured where women work in large groups is also a factor in the
situation. One might sum up by saying that women who are
gainfully employed, at least those in the childbearing ages, find it
decidedly to their advantage not to marry or, if they do marry, to
limit the size of their families, and that girls who have worked out-
side the home for a few years are almost certain to develop desires
and attitudes of mind which are not compatible with the raising
of large families. It would naturally follow, then, that the gainful
employment of women at any time before the end of their child-
bearing period would have a tendency to issue in the restriction of
their families. So that, under present conditions, and other things
being equal, those communities that employ women in gainful
occupations will have lower birth rates than those which do not.

MARRIAGE

The differences in the ratios of children, among both the native and
the foreign-born white women, between all women and married
women (see Tables 20, 21, and 23), are due in considerable measure
to the varying proportion of married women in these groups. This
is readily seen in the case of particular cities. Thus Fall River,
ranking 24 in ratio of children to all native white women, is 1 in ratio
of children to native white married women. Table 19 shows that Fall
River ranks very low (71) in proportion of native white women 20 to
44 who are married, having only 52.5 per cent of all of them in this
group. It also ranks low (66) in proportion of foreign-born white
married women. Lowell ranks 29 in ratio of children to all native

¢ Elderton, Ethel M., Report on the English Birth Rate, Pt. I, England North of the Humber,
Eugenics Laboratory Memoirs, XIX and XX, pp. 236, 237.
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women but 2 in ratio to married women and it also ranks low in
proportion of married women both native and foreign born, 70 and
69, respectively. In general, of course, if there is a large difference
in ratio of children to married women and to all women a larger
proportion of all women are single than if the difference in these
ratios is small. Table 19 if compared with Table 12 further shows
that there is a rather large difference between the States and the
cities in the proportion of married women.

For all cities of 100,000 and over and for the United States as a
whole, the per cents of married women in the different nativity
groups are as follows:

PER CENT MARRIED
NATIVITY Cities of
United 100,000
States |inhabitants
and over
Native white.... 74.2 66.5
Native parentage......- oo 77.0 69.6
Foreign or mixed parentage 67.3 62.9
Foreign-born White. ... oo cccccccieeeas 85.5 82.9

It is evident, therefore, that the averages for the rural population
of the United States must be about as much above the averages of
the United States as these are higher than the averages for cities.
City populations, which are devoted almost wholly to the service
of industry and commerce, show a marked tendency to remain single
or marry late. This tendency is carried to the greatest extreme in
those cities where the labor of women and girls is in greatest demand.
The textile cities of the Eastern States show a very high proportion of
employed women and girls and a low proportion of women 20 to 44
who are married. New Bedford, Fall River, Providence, Lowell,
Cambridge, and Paterson among others belong in this group, as
furnishing industrial work to women. Washington, D. C., furnishes
clerical work in abundance and Boston and Manhattan Borough
furnish both industrial and clerical work. All these places rank
high in the proportion of women employed, both native and foreign
born, and low in the proportion of married women.

It is well to note in this connection, also, that everywhere the foreign
born have a much higher proportion of married women than the
natives. Foreign-born women come to this country largely as wives
so that their place of residence does not so greatly influence their
marital condition as it does that of the native women. But even in
the case of the foreign-born women it is impossible to suppose that
the large difference between Manhattan Borough, with 73.8 per cent
of the foreign-born white women married, and Akron, Ohio, with
93.6 per cent in this marital group, is not influenced to a certain extent
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by the differences in environmental conditions in these two places.
In all probability the nationality groups in Akron may be somewhat
more inclined to bring their wives with them than the groups in
Manhattan. No doubt a considerable part of the difference in
marital condition is due to the fact that Akron, as a city of rubber
manufactures, offers little opportunity for women to find work as
compared with Manhattan with its needle trades, its other light
manufacturing work, and its great offices. Furthermore, Akron is
known as a high wage city, while for the great majority of wage-
earners Manhattan certainly does not enjoy such a reputation.
Hence, in order to make ends meet, women are forced into wage
earning jobs more frequently in Manhattan. The above explanation
will go far in accounting for the fact that the difference in the ratio
of children to all women and to married women is much greater in
Manhattan than in Akron. It will also largely explain the fact that
Akron has a ratio of 847 children per 1,000 foreign-born white women,
which is considerably above that of Manhattan with 533.

It is noteworthy that a given city generally holds fairly closely to
the same rank for all nativity groups. The forces, whatever they
may be, determining the tendency to marry in a given locality, in
this case a particular city, seem to affect all nativity groups about
equally. Thus in the four nativity groups, native white, native
white of native parentage, native white of foreign or mixed parentage,
and foreign-born white, the respective ranks of certain cities are as
follows:

RANK IN PER CENT MARRIED
Native white
- —
‘oreign
Total m& or mixed || white
3 age parent-
age
63 59 67
43 42 31
32 26 7
46 45 M
71 71 71
3 30 62
51 54 60
66 67 65
3 8 10
Youngstown._ . 19 12 16 2
Kansas City, Kans. 2 1 10 3

There are a few cities where the proportion of foreign-born white
married women is somewhat out of line with the proportion of native
white married women, but the correspondence between the propor-
tions of native whites of native parentage and the native whites of
foreign or mixed parentage is especially close, and shows that the
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social and economic forces at work among the older native population
are speedily felt by the children of immigrants in most cities. It even
seems likely from the variations in the percentages of foreign-born
married women that the younger immigrant women, those who are
not married when they arrive here (chiefly girls under 20), quickly
feel the action of the same forces and tend to delay marriage to a
slight extent.

Attention should be called to the fact that though the native white
women of foreign or mixed parentage marry less frequently and later
than the native white women of native parentage the difference
between these two groups in this respect is less in the cities than in the
States. For all these cities the proportion of married women is 6.7
points higher among the native white women of native parentage
than among the native white women of foreign or mixed parentage
(Table 19). The difference between these groups for the whole
United States is 9.7 points (Table 12). Thus we see that the concen-
tration of the native white women of foreign or mixed parentage in the
large cities where marriage rates are relatively low tends to exaggerate
the differences between these two nativity groups as regards their
tendency to marry, when the States are compared with one another,
and when the situation in the entire United States is considered. In
the 12 cities in the United States having over 500,000 inhabitants the
difference between the proportion of native white women of native
parentage married and the native white women of foreign or mixed
parentage married, 5.3 points, is even less than for all the cities of
" over 100,000.

A factor helping to account for this difference in marital condition
in these two nativity groups is the general state of confusion and un-
settlement of mind in which the children of immigrants find themselves.
It is among the children of immigrants rather than among the immi-
grants themselves that we find the largest degree of mental disorgan-
ization. The immigrants come to us with certain mental attitudes,
habits of thought and sentiment, fairly firmly fixed and these form
“points of reference’”’ by which most, though not all, actions can be
judged. They have a scale of values, in other words, which is rela-
tively fixed, by which they can and do govern and judge most of their
conduct. So it happens that most immigrants, especially those over
25 years of age on their arrival, live out their lives more or less under
the control of the customs and habits they bring with them, making
only such adaptations as are absolutely essential in the new environ-
ment.

Their children, on the other hand, lack the home training in ‘“old
world” habits, customs, etc., which their parents had, and rebel
against such as their parents try to inculcate. They also lack the
home training of the average native of native parentage so that in
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many cases they never make a very satisfactory adjustment in their

mental attitudes to the conditions of everyday life here.

There can

be no question that the disintegration or disorganization of personality
which is so prevalent in the United States is most marked in the
children of immigrant parents. It is they who feel most heavily the
pressure of conflicting motives to action, motives derived from living
in an environment made up of many antagonistic and mutually ex-
clusive elements. There is little occasion for surprise, therefore,
when we find that as one manifestation of a disorganized life, a life
in which the person finds the conflict of impulses wearying and dis-
tracting, the children of immigrants do not marry as early or as
frequently as the children of natives.

TasrLe 24.—Per CexT AND RANK OF NaTIVE WHITE WOMEN oF NaTIVE
PARENTAGE AND OF NATIVE WHITE WOMEN OF FOREIGN PARENTAGE 10
YEARS OF AGE AND OVER ENGAGED IN GAINFUL OccUPATIONS, FOR CITIES OF
100,000 INHABITANTS AND OVER, ARRANGED ACCORDING TO S1zE oF CrTY: 19201

WOMEN 10 YEARS OF AGE

WOMEN 10 YEARS OF AGE

AND OVER GAINFULLY EM- AND OVER GAINFULLY EM-
PLOYED PLOYED
Native Native Native Native
Ty white—Na- | white—For- ary white—Na- | white—For-
tive parent- |eign or mixed tive parent- |eign or mixed
age parentage age parentage
Per cent E Per cent E Per cent E Per cent 'a
& |- & I~
A |B c |p A B c |p
New York, N. Y.....| 827 83.2| 19| Akron, Ohio. 25.5 | &6 22.9| 64
Manhattan  Bor- 9 Atlants, Ga__ 21.3| 42 Bo| &3
37.0| 2 37.4| 9| Omaha, Nebr... 28.4| 35 3.5 24
37| 16 32.3 | 21 || Worcester, Mass. 2.6 25 31| 11
g;, ? 18 g ; 3 B y 11| 73 189 73
g 44 Syracuse, N. Y._...... 28.2 36 80.2 | 35
mel 8| Bl | mchmond Ve 2| @) mE) o
Chi 32.0( 13 33.9 [ 17 || New Haven, Conn... . 1
Philajelphia, P 2.1| 28| 31.4| 25| Memphis, Tenn.._._.| 249] 60| 21.7| 67
Bgmgh ?’yﬂghh_b g. 6| 48 206.9 42 San Antonio, Tex.... 228 67 21.5| 68
ve 6| 33| 27.3| 47 || Dallas, Tex... 200| 30| 25.3| &7
8t. Louis, "Mo... 2] 321 12 28.6 | 39 || Dayton, Ohio. 23.9| 65 23.4| 61
Boston, Mass._ 31| 3| ®1| 8 dxepot,tl‘ Conn 30.5) 21| 345 15
Baltimore, Md 26.4| 50| 26.0| 49 2 2.8) 6| 202 72
lrlt:sAbmh' Pa_‘u‘ g‘ 2| 83 g: 4 ﬁ Hartford, Conn. 3.3 7 36.7| 12
1| 45 0 Scranton, Pa......_.. 26.8| 47| 80.3| 34
Buffalo, N, Y........ 2.5 | 39 27.9| 483 9mnd Rgglid Mich. 321:3 31 gg s;
aterson, e Veocmnans e
Miwaanea Wi 37| 19| 37| % | vounsstows, ohicT| el 72| ol e
Washington, D. C.... 3.4 1 419 4 || Springfield, Ohio. ... 3.0 19 37.2| 10
Newark, N.J..__.__. 20.5| 26| 30.9 | 30| Des Moines, Iowa....| 28.8]| 81| 30.8| 32
Cincinnati, Obio_ 7> ®7| 32| o| 12| New Bedford, Mass.. 30.3| 22| 452| '3
a9l 6| 206 7 [ Fall River, Mass____ 89| 5| 4.9 1
21| %| 30| 14 Trenton, N.J 1177 25| 40| 308| 33
24| 34| 38| 45 || Nashville, Tenn """ 22| 88| 24| e
21.1| 46| 29.5| 37| Salt Lake City, Utah.| 21.8| 70| 22.7| es
et A - HEHEE
orfo. L S, .
2217 3| 2 Albany,N. ¥ 0.6 2 3811| 2
21.5| 40| 20.7| 36| Lowell, Mass. 3L9| 14| 43| 3
27.4| 41| 20.4| 38| Wilmington, Del...._ 25.4| 67| 26,4 51
256 54| 26.3( 52| Cambridge, Mass._.| 3L9| 15 40.8| &
325| 11| 403| ¢ Reading Pa_.___7 38| 17| 318 22
25,11 59| 249 58| Fort Worth, Tex..... 23| 6| 27|70
21.8| 38| 266/ 5 | Bpokans Wash...._.. 25.6| 85| 27.7| 44
30.2| 23| 342 16| Kansas City, Kans._.| 226 68| 26.1| 53
242 64| 24.6| 50| Yonkers, N.'Y....._. 2.4| 51| 324| 20

.1 Columns A and C from Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. IV, p. 367.
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The fact that in general there are more native white women of
foreign or mixed parentage than native white women of native parent-
age at work (Table 24) will also help to explain the disinclination of
the former to marry. This fact also fits in well with the explanation
of the failure of the native white women of foreign or mixed parentage
to marry advanced by Doctor Carpenter in his monograph.® He says:

The explanation for this condition can only be conjectured. It may, however,
be observed that the postponement or foregoing of marriage involves the defer-
ment or avoidance of the financial obligations involved in marriage more partic-
ularly in the support of children. It may be further pointed out that the second
generation immigrants are particularly likely to seek relief from financial pressure
in this way, for they are passing over from the social position and economic level
of the foreign to the native group and could materially accelerate their progress
by keeping themselves free, temporarily or permanently, from family burdens.
In other words, to many of the children of the foreign born, it seems to be of more
importance to bridge the gap between the social and economic level in which they
were born and that attained by the sons and daughters of the native Americans
than it is to marry and have children.

Whether or not this deduction is correct, the phenomenon for which it seeks to
account is sufficiently striking and significant to make it incumbent on students
of population problems to determine its causation.

The most natural relation between marriage and ratio of children
would seem to be that the more women there are married the higher
the ratio of children there would be. In general this relation seems
to hold (Tables 20 and 21 with the per cents in Table 19). But there
are cities where marriages are relatively few but where the ratio of
children is higher than where marriages are more numerous. The
exceptions may possibly be explained by the fact that the personal
disadvantages of marriage are greatest in those cities where family
restriction is least practiced, hence, in those places marriage is more
highly selective in certain respects. The women who marry are the
ones most ready and willing to undertake the burdens of raising large
families.® If the above assumptions are correct, the general knowl-
edge of the methods of controlling childbearing may be one of the
important factors making for a high marriage rate in certain cities.

It is not unexpected, therefore, that communities where there is a
widespread knowledge of birth control but where its practice is much
more strongly disapproved in some groups than in others, would have
low marriage rates but high ratios of children. Since, on the whole, it
seems reasonable to believe that the daughters of foreign mothers are
somewhat less free to put their knowledge into use (probably due to
disapproval of their religious leaders) than the daughters of native
mothe:s, as a group they exercise a measure of control over the size
of their families by postponing marriage or remaining celibates. Once
they are married, however, they tend to have relatively large families.

8 Carpenter, Niles, Immigrants and Their Children, Census Monograph, VII, p. 217.
¢ See also discussion on p. 39.
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FOREIGN-BORN WOMEN AND “NEW” IMMIGRATION

The type of immigrants found in particular cities is undoubtedly an
important factor in determining the ratio of children to foreign-born
women. The data in Tables 3 and 7 (Chap. I) and those in Table 25,
showing the ratio of children in certain localities dominated by par-
ticular nationality groups, indicate that this is the case.

TaBLE 25.—CHILDREN UNDER 7 PER 1,000 WoMEN 18 To 44 YEARS OF AGE IN
ARrEAas HaviNng CBRTAIN DOMINANT NaTioNALITIES: 1920

Children Mt
under 7 per 'o‘l;ier ?&m nationalif
DOMINANT NATIONALITY léooo women | 072 B0 is of tof
18 to t“ ags;eers population tore&teborn
population
FRENCH-CANADIAN:
Holyoke, Mass.,, Ward 2_... 662 419 59,2
Lewiston, Me. ... 574 32.3 7.3
Iowell, Mass. Ward6... 757 30.8 62.3
chester, N. H., Ward 13.. 728 6.8 8.2
th(!}‘l:i I, W d 24 672 31.8 45.4
cago ar i .
waukeo, 566 2.2 76.8
New York City, 8 mnitary districts. ... 543 | 2L1t023.56| 63.2t072.8
St. Louis, Mo., Ward 11___ 402 12.8 613
Iown, Lyon County. 936 19.4 0]
. ‘Wisconsin, Dodge County ................................ 737 4.1 63.9
RISH:
Boston, Mass., Ward 4__ ... oo oo 610 28.0 66.7
I New York City, 6 sanjta.ry districts. - «oooooooeoan 508 | 30.0t049.9 | 40.2t046.9
TALIAN:
Boston, Mass., W 1,001 51.7 514
Cam N.J., Ward 3.l 3L2 85.6
Chicago, I1l., Ward 19 1,109 47.1 65.3
New York ditlz, 14 sanitary districts. . ... .._._..______ 1, 40.3 to 51.8 85.3t098.1
, N. Y., War 1,040 39.8 66.1
New York City, 7 sani districts. - ool 819 | 49.2t0 54.0 ®
NATIVE Wmn OF NATIVE PARENTAGE:
tl ard 8_ b3 I O, 3184.3
Ill ' Ward 21 - 258 337.9
ork dity,ssanimy distriets. -_220IIIIIIIIIIIIT 494 344.0t054.0
Mo., Ward 28_ ... 242 161.6
Nlcn
Atlanta, Ga., Ward 4. - ; 315 365.4
u#o ard 2. _ oo 254 169.5
New ork dity, 5 sanitary distriets_ . ... . ... ... 260 376.0 to 96.4
P 8t. Louis, Mo., Ward 6. —e- . 146 46.4
oms
cafo 1., Wards 16and 17 ..o ... 1,085 44.6 65.2
Detro Mich., Ward 16.. - - 919 2.5 5.4
Bamtmm Mich 1,481 47.4 67.2
Milwaukee, Wis., ............................... 1, 146 30.1 8L 2
New York City, 4 samta.ry distriets. oo ooooooooo 1,230 | 33.5t038.1 60.2 to 79.4
‘Wisconsin, Portage County.... ——— 992 4.2 46.2
UCANDINAVIAN:
Minneapolis, Minn., Ward 12__ 776 25.2 73.4
New York ity, 6 sanitary distriets_ - ... _TT.C 496 | 23.0t041.8| 33.9t065.7
Iowa, Winnebago County . .ocooooceeaoao - a—- 845 15.6 78.3
Minnesota: .
Koochiching County. . - 1,057 30.7 50.5
Roseau-County. .. - oo ciccicaaeaae 1,125 25.0 78.2
‘Wisconsin, Polk County....... - - 970 10.3 78.5

1 German, 38.7 cent; Dutc
2 Russian, 75.8 &’:t 86.1 per oentl."PolB“and Austrian, 5.6 to 12.8.
3 Per cent of total population.

In Table 25 it appears that the Poles and Italians stand well at the
top among immigrant groups. Unfortunately these different nation-
ality groups can be identified in only a few localities; hence the data
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on ratio of children in the different groups are rather meager. The
data in Table 7 seem to indicate that there is little difference in num-
ber of births to Polish and Italian women and to German women.
There are reasons for believing, however, that the birth reports mini-
mize the differences between the old and new immigrants. In the first
place, many of the countries of Europe contain groups of outside nation-

- alities with different birth rates; for example, Germany in Table 7
includes German Poles as well as true Germans. In the second place,
the Poles and Italians are much more recent immigrants than many
from northern and western Europe and it is probable that their families
are not as nearly completed as those of the earlier immigrants. The
study of the ‘“Fecundity of women of native and foreign parentage”?
showed that Polish women ranked highest in number of children (6.2)
of all foreign-born women under 45 years, married 10 to 20 years.
The Italian women, with 4.9 were sixth in this respect. The Bohemian
women had 5.0, the Finnish women 5.3, and the Russian women 5.4.
The Poles were certainly well ahead of all other groups in number of
children in 1900 and it seems unlikely that any material change has
taken place since then. But the number of Polish (1,476) and
Italian (1,167) women included in the commission’s report is so small
that we can not be sure the sample was entirely typical. There can
be no doubt, however, that the groups of newer immigrants studied
by the commission are more prolific than the English (3.4), the
English-Canadians (3.5), the Scotch (3.6), and the Germans (4.3),
while they still further exceed the native women of native parentage,
with only 2.7 children. '

Meager and unsatisfactory as these data on the ratios of children
and birth rates in different nationality groups are, they seem to indi-
cate that if we could get at the details more fully we should probably
have a smaller unexplained residuum of difference between cities
than is now the case.

If we turn to Table 21 again we shall find additional evidence that
there is some relation between a high ratio of children to foreign-born
women and the proportion of them who are of the new immigration.
Of the 20 cities ranking highest in ratio of children 11 rank 20 or
above in proportion of the foreign born who are new immigrants.
At the other extreme, among the 20 cities having lowest ratios of
children there are 3 that have high proportions of new immigrants—
two boroughs of New York city, Manhattan and Bronx, and San
Antonio. In the case of San Antonio no doubt the very high death
rate of Mexican children and underenumeration may largely account
for the low ratio of children. In the New York boroughs the low
marriage rate will partly account for low ratios. Of the other seven-

7 Report of the Immigration Commission, 1910, Vol. II.
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teeh, 8 are among the 20 having the lowest proportion of new immi-
grants.'and 4 others come close to this line.

-"The cities in which it is most difficult to establish this relation
between a high ratio of children to foreign-born women and a high
proportion of new immigrants are, on the whole, the southern cities
and the New York boroughs. The case of San Antonio has already
been discussed. No doubt the same situation exists in Fort Worth,
Houston, and some of the other southwestern cities. In the other
southern cities the foreign-born groups are small but they contain a
high proportlon of Jews. Apparently there is a tendency among the
Jews to raise somewhat smaller families than other of our new immi-
grants, if so, this will help to account for the low ratios of children
to foreign-born women in the boroughs of New York.

A comparison between Paterson, N. J., and Youngstown, Ohio,
may also be of interest in this connection.

Youngstown has 72.1 per cent of new immigrants among its foreign
born and a ratio of 1,051 children. Paterson has 56.3 per cent
of new immigrants and a ratio of 631 children. Here, although the
proportion of new immigrants in the foreign-born population is only
slightly over one-fourth greater in Youngstown than in Paterson, it
is accompanied by a two-thirds greater ratio of children to foreign-
born women. The presence of much larger Slavic and Hungarian
elements in Youngstown than in Paterson no doubt accounts for
some of this excess ratio. But the difference in immigrant type is
also accompanied by a difference in the type of industry in the two
cities. Paterson is a textile city and Youngstown is, par excellence,
a steel city. In the former a large number of women, both native
and foreign born, work outside the home. In the latter very few
women are gainfully employed. Paterson ranks 7 in per cent of
employed native white married women 15 years of age and over,
Youngstown, 69; Paterson ranks 4 in employed foreign-born white
married women over 15, Youngstown, 72 (Table 23); Paterson ranks
8 in employed foreign-born white women over 10, Youngstown, 72
(Table 21); Paterson ranks 5 in employed native white women over
10, Youngstown, 72 (Table 20).

These facts seem to show beyond reasonable doubt that there is a
very close relationship between the ratio of children to foreign-born
women and the type of immigrant in the different cities.

PROPORTION OF YOUNG WOMEN

Another factor of considerable importance in determining the ratio
of children to women, both native and foreign born, is the proportion
of young women in the population. (See Table 26.) It is a well-
known fact that the fertility of women diminishes rather rapidly
after 35 years of age. Naturally those cities that have unusually
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large proportions of women 20 to 34 would be expected to hqve mbre

young children than the cities where there.sare more. women ml bhe

age groups above 35.

)
i

TaBLE 26.—CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 WoMEN 20 To 44 YEARS OF AGB
wiTH PER CENTS AND RATIOS FOR CEBTAIN OTHER FacToRrs, FOR CITIES OF
100,000 INHABITANTS AND OVER, ABBANGED AccorpIiNG TO Size oF Ciry:

1920
CHILDREN - Per
PER CENT WOMEN

Voo woen || 20 10 34 ARE oF || MALES PER 100 °€3‘{£‘

2070 44 Yll‘:us WOMEN 20 TO 44 FEMALES -

OF AGE 'YEARS OF AGE y em-

. ployed

ary sons 1

i

man-

: Far- : Foreign- || Native W. ufactur.

S| 55 | i | | i [

‘POrn Wi . Cmes

white || - white l)‘ﬁ’on p(; ;‘h' -chani~

. f c-tion cal ine

dustriés

A B c D E F G
New York, N. Y_____..__...oooo.... " 318 610 72.1 6L7 - 965 105.0 || /428
Chicago 32| m2|| . 729| s0.2| 973|' ‘uss| . B3
Philadeiph 30| ‘73|l "e87| 04| 065 1068 52
Detroit, 408 786 74.1| 653| 100.8| 1407 60.7
Cleveland, Ohio 356 810 718 62.1 100.0 125.0 || 57.4
8t. Louis, Mo .. -oooooooo oo ) 67.5| 548 oe.6| 19.8| . 405
Boston, Mass. . 631 700 5.8| 967 .2l 426
Baltimore, Md... L7491 | 67.6 56.68 95. 4 110.4 48,7
Pittsburgh, Pa. 860 || "69.1| 7.0/ 60| 119.1 45.3.
Los Angeles, Calif.___.._____._______.__ 452 62.8 85.5 017 1604  36.0
818 | - 70.7 56.9 95.0| 140f B0

420 6.4 547 1036| 148 887

785 726 635 9.5 1230 56.3

491 69.2| 56.8 88| 129 2.0

828 7.2 60.9) 976] 1124 b6.8

Cincinnati, Ohio ‘503 es.0| 50.3 02.1| 1036 ao.g

New Orleans, La._. 544 67.5 53.5 94.5 147.7 38.
Minn Minn 620 73.5| 549 924 1221 38.6.
Kansas City, Mo 639 67.4| 56,5 o7.4| 128 37
Seattle, Wash_____"__ 430 67.5| 493| 1020 55| 45
Indianapolis, L ' 810 8.8 50.7( 97| 1m2| ‘awe
Jersey City, N, 888 ). -72.0) . 5871 982 .. 1124 .. -43.6
Rochester, N. ¥ 33| 776 67.1| 60.1[ ¢36(| 1078 58.2
Ponland OregF 312] -493(). .e67| :837|:' 96,5} . .188.3°| - :4D.8:
Denver, Colo 204] 510 66.5| 480 1025| 1249 82.4
pae.cle 0 R A

en dgaeedashe R . . . © B, - 1 -97. .

Columbug,a'f)n TS : Bl &7l sl Bl SniY &l
y‘»-... .-| . 88 o4l ) - 6687 . 45.2{ ':90.8{ - 102G -M4&T
sn Paul, ......................... 369| 626 43| 4906 9t9| 187 38.7
Oakland, Calif...., ...______.. S aor| sosf eis| s2Tfl ers| 18] a4
Akron, Ghia.. 127 . 408|. 7{ 750|. es:3f. 1241 . 1813 :.70.5
31| 538 2| a8 94.8| 1325 3.4

332, 713 711 : B/ 10L.¥}  128:7 < 389
9| 764)l 700 882 954 100.1 X

1| sl 70| ‘sa3| ‘100.4| iss4] ‘431
gyraame, N Y. ... 8390 842 e8| .57.8{ . 964 171  :sL9
ichmond, Va....... 401 | 608 68.5( f68 26| 1204 46.8
New Haven,:Co! 82| 880 70.1). %8|l 39| :106.2: - SLd
Memphis, Tenn 339 | 62 6.9 | 542 9.7 1302 36.9
389 | 71 60.8| 635 97.0| 113.7 2.2
331 | 593 71.5| 60.9 98.3| 140.3 2.6

308 | 762 6n.7| 671 %.2| 12.3 57.9

350 | 837 7.6 | 636 88| 1196 64.2

346 | 612 6.2 627 98.6] 1309 36.7

1 Total for galnlully employed persons does not include persons engaged in domestic and personal service..
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TaBLeE 26.—CHILDREN UNDER § PER 1,000 WoMEN 20 TOo 44 YEARS OF AGE
wiTH PER CENTS AND RATIOS FOR CERTAIN OTHER FAcTORS, FOR CITIES OF
100,000 INHABITANTS AND OVER, ARRANGED ACCORDING TO SizE oF CITY:
1920 —Continued

UNDEDREN & || PER CENT wouEN e.ﬁ?og
1,000 WOMEN || 20 TO 34 ARE OF || MALES PER 100 total

20 0 44 YEARS || WOMEN 20 TO 44 FEMALES -

OF AGE YEARS OF AGE em-

ployed
sons

man-

For- Foreign-|| Native F%r:rign- ufactur-

S| B | | "R e | il | ngand
w m (| w Po] me-

white white | Zsion p‘; 'ﬂ" chani-

cal in-

dustries

A B (o} D E F G

Hartford, Conn. ..o 292 750 72.0 6L5 95.2 111.8 49,
Scranton, Pa. 405 990 70.5 53.8 92.2 112.7 34.
Grand Ra&i 770 69.7 83.5 92.4 112.3 54.
Paterson, 3 631 7.5 56.5 94.3 105.8 67.
Youngstown, Ohio 41| 1,051 70.7 63.4 100.9 157.5 57.
Springfield, Mass. 331 692 89.2 59.6 94.2 103. 2 51
Des Moines, Iowa._ 362 617 68.7 53.3 94.0 13.9 3L
New Bedford, Mass. 342 601 73.5 62.6 9.1 96.1 76.
Fall River, Mass 370 | T84 73.3| &2 925 924 74
Trenton, N. J. 903 69.9 618 97. 4 121.2 62
Nashville, Tenn. ... ..ooooooeoaaoaannn. 389 460 67.2 47.9 92.3 117.0 40.
8alt Lake City, Utah... ... ........ 498 690 69.7 50.7 97.7 100. 4 3L
Camden, N.J 453 929 69.4 6L5 100. 1 120.8 63
Norfolk, Va. 380 650 69.4 61.9 105. 1 208. 7 35.
Albany, N. Y o ieicciaens 267 722 64.3 56.4 9.1 103.6 37
Lowell, Mass___ ... _coccocoaaioa. 364 650 72.0 57.4 9.7 94.3 71
ilmi: n, Del 424 | 1,010 69.0 62.6 98,5 134.8 54.
Cambridge, Mass. ... 318 644 70.8 58.0 92.1 90. 1 47.
ng, Pa......... 1,048 64.3 60.1 94. 4 133.2 67.
Fort Worth, Tex... 351 644 70.9 65.6 109.9 180.8 39.
ipokaneéW' 46| 500| 51| 40.0f 53| 1285 30.
ansas City, Kans._. 458 935 67.8 62.1 101.3 142.5 81,
Yonkers, N. 353 760 69.3 56.3 93.8 102.2 49.

NOON WORW WWWI OV=RD ORI

The way in which age affects the birth rate is shown very clearly
in the following table (see Table 27) where the number of births per
1,000 women at different ages in the United States and certain local-
ities within the United States in 1920 are given. In the registration
area at that time 1,000 women aged 25 to 29 had approximately
twice as many births as women aged 35 to 39 and almost five times
as many as those aged 40 to 44.

The data for England and Wales given in Chapter VI show the
same decrease in birth rates as the age of women increases and indi-
cate clearly that a difference in the average age of childbearing women
of two or three years in different populations would be sufficient to
account for quite a difference in the ratio of children to women.
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SIZE OF CITY

A careful examination of Tables 20 and 21 fails to disclose any
relation between thLe ratio of children and the size of the city for either
the native or the foreign-born women. The larger and smaller cities
seem to be scattered quite evenly over the entire range when they

.are arranged according to rank in ratio of children, and ranks in ratio
of children seem to be mixed up without rime or reason when the
cities are arranged according to size. One can only conclude that
the other factors we have discussed are so decisive in these big cities
that any influence size may have is effectually obscured.

TaBLE 27.—SpEciFic BirTH RATES FOrR CERTAIN GRoUPs IN THE UNITED
StaTES: 1920!

BIRTHS PER 1,000 WOMEN—AGE OF MOTHER
10-14| 15-19 | 20-24 | 25-29 | 30-34 | 35-30 | 40-44 | 45-49 [50-54
years| years | years | years | years | years | years | years |years
All whites:
United States (registration area)...| 0.2 | 45.4| 150.6 | 154.1| 119.1]| 80.3| 320| 3.5 8
Conn., Mass., N. Y ?) 30.5| 134.1| 151.8| 117.2| 73.5] 27.0]| 25
Kans., Minn., Wis. ’; 36.1| 154.5| 171.0| 137.4| 97.2] 42.2| 6.0] 0.2
Eleven large cities..........._..__ @ 20.5| 130.0| 147.1| 113.5| 7L3| 26.2| 25| (3
Native whites—
27.2| 114.1 | 14.6 89.0| 50.9°1 18.3| 1L2| (
79.5| 213.8| 2122 176.7| 136.6 | 61..2| 6.6| 0.2
35.0 150.2| 167.1| 132.5| 91.1| 37.9}| 4.7] 0.2
50.7 | 145.4 | 1290.2 88.0| 51.31 18.1| L7 (3
26.2| 100.8 | 119.9 85.7| 49.0| 17.7}| L2 $
43.5| 78.5| 82 68.4] 40.0| 10.1]| 1.4] (
24.9| 109.6 | 124.2 95.8]| 60.2] 220} 21| (%
60.6 | 193.4| 201.3| 1650 122.8 | 54.4| 6.6| 0.2
. 48.0| 189.3 | 201.1 | 1590.4| 103.4 | 38.9| 3.9
.y o Wis__._.. 1) 60.2| 223.1| 205.4| 165.4| 122.0! 556 | 9.3
Eleven large cities.____ 1) 46.4 | 1821 | 193.6| 153.5| 99.5| 37.5] 8.7
egroes:
Seven Southern States..__. 211107.7] 211.2| 189.1| 153.5( 112.7| 45.7| 89| 0.6
Sixteen Northern States. .. 2.5| 114.3 | 155.1 111.9 71.7| 48.6| 19.8| 29| 0.2
Twelve large cities...._..___..____. 27(1020| 1331 89.2 66.3| 40.2| 126| 21| (®

1 The rates for the United States (registration area) were obtained by multipl‘glng the rates for daughters
glev‘en by Dublin and Lotka (Journal of the American Statistical Association, Vol. XX, No. 151, Septem-
, 1925, p. 309) by 106 to secure births of sons, adding the two together to give a rate for all births, and
pointing off the result to give births per 1,000 women. The rates for the different locality groups were ob-
tained in the same way from the rates for these groups given by P. K. Whelpton (same periodical, Vol.
XXIV, No. 187, September, 1929, p. 243).
3 Less than 0. 2 per thousand.

MASCULINITY

There seems to be little connection between the masculinity of the
population of these cities and the ratio of children. The great dif-
ference between the masculinity of the native population and the
foreign-born population suggests, however, that the availability of
suitable men for native women may have something to do with the
extent to which they marry and this may also affect the ratio of chil-
dren. In only 13 out of the 68 cities in Table 26 are there 100 or
more males per 100 females in the native white population. Thus
some of the native women must either marry foreign-born men or
remain unmarried. This situation is bound to have considerable
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effect upon marriage. It is no doubt one of the important factors
in producing the differences in proportion of women married to which
we have already called attention. What effect it would have upon
the ratio of children is impossible to say.

In closing this discussion regarding the ratio of children to women
in the large cities we wish to call attention briefly to two rather
intangible elements in the situation.

BIRTH CONTROL

The first of these is the extent to which the knowledge of contra-
ceptive methods is spread in different communities. There is prob-
ably no city of over 100,000 in the United States where knowledge
of some method of family limitation can not be readily secured by
anyone; but there are nevertheless considerable differences in the
degree of its diffusion in various cities. It has been found through
careful investigation in English communities of different types, as
was mentioned above, that where a large number of women are
thrown together in their work, as in textile mills, stores, etc., the
knowledge of the methods of famlly limitation is all but umversal
This may, in part, account for some of the differences in ratios of
children between those cities where employment of women is high
and where it is low. Of course this at once leads us to ask why, if
this knowledge is generally procurable, it spreads more rapidly and
is made use of more generally in some communities than in others.

One answer to this question is that the social and economic condi-
tions in some cities must put more pressure on their inhabitants to
restrict the size of their families than is the case in other cities. Why
this should be so only a thorough knowledge of the working and
living conditions in different cities and in different parts of the same
city would show. There can be little doubt, however, that the vary-
ing ratios of children to women represent, to & certain extent, varying
pressure, both social and economic, urging people to the securing of
birth control knowledge and to the application of this knowledge to
their own family life. The differing proportions of married women
in the different cities also seem to indicate much greater reluctance
to practice birth control in some localities than in others.

UNEXPLAINED DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CITIES

The consideration of community differences in the knowledge and
practice of birth control brings us directly to the second of the points
to which we should like to call attention, namely, the differences in
mental attitudes displayed by different groups and communities
regarding marriage and the family. That there are such differences
needs no proving: everyone is aware of them. The full explanation
of them on general grounds seems impossible. Why should Baltimore
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have so many more children per 1,000 native white women (416)
than St. Louis (308)? The data adduced above do not seem to fully
account for these differences. Nor do they explain fully why St.
Paul, Minn., (369) should be so different from Kansas City, Mo., (293)
- nor why Los Angeles (234) differs so much from Detroit (408). It
seems that we are driven to recognize that different communities
have at present quite different attitudes toward life. They see a
different meaning in life and as one expression of these different out-
looks on the world they adopt different attitudes toward family life
and the raising of children. If we knew rather fully the most
significant mental currents in the different cities and in the different
groups which make up a city we could probably account for some of
these differences between them in ratios of children. All we can say
now, however, is that there are individual mental differences between
cities which result in different ratios of children to women in much
the same way that personal differences between people in similar
surroundings result in some remaining celibate, some marrying and
having no children, some marrying and having small families, and
some marrying and having large families. In other words, cities
like people have distinctive individualities, only partly knowable
even to their most interested and well informed students, but quite
beyond the ken of the outsider. And the subtle forces that operate
to make family life what it is are among the most difficult of all forces
to measure and understand. A certain unexplained and perhaps
.unexplainable residuum of differences between communities as
regards ratio of children to women must be traced to these community
individualities and allowed to rest there without further explanation
at present.
6621°—31——6



1Y

RATIOS OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN IN CITIES OF °
25,000 TO 100,000 INHABITANTS

On account of the large number of cities in this group (25,000 to
100,000 inhabitants)! it has been necessary to select certain of them
for condensed tables in the text. Forty cities are used in the chief
tables. The first 20 in these tables are those ranking highest in
ratio of children to women, and the second 20 are those ranking
lowest in this respect.

CITIES HAVING HIGHEST AND LOWEST RATIOS FOR NATIVE WOMEN

Table 28 gives data for the native white women. It will be noticed
at once that all but a few of the cities having highest ratios of children
have rather high percentages of their employed population engaged in
manufacturing and mechanical occupations. Ogden, Utah,? Roanoke,
Va., and Pensacola, Fla., are the only cities having less than 40 per
cent so engaged, while 13 of them have 50 per cent or more so en |
gaged. As regards their location, if Ogden, Roanoke, and Pensacola
are omitted from consideration, these cities are located in the more
highly industrialized regions of the North and the South: 10 are
found in the heavy industry region in Pennsylvania, Ohio, Michigan,*
and Indiana; and 7 are found in the industrial South, in Maryland,
Virginia, West Virginia, and North Carolina.

In comparing these two groups of cities we find certain rather pro-
nounced differences. In general, the northern cities have a consider-
ably larger proportion of native women who are of foreign and mixed
parentage than the southern cities. There is some reason to think
that this is one of the factors in keeping the ratio of children to women
high in the northern cities; although when they are compared in this
respect with the 20 cities having the lowest ratios it is difficult to
detect any consistent relationship of thiskind. In these smaller cities,
asin the States and the larger cities, certain other factors seem to be
of so much more importance than the proportion of native women of
foreign or mixed parentage that the influence of this factor is pretty
effectually obscured. How confused this relation is is shown if we
compare Winston-Salem, N. C. (rank 5), with Lawrence, Mass. (rank
205), in which the ranks as regards the proportion of native women of

1 For the complete list of cities having 25,000 to 100,000 inhabitants with their ratios of children to women

by States, see Detailed Table I. p. 200.
3 The reasons for the high rank of Ogden are discussed more fully in Chapter VII, section on Utah.

72




TaBLE 28.—FoRrTY SELECTED CITIES OF 25, 006 10 100,000 INHABITANTS RANKED ACCORDING TO NUMBER OF CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER
1,000 NATIVE WrITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE BY MARITAL ConbpITION, WITH PER CENTS AND RANKINGS FOR CERTAIN OTHER

ACTORS: 1920!

CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 NA- Per cent
'WOMEN 10 YEARS OF AGE AND

-;rlv::nswg?(:’ :m" EN 20 TO 44 NATIVE WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE OVER GAINFULLY EMPLOYED g:m‘:ﬂ
ployeg

— o]

arT .

Vi34 Foreign or mixed |Married, widowed, Per cent -

All women diygg&‘gegog:en parentage or divorced |20 to 34 yearé of age| of torn] ll:lmt tt:cltnanu

l‘z";,::l?s Rank wldowed an d e

of age and|
Ratio | Rank | Ratio | Rank || Percent | Rank | Percent | Rank | Percent| Rank over divoreod {‘;&“’i
HIGHEST RATIO OF CHILDREN A B c D E F G H ) § J K L M N

Hamtramck, Mich 829 1 974 1 85.8 1 85.2 1 83.9 1 12.4 219 26.4 88.5
Ogden, U 571 2 719 8 46.6 68 79.4 24 70.3 63 17.9 211 17.3 36.2
Bay City, Mich. 550 3 770 3 65.9 13 71.4 107 70.6 52 22.6 163 13.3 5.5
Johnstown, Pa._ ... 533 4 765 5 27.3 137 69.6 124 70.1 70 17.9 210 8.1 55.9
Winston-8alem, N. C__.___._..__.__.__. 524 ] 734 7 L4 219 7.4 108 74.9 3 48.6 1 39.0 72.3
Roanoke, Va 520 6 686 18 3.5 212 75.9 62 70.6 54 2.7 159 19.6 38.9
la, 520 7 639 42 16.2 169 815 10 712 43 27.6 75 3.3 46.6
Clarksburg, W. Va_._ 519 8 669 27 8.3 168 71.6 43 70.5 57 18.8 208 17.9 4.4
Hagerstow 517 9 679 22 4.5 208 76.1 58 66.3 165 22.3 172 15.4 48.2
Charlotte, 514 10 706 12 2.8 218 72.7 98 7.2 42 35.6 2% 32.4 4.0
Port Huron, Mich. ... __.___..__...... 512 11 6768 23 57.4 35 75.7 63 70.1 71 18. 4 209 12.7 51.1
Huntington, W. Va_ - 512 12 649 37 4.0 210 78.9 2 68.1 118 20.4 197 212 49.8
Kokomo, Ind......... 508 13 600 74 8.6 193 84.6 2 66.9 148 18.9 207 27.9 66.0
Portsmouth, Ohio. 4 666 28 1.2 185 76.2 56 68.7 100 22.9 157 16.7 57.8
Hazleton, Pa_ ... o.comaaaaos 15 818 2 52.8 49 61.6 189 73.5 23 4.1 130 4.7 37.3
Wilmington, N. C_._..__.......co.co.. 16 671 26 4.8 207 75.2 70 69.8 7 32.5 39 30.6 485
Portsmouth, Va._.. 17 631 47 6.9 204 79.7 23 68. 4 109 25.6 107 30.2 43.0
Bethlehem, Pa___. 18 672 25 21.0 158 74.5 79 6s.3 112 20.9 189 18.5 66.5
nd.__....... 19 595 81 37.8 101 83.7 4 75.0 12 4.4 216 4.0 66.1
East Chieago, Tnd_.._- .22 2210010000 20 607 66 50.1 87 80.9 15 76.0 1 12.8 218 17.0 70.4

1 Columns A, C, G, l')otaﬂgfl37 Table I; columns E and I Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. II, Population, 1920, pp. 305-361; columns K and N, Vol. IV, Occupations, 1920,

pp. 240-335; column

D.
2 Total gainfully emp’foyed persons does not include persons engaged in domestic and personal service.
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TasLe 28.—ForTY SELECTED CITIES OF 25,000 TO 100,000 INHABITANTS RANKED ACCORDING TO NUMBER OF CHILDREN UNDER § PER

1
Facrors: 1920—Continued

000 NaT1ivE WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE, BY MARITAL CONDITION, WITH PER CENTS AND RANKINGS FOR CERTAIN OTHER

CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 NA- WOMEN 10 YEARS OF AGE AND|| Per cent
TIVE WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 NATIVE WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE
YEARS OF AGE OVER GAINFULLY EMPLOYED g:{nt?utﬂ
lemploy:
Married, od
ary ’ Foreign or mixed (Married, widowed,
All women widowed, or *120 to 34 years of Per cent manu-
divorosd women parentage or divorced 557 of total mt fncturing
women | pany |widowed,| and me-
}0 mdl or |
of an
Ratio | Rank | Ratio | Rank [| Percent| Rank | Percent| Rank | Percent| Rank || over divorced mu?]::
LOWEST RATIO OF CHILDREN A B C D E F G H I J K L M N
309 200 501 170 26.7 139 61.8 185 63.8 208 25.7 104 14.9 20.3
309 201 530 141 30.3 1256 58.3 201 65.3 181 28.8 50 10.7 5.8
309 202 443 206 20.4 128 69.9 121 62.5 210 32.6 38 28.0 36.4
307 203 399 216 27.5 135 76.9 48 67.9 127 23.0 156 27.9 83.9
304 204 396 217 38.2 29 76.9 49 65.8 174 4.8 118 25.0 3580
301 205 589 90 78.7 4 51.1 217 72.0 39 43.4 2 3.4 78.0
300 206 480 187 43.8 80 62.5 183 65.7 176 3.4 42 24.4 8.0
208 207 446 205 35.9 108 66.8 148 63.1 208 4.5 125 13.6 321
297 208 42 208 23.5 147 67.2 142 6L9 213 2.3 129 20.0 2.8
295 209 430 213 43.2 82 68.5 133 64.7 192 225 167 22.5 3.6
ﬁakeley, C 203 210 457 200 38.1 100 64.2 168 65.9 172 22.7 161 18.8 32.4
Auburn, N. Y. oo 201 211 449 203 40.8 93 67.7 163 613 216 20.1 54 22.8 6L 4
‘Wal Mass_ ———- 288 212 600 72 53.2 43 47.9 219 70.3 62 37.3 17 18.6 6L9
N. Y 286 213 464 193 4.2 78 6L8 187 6s. 1 u7 38.8 11 34.3 74.5
8an Diego, Calif. ... 284 214 382 218 32.2 119 74.3 84 619 214 2.3 144 27.6 30.4
Long Beach, Calif__._______..........__. 276 215 369 219 4.7 142 4.9 74 60.6 217 16.6 215 25.6 “4.1
y, N. Y._. - 272 216 518 153 44.7 64 52.4 214 64.2 107 35.8 23 12.4 5.6
Pasadena Calif _____.. ... ... ___ 267 217 418 214 27.8 134 63.9 171 | 57.6 219 25.9 102 17.9 289
Elgin, I ... 265 218 441 210 48.8 63 60.2 197 68.6 105 3L5 41 2L7 63.4
Brookline, Mass. 257 219 500 171 43.0 84 51.3 216 618 215 37.5 16 7.3 2.2

N
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foreign or mixed parentage are 219 and 4, respectively. Bay City,
Mich., and Waltham, Mass., also furnish almost equally good exam-
ples of high and low ratios of children (Bay City 550 and Waltham
288) accompanied by high proportions (Bay City 65.9 per cent and
Waltham 53.2 per cent) of native women of foreign and mixed
parentage. Other northern cities among the 20 highest in ratios of
children to native women either exceed by very little or are even
lower in proportion of native women of foreign and mixed parentage
than many of those among the 20 having lowest ranks, as examples:
East Chicago and Elgin, Johnstown and Berkeley, and Portsmouth,
Ohio, and Brookline.

Rather obviously the proportion of native women of foreign and
mixed parentage will not go far as a general explanation of these
differences in ratios of children. In the case of some particular cities,
however, the differences in ratios are quite satisfactorily explained
in this manner. The very high ratio of children to women in Ham-
tramck, Mich., can be explained by the proportion of the native
women who are of foreign and mixed parentage. Hamtramck is a
foreign district in Detroit which can be isolated because of its separate
incorporation. It ranks first in ratio of children to native white
women, having a ratio of children almost one-half greater than that
of Ogden, Utah, which ranks second. It also ranks first in ratio of
children to foreign-born white women (see Table 29) being slightly in
excess of Rome, N. Y., which ranks second. It is a district almost
wholly Polish. Of its foreign-born population 94.7 per cent is of the
new immigration. Furthermore, 85.8 per cent of the native white
women are of foreign or mixed parentage and 85.2 per cent of the
native white women are married. Besides, almost one-half of its
population is foreign born. It ranks first in all these respects. Here,
then, we have a very good illustration of a community in which the
attitudes of mind of the foreign born toward family life and the rear-
ing of children might be expected to remain dominant in the second
generation because of lack of contact with older native people. The
very high ratios of children indicate that this is the case, but even
here it is interesting to see that the native white women who are
almost entirely of foreign or mixed parentage have a ratio of children
of only 829 (Table 28) as compared with 1,277 for foreign-born white
women (Table 29). The ratio of children to foreign-born white
women is about one-half greater than that of their native
daughters, even though a larger percentage of the native women
(83.9) are 20 to 34 years old, than is the case among the foreign-born
women (79.5). This is a very remarkable decline and it would prob-
ably be still greater if the everyday contacts of the native children
with people at large were not so exclusively with others of their own
nationality.
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We have here, then, a case where an exceedingly prolific foreign-born
group, together with its children, is as isolated as it can be in an
American city, and though we find that among the foreign born the
influence of American life appears negligible as regards family customs,
we find that the native children show a falling-off of over one-third in
the ratio of children. At the same time, these native children show the
carry-over of the habits of family life acquired in a foreign community
in having by far the highest ratio of children of any native group of
women. In this particular case then, there can be no doubt that the
fact that the native white women are largely of foreign parentage has
a very great influence upon their bearing of children.

In order to show that this same decline in ratio of children between
the foreign-born women and their daughters holds for other localities
and nationalities, we may take five other cities in the United States of
25,000 to 100,000, in all of which over 69 per cent of the native whites
are of foreign or mixed parentage. These cities, together with the
per cent by which the ratio of children to foreign-born white women
exceeds the ratio of children to native white women, are: Cicero, Ill.,
63.2 per cent; Woonsocket, R. 1., 80.8 per cent; Holyoke, Mass.,
100.6 per cent; Lawrence, Mass., 137.9 per cent; and Chicopee,
Mass., 104.3 per cent. It is not maintained that these differences
are due entirely to the smaller families of the native women of
foreign and mixed parentage, but when the second-generation
women constitute 69 per cent or more (up to 85.8 per cent) of all
native women, such declines can not be attributed exclusively or even
primarily to the very small families of the people of old native stock.
The daughters of immigrant women, no matter to what nationality
they belong, French-Canadian, Polish, Portuguese, or Czech, through
postponement of marriage, through conception control, or through
both, raise fewer children than their mothers.

The differences between North and South in the proportion of native
women of foreign and mixed parentage are also of great interest.
The processes of population growth in the industrial cities of the
South are entirely different from those in the North. The southern
cities have grown almost entirely by migration from the surrounding
rural districts. The few foreigners in them are largely engaged in
trade rather than as laborers in manufacturing. The rural migrants
have evidently brought with them the manners and customs of
family life prevailing in their former homes, hence their birth rates
remain at a fairly high level. In other words, they represent a family
migration from the rural districts similar in many respects to the
immigration to our northern cities from European countries. Like
the immigrants from Europe, although not to the same degree, the
southern migrants from rural communities retain for some time the
habits of life and attitudes of mind which had become fixed in their
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rural homes. Since a high ratio of children to women seems to be
characteristic of these groups, it is not at all surprising that a num-
ber of the rapidly growing smaller cities in the South have much the
same ratios of children to native white women as some of the smaller
northern cities with large groups of second-generation immigrants.
That the smaller southern cities as a whole do stand high in ratio of
children to native white women is shown by the fact that the South
Atlantic States with 25 cities of 25,000 to 100,000, or about one-
ninth of the total number of such cities, have 13 or just over one-
fourth of all those ranking 1 to 50 in ratio of children to native white
women. ‘

Again attention is called to the fact that the northern cities with
high ratios of children are mostly cities where heavy industry predom-
inates. The southern industrial cities, on the other hand, are mostly
textile and tobacco manufacturing cities where work is light. As a
consequence in the southern cities a considerably larger proportion
of the women are gainfully employed (Table 28, column K) than in
the northern cities. In spite of this fact, the ratio of children is as
high in the South as in the North.

Comparing the 20 cities having the lowest ratios of children to
native women with those having the highest ratios, we find certain
marked differences. Seven of the 20 with lowest ratios are Califor-
nia cities, which may be called residential and resort cities rather than
manufacturing cities. With these may be classed Atlantic City, East
Orange, Colorado Springs, and Brookline. Thus 11 of the 20 belong
to the residential type of city rather than to the manufacturing type.
(See column N, Table 28.) The other nine are manufacturing cities
(Bangor and Kingston only moderately so), all of them except Elgin
being located in the northeast part of the country. As compared
~ with the northern manufacturing cities having high ratios, where
heavy manufacturing predominates, they are cities in which textiles
and other types of light manufacturing predominate, such as watch-
making in Elgin and Waltham. This difference in type of manufac-
turing carried on is significant in several respects, but before entering
on its discussion we shall turn our attention to the residential cities.

RESIDENTIAL CITIES

It seems a safe assumption that the incomes of people in all of the
11 cities of this residential group are well above the average of those
in the manufacturing cities with high ratios. If this is the case then
we have here another example of the inverse relation of income and
birth rate with which we have become so familiar in recent years.
The reasons for this general condition must not detain us here, but
we may point out that all those various forces which we subsume
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under the expression ‘‘freedom of women” are much more opera-
tive in residential communities than in most other types of communi-
ties. It is but natural that the breaking of the bonds of the tradi-
tional “sphere of woman,” characteristic of the well-to-do class,
~and the general disorganization of the life of women which this
involves should have a pronounced effect upon the size of the family.
In communities where women are less emancipated, childbearing will
not be so consciously controlled and families will probably be larger.
This is one of the important reasons for the higher ratios of children
in the southern cities and in the northern manufacturing cities where
factory work is done largely by men.

Another factor making for low ratios of children in the residential
cities is probably the great mobility of population in such cities.
The people not only move about from place to place a great deal,
but they also travel a great deal. Present day migration and travel
are exceedingly inimical to the raising of children. The pioneering
migration of settlers on the land had a place for children in its organ-
ization of life, but present day migration has no place for them.
Under such circumstances, they are almost an unmitigated nuisance,
hampering movement, restricting economic opportunity, and requir-
ing large personal sacrifices. Furthermore, migration and travel are
always hard on custom and tradition. They tend to disorganize the
habits and customs of people and throw them back on personal
likes and dislikes as the basis for their judgments of values. This
could not but react unfavorably upon the assumption of the obliga-
tions of family life.

As another factor in the situation, there is also the possibility of a
selective attraction exerted by residential cities, which draw to them
people who are ambitious. Ambitious people find small families a
great advantage in their ‘climbing.” Our study throws no light on
the actuality of this selective process, but it seems not unreasonable
to consider the possibility of such processes being active in the
peopling of these cities.

There is also some reason to believe that areas like California,
Colorado, and Florida, which make an appeal to people on the basis
of climate, exert a strong pull upon those who are looking for an
" easeful life. Such people will, of course, tend to raise small families.
Ever since the passing of the pioneering days people have gone
West, and particularly to the west coast, largely because they be-
lieved they could live more comfortably there with less effort than
elsewhere. It seems natural, therefore, to expect that their families
would be small. It is indicative of the actuality of such a selective
process in the peopling of the California cities that it makes no
difference whether the people who go to the far West are of native
or foreign birth, they have low ratios for their nativity groups. Even
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in the rural districts of the coast States this is the case, as we shall
see in the following chapter.

In this connection it may also be pointed out that in a climate
where people are not shut in to any great extent, and where cities
early became dominant, the opportunities for the spread of urban
attitudes of mind through the entire population are excellent, as
good as in the Northeast where cities are everywhere and agriculture
is of minor importance. One who knows a little of life on the west
coast has no difficulty in believing that a large part of even the rural
population there is pretty thoroughly urbanized—particularly in the
specialty-farming areas.

But though there may be certain elements peculiar to life on the
Pacific coast which lead the people there to raise small families, we
must not forget that residential cities everywhere show much the
same ratios and that they are always low. The people who gather

in these cities do not want many children, whatever the reasons may
be.

EMPLOYMENT OF WOMEN

An examination of Table 28, columns A and K shows that for the
native women the cities having the highest ratios of children have
in general smaller proportions of employed women than the cities
with low ratios of children, that is to say, there are fewer children
where there are more employed women. The average percentage
of employed women over 10 years of age is 22.8 for the 20 cities with
highest ratios of children and 29.0 for the cities with lowest ratios.
That there are considerable differences in percentages of employed
women between the cities with high ratios we have already seen.
Those in the South, in general, have a high percentage of employed
women, while those in the North have lower percentages. Again
we find the rather marked difference between the North and the South
in basic demographic factors to which we have already called attention.
In spite of the fact that many southern women work at manufacturing
in the textile mills and tobacco factories, they have as high ratios of
children as the woimnen in the northern cities where fewer work out-
side the home. No doubt one of the reasons fewer women work in
these northern cities is that heavy manufactures predominate there,
and in the cities where this is the case there are not so many jobs open
to women, hence, they work at home and raise larger families. Then,
too, it is quite probable that where women work at home the knowl-
edge of methods of family limitation spreads more slowly, so that,
other things being equal, voluntary control of childbearing is less
common in such cities than in communities where women more
commonly work outside the home.



80 RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN

On the whole, there appears to be a fairly close relationship between
the employment of women and the ratio of children to women. The
employment of women has a depressing effect upon the birth rate in
the population at large. In a moment we shall give what seems to us
the chief reason for so many exceptions among the southern cities.
It is readily understandable, however, that women who wish to con-
tinue their outside work after marriage will desire smaller families
than those who devote all their time to their homes. Women who
work outside the home probably lose more of their children than those
who do not and thus would have lower ratios even though they bore

as many .children.
MARRIAGE

We find from a careful examination of the data in Tables 28, 29,
and 30 that the relation between ratio of children and marriage
is complicated by several factors and that what might appear to be
the natural relation, namely, the higher the percentage of married
women the higher the ratio of children, is by no means universal.
This relation is very clear in the case of the foreign-born women, and
it appears at first glance to have some significance among the native
women. Upon closer inspection, however, it seems probable that
for the native white women this correspondence is not very significant.
It must be recognized that a certain amount of correspondence in
ratio of children and proportion of married women is an inevitable
consequence of the method of grouping used here. Of course, if all
married women bore and raised the same number of children, the rank
of different cities in ratio of children to all women would vary directly
with the proportion of married women in the different communities.
But since the above assumption is not true we find very considerable
variations in the ranks of cities in ratio of children and proportion of
women married. This variation is considerably less among foreign-
born women (Table 29) than among native women (Table 28), hence,
we must seek for an explanation which will account for the differences
between these groups as well as within them. Such an explanation,
we believe, is to be found in the different degree of knowledge of
birth control to be found in the different nativity and locality groups.

Where little is known about birth control, as among the foreign
born, the ratio of children varies almost directly with the proportion
of married women. Since among the foreign born marriage is
expected of all women at a fairly early age, we find very high per-
centages of married women and extremely high ratios of children in
many of the cities. All but one of the 20 cities with highest ratios
of children to foreign-born women have ratios in excess of 1,000; that
is, there is in these cities an average of slightly more than 1 child
under 5 for every foreign-born woman. Except in Hamtramck, the
average for the native women in cities with highest ratios is scarcely
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CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 FOR- : WOMEN 10 YEARS OF AGE
EIGN-BORN WHITE WOMEN 20 TO || FOREIGN-BORN WHITE POPULATION '0“’61;6533;“1’:8“;)', VOMEN20 || "AND OVER GAINFULLY
44 YEARS OF AGE EMPLOYED
cIrY Married, wid- y Married
All women owed, or di- New immigra- || Giqoped, or | 20%0 34 years | Per cent Per cent
vorced women || Per cent tion divorced of age of total 3
of total Rank women | po wid-
pog;:la- 10 years owed,
tion of age or di-
Ratio | Rank | Ratio | Rank Per cent| Rank || Per cent] Rank | Per cent| Rank (and over vorced
HIGHEST RATIO OF CHILDREN A B C D E F G H 1 J K L M N 1]
Hamtramck Mich. 1,277 1 1,322 2 47.4 1 4.7 2 96. 6 1 79.5 1 12.4 219 2.4
1,232 2 1,323 1 19.9 7 70.2 24 93.1 14 64.2 20 4.6 121 19.2
1,222 3 1,283 3 18.0 97 79.1 11 95.2 5 60. 5 51 17.9 210 8.1
1,208 4 1,254 6 40.8 5 91.0 3 96.4 2 66. 4 10 12.5 218 17.0
1,196 5 1,266 5 18.7 20 80.3 9 94.5 7 50. 3 177 4.1 130 4.7
Steubenville, Ohio. 1,187 6 1,271 4 19.6 82 76.1 14 93.3 12 63.5 29 18.9 206 14.2
New Castle, Pa. .. 1,113 7 1,202 7 19.3 84 72.2 19 92.6 22 62.8 34 17.0 213 12.5
Altoona, Pa__ 1,108 8 1,192 8 8.8 151 56.2 70 92.8 18 58. 4 78 20.1 199 10.8
1,004 9 1,182 9 18.6 93 57.8 66 92.5 25 58.8 73 20.9 190 11. 4
1,085 10 1,172 10 33.2 18 74.1 16 92.6 21 64.3 19 20.1 198 9.8
1,074 1 1,141 14 25. 4 53 68.6 29 04.1 8 57.5 95 16.8 214 10.5
1,068 12 1, 142 13 19.5 83 72.1 20 93.6 9 66.8 9 2.0 152 20.6
1,059 13 1,134 16 35.8 10 78.4 12 93.3 10 64.1 21 22.0 178 16.9
1,030 14 1,073 23 29.7 30 84.5 4 96.0 4 65.5 14 14.4 216 4.0
1,028 15 1, 085 25 32.0 23 82.4 8 96.3 3 611 46 12,5 217 11.9
Clarksburg, W. Va_.. ... 1,025 16 1,128 17 7.0 160 68.4 32 90.9 36 61.0 48 18.8 208 18.0
Wilkes-Barre, Pa__. 1,024 17 1,137 15 19.7 80 59. 4 61 90.1 44 54.7 125 2.2 145 6.3
Hammond, Ind-_. 1,011 18 1,063 27 22.5 63 66.3 39 95.1 | 6 59.9 59 17.8 212 15.9
Bethlehem ) o S, 1,008 19 1,100 20 21.7 67 84.3 5 91.6 32 69.6 3 20.9 189 18.5
New B; rita(n Conn.....ooooo.... 996 20 1,101 18 35.8 9 73.1 17 90.5 38 66.8 8 28.0 66 2.6

1 Columns A and C, Detailed Table I; column I, Detailed Table IT; column E, Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. II, Population, 1920, p;
column K, , PD. 305-361; column M, Vol. IV Oocupations, 1920, pp. 240-335 column O, pp. 369-3

pp. 117-135; column G, pp. 760-767;
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TaBLE 29.—ForTY SELECTED CITIES OF 25,000 To 100,000 INHABITANTS RANKED ACcCcORDING TO RATIO OF CHILDREN UNDER 5 TO FOR-
EIGN-BORN WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE, BY MARITAL CONDITION, WITH PER CENTS AND RANKINGS FOR CERTAIN OTHER

Facrors: 1920—Continued

CHILDREN UNDER 6 PER 1,000 FOR-
EIGN-BORN WHITE WOMEN 20 TO
44 YEARS OF AGE

FOREIGN-BORN WHITE POPULATION

FOREIGN-BORN WHITE WOMEN 20
TO 44 YEARS OF AGE

‘WOMEN 10 YEARS OF AGE
AND OVER GAINFULLY
EMPLOYED

ary Marrjed, wid- N Married, -
All wom, owed, or di- New immigra- widowed, or 20to 34 years || Per cent Per cent
en von:ld v:'o‘linen Per cent . tion divorced of age of total N
oftotal | poiy women | po | wid-
pog;xln- 10 years owed,
tion X of age or di-
Ratio | Rank | Ratio | Rank Per cent| Rank || Per cent| Rank | Per cent| Rank |land over vorced
LOWEST RATIO OF CHILDREN A B C D E F G H I J K L M N o
Danville, TN 488 191 576 106 5.7 166 18.0 199 84.8 133 43.9 206 2.4 138 22.
acon, Ga....._... 484 192 582 196 1.3 214 56.3 69 83.2 150 55.2 116 38.5 13 42
Davenport, Iowa. 475 193 551 201 13.5 127 15.4 206 86.1 118 4.9 204 4.6 124 18.
u Okla...._. 475 104 584 104 2.8 196 45.9 104 8l. 4 170 60.0 57 21.9 70 2.
Fort 8mith, Ark... 468 195 595 192 3.0 192 322 151 78.6 185 45.4 202 2.3 173 28
Huntington, W. Va__ 465 106 568 198 LS 212 46.7 102 8L.9 161 62.6 36 20.4 197 21.
ast Orange 457 197 651 172 13.4 128 4.4 180 70.2 205 45.8 132 2.5 125 13.
Evansville, Tnd. .. 457 198 540 202 3.7 186 12.2 213 84.6 137 37.3 216 21.0 87 17.
ggﬂngﬂeld, Mo 457 199 590 193 2.5 197 17.0 202 7.5 192 46.5 198 c22.1 175 21
iami, Fla. ... .. 436 200 556 199 8.7 152 40.5 123 78.4 188 59.1 (] 4.4 28 45.
Lexington, Ky. ... ... 419 201 520 203 L9 205 4.9 109 80.6 175 52.4 150 35.2 26 35.
Berkeley, Calif__._______ - 406 202 514 204 17.1 108 30.1 159 7.0 183 | , 52.1 157 27 161 18
East Cleveland, Ohio.. .. - 378 203 481 208 14.1 122 4.4 181 78.5 186 4.5 128 229 156 15.
Elgin, Il.________________ - 367 204 470 208 18.4 95 19.5 196 78.0 180 41.8 208 3L5 41 21
Oak lt’ark, 1) IO, 365 205 551 200 141 123 4.8 208 66.2 209 47.7 194 4.8 116 11
Colorado Sgrlngs, Colo..ocoo . 363 206 477 207 8.6 153 18.5 197 76.1 196 39.6 211 24.3 129 20.
Long Beach, Cali; 357 207 440 209 12.2 133 14.8 208 81.2 171 49.6 184 16.6 215 25.
uincy, Il ______ 330 208 439 210 6.7 162 9.4 217 75.1 199 34.4 219 25.5 108 13.
asadena, Calif. 307 209 510 205 15.0 118 17.7 200 60.0 211 47.4 196 25.9 102 17.
Brookline, Mass - 218 210 634 179 24.8 54 8.7 218 4.5 213 63.6 26 3.5 16 7
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one-half as high. Moreover, among the native women with high
ratios of children we do not find the same consistently high percentages
of married women. Greater or less knowledge of methods of family
restriction seems to be a very important factor in determining the
ratio of children to native women. Thus Winston-Salem, N.C., with
only 71.4 per cent of its native women married and a rank of 106 in
this respect, ranks fifth in ratio of children. The most plausible
explanation seems to be that less is known about conception control
by the natives in the South than in other parts of the country. On
the other hand, to a certain extent they keep down the size of their
families by refraining from marriage. The difference between a
northern and a southern manufacturing city in the relation of ratio of
children to married women may be observed by comparing Winston-
Salem (ranks 5 and 106) with Kokomo, Ind. (ranks 13 and 2). The
latter has a somewhat lower ratio of children, although it has about
one-fifth more married women than the former. Since in both cities
the women are almost wholly of old native stock, it seems a reasonable
conclusion that the difference is largely due to the differences in the
practice of family limitation.

The relation between the ratio of children and the percentage of
married women in many other cities, particularly the California cities
and northern manufacturing cities might also be explained in the same
manner, but there is no need to dwell longer on this point. It needs
no argument to convince anyone of the fairly close relation between
the spread of the knowledge of conception control, the ratio of chil-
dren, and the percentage of married women.

We have assumed here that there is no difference in the actual
capacity of the women in these different communities to bear children
(fecundity). This assumption is not entirely justified, since we have
reason to believe that involuntary sterility is rather closely connected
with urban living, especially among the classes in comfortable eco-
nomic circumstances, but such an assumption probably is not far
wrong as applied to the great majority of the laboring population.

PROPORTION OF YOUNG WOMEN

Another factor of some importance in determining the ratio of
children to women is the proportionof the women who are in the more
fertile age groups. A careful inspection of Table 28, column I, and
Table 29, column K, will readily convince anyone that, as a rule, the
more young women there are in a community the higher is its ratio of
children. Among the 20 cities having the highest ratios of children to
native white women (Table 28), the one ranking lowest in proportion
of women 20 to 34 years of age is Hagerstown, Md. (165), being well
below the middle point in this respect. But 5 others are also below
100 (100-219). The other 14 of them rank 1-77, thus belonging in
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the highest third. In the 20 cities with lowest ratios, on the other
hand, only 2 rank 1 to 100. These are both industrial cities in
Massachusetts with high percentages of foreign stock. Nine of them
are above 200, that is, in the 19 with the lowest proportions of young
women, and 6 more rank 144 to 219, that is, in what is approximately
the highest one-third.

CITIES HAVING HIGHEST AND LOWEST RATIOS FOR FOREIGN-BORN
’ WOMEN

At several points in the preceding discussion we have referred to
the ratios of children to foreign-born women and compared them with
those to native women. In general they are much higher. But when
individual cities are compared as regards their ratios of children to
foreign-born women, several interesting facts emerge.

NEW IMMIGRATION

In the first place there seems to be a fairly close connection between
the ratio of children and the percentage of the foreign born who are
of the new immigration. There are some exceptions, of course, but
they can be rather readily explained. We have already referred to
the situation in Hamtramck with itslarge Polish population. The
Poles are among our most prolific immigrants, and if we could pick
out other communities similar to Hamtramck in composition, there is
every reason to believe that they, too, would have very high ratios
of children among the foreign born. East Chicago, Ind., Gary, Ind.,
and Bethlehem, Pa., approach Hamtramck in this respect, but have
larger proportions of other immigrant groups. But in all these high-
ratio cities, the foreign born are largely engaged in manufacturing of a
heavy type and their women do not work outside the home. (See
column M, Table 29.)

It is interesting to compare the low-ratio cities having a high
percentage of new immigrants among their foreign born with these
high-ratio cities. Macon, Ga., Tulsa, Okla., Huntington, W. Va.,
Miami, Fla., and Lexington, Ky., all have over 40 per cent of their
foreign born belonging to the new immigration but have very low
ratios of children. They are all southern or near-southern cities. with
very small percentages of foreign born in their populations. The
difference between them and the high-ratio cities appears to be in the
type of immigrant. In these southern cities, the Jews constitute a
large proportion of the few foreign born. They are not engaged in
manufacturing but in trade. They belong to the more comfortable
economic classes and apparently exercise considerable voluntary
control over the size of their families. Thus we find that the type of
immigrant and his social status has much influence in determining
the ratio of children to women, even among the foreign born.
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It is also very interesting to note again that several of the California
cities are at the bottom of the list. The foreign born in California do
not seem to be much more given to raising large families than the
natives and the explanation given for the southern cities will not apply
here since the proportion of new immigrants in California cities is
rather small. One is almost forced to conclude that, however
salubrious the climate of California is to the individual, it is not so
healthy for the race. Perhaps it is the selective influence of the
climate as we have already suggested.

TasLE 80.—PER CENT OF MARRIED, WIDOWED, OR D1vORCED WHITE WOMEN
20 T0 44 YEARS OF AGE, BY NaATIvVITY, FOR 40 SELECTED CITIES OF 25,000 TO
100,000 INEABITANTS RANKED ACCORDING TO NUMBER OF CHILDREN UNDER §
PER 1,000 NATIVE WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE: 1920!

[Per cents not given where base is less than 100]

PER CENT MARRIED, WIDOWED, OR DIVORCED

Native white women 20 to 44 years
t Foreign-

ary olage born w zt‘)e
For or || Women
Native par- to 44 years
Total mixed par-

entage entage of age

HIGHEST RATIO OF CHILDREN

Hamtramck, Mich. - 85.2 86.8 84.9 96.6
79.4 79.1 79.8 86. 4

7.4 76.1 68.9 85.2

69.6 70.9 66.3 95.2

7.4 7.3 741 |cacoaaaaaaane

75.9 76.2 66.0 87.4

la, F' 81.5 82.1 78.2 79.5
Clarksburg, W. Va. 77.6 78.3 69.9 90.9
Hagerstown, Md 76.1 76.1 75.8 ||cacomcnaaaa-
Charlotte, N. C 72.7 72.7 73.5 87.2
Port Huron, Mich. ... __.._.__..._...__ 75.7 76.8 74.8 86.1
Huntington, W. Va___ . .. 78.9 79.1 73.3 81.9
Kokomo, Ind.. 84.6 85.4 75.7 85.6
Portsmouth, Ohi 76.2 77.1 69.1 [locomaaeo .
Hazleton, Pa_......... 61.6 61.2 62.0 94.5
‘Wilmington, N. C 75.2 78.7 65.0 87.5
Portsmouth, Va___... 79.7 80.3 71.4 92.9
Bethlehem, Pa.... 74.5 77.6 62.8 91.6
QGary, Ind.. oL 83.7 84.3 82.6 96.0
East Chicago, Ind 80.9 83.6 78.2 96. 4

LOWEST RATIO OF CHILDREN

Bangor, Me...ccccceacaaaaaan.. - 61.8 64.6 540 76.1
Kingston, N. Y oo oo iiccccccmaes 58.3 59.3 55.9 87.6
Atlantic elltlf' N.T..0 60.9 70.6 68.1 81.6
Fresno, Calif. ... . 76.9 78.6 72.5 89.1
Sacr to, Calif = 76.9 78.1 74.9 88.1
51.1 57.8 48.9 82.7

62.5 64.4 60.0 86.8

66.8 67.2 65.9 70.2

67.2 69.1 60.9 76.1

68.5 69.9 66.8 87.2

Berkeley, Calif. 64.2 64.2 64.1 79.0
Auburn, N. Y_______ 64.7 67.4 60.9 89.7
Waltham, Mass 47.9 51.6 4“4.7 73.1
61.8 65.2 57.5 85.1

74.3 76.2 72.3 82.9

74.9 75.2 73.8 81.2

52.4 54.4 50.3 79.4

63.9 64.8 615 60.0

60.2 58.9 615 78.0

51.3 55.9 45.3 34.5

1 Compiled from Detailed Table II.
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We have already called attention to the fact that the percentage
of the foreign-born women who are married is greatest where the
ratios of children are greatest and that it diminishes as the ratio
declines. It is also worth noting that there is some tendency for the
percentage of women 20 to 34 to decline as the ratio of children
declines; but this is not as clearly marked a tendency as in the case of
married women. It does, however, call attention again to the fact
that the fertility of women varies with their age.

In the relation between employment and ratio of children the
foreign-born women show the same tendencies as the native women—
the greater the number employed the lower the ratio of children.
But this tendency is not very marked and we must conclude that
although it is important it is not as important as one would be likely
to think. Other factors seem to overshadow it in determining the
ratio of children to foreign-born women.

In general one seems justified in observing that the differences in
ratios of children between native and foreign-born women and
between foreign-born women in different localities rests to quite an
appreciable degree upon the extent to which the knowledge of the
methods of conception control is spread in a community. All the
other factors of which we have taken account fail at some point to
offer a clear explanation of the facts, but if studied in the light of
what is quite commonly known regarding the practice of conception
control in different communities and in different nativity groups the
whole situation becomes more comprehensible. We must recognize,
of course, that even if knowledge of the methods of conception control
were universal there would still be considerable differences in ratios
of children between different groups in our population. We shall
try in later chapters to point out some of the reasons why these
differences exist even where equal knowledge may be fairly assumed.

HEREDITY AND THE BIRTH RATE

At several points in this and preceding chapters we have found
data that suggested the possibility of selective influences at work in
the determination of the birth rate of certain groups through their
effects upon the heredity of the group. It seems inherently probable
that heredity does determine to some extent the strength of the
natural urge to reproduction. There are, however, such a variety
of forces at work molding people’s attitudes toward reproduction,
as toward all other social relations, that we can not be certain that
the selective process sorts people according to their hereditary incli-
nations regarding reproduction. We can scarcely suppose, however,
that these hereditary inclinations are without any influence. It may
well be, though, that hereditary inclinations of this kind, if they



IN CITIES OF 25,000 TO 100 000 INHABITANTS 87

do exist, are quite negligible in their influence on conduct, on account
of the repressive effect of environment or on account of the lack of
any positively encouraging aspects of environment. If we could be
at all certain that the natural inclination to reproduction was ade-
quately measured in different people by the size of their families, it
might greatly modify our attitude toward the differential birth rate
in different classes of our population. But we are forced to con-
clude, in studying the actual situation, that there is no natural work-
ing out of hereditary inclinations apparent in our present birth rate.
Social conditions rather than hereditary inclinations determine the
greater part of the differentials we have been studying thus far.

SUMMARY

To sum up our findings with regard to these smaller cities, we may
say that they are much like the larger cities in the operation of the
measurable factors influencing the ratio of children to women. At
no point do any directly opposed tendencies appear in the two groups.
The distinctive features of modern urbanism which first become
manifest in the larger cities soon penetrate into these smaller places,
at least as regards those attitudes of mind affecting the raising of
children.

We have seen that some cities differ greatly from the others, but
we have generally found a more or less satisfactory explanation of
these differences in the particular circumstances existing in different
localities which have impeded or abetted the spread of conditions
favorable or unfavorable to the raising of children. In other words,
the differences between cities appear to be based largely upon the
degree of pressure felt by those raising children and the extent of
their knowledge of methods of conception control. Some people feel
the burden of children much more keenly than others; although this
feeling of the burdensomeness of children, no doubt, is itself largely
d measure of the extent to which the inclination to self-development
il the individual has been encouraged at the expense of the inclina-
tion to reproduction. It seems evident that our present urban life
tends to smother the inclination to reproduction under the avalanche
of the individual’s desires for pleasure and self-development. The
modern city apparently furnishes abundant incitement to people to
develop their personal qualities, particularly those that are imme-
diately useful in attaining a desired status, and to work hard to
satisfy all kinds of personal desires, but it furnishes little incentive
to taking long time views or to the development of inclinations not
of immediate use.

6621°—31——7
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RATIOS OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN IN THE RURAL
POPULATIONS OF THE STATES

The ratios of children in Table 31, column C, are for the native
white women in the rural population. The first thing to attract
attention is that they are considerably higher than those for the
cities with which we have been dealing in the two preceding chap-
ters. Detailed comparisons dealing with city and rural groups are
discussed in Chapter VI; bere attention is confined to the differences
shown in the rural population of the States and to the factors that
seem to account more or less fully for these differences.

The range of the ratios in the native rural population is fairly large,
from 436 in Rhode Island to 1,012 in Utah, but not as large as in
the cities. There is a little more homogeneity in the native white
rural population in respect to the ratio of children than in the native
white city population, although with this range, equal to one and
one-third times the lower limit, and the general character of the
distribution, it can scarcely be said that this homogeneity in the
native white rural population is very marked.

If Table 31 is compared with Table 20 in Chapter III it will be
seen that, whereas the New England States in general have very
low ratios of children in the native white rural population, several
of the New England cities stand relatively high among cities in this
respect. In absolute numbers, however, they are much lower than
the rural districts by which they are surrounded. In contrast with
New England cities, California cities keep the California rural dis-
tricts company near the bottom of their respective lists. In the
South most of the larger cities stand not far from the median in
ratios of children, but the rural districts stand near the top. In
the Middle West both cities and rural districts occupy a middle
position in their ratios. It is in the South, therefore, that we find
the greatest contrast in ratios of children to native white women
between the cities and the rural districts.

RURALITY OF THE POPULATION

Of the factors of which we have been able to take account here,
the rurality of the State as measged by the per cent of the total
population that is rural appears to be most closely related to the

1There are 6 States with ratios under 500; 4 with ratios of 500 to 599; 16 with ratios of 600 to 609; 7
with ratios of 700 to 799; 12 with ratios of 800 to 899; and 3 with ratios of over 900.
88




TasLe 81.—CHILDREN UNDER § PER 1,000 WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE, BY NATIVITY AND MARITAL CONDITION, WITH PER
CeNTs AND RATIOS FOR CERTAIN OTHER FACTORS, FOR THE RURAL POPULATION, BY STATES: 19201

RURAL POPULATION

Per cent % ‘t'omz
women
Children under 5 per {000 women 20to || years :rfrl ﬁ ;vilao Pmt of wgir:s Pe;,f:“:,g‘m
44 years o are m - on on
owed, or di- po on farms
oraTE Per oont |30 enaias M
of
poﬂa- nmmwl h“;_ Native white Foreign-born white
ulat!
: Marﬂedd’ Marﬂotﬁ Native | F' “mm' Native | F' %:rlgn- Native F%‘;‘.g"
All wl;lro:ie All wigro;c;? ,|| white white white white white white
women women
vorced vorced
women women

NEW ENGLAND: A B C D E F G H I J K L
........... 61.0 107.6 603 762 811 924 79.1 87.7 43.7 29.3 41 4.6
New Hampshire_._.__.._.____________..__ 36.9 107.9 517 677 798 894 76.4 89.3 47.7 37.9 6.7 6.8
Vermont.._.._. 68.8 107.1 587 749 906 1,014 78.3 89.4 52.2 47,1 121 87
tts.. 5.2 100.5 461 683 827 965 67.5 85.7 57.11 68.6 7.0 7.6
Rhode Island.... ... ... ... 2.5 108.9 436 613 856 964 71.1 88.8 97.6 119.8 14.4 19.0
Mipooonectieut. ... ------ .- 32.2 101. 4 442 663 910 1,036 66.6 87.8 21.6 19.3 9.1 7.0

TLANTIC:

New York 17.3 105. 1 494 656 837 963 75.3 86.9 46.0 35.5 19.7 16.0
New Jersey. 21.6 106.2 480 647 896 904 74.2 90. 2 21.8 17.6 25.4 13.1
35.7 107.2 671 882 1,336 1,423 76.0 93.9 33.5 10.2 2.3 16.0
36.2 107.1 633 793 1,087 1,129 7.8 94.5 56.2 4.9 30.1 18.4
49.4 105.3 622 768 847 937 80.9 90. 4 63.1 50.8 32.4 18.2
32.1 108.6 618 791 879 956 78.1 92.0 54.6 33.9 43.1 38.7
38.9 110.2 668 819 1,020 1,090 8L.6 93.5 60. 4 54.8 20.3 9.7
52.7 112.0 679 915 1,002 1,084 74.3 92. 4 67.1 63.0 17.3 7.3
55.9 115.3 687 981 1,048 1,146 70.0 9.5 68.3 63.7 31.4 13.7
63.6 108.3 641 829 926 1,017 77.4 9.1 65.2 57.8 43.1 34.0
53. 4 106. 6 685 840 738 831 81.6 88.8 67.5 54.1 29.3 111
86.4 114.5 788 1,045 1,269 1,390 75.4 91.3 70.3 71.8 313 19.5
84.0 115.1 kr1d 941 1,048 1,155 77.3 90.7 68.0 67.2 39.1 26.1
68.7 110.2 677 868 916 1,004 78.0 91.3 66.0 62.1 46.7 238.0
65.1 109.8 663 828 912 996 80.1 91.5 65.1 56. 4 4.6 215
Column th Census Reports, Vol. I, p. 47; column B, Vol. III, Table 1 for each State; columns G, D Detaﬂnd umns G and H, Detailed Table II;
9olumnslmd1' eslmlatad(romCmM ph%l, arm Populaf onmthoUnitodBtam,lmﬁ.p.m,oolﬁmmk a Agrleultum, W,pp.ioamdln. ’
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TaBLe 81.—CHILDREN UNDER 6 PER 1,000 WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGB, BY NATIVITY AND MARITAL CONDITION, WITH PER
ERTAIN OTHER FACTORS, FOR THE RURAL PoPULATION, BY STATES: 1920—Continued

CENTs AND RATIOS FOR

RURAL POPULATION

Per cent of white
women 20 to 44

Children under 5 per 1,000 women 20 to ||  years of age who || Per cent of white || F¢r cent of whites
44 years of age are married, wid- || population on farms :1:]0 are tenants
P ¢ || Males to owed, or di-
STATE o?l;oo::l 100 females| vorced
popula- ri:r: h"‘;_ Native white | Foreign-born white
on ulation "Married Married, Foreli
gn- Foreign- Foreign-
A [Widowed) uy [widowed)| TRESS | " borm || THETe | born T THETE | borm
or di- - Wl wl w
women | o€ | women | &<
women women
SOUTH ATLANTIC: A B C D E F G H I J K L

Del: 45.8 104.6 571 704 1,031 81.1 86.6 50.2 38.4 38.7 9.9
40.0 108.9 649 841 771 886 77.2 87.0 47.5 30.3 27.8 <110
70.8 106.1 809 1,036 837 923 78.1 90.7 65.7 38.5 22.6 7.8
74.8 110.8 915 1,103 1,303 1,427 88.0 97.6 47.8 39.4 16.0 20.8
80.8 102.7 910 1,149 655 867 79.2 75.6 70.7 3.4 32.9 14, g

82.5 105.0 872 1,087 741 851 80.3 87.1 67.9 16.4 - 45.6 22,
74.9 14.5 869 1, 057 555 660 82.2 84.1 75.3 22.3 : 51.6 20.4
63.3 108.6 754 888 553 664 84.9 83.3 4.5 4.3 18.1 5.0
73.8 108.8 854 1,019 971 1,103 83.8 88.0 74.8 2.9 32.3 14.2
73.9 103.8 816 904 802 887 82.0 90. 4 74.0 41.5 35.3 2.5
78.3 103.6 894 1,075 885 957 83.2 92.5 7.5 36.7 4.0 10.1
86.6 104.4 813 908 1,035 1,124 81.4 92.1 77.0 4.2 37.9 353
83.4 107.5 888 1,016 900 1,022 87.5 88.1 76.6 58.9 39.2 15.1
65.1 108.5 853 1,031 1,191 1,285 82.8 92.7 64.6 47.4 36.1 33.0
73.4 111.0 853 962 930 1, 001 88.7 93.8 67.8 51.9 52.2 20.4
67.6 110.3 760 910 911 1,031 83.5 88.4 7.5 59.5 49.5 5L1
68.7 125.7 733 861 999 1, 064 85.1 93.9 60.8 55.3 122 9.1
72.4 122.6 84 948 961 1,027 87.0 93.5 65.3 52.8 16.7 10.8
70.5 132.6 670 e 880 1,028 86.3 3:3 51.8 33.3 12.2 13.0
51.8 117.9 ns 836 1,084 1,144 85.5 7 56.5 425 22.6 28
82.0 112.8 836 988 931 1,015 84.7 91.7 57.9 2.9 1.2 31.6
64.8 127.6 710 819 900 978 8.7 920 40.5 27.9 18.3 19.0
52.0 111.6 1,012 1,203 1,104 1,169 84.1 94. 4 62.8 39.5 10.9 7.4
80.3 158.7 498 586 785 829 84.9 94.7 26.1 2.8 9.7 9.8
4.8 125.7 628 745 774 828 84.3 93.5 47.2 43.9 20.7 1.8
50.1 1220 619 730 767 817 84.8 92.7 54.9 52.0 20.0 121
32.0 129.0 501 612 806 878 8.9 91. 8 46. 1 45.4 16.6 21.1

=3
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ratio of children in the native rural population. This was to be
expected. It has been apparent from the outset of this study that
urban living has a very depressing effect upon the birth rate. It
would naturally be assumed in consequence that in proportion as
the influence of urban living becomes greater and more pervasive,
the ratio of children would show a decline. When we find, then,
a fairly high degree of correspondence between the rurality of the
State and the ratio of children in the native rural population, it
would seem that we are justified in saying that the expectation has
been fulfilled. We are also justified in concluding that the influence
of the urban communities in a State does not stop at the cities’
boundaries. Where a large part of the population of a State is rural,
there the attitudes of mind and habits of life of the entire popula-
tion tend to be those distinctive of rural dwellers; but where a large
part of the population is urban, the attitudes of mind and habits
of life characteristic of urban dwellers tend to permeate the entire
community, at least as regards births. Even the rural population
of a highly urbanized State has a lower ratio of children than in a
more rural State.

This important influence of rurality on the ratio of children is
quite obvious if we make a detailed comparison of columns A and C
in Table 31. High ratios are found in those States where the rural
population has little contact with urban life, the Dakotas, West
Virginia, and the Southern States as a whole. How slight is the urban
influence in these States is also shown by the per cent of their gain-
fully employed who are engaged in manufacturing as compared
with the industrial States of the North. (Table 32.)

TasLe 82.—PeR CENT OF THE GAINFULLY EMPLOYED WHO ARE ENGAGED IN
MANUFACTURING, IN CERTAIN SOUTHERN STATES AND IN CERTAIN INDUSTRIAL
STATES IN THE I*fonrn: 19201

STATE Per cent STATE Per cent

RURAL STATES RURAL STATES—continued

-
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1 Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. IV, p. 50.

In this table we see that no Southern State (not counting Dela-
ware and Maryland as Southern States), except Florida, has as
many as 25 per cent of its gainfully employed working at manu-
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facturing. The average is only about 17 or 18 per cent, which is’
from a third to a half as many as in the Northern industrial States.
When it is remembered that in addition to manufacturing, com-
merce and its adjuncts also occupy proportionally a great many
" more people in the North, we can readily see that our measure of
rurality rather understates than overstates the differences between
the agricultural and the industrial-commercial States in this respect,
at least, as regards the native population. Furthermore, the small
cities in the South and the farming West are much more rural in
outlook than those in the Northeast. They even look quite differ-
ent and show clearly in their outward aspect that they are organized
around a different set of interests. There can be little doubt that
they radiate quite a different influence.

On the other hand, one only needs to wander through southern
New England, New York, and New Jersey to be impressed with the
omnipresence of cities and of nonagricultural industries and with
the inevitableness with which rural people come in contact with
city life at- many poimts. The same is true in nearly all sections of
the Pacific coast where practically every one is urbanized by the
climate, good roads, and the specialty types of farming prevailing
there. The ‘“rancher” of California is not a real farmer. He
generally belongs to the town as much as he does to the country and
tends to develop urban attitudes of mind on most matters of vital con-
cern. Urbanism is very nearly all-pervasive on the Pacific coast.

Urban influence is, of course, on the increase in all parts of the
country, but it certainly is far less pervasive in the States where farm-
ing is the chief interest of the people than in those where farming is
only incidental to industry and commerce. Unquestionably one of
the important differences between urban and rural people and between
rural people in different parts of the country is in the extent of the
knowledge of conception control they possess. In the very nature
of things people who live in cities and come into close contact with one
another daily will learn of new things more rapidly than people who
have few contacts with their fellows. Such being the case the less
the influence of cities on the lives of people in general the slower
would be the spread of contraception and the larger the number of
children. It should be made clear in this connection, that we do not
believe that the difference between rural and urban communities in
the extent of their knowledge of contraceptive methods is the only
reason for their differences in ratios of children but we do believe that
it is an important reason.

Among the foreign born the ratio of children to women does not
show the same close, clear relation to rurality that it does among the
natives. Indeed, there are many cases that seem to deny any such
relationship. Thus Ohio, having practically the same per cent of rural



IN THE RURAL POPULATIONS OF THE STATES - 93

population as Pennsylvania, is slightly over 20 per cent below it in
ratio of children to foreign-born woinen, but it, in turn, exceeds its
neighbor on the west by about the same amount, although having a
considerably smaller proportion of its population rural. Again there
are rather large differences in ratio of children between Iowa and
Minnesota, the latter exceeding the former by about 13 per cent, but
having a smaller per cent of rural population. Nevada is also a con-
spicuous exception, having a very high proportion of rural population
but a very low ratio of children to foreign-born women. On the whole,
then, inspection does not reveal any very close. relation between
rurality and ratio of children among the foreign born.

Why is it that in the matter of birth rate the rural foreign born
seem to be less influenced by their rurality than the natives? For
natives, rurality is conceded to be a strong retarding factor in the
actual spread of birth control practices, whether because of the diffi-
culty of getting the knowledge, or because of the desire for, or at least
the indifference to, large families. But the measure of rurality is
entirely inadequate for the foreign born. The rurality (rural minded-
ness) of the foreign born is a more subtle quality than can be measured
by the per cent of them living in the rural districts. It is an all-
pervasive attitude toward life and is a product of their past history
rather than of their present circumstances and place of residence.
In order to get a measure for the foreign born of equal significance
with rurality for the natives we should probably. have to introduce
some measure for the type of community the foreign born lived in
abroad, and the occupation followed. Another way of expressing
this idea is to say that the smaller variability among the foreign born
in ratio of children is in itself an expression of their greater essential
homogeneity.

Before leaving this matter of the rurality of the natives and the
foreign born, it may be well to emphasize again that any measure of
rurality is in itself quite inadequate to tell the whole story for either
natives or foreign born. Certain important points must always be
taken into consideration. For example, there can be no doubt that
rural people marry earlier and more generally than urban people.
It is also true that rural people in some parts of the country marry
earlier and more generally than in other parts, but no wholly satis-
factory measure of these differences can be found. Consequently
earlier marriage which is associated with rurality is not taken account
of. Rurality, then, is not a simple factor, separable from others,
standing for some precise condition. It needs to be split up into its
elements. Unfortunately this can not be done very satisfactorily
at present.

Still another possiblity that should be mentioned is that of selective
processes at work in sorting people into different rural communities.
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Part of the influence we are attributing to rurality may be due to
selective processes of westward migration by which the less prolific,
hereditarily, are found in the rural districts of the older and now more
highly urbanized States. It seems rather improbable, however, that
the selection operating in westward migration can account for more
than a very small part of the actual differences between rural com-
munities. The more probable selective processes at work would
seem to be those operating as between country and city, leaving the
more prolific in the country. More will be said on this point in the
following chapter.

PROPORTION OF WOMEN MARRIED

In the native rural population, as a whole, there appears to be a
slight tendency for the ratio of children to increase as the proportion
of married women increases. It is not a very marked tendency, but
certainly the proportion of married women in the Northeastern States
is appreciably lower than in Southern and Mountain States. The
Middle Western States stand between these two groups in both ratios
of children and percentages of married women. In fact only the
States that are very much out of line are Nevada and the Pacific
Coast States which have low ratios of children with high percentages
of married women. Here as elsewhere the ratio of children on the
west coast seems to demand a special explanation.

Among the foreign-born rural population it appears that the same
tendency is present as among the natives. In the Northeast where
the ratio of children is rather low the percentages of married women
are also low; in the Middle West where the ratio of children is higher
the percentage of married women is higher; and on the west coast the
ratio of children is low while the percentage of married women is high.
In most parts of the South the numbers of foreign born in rural com-
munities are too small to make the results significant.

It is interesting to note in this connection that in rural communi-
ties, particularly among the natives, the percentage of women mar-
ried is much higher than in urban communities. This, of course,
results in a greater degree of likeness between the ratios of children
to all women and to married women than we find in the cities. Since
a greater proportion of women 20 to 44 who are married means, in
general, earlier marriages it seems safe to assume that there are con-
siderable differences between different parts of the country in the
age at which rural women marry. This fact will help to account for
some of the differences in ratios because the period under 30 is by far
the most fecund part of a woman’s life. There can be no doubt that
the same conditions which retard the spread of knowledge of contra-
ception make for early marriages and thus tend to keep the proportion
of married women high. The fact that these two variables seem to
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move together can probably be explained by the same underlying
conditions. It would appesar to be a perfectly natural condition that
this should be so, for the raising of children being one of the chief
purposes of marriage we would expect that the latter would be more
general where children were more desired. Where conditions of life
are such that but few children are wanted fewer marriages would take
place. Of course, it may well happen that in the future marriage will
be less closely associated with the raising of a family and then we
may expect to find the relationship between these two factors less
close and direct. Indeed just the reverse relation might come to be
the usual one, namely, that where the knowledge of birth control is
widespread there would be earlier and more numerous marriages.

SEX RATIO

In order to see whether there was any relation between ratio of
children and masculinity in the population the former was compared
with the number of males per 100 females in the rural popuation.?
If we study the relations of these two factors in the native rural pop-
ulations of the States we find no such constant relation as Mr. Brunner
found. The lowest ratios of children are in the New England States
and here are also found the fewest males, although there are more
males than females in the rural population in all of the States. But
the next lowest ratios of males are found in the Southern States where
the ratios of children are highest. In the Middle States the ratio of
males is quite high but the ratio of children is not nearly as high as in
the Southern States. But the real surprise is again in the far West
where the ratios of males are very high and the ratios of children very
low, almost as low as in New England. Certainly Mr. Brunner’s
findings will not apply to our native rural population. It appears
that other factors are far more important in determining the ratio of
children in the rural population than the ratio of males. When urban
and rural are compared it may well be that an excess of males makes
for earlier marriage in the country and thus renders larger families
probable but this is not the case as between States.

Among the foreign born there does not appear to be any closer
relation between the ratios of children and of males than among the
natives. The foreign-born women are always considerably in the
minority and this may in part account for the large percentages of

* The making of this comparison was suggested in reading an article by C. T. Brunnor, Local Variations
in the Birth Rate, Economic Journal, March 1925, pp. 60-65. To quote: “It is here suggested that the
age of marriage of women largely depends on the keenness of the competition for them. The underlying
assumption made is that most women wish to get married. Where the number of men exceeds the number
of women, it is expected that the competition among men for wives will be keen, and the average age of
marriage for the women will tend to be low. Where, on the other hand, the number of women exceeds the
number of men, the competition for wives will be less acute, and men will tend to postpone marriage.

“We thus arrive at a kind of law of supply and demand by which the average age of marriage of women is
determined. Where the proportion of women to men is high, their average age of marriage is also high, md

oconversely,where the proportion-of women to men is low, their average age of marriage is low.”
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them married (Table 31, column H). This is in line with Mr. Brunner’s
observations, but it seems likely that custom and tradition have more
to do with their early marriage than the excess of males in the popu-
lation seeking wives.

It is well to note that the ratio of males to females 1s largely de-
termined by the occupations dominant in different localities, by the
industrial character of the district, as Mr. Brunner says, or by the
stage of development attained by a community so that the sex ratio
in so far as it is a factor in the birth rate is only one link in a chain of
causes which trace back to the nature of the industry and the stage
of its development in different communities. It may be then, that
farming and mining which particularly call for male labor tend to
keep the birth rate high partly because of the fact that people follow-
ing these occupatlons marry young. (We shall have more to say
regarding mmmg and the ratio of children in Chapter VII.) In any
event, sex ratio is apparently only a secondary factor and arises out
of other conditions more basic in their effects on the birth rate.

RURAL POPULATION ON FARMS

Table 33 shows that the ratio of children for the total farm popula-
tion is considerably higher than for the village population. It seems
likely then that if a larger proportion of the native white rural popu-
lation lived on farms, the ratio of children might be higher. When
columns C and I in Table 31 are compared there appears to be some
relation between the ratio of children and the per cent of native rural
whites on farms. The highest ratios and the highest per cents are
found in the Southern States; the next highest are found in the
Middle Western States; and the lowest in the Northeast and the far
West. This seems to indicate that living on farms which, of course,
represents the greatest degree of rurality, is conducive to the raising
of larger families than living in any other type of community. If the
reasons given above for the relation between greater rurality and
higher ratios of children are sound then we would expect that the farm
population proper would have the highest ratio of children. This is
quite clearly the case at the present time.

This relation between ratio of children and per cent of rural popu-
lation on farms holds for the native population only. Among the
foreign born there seems to be no appreciable connection between
these two series of facts. Some of the States with very high ratios of
children (for example Pennsylvania and West Virginia) have low
percentages of the foreign born on farms while others with rather low
ratios of children have large percentages of their rural foreign born on
farms. Thus once again we find that rurality, as we have measured
it, does not appear to be as important a factor in determining the
ratio of children to foreign-born women as to native women.
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TaBLE 33.—WoMEN 20 T0 44 YEARS OF AGE; CHILDREN UNDER 5§ YEARS o¥

AGE; AND NUMBER OF CHILDREN PER 1,000

OMEN IN THE FARM, VILLAGE,

AND URBAN POPULATIONS OF THE UNITED STATES, BY DIVISIONS AND STATES:

1920?

WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF
AGE

CHILDREN UNDER § YEARS

CHILDREN UNDER 5
PER 1,000 WOMEN

OF AGE 20 TO 44 YEARS
OF AGE
DIVISION AND STATE
Farm | Village | Urban || Farm | Village | Urban [|Farm| Vi | Ur-
lage | ban
A B c D | E P X
UNITED STATES ...... 4, 969, 744 3, 524, 274|11, 505, 5604, 003, 330,2 317, 445(5, 252, 455 457
104, 652 591, 053 497
29,723| 28, 776 459
9,359 25,971 489
11,907 10,284 472
13,157| 362, 238 485
808 60, 225 513
39, 608| 105, 559 563
446, 7831, 722, 934 492
94, 025 844, 280 452
57,7 267, 595| 525
968 611, 059) 542
374, 42111, 298, 276| 476
104, 194| 362, 358 471
54,322| 138, 517, 457
100, 351] 430, 237| 456
65,351 243, 607| 532
50, 123, 567 488
273,146| 414,971 407
48, 465| 102, 418 449
50,914 76, 064 421
63,373| 124, 060 347
21,4100 9,593 501
18, 7! 9, 985 464
Nebraska__._ 29,363 36, 389 427
Kansas. caceneoaaaoonan 40,841| 56, 462 42
SOUTH ATLANTIC.......... 428,072| 377, 067 438
Delaware.... - 4,788| 12,501 508
Maryland. - 33,033 82 275 443
Virglnia. ... . 76,301 63,396 420
West V. - 96, 38, 995 511
North Carolina. .. - 81,367| 53,719 502
South Carolina. . 40,791 29,197, 438
Georgia._. - 57,447) 64, 906| 382
Florida.. - 38,103| 32,078 405
..... 217,457| 175, 353 390
63,601] 52, 766 382
58,342 53, 379
63,668 48, 514 419
31,846] 20,771 380
268, 639 412
2&% 0771 26, 412 412
47,306 54, 613 391
59,046/ 51,603
99, 783| 135,921
120, 204| 114, 746| 464
18,629| 16, 858, 461
14,109 12,120 532
8, 082 5, 629] 472
26, 041| 35, 660| 376
17, 846) 6, 628 505
15,678 12,519 504
15, 260 604
3, 927| 1,072] 335
1 108,318| 259, 020 349
34,635 61, 387| 388
18, 368 529 364
55,315| 167, 104] 334

1 Truesdell, Leon E., Farm Population of the United States, 1 Census Mon h VI, 186-215.
2 District of Columbia includelc)l.m6 Not shown separately. tes, 1620, ograp Pp-
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FARM TENANCY

It has been quite widely assumed that farm tenants have more
children than farm owners. In order to see if we could get any light
on this matter we used the per cent of farmers, both native and foreign
born, who were tenants as one of the variables in our problem. If
we examine the data in Table 31, columns C and K we see that in
the Northeast and the far West where the ratios of children are
lowest the percentages of tenancy are low. In the South where the
ratios of children are highest the percentages of tenancy are quite
high, but not as high as in the Middle West where the ratios of children
are only moderately high. This applies to the white population
only. Thus though there appears to be some relation between these
two factors in the native population, it seems quite doubtful whether
much emphasis should be placed upon it.

Here again, as so often, when the foreign born are considered there
does not appear to be any appreciable connection between the pa.rtlcu-
lar social condition examined and the ratio of children. This is
readily understandable if our assumption of the essential rurality
of practically all the foreign born is sound.

VILLAGE POPULATION

By way of summary it may be interesting to examine Table 33 a
little more carefully. In comparing the States with regard to ratios
of children in the farm and village populations, we find much the
same differences in the ratios of children as in the native white rural
population in Table 31. The highest ratios of children in the farm
population are found in Utah and North Dakota, although when
the States are considered by groups the Southern States stand at
the top. The Southern States are followed rather closely by the
Mountain States and these by the Middle West while the Northeast
and the far West have the lowest ratios. Practically the same order
prevails in the village population; and in all but three States—New
Hampshire, Pennsylvania, and West Virginia—the ratio of children
is considerably lower here than on the farms. Indeed, the ratio of
children on the farms of the United States averages almost one-fourth
greater than in the villages. This is a significant fact and is just
exactly what we would expect if it is the degree of rurality that is
the chief determinant of the ratio of children at the present time.
Certainly no one can seriously doubt that the ratios of children in
the rural population would be distributed about as they actually
are between the States and between the villages and the farm popu-
lation if one were to do this on the basis of the degree of urban influence
present in different sections of the country and in different classes
of the population.
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As has been contended elsewhere it seems that one of the chief
factors in determining the outlook on life of the rural population is
that it is isolated from many of the influences of the city making for a
low birth rate and that it does not have as much contraceptive infor-
mation as the city population. But, obviously, there are considerable
differences between rural communities in this respect. Utah with
a ratio of 1,050 children on the farms has almost twice the ratio of
New Hampshire with 555, and the Pacific States with 664 are far
behind the South Atlantic States with 911. There is certainly no
evidence that such differences are due to any inherent differences,
in the fecundity of these populations. They must be accounted for
on the basis of the differences in the social conditions surrounding
the rural people in these different localities. The chief differences, we
find, are in the extent to which the rural community remains isolated
and in the factors which make the raising of children less arduous in
the country than in the city. We shall go into this matter in more
detail in the following chapter.



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 grolip 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 referring
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.

100
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TABLE 84.—CHILDREN UNDER § PER 1,000 NATIVE WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44
YEARS OF AGE, WITH RANKINGS, FOR COMMUNITIES OF DIFFERENT SI1ZES, BY
DivisioNs AND STATES: 1920!

CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 NATIVE WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS

OF AGE
Cities
DIVISION AND STATE The State || 100,000 in- | 25,000t0 | 10,000t0 | 2,500 to m
habitants | 100,000 in- | 25,000 in- | 10,000 in-
and over | habitants | habitants habitants

slelsl%ls AENE E 2|4

- - - 3 -

A

AEAEREIRERE IR RELE g |a
UNITED Srates? 538 341 | 390 | 44| 477 |oeeen 721 |
—_
393| 8| 322| 8| 350| 8| 38| 8| 412| 8| 58| 9
515 | 32 .. 335| 37| 300 | 39| 453 | a5| e | 38
35| 42 350 | 31| 974 | 42| 434 | 40| s17| @1
525 | 28 || oooo|oosoi) a17| 33| 401| 45| 887 30
359 | 47 |35 227 3517 30 41| 405| 44| 461| 48
363 | 45 301| 28| 380 23| 422| 27| 438 | 30| 436| 48
37 4 32| 23 340 | 36| 360 | 44 366 | 48| 442 | 47
42| 71| 32| 6| 81| 6| 431| 5| 466 6| s38| 7
46 322 | 24| 33| 38| 369 | 43 302 | 46| 494 | 44
43| 363| 13| 378 | 34| 400| 38 415| 43| 480 | 45
33| 38| 10| 420| 90| 484| 7| 55| 13| 61| 2
6l a60| 4| @3| 2| 4s1| 4| 4| s 6
37| 36| 12| 420 10| 453 ( 17| 473 | 27| e33( 33
30 354 17| 421| 13| 467 12| 474 | 28| 62| 35
40 332 20| 363 27| 421 28| 465 20| 618 | 37
29| 47| 6| 40| 6| 470| 8| 514| 15| e8| 20
25| 381| 9of 420 14| 458 | 16| 478 | 22| 679 | 25
5 328 7| 385 424 6| 453 7| 680 5
27| 347| 19| 415| 16| 439 | 22| 480 | 20| 67| 23
2| 362( 14| 300| 19| 417| 34| 420| 41| ed1| 32
34| 303| 27| 380 | 22| 419| 31| 446 | 35| es5| 24
11 o 25| 486 | 18| 788 | 16
ST 47|75 18| 32| 4e0| 31| 727 |
p=] 32| 21 345 | 34| 47 19| 455| 34| 677 | 26
24 458 2| 372| 26| 423 26| 460 | 32| 663 | 30
2| 08| 1| 40| 1| 04| 1| ss1| 1| mas| 1
36 424 41 . 461 30| 571 | 40
35 416 5| 486 3| 461 13| 489 16| 649 | 31
15| 393| 8| 478| 4| 460 14| 60| 6| 800| 15
3 a7| 5| 44| of s87| 3| @ms| 2
1 49| 2| 516| 5| e8| 2| 00| 3
6 T e 7| 21| 3| se9| 7| s:2| e
9 377 11 426 12| 622 2| 524 11| 869 7
19 49| 11| 415) 35| 446 | 37| 74| 18
1| 315| 2| s6| 3| 463| 3| s16| 3| s8] 2
12 16| 377| 25| 45| 20| 49| 21| 8s4| &
14| 361 15| 430| 8| 498 ‘6| s36| 9| 816 13
5| 431] 3| 415| 17| 519| 4| se0) 4| 804l &
8 420| 20| 488] 19| 813| 14
3 369 3| 376 7 2| 512 4| 817 3
2|l.-. 31| 18| 474 | 10| 52| 12| 88| 5
17 7| 346 | 33| 448 18| 833 10| 853 9
13 |- 360 | 28| 459 | 15| &30 853 | 10
18|[73537 18| 389 | 20| 472 11| 487| 17| 7e0| 17
4| 356| 5| 300| 4| 48| 7| sa5| 2| 75| 4
20 349 32 415 36 476 24 733 19
10 43| 21 5| 824 | 12

21 | 21| 40| 476| 25| 60
31|24 2073457 3%5| 420 30 23| 75| 21
7 leeoe| 438 23| 515| 14 11
2 350 | 20| 405| 37| 473| 2| TI0| 2
a| e8| 1| st | 1| mel| 1| so7| 1oz ‘1
a 270 | 47| 444 | 38| 498 | 43
28| o] 15| of 35| 9| 407| of s63| 8
30| 312| 25| 381| 21| 430 | 24| 458 | 33| 628 24
8| 312| 26 334| 46| 416| 42| e19| 36
s 30 | 2957 30| 348 | 45| 380 | 47| s01| 42

1 From data in Detailed Table I. 1 District of Columbia included; not shown separately.



F1GURE 3.—CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE IN THE URBAN
PopuraTION: 1920
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F1GuRe 4.—CHILDREN UNDER § PER 1,000 NATIVE WHITE WoMEN 20 To 44 YEARS OF AGE IN THE URBAN
PopuraTION: 1920 .
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F1GURE 5.—CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 WHITE WOMEN 20 T0 44 YEARS OF AGE IN THE RURAL

PoruraTION: 1920
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F1aure 6.—CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 NATIVE WHITE WOMEN 20 T0 44 YEARS OF AGE IN THE RURAL

PoruLaTION: 1920
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TaBLE 85.—INDEXES FOR THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 NATIVE
WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE IN COMMUNITIES OF DIFFERENT
Si1zes, BY D1visions: 1920

[Ratio of children in cities of 100,000 and over in each division=100]

CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 NATIVE WHITE WOMEN
20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE

DIVISION Citles

25,000 to | 10,000 to 2,500 to districts

9,
inhabitants| 100,000 25,000 10,000
and over [inhabitants(inhabitants/inhabitants
United 8tates. ....cocoeceoemacaaaae. 100 114.4 127.3 139.9 211.4
New England . - 100 108.7 119.9 128.0 164.0
Middle Atlantic 100 111.4 126.0 136.3 171.9
East North Central 100 114.7 125.3 132.8 177.5
West North Centtal ....................... 100 117.4 129.3 138.1 207.3
South 100 113.0 121.7 135.7 208.9
East Bouth Central___._______TTTTTTTTTTT 100 108.3 123.5 137.6 225.6
West Central.....cooeemeo 100 101.9 126.3 138.8 221.4
Mou.nt.ain- - 100 109.6 118.8 150.3 217.7
Pacific. . . 100 117.6 136.2 151.9 210.1

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 cural
people with modern urban life have been fewer. Here in turn 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 different 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
stock is greatest. Indeed in these areas the white stock is almost
pure Anglo-Saxon. This table shows further that it is in those
sections of the country where population is most 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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TasLe 88.—INDEXES FOR THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 NATIVE
WarTE WoMEN 20 T0O 44 YEARS OF AGE, IN COMMUNITIES OF DIFFERENT S1zES,
BY Divisions: 1920

{Ratio of ehildren in cities of 100,000 and over for the whole United States=100]

CHILDREN UNDER 8 PER 1,000 NATIVE WHITE WOMEN
20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE

Cities

DIVISION

100,000 | 25,000 to | 10,000to | 2,500 to | districts
inhabitants| 100,000 25,000 000
and over (inhabitantsiinhabitantsfinhabitants|

100.0 114.4 127.3 139.9 211.4

4.4 102.6 13.2 120.8 154.8
100.3 L7 126.4 136.7 172.4
105.6 1211 132.3 140.2 187.4

96.2 1129 124.3 132.8 190.4
119.1 14.6 144.9 161.6 248.7
110.0 119.1 135.8 151.3 8.1
108.2 110.3 136.9 150.1 239.6
104.4 114.4 14.0 156.9 227.3

78.6 92.4 107.0 119.4 165.1

It is also important to note that in the entire United States the two
groups of smaller cities (10,000 to 25,000 and 2,500 to 10,000) have
indexes 27.3 points and 39.9 points 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 to native
women.

MARRIAGE

Even when married 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, too,
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 éxample 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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F16URE 7T.—CRILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 WoMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF
AGE BY NATIVITY AND MARITAL CONDITION: 1920
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TasLe 87.—CHiLDREN UNDER § PER 1,000 NaTive WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44
YeARs oF AGE, MARRIED, WIDOWED, OR DIVORCED, WITH RANKINGS, FOR
CoMMUNITIES OF DIFFERENT SIZES, BY DIVISIONS AND STATES: 1920!

 —
CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 NATIVE WHITE MARRIED, WIDOWED, OR
DIVORCED WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE
Cities
DIVISION AND STATE The State {| 100,000 in-| 25,000t0 | 10,000t0 | 2,800t0 | ;Rural
habitants | 100,000 in- | 25,000 in- | 10,000 in-
and over | habitants | habitants habitants
) ) ) 2 2 g |
- - - - - -
o
A EREIEAEAEREIE AR RE
.......... 646 |.....| so0 ..
2| 641 6| 716 8
27| 630 25| 762| 38
32| 625| 28| 677 | 42
14| 53| 30| 740 | 37
16| 657 | 20| 683 | 41
4| 669| 16| 613 | 46
18| 603 | 35| 663 | 43
3| es7| 4| 8| 7
30| 566 | 45| 656 | 44
24 586 40| 647 | 45
6| 719 9| 882 22
4| 64 5| 810 6
21| 628 27| 703 | a3
2| 61| 33| 768 | 35
20| 622] 30| 791 | 33
8| 685] 14| 819 30
7|1 718 8| 916 | 19
6| 636 7 876 5
2 744 6 981 15
28| 617] 31| 820 | =
38 595 | 38| 840 | 26
........... 9| 739 7 11,045 7
19| 663 | 19| 941 18
20| 625| 20| se8| =
40| 602 | 37| 828 | 29
1| 75| 1lnom| 1
........... ..-| 643 | 21 7 40
660 3| 644 | 13| 666 | 17| 841 | 25
633 7| 646 | 12| 747 4 1,036 8
619 8| 641 15| 745 511,103 3
686 2| 712 3| 825 2 (1,149 2
608 11 698 5 768 3 |1,087 4
555 | 21 11 15 |1, 067 6
529 25 545 42 573 42 | 888 21
655 | 5| eo7| 5| ess| 3,02 2
540 | 23| 585| 30| 630 | 261,019 | 10
568 16 | 637 17 689 13 904 13
555 | 22| 659 10| 718 | 10 (1,075 5
- ...| 571| 33| 33| 24| 908 | 12
480 8| 578 7| 633 8| 957 3
........... 504 | 20| 571 | 34| 637 | 231,016 | 11
438 | 38| 587 26| 705 | 121,031 9
........... 456 ( 36| 559 | 37| 639 22| 962 | 16
500 31| 588 | 25| 610 34| 910| 20
58| 7| s60| 8| era| 2| oo7| 4
........... 473 38 508 36 613 32 861 24
........... 571 35 710 11 048 17
..... 473 | 44| 584 ) 41| 77| 4
475 | 34| 681 | 31| 603 | 36| 836 | 27
.......... 505| 23| 665| 18| 988 | 14
........... 455 | 37| 526 | 43| 571 | 43| 819 | 31
719 956 11,029 1 {1,203 1
350 | 47 516 | 47| 586 | 48
30| 9| 414| of s2| of emm| o
583 409 | 33| 546 | 41| 571 | 44| 745] 38
581 415 b 3N S I 470 | 45 525 46 730 | 39
451 338 | 30| 407| 39| 450| 46| 503 | 48| 612 | 47

1 From data in Detailed Table I. 3 District of Columbia included; not shown separately.
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TaBLE 88.—INDEXES FOR THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN UNDBR 5 PER 1,000 NATIVE:
WHITE MARRIED, WIDOWED, OR DIVORCED WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE,
IN CoMMUNITIES OF DIFFERENT S1zES, BY DIvisioNs: 1920

[Ratio of children in cities of 100,000 and over in each division=100]

CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 NATIVE WHITE MARRIED
WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE
DIVISION Citles
. Rural
100,000 | 25000to | 10,000to | 2,800to | districts
inhabitants| 100,000 25,000 10,000
and over |inhabitants|inhabitants|inhabitants

United States. 100 108. 2 118.8 126.2 175.6
New E: d.. 100 103. 1 109. 4 111. 1 14.1
Middle Atlantic 100 103. 8 118. 4 120.3 142. 5
East North Central 100 108. 1 118.7 124.1 156. 1
West North Central__...._..._..._...__... 100 113.2 124.5 133.0 183.3
South Atlantic- 100 108. 7 117.0 127. 4 185.1
East South Central 100 108.6 118. 8 130.1 200.0
West South Central._--_.._.--....._... 100 9.8 116. 5 127.6 1929
Mountain. 100 106.6 118. 2 138.7 186. 6
Pacific. - 100 117.2 129.2 141.7 184.4

This matter of the effect of marriage 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®
show that the postponement of marriage 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 married 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 married at 17 and at 23 they had but two-
thirds as many; while those married at 27-28 had but half as many.
Expressed in another way, 9 marriages at 17 will result in as many
children born as 10 at 19, 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 marriage, 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 marriage. 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

1 Census of England and Wales, 1911, Vol. XIII, Fertility of Marriage, Table XII, p. XXXXII.




IN CITIES AND RURAL DISTRICTS 111

in the age at marriage. But postponement of marriage, 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 MARRIED, WIDOWED, OR DIVORCED IN THE FEMALB
PopruLATION 15 TO 44 YEARS OF AGEg, BY Divisions: 1920!

AGE GROUP

DIVISION
15-19 years | 20-24 years | 25-34 years | 35-44 years

United States 12.9 54.3 80.6 88.6
......................................... 6.3 41.0 72.4 823

Middle Atlantic........ 81 46.8 76.8 85.6
East North Central ____ 10.3 52.6 80.9 88.8
‘West North Central.__ 9.9 50.1 80.2 80.4
tlantic...._. 17.5 60.7 82.5 80.7

East South Central 20. 4 64.8 85.2 91.6
West South Central.... 19.8 65.9 87.4 93.8
Moun! 4.2 61.3 86.5 3.4
Pacific. 12.4 55.6 8L8 80.2

1 Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. II, Population, 1820, p. 400.

More than three times as large a proportion of the girls 15 to 19
are married 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 marriage 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 married 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
marriages 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 (0 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.
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F1GUrE 8.—CHILDREN UNDER § PER 1,000 ForE1aN-BORN WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE IN THE URBAN
PoruraTION: 1920

RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN
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114 RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN

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 mnay be of some interest to point out in this connection that the
larger cities have a much larger proportion of their native born 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 are
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 industrialism. 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 of 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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TasLe 40.—CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 FOREIGN-BORN WHITE WOMEN 20
TO 44 YBARS OF AGE, WITH RANKINGS, FOR COMMUNITIES OF DIFFERENT
Sizes, BY DivisioNs AND STATEs: 1920!

|Ratios not shown where base is less than 100]

CHILDREN UNDER 5§ PER 1,000 FOREIGN-BORN WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS

OF AGE
Cities
DIVISION AND STATE The State | 100,000 in-| 25,000t0 | 10,000t0 | 2,500t0 | JRuml
habitants } 100,000 in- | 25,000 in- | 10,000 in-
and over | habitants { habitants [ habitants

A E 2 AR E 2|4

- - - - - -

3 3 o« I3 ] I
g || & & E g |&| & & | &
_____ 679 || 766 |...__| so1|.....| 73 |...._| em8|...
7 710 3| 811 3| 808 4 870 8
32 623( 27| 689 | 23| 763{ 26| 811 | 368
36 669 | 18| 735| 16| 711 | 33| 7o8 | 39
1= /I e ! 735 | 17| 738 | 28| 906 24
37 679 | 15| 79| 12| 705 | 19| 827| 35
28 665 | 20| 837 9| 898 8| 86| 31
8 88| 4| 991| 2| o19| 7| o10( 28
5|| er2| 4| se3| 1f088] 1fL,08]| 1fL121]| 1
4 620| 17| so7| 8|'916| 3|'ssa| 12('837| 33
19 820 3| so4| 10| se1| 7| s24| 14| 06| 27
3 782 711,048 11,160 111,211 111,336 2
all 751 2| 83| 2| 85| 2| 84| 3| ema]| s
12| sos| 5| se6| 5| ses| 5[,00m| 4[r07| 7
7 610 | 20| 983 2] 830 6| 641 | 42| 84 32
31 712 13 [ 666 19 | 807 11 817 16| 879 30
14 784| 6| 86| 6| s61| 8| 86| 13{1,020| 11
13 755 9| 807 9] 759 | 14| 801 17 11,002 | 12
1] 62| 5| 60| 5| 705 5| 78| s5|Les7| 2
20| 622| 18| 638 | 23| 774| 13| 884 10 |Lo48| 8
Iowa 25 617 ( 19| 6471 22| 700| 20| 661 | 40| 926 | 19
Missouri 609 | 43 592 | 21 634 | 24| 487 | 4 513 | 47| 738 | 45
North Dakota. ... L1090 | el ool 66| 27| 820| 151,289 3
South Dakota. B e 631 26°| 813| 10| 83| 44 [Loas| o
Nebraska. . .| 86| 18 713 | 12| 905 31 720 18| 781 22| 916 20
Kansas. .- ... 89| 17| 35| 2| 715| 14| 605| 34| 695| 38| 912| 21
SOUTH ATLANTIC. 831 3| 7e8 1] 682| 4| 708| 4 2(1,032| 3
4 2| 893 | 28
29 1n| m| 4
33 9| 837| 34
1 311,303 | 1
4 20| 655 | 46
38 31 741 | 44
48 3 555 | 47
a1 39| 553 | 48
7| ezm| 7
30| 971 16
48| so2| 38
30 ‘21| 885 29
26 2 (1,035 | 10
8 8| o20| 6
45 45| 900| 25
15 6 [1,101 4
31 34’039 | 17
38 a o 22
6 6 986 4
29 az| 99| 13
24 38 | 961 16
19 29| 980 | 14
22 18 1,084 | 6
40 35|31 | 18
25 25| 900 | 26
33 5 (1,104 | 5
8 27785 | 40
9 9| 792| 9
563 | 35 3| 4| 41
. 513 | 42| 536 | 46| 757 | 43
California. 579 | 47 445 | 20175177367 ses | 39| ee3 | 37 37

1 From data in Detailed Table I. ? District of Columbia included; not shown separately.
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TaBLE 41.—CHILDREN UNDER § PER 1,000 FOREIGN-BORN WHITE MARRIED,
WipoweD, OR DivorcED WOMEN 20 TOo 44 YEARS OF AGB, WITH RANKINGS,
FOR COMMUNITIES OF DIFFERENT S1zES, BY{DIVISIONS AND

[Ratios not shown where base is less than 100]

ATES: 1920

WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE

CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 FOREIGN-BORN WHITE MARRIED

Citles
Rural
DIVISION AND STATE TheBtate(l 15000 | 25,000t0 | 10,000to | 2,800 to | districts
inhabitants| 100,000 | 25,000 in- | 10,000 in-
andover |inhabitants| habitants|habitants

2 2 g s |ul2g g s |H¥| e
3 k- 3 | 3|18 % 3

& g g[8 g [~ @ | M|
UNITED STATES? . ________ 911 819 |..... 901 |.__.. 988 |..... 996 1,002 |....
NEW ENGLAND. ... 921 5|l 886 1| 885 3| 974 2| 982 2| 991 8
Maine 1 s | 27 &7| 17 87| 13| 915| 18| 924 | 35
New Hampshire__._..__._... 889 | 28 889 | 13| 85| 14| 875 25( 894 | 37
t g6 | 10 || oolitillf. 868 | 17| 909 | 19 1,014 | 28
30 || 7857 | 117|861 | 14| 95| 11| 977 | 13| 965 | 20
21| o24| 5| s47| 161,015 4,081 | 4| 964 30
6| 90| 3,008 4uai| 2[nor2| 61,086 | 15
4 4| 983 111,138 11,143 11,228 1
36| 787| 16| 930 | o051 3(,008] 10 963 | 81
New Jersey. | 9a5| 18 935 | 4| 022 10|00 7| 042 15 994 | 27
Pennsylvania_........._.... 1,158 3 91| 6,146 | 1(,27| 1[,285| 11,428] 2
6| 87| 3| 928| 2| 97| 8| e36| 4,000 4
15| sor| 7| o8| 5| 9se| 8lirora| s5|L1209] 9
8 708 | 21 |1,051 3| 959 | 10 717 4 037 | 34
35| 827 | 13|'781| 20| so1| 15| 917| 16| 956 | 33
12| 04| 8| 964 | 6 970 | 9| 917 17 {1,000 | 12
13 849 12| 905| 12| 850 | 18| 909 | 20 [1;08¢ | 13
1| 79| 5| 78| 4| 88| 4] e02| &[,137| 2
1| 68| 17| 73| 21| 93| 12| 87| 12| 146] 7
26 751 18 7654 | 24| 821 20 789 | 33 1,017 | 21
43 731 28 877 43 653 46 831 43
PR (O A I S 820 | 211,004 | 11 [1,30| 8
5 753 | 25| 995| 6| 70| 43 155| 6
20 822 14 (1,064 2| 842 | 19| 809 | 21 |1,004 | 24
19 |,012| 2|'ss2| 15| 719 | 34| 788 | 34 |'008 | 26
2| ss5| 2| 72| 5| s0s| 5| 90| 3,128 3
4 |11,122 1 I F 1, 200 2 (1,031 16
32| 's0| o 988 | 7| 733°| 3271,019| o 86| 30
37| 725| 19| 746 | 26| 60| 38|'965| 14| 923 36
28| 2 06 | 8,014 5,147] 3,427 1
North Carolina. 753 | 4l 507 | 39 ['ess | 36| so7 | 22| 87| 41
South Carolina_ 790 | 39 735| 27| 791 | 28| 831 | 30| 81| 42
658 | 48 613 | 26 | 681 31 553 | 44| 835 20 660 | 48
739 | 42 |||, 765| 23| 751 | 30| 764 | 41| ese| 47
s17| 8| 70| 6| e8| 8] 723 8| 80| 7[,08]| 7
806 | 38 661 25| 631 4 - 836 | 281,103 | 11
703 | 44 677| 23| 616 36 [ 540 | 48, '8s7| 38
33| 84| 10| 705| 20| 7277["337| so1| 23| 967 | 82
14 762 | 29| 868 ( 27 1,124 | 10
71 70¢] 7| 73| 6| 744| 7| 790| 8,043 6
EYS | I 614 | 37| 500 | 42| 768 | 40 102| 20
24 677 | 24| 825 19 876 16 |1, 066 7 {1,285 4
31 | 633 33| 707 | 35( 768! 30 [1;001 | 25
2|71 20| 70| 2| 743| 31| 769 | 38 1,081 17
3| es3| 8| 740| 7| 7e5| 6| s61| 6,083 &
2 613 | 38| 768 | 28| 788 | 32 [1,064 | 14
16 795| 25| 762( 42 |1,027 | 19
17 PR AN PRI 813 | 23| 787 36 1,028 | 18
25 ||""608 8367|7187 so2 | 24| s74| 26 1,144 8
9 B O 633 | 40| 16| 31 1,015 | 22
2 | 603 | 30 818| 22| 889 | 24 ['978| 28
7|82 i57| e8| 11| 789 | 27 1,039 | 81,160 5
40 504 | 45’783 | 37| 829 | 44
67| 9 58| 9 9| 660| 9| 753| o 88| 9
674 | 46| 536 | 30| 661 | 32| 666 | 30| 663 | 45| 828 45
673 | 47| 505| 28 || ... 602 | 41| 606 | 47| 817 | 46
679 | 45!l 555 20| 626 | 35| er0| 37) 787 | 36| 878 | 40

1 From data in Detailed Table I.

1 Distrlc'i of Columbia included; not shown separately.
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TasLE 42.—INDEXES FOR THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN UNDER § PER 1,000 FOREIGN-
BORN WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE, FOR COMMUNITIES OF DIFFBRENT
Sizes, BY Drvisions: 1920

[Ratio of children in cities of 100,000 and over in each division=100]

CHILDREN UNDER 8 PER 1,000 FOREIGN-BORN WHITE WOMEN
: 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE
DIVIBION Citles
Rural
100,000 25,000 to 10,000 to 2,500 to districts
inhabitants| 100,000 X 10,000
and over |inhabitants|inhabitants|inhabitants|
United States. - oo 100 112.8 126.8 128.6 147.0
New England....._ 100 101. 4 115.9 115.1
Middle Atlantic. ... 100 128.3 153.7 153.9 166.8
East North Central 100 110.9 12,5 12.4 131.0
‘West North Central 100 106.0 111.6 123.1 164.1
South Atlantic. .....-........._._..0211] 100 888 92.2 102 1344
t South Central 100 83.7 100.2 1149 148.3
‘West South Central . ... ... 100 104.1 100. 2 116.8 160. 4
Mountain._ 100 112.9 112.5 133.1 171. 8
Pacific. . 100 118.9 126.3 148.3 176.4

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 ratios 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 47 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, but 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, German and
Scandinavian immigrants are dominant, but 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 chﬂdren when they entered
the country.
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Tasre 48.—Per CenT oF ForEIGN-BORN WHITE WoOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF
AaB, MaARRIED, WIDOWED, OR D1vOoRrCED, FOR COMMUNITIES OF DIFFERENT
Sizes, BY D1visiONs AND STATES: 19201!

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

MARRIED, WIDOWED, OR DIVORCED

PER CENT OF FOREIGN-BORN WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE

DIVISION AND STATE Citles
Rural
The State | 100000 | 25000t0 | 10000t | 2,500to | districts
inhabitants| 100,000 25,000 10,000
and over |inhabitants|inhabitants|inhabitants|
85.5 82.9 87.2
811 7.1
81.7
80,2 || -2II

New Jersey. ... ...oo.....|
Pennsylvania__....._.__.
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1 From data in Detailed Table
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3 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 all 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 44.—INDEXES FOR THE NUMBER oF CHILDREN UNDER § PER 1,000

FoREIGN-BORN WHITE MARRIED WOMEN 20 To 44 YEARS OF AGE, FOR Cou-
MUNITIES OF DIFFERENT S1zES, BY D1visions: 1920

[Ratio of children in cities of 100,000 and over in each division=100]

CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 FOREIGN-BORN WHITE ’
. MARRIED WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE
DIVISION Citles
Rural
100,000 | 25000to | 10,000to | 2,500to | districts
inhabitants| 100,000 25,000 10,000
and over |inhabitants|inhabitants|inhabitants
United States 100 110.0 120.6 1215 133.3
New England._ . . 100 9.9 1090.9 110.8 1119
Middle Atlantie. _...._._..._._. 11170 100 192 137.8 138 5 148.8
East North Central_._...._..__..J2211110 100 108 3 100.3 100.1 123.6
est North Central__ - 100 105.9 118 120.4 1518
South Atlantic. ... 100 8.5 9LQ 106.1 127.5
East South Central.. 100 8.8 9.0 110.8 1401
West South Central. . 100 107.0 105.7 135 148 2
ountain_._..._........ 100 108.3 1120 126 1 154 2
Pacific. . _._-.........llIIITIT 100 116.1 1204 137.4 156.6
?

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, exceptin
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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TasLE 45.—INpDEXES POR THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN UnDER 5 PER 1,000
FOREIGN-BORN WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE, IN COMMUNITIES OF
DiFFerENT S1zES, BY Divisions: 1920

[Ratio of children in cities of 100,000 and over for the whole United States=100]

CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 FOREIGN-BORN WHITE
WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE
DIVISION Citles
Rural
100,000 25,000 to | 10,000 to 2,500 to districts
inhabitants| 100,000 25,000 10,000
and over [inhabitants|inhabitants inhabitants

United States_ ... ... ........_.._. 100. 0 112.8 126.8 128.6 147.0

New England..._ - 103.1 104.6 119.4 118.7 128.1
Middle Atlantic ... ... .. ... 99.0 127.0 152.1 152.3 165.2
East North Central —- 110.6 122.7 124.4 124.3 144.9
est North Central.... 93.1 98.7 103.8 14.6 152.7
South Atlantic 113.1 100. 4 104.3 124.6 152.0
East South Central.. 92.0 7.6 92.2 105.7 136.5
West South C 85.3 88.8 85.4 99. 6 136.8
Mountain_ _oooooo. 8.5 95.4 95.1 112.5 145.2
Pacific. 66.1 78.6 83.5 98.1 116.6

increases. Some of the southern divisions show irregularities but
they are unimportant because of the very 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 turn 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 again
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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Figure 10.—CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 NaTIVE WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44
YEARs oF AGE IN CoMMUNITIES OF DIFFERENT SizEs FOR THE UNITED
STaTES AND IT8 DIvisions: 1920

CITIES OF 26,000 10,000 2,800
100,000 TO TO TO
AND OVER 100,000 26,000 10,000 RURAL
1,200
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Ficurp 11.—CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 FOREIGN-BORN WHITE WOMEN
20 70 44 YrARs oF AGE IN CoMMUNITIES OF DIFFERENT SIZES FOR THB
UNITED STATES AND ITS DIvisions: 1920
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children to foreign-born women in all cities of 100,000 and over is
practically twice that of the native women and that in the north-
eastern States it is generally more than twice that of the natives;
also that in the West and the South these differences are considerably
less. It is also well to know that even in the rural districts the for-
eign-born women have almost two-fifths more children than the
native women. These comparisons do not tell us all however.

TaBLE 46.—INDEXES FOR THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 FOREIGN-
BORN WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE, IN COMMUNITIES OF DIFFERENT
Sizes, BY Divisions: 1920

[Ratio of children to native white women for the same area and size of community=100]

CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 FOREIGN-BORN WHITE WOMEN
20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE
DIVISION Citles
Rural
100,000 | 25,000t0 | 10,000t0 | 2,500 to | districts
inhabitants| 100,000 | ~ 25,000 16,000
and over |inhabitants|inhabitants|inhabitants|

United States 199.1 106. 4 108.4 183.0 138.4
New England 217.4 203 9 210.1 195.6 164.8
Middle Atlantic 196. 5 6.2 20.7 219 190.6
East North Central 208.6 2017 187.4 176.6 154.0
West North Central______...--221177770C 1927 1740 166.3 7.7 152 5
South Atlantic... 189,2 1486 143.3 183. 8 1217
East South Central ........................ 1668.7 129.8 138.2 139.1 109.6
West South C , 156.9 160, 4 1245 1320 1137
Mountain 161. 2 166.2 1527 1428 127.2
T 167.5 160.5 185.3 163.6 1407

Note.—This table is to be read thus: In the entire United States in cities of over 100,000 the ratio
children to all foreign-born white women 20 to 44 is 99.1 per cent greater than the ratio of childrento
native white women in the same cities,and in the Pacific States the ratio of children toall foreign-|
white women in the rural districts is 40.7 per cent greotor than the ratio of children to all native white
women in the same districts.

§

If we are not careful we shall forget that the foreign born 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 & series of indexes for foreign-born 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-born 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 turn back to Table 13 and notice the distribu-
tion of the foreign born between communities of different sizes. In
cities of over 500,000 the foreign born constitute 28.4 per cent of the
total population; in cities of 100,000 to 500,000 they are 17.2 per cent;
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 FOR THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 FOREIGN-
"BORN WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE, IN COMMUNITIES OF DIFFERENT
Sizes, BY DivisionNs: 1920

[Ratio of children to native white rural women =100}

CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 FOREIGN-BORN WHITE WOMEN
20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE
DIVISION Cities
Areaasa ; Rural
100,000 | 25,000 to | 10,000 to | 2,500 ta
whole || jnhabit-| 100,000 | 25000 | J0,000 | districts
ants and | inhabit- | inhabit- | inhabit-
over ants ants ants
United States 108.0 9.2 106. 2 119. 4 121.1 138. 4
New England.. ' 103.6 7.1 98.5( 1125 1L8 120.7
Middle Atlantie. .« oo oo 109. 4, 93.2 119.6 143.3 143.4 155. 5
East North Central___. -] 1N2.5 104. 2 115. 5 117.2 117.1 136.5
‘West North Central._. ———- 117.8 87.6 92.9 97.8 107.9 143.8
South Atlantic........ - 115.3 106. 5 94.6 98.2 117.3 143.1
East S8outh Central_._. R 98.5 86.7 73.1 86.8 99.6 128.6
West South Central . ..._____________._._ 105. 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....c oo 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 to 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 born 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 born and their children to our population
are not as large asissometimes supposed. Indeed, thereis 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 RATE

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 born, 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 ? 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.?

In this way we see the implications of a differential birth rate if
it is long sustained. Such a birth rate will, in a comparatively 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 such as that prevailing at a
given time, assuming that this population is unaffected by emigration and immigration, and that sufficient
time has elapsed 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 in it annually beginning at a particular moment. Thus the 2,674,645 children under 5 referred
to represent about 600,000 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 group, their
number being recruited only by this addition of 600,000 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
say that for practical purposes this population would attain most of its growth in that period or even in
a somewhat shorter period.

The stationary population given here and in other parts of this chapter is calculated from special
data furnished by the division of vital statistics of the Bureau of the Census. It is based upon the
ratio of children to women in the aggregate population of the United States found in these special tables
the results of which are summarized in Table 59 in Chapter VIII. The ratio of children per 1,000 women
in a stationary population for the “total’ as given there is 469 and the women 20 to 44 constitute 17.3
per cent of the total population. If we divide the excess of children obtained by the calculations given in
the text (2,674,645) by the factor 469 and then divide the result by 17.3 per cent we get the total station-
ary population as given above.

The error involved in using the aggregate instead of the different nativity groups for certain com-
munities is not large and since life tables for the different nativity groups are not available this is the best
that can be done.

3 The calculations necessary to state this difference in the numbers of two groups having different ratios
in exact 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 75,000,000._-
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This is also shown if we compare the rural foreign born 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 influential 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 6,447,000 which could

~



IN CITIES AND RURAL DISTRICTS 129

be maintained by the village women, if their ratio had been the same
as that of the farm women, we have a total of 56,005,000.4

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 differences
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 famjlies; 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 first 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 families. There can

4 It is not implied that this great deficiency in our population actusally exists because of the falling off
of the birth rate in the urban population. This falling off is rather recent and has not yet had time to result
in such a deficiency. What is meant is that if the conditions of 1920 were to continue long enough to allow
the differential ratio of children in the rural and non-rural populations to develop fully, this great difference
in the size of the two populations would result if each had, at the beginning of the period of differential
growth, as many women 20 to 44 as there were in the combined urban and village populations in 1920. A
great deal of what might have been a deficiency in numbers in the urban population has 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 drop 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 modern 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.® 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

8 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 in the country.
No argument is needed to convince anyone that children stand in the
way of the acquirement of certain aspects of culture 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
biolpgical 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 nowhere 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 question. 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-rqund
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.



VII

MISCELLANEA

Several interesting points that have come to light in the course of
this study which do not seem to fit into any of the preceding chapters
have been brought together under this heading.

RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN IN UTAH

The ratio of children to native white women in Utah is so anomalous
in every respect that it deserves special mention. Salt Lake City
ranks highest among the cities of over 100,000 in ratio of children to
all native white women and fourth in ratio of children to native white
married women. It ranks 38 and 40, respectively, in these marital
groups for foreign-born white women. (See Tables 20 and 21,
Chap. II1.) Ogden, the only city in the State having 25,000 to
100,000 population, ranks 2 in ratio of children to all native white
women and 8 in ratio of children to native white married women.
(Table 28, Chap. IV.) In ratio of children to all foreign-born white
married women it ranks 64.

There is nothing unexpected in these rankings for the foreign-born
white women so we need not consider them further. Turning to the
ratios of children to native white women among the smaller com-
munities (cities of 10,000 to 25,000, of 2,500 to 10,000, and the rural
districts) we find that Utah ranks first both for all women and for
married women in all these communities. (Tables 34 and 37.)
Furthermore, if our comparison is by States, Utah also ranks first in
the two groups of larger cities. That it does not rank first when the
States, as wholes, are under consideration is due to the fact that it
has a considerably larger urban population than some of the Southern
States which approximate it rather closely in their rural ratios.

The difference between the cities and the rural districts in Utah is
practically the same as elsewhere. In the rural districts the native
whites have a ratio slightly more than twice as great as Salt Lake
City and over three-fourths greater than Ogden.! Clearly, for all its
conservative influence in Utah, religion can not stay the development
of typically urban attitudes of mind in the modern city. Just as
clearly, it does retard their spread. That Mormonism is the chief
influence keeping the birth rate of Utah communities above that of
the surrounding States can not be questioned. And Utah is the best
example in the United States of a community in which religion does
exercise a decided influence on the birth rate.

! Calculated from data in Detailed Table I.
6621°—31. 10 ' 135
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Various studies 2 show that there are differences in the birth rates
of groups of different religious faith, but generally religion is so bound
up with other factors that the data are not conclusive. For example,
most of our so-called new immigrants to this country prior to 1920
(except the Jews) came from a rural group; they were poor, they had
a low social status, and they were isolated from contact with natives.
They were also Catholics. So, too, the Jews have all the characteris-
tics commonly associated with a high birth rate in the city. It is
impossible, of course, to say to what extent the birth rate of, these
new immigrants is due to their social and economic status and to
what extent it is due to religious beliefs. In Table 25, Chapter III,
we find that the French-Canadians and Irish, older arrivals, have
much lower ratios of children than the Poles and Italians, recent
arrivals, although both are Catholic groups. The Scandinavians in
this table, except in New York City (which is not a very good example
in any event), exceed the Irish and French-Canadians, and, in general,
the Jews also. The Scandinavians are almost wholly Protestant.

It is impossible, therefore, in general, to tell much about the
influence of religion on the birth rate, but in Utah the situation is
less complicated than elsewhere and the difference in ratios of children
to native white women between Utah and her neighbors can only be
explained as resulting from the attitudes of mind inculcated by the
Mormon religion. How long this influence will endure one can not
say. Already in the cities its strength appears to be waning and it
seems likely that before long the ratios in Utah will not be greatly
different from those in the surrounding States. It appears very
doubtful, then, whether any religion can long hold its professors to a
high birth rate in the face of the manifest personal advantages of
small families in our present urban civilization.

It is interesting, at least, that the clearest case of the influence of
religion in keeping the birth rate high, which this study affords, is to
be found among the old native stock and in a native form of religion.

RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN AMONG MINERS

It is shown in Table A, appendix, that English and Welsh miners
had a higher birth rate than the other occupational groups listed
there. We found that the same was true in 1920 in the United States
for miners’ wives who had births during that year. (Chapter I,
Table 9.)

In Table 48 will be found the ratios of children under 7 to all women
18 to 44 years of age for the leading coal-mining counties of the United
States. The change in the age groups of both children and women
from the groups usually used was necessary because of the form in

1 Holmes, S. J., Size of Families of California Students, Journal of Heredity, October, 1924; Newsholme,
8ir A., Vital Statistlcs, new ed. 1923, p. 103; Thompson, Warren 8., Size of Families of College Students,
Amerlcan Statistical Association, December, 1925.
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TaBLE 48.—CHILDREN UNDER 7 PER 1,000 WOMEN 18 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE AND
Per CENT OF FORBIGN-BORN WHITES, IN CERTAIN SELECTED COUNTIES IN
THB UNITED STATES IN WHIea CoAL MINING 18 AN IMPORTANT INDUSTRY: 1920 !

[Exclusive of places with over 10,000 inhabitants)

Chil-
dren
Women | Children ';nd“ Pa'ogant
18to44 | under7 | ¢ POf
STATE Selected mining counties years ears 1,000 |foreign-
of age gf age |Women born
18t0 44| whites
years
of age
Total for selected |.--coceeeacaoooaaon 317,454 | 358,484 | 1,129 [........
counties.
‘Walker a-- 9, 643 10.229 | 1,061 0.7
Huerfano. ... .. 2,964 3.264 | 1,102 16.2
F n, Williamson. ... _.._.._..._.__...__ 20, 401 20, 205 990 1.9
Sullivan. 6, 5,004 848 2.9
Crawford. .. ___ L __o__.. 8, 041 7, 508 14.7
Harlan, Pike, Muhlenberg 20, 808 25,185 | 1,210 2.0
Belmont, Athens, Guernsey................ 26521 | 26282 o0 L2
Bdi:nﬁinm—Cambrla, Fayette, Westmore- 86,458 | 108,316 | 1,253 20. 2
Agtmhradle—lackawanm, Luzerne, Schuyl- 80, 379 87,945 | 1,004 20.9
Campbell.___. . 5,108 5,959 | 1,167 0.5
Carbon. ... 2, 555 3,286 | 1,286 25.9
.| Fayette, Kanawha, Logan, McDowell_.___. 46, 287 53,106 | 1,147 4.9
Sweetwater. . 2,284 2,144 939 33.5

1 Fourteenth Census Reports, Population, 1920, Vol. III.

which the data for counties are published. All cities of 10,000 and
over have been omitted from these calculations because miners gen-
erally live in smaller places near their work. If the ratios for these
mining counties are compared with the average for the United States,
743, for all classes of the population, using the age groups just given,
it will be seen that the lowest of these mining counties, Sullivan
County, Ind., is 14.1 per cent above the average and the highest—
Carbon County, Utah—is 73.1 per cent above the average for the
United States. The average for all these mining counties is 52 per
cent above that for the United States.

It should be remembered that since these ratios of children under
7 to women 18 to 44 include children 5 and 6 years old, or approxi-
mately two-fifths more children and only about one-tenth more women
(those 18 and 19 years old) than we have had in the other calcula-
tions, they are, of course, higher (27.9 per cent) than the under 5,
20 to 44 ratios for the white population of the entire United States
(581). This gives a fairly adequate idea of how the two ratios may be
compared.

A comparison of these mining counties with certain other special
groups will be instructive. In Table 49 the ratios of children to
women for rural counties in various parts of the United States are

| given. These counties were selected because they had no urban
population, that is, no city of over 2,500, and because they were

3 Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. III, Population, 1920, p. 34.
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almost wholly of native white population. The ratios for the highest
of these native white rural counties, those in Alabama, Kentucky,
and West Virginia, are above the ratio of the Scandinavian counties
in Minnesota, calculated on the same basis (see Table 25), so they
are probably among the highest strictly rural counties in the United
States. Yet the average ratio in them (997) is 11.7 per cent less than
that for the mining counties, although 34.2 per cent more than the
average for the United States.

TABLE 49.—CHILDREN UNDER 7 PER 1,000 WOMEN 18 T0O 44 YEARS OF AGE IN
CERTAIN SELECTED NATIVE WHITE RURAL COUNTIES: 19201

[Exclusive of places of 2,500 inhabitants and over)

SELECTED RURAL COUNTIES Chil-
dren
Tiomeg | Shidren | Fer ™"
STATE Num- Per cent of uncer 7 | 1000 |foreign-
ber of Nm ionldi- foreign-born glm m women bol-lf.xn
coun- | e tlea?| Whites in indi- age 18 t0 44 | whites
ties vidual counties years
of age
Total for selected N RN 223,072 | 222,470 997 |.oooo...
counties.
Alabama..ocooeecaaaeaaas 7 | Less than 6_...| Less than 2.__. 31,207 38,232 | 1,225 0.4
3 | More than 80..| Less than 3..__|| 13,908 12,930 924 0.1
Lessthan 1....| Less than6....|[| 11,255 11,925 | 1,060 4.0
Less than 53..|| 62,573 53,282 852 2.4
Less than 4....| Less than3____|| 50,604 60,733 | 1,200 0.5
Less than 2.___|.____do-....__| 18, 261 14, 706 805 L8
Maine.... } 4| Lessthani..|Lesthans...| 10m8| ga7| ™| a0
Pennsylvania. ........_... 9| Lessthan 2.___| Less than 10...|( 24,381 22,345 916 2.6

1 Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. ITI, Pogiulstion 1920.

1 Direct comparisons between ratios for whites and Negroes can not be made because the omissions in
the enumeration of children are not the same for the two races.

3 With the exception of 1 county with 12 per cent of foreign-born whites.

In view of some of our other findings, for example, the relation
between the proportion of women 20 to 34 and the ratio of children,
it seems not unlikely that a larger proportion of miners’ wives than of
farmers’ wives may be in the age group 20 to 34. We have no way of
testing this hypothesis for these particular counties but the nature
of work in mines makes it seem probable that miners and their wives
will average younger than farmers and their wives. It would not take
a great deal of difference in age constitution of the women in these
two groups of counties (Tables 48 and 49) to account for their differ-
ences in ratios of children.*

¢ See discussion in Chapter VI on birth rate as related to age at marriage.
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When we try to find reasons for the high ratio of children among
miners in this country two fac¢ts stand out prominently. The first of
these is that a good many of our miners, particularly those in Penn-.
sylvania, are of foreign birth. The second is that, as a class, miners
live an isolated rural life. Their mode of living leads to the retention
of older rural family habits, where the wife stays at home and raises
a family which grows without much, if any, voluntary restriction.
As a general thing (there are exceptions of course) miners’ wives can not
get work outside the home. The fact that they do not foregather in
factories and workrooms probably has a retarding effect on the
dissemination of information regarding the means of family limitation.
Furthermore, housing difficulties and the burdens of raising children
in congested areas are not felt as heavily in small mining camps as in
cities.

TasLE 50.—CHILDREN UNDER 7 PER 1,000 WoMEN 18 To 44 YEARS OF AGE

IN CERTAIN STATES SELECTED FOR HIiGH AND Low PRrROPORTIONS OF FOREIGN-
BORN WHITES: 19201

PER CENT IN TOTAL
NUMBER POPULATION
Chgdre;l
SELECTED STATE Women 18 | Children | UB%eF 7 I Foreign-
to 44 years | under 7 33';‘;30{)8 born Negro
of age | yearsofage t0 44 years white
of age
LOW PROPORTION OF FOREIGN-BORN WHITES

Total. .. 2,004,634 | 1,662,541 784
Idaho 80, 611 765, 512 937 9.0 0.2
Indiana.. 504, 839 405, 289 681 5.1 2.8
Iowa 488, 301 348, 001 713 9.4 0.8
tucky. 470, 032 409, 467 871 1.3 9.8
New Mexico. 67,225 |- 65,426 973 81 1.6
Oklahoma. 393, 626 358, 766 911 2.0 7.4

HIGH PROPORTION OF FOREIGN-BORN WHITES

Total... - ----| 5,026,149 | 3,177,205 632
Massachusetts. . 851, 264 533, 637 627 28.0 1.2
Rhode Island. . 131,333 85, 986 656 28.7 L7
C ticut , 211,958 722 27.3 1.8
New York. . 2,343,865 | 1,400, 240 601 26.8 1.9
Minnesota. .. . 485,140 363, 004 748 20. 4 0.4
North Dakota 119, 733 125, 934 1,052 20.3 0.1
Arizona 66, 240 56, 769 857 23.4 2.4
California. 734, 965 390, 677 532 10.9 1.1

1 Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. III, Population, 1920.

Tables 50 and 51 are useful in comparing the mining counties and the
native white rural counties. In Table 50 we have two groups of
States, one with a very low per cent of foreign-born whites and very few
Negroes and one with a high per cent of foreign-born whites and a few
Negroes. The first group is also largely rural. The second group has
both urban and rural States, the more rural being Minnesota, North
Dakota, and Arizona, which are also the States with the highest
ratios. When we compare these native rural States with the native
rural counties in Table 49 we find that the ratio of the latter averages
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25.6 per cent higher, while, as compared with the States having high
per cents of foreign born, the rural counties are 57.8 per cent higher.
TaBLE 51.—CHILDREN UNDER 7 PER 1,000 WOMEN 18 To 44 YEARS OF AGE IN

CerTAIN CrTiEs oF Over 100,000 INEABITANTS SELECTED FOR HIGH AND
Low PrororTIONS OF FORBIGN-BORN WHITES: 1920 !

PER CENT IN TOTAL
NUMBER POPULATION
o
SELECTED QITY Women 18 | Children | U9 7 || Foreign-
- | to 44 years | under 7 33' 1'00{)3 born | Negro
of age | yearsof age to “myw’]"" white
of age
LOW PROPORTION OF FOREIGN-BORN WHITES
Total... 233, 562 109, 468 469
Columbus, Objo. 57, 064 26, 887 471 6.8 0.4
Dayton, Ohio. 35, 797 19, 392 542 8.6 59
Des Moines, Iown. 31,759 15, 427 486 8.9 4.4
Kansas City, Mo... 85, 106 33, 509 304 8.4 9.5
Reading, Pa... 23,836 14, 263 598 89 069
HIGH PROPORTION OF FOREIGN-BORN WHITES
Total... 1, 515, 403 883, 818 883

Fall River, Mass_ 26, 339 18, 980 721 35.1 0.3
Lowell, Mass. .. 25,905 16, 152 624 3.7 0.2
New Bedford, Mass. . 28,137 17,870 635 40.2 41
New York, N. Y. 1, 349, 892 780, 375 578 35.4 27
Paterson, N.J_ - 31,237 17,944 574 33.2 11
Providence, R. I oot 53, 893 32,497 603 29.0 24

1 Fourteenth Census Reports, Population, 1920, Vol. III.

In Table 51 we have two groups of cities of over 100,000. The
first group consists of those having the lowest proportions of foreign-
born whites and 'the second group of those with very high proportions.
The latter have the higher ratios (24.3 per cent) as we should expect,
but they are both low as compared with the rural counties, the mining
counties, and the rural States. Again we find the large differences in
ratios between urban and rural districts to which attention has so
frequently been called.

The birth rate in different groups in the United States to-day is so
largely determined by the different environmental conditions under
which people live that race and nationality, except as they are inti-
mately associated with certain environmental conditions, need not be
given much thought. If environmental conditions hostile to growth,
as some environments obviously are, become general, we may in the
not distant future have occasion to worry over a stationary or
declining population. If, on the other hand, conditions similar to
those leading miners to raise large families should become general
(this does not appear at all likely), then we may have to face the
problem of overpopulation.

If ever we are to control population growth intelligently, it must
be through the development of environmental conditions conducive
to the proper rate of population growth from the right sources. More
is said on this matter in Chapter IX.
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RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN AMONG NEGROES

The ratios of children to all Negro women and to married Negro
women are given in Table 52 for all States having 1,000 or more Negro
women 20 to 44 years of age, and also for communities of different
sizes.

The first facts to attract attention in this table are the very low
ratios in practically all States outside of the South. Rhode Island
is the only Northern State having a ratio of children to Negro women
over 400, while in no State of the South is the ratio below 400.
Clearly the Negro is not as prolific in the Northern and Western
States as in the Southern States. One of the causes of this difference
between the northern and southern Negro is obvious. In the North
and West, the Negro is primarily an urban dweller and he has a strong
tendency to congregate in the largest cities. This is seen clearly in
columns A, B, C, and D of Table 52 where the total Negro population
of each State and the numbers in cities of 100,000 and over, in cities
of 25,000 to 100,000, and in rural districts are given. Column C of
Table 53 gives the per cent of the total Negro population that is
rural. The ratio of children to Negro women rises almost directly as
the per cent of the total Negro population that is rural rises. Massa-
chusetts, Rhode Island, and Arizona are the only conspicuous excep-,
tions in this respect. In the two New England States the Negroes
are largely urban and have fairly high ratios, while in Arizona the
Negroes are largely rural and have a low ratio.

There is a very large range in the ratios of Negroes in the different
States—much larger than the range among the whites of either
nativity group. North Carolina ranks highest with a ratio of 798
and Minnesota ranks lowest with 242. (Table 53.) The former
ratio is 3.3 times the latter. This is such a very large range that it
suggests the probability of errors of considerable magnitude in
reporting the numbers of Negro children and in the statement of age
of Negro women. The fact that in a good many States and in the
country as a whole, the number of Negro children 5 to 9 is greater
than the number under 5 points to the same conclusion. But it
does not seem likely that such errors are sufficiently and consistently
biased in one direction in the North, and in the other direction in
the South, to issue in the results we have here, for a careful inspection
-of the age groups among Negroes shows that the group 5 to 9 is almost
consistently larger than the group under 5 in the South, while in the
North it is just the other way about. The error in ages reported
would, therefore, tend to minimize the differences in ratios between
the North and the South rather than to exaggerate them.®

8 It is not unlikely that there really are more children 5 to 9 than under 5 among the southern Negroes
in some localities due to the very rapid movement of young negro women to the cities which took place
in the five or six years preceding 1920.



TaBLE 52.—NEGRO PoruLATION IN COoMMUNITIES OF DIFFERENT S1zES AND CHILDREN UNDER 5§ PER 1,000 NEGRO WOMEN 20 To 44
YEArs OF AGE, BY MARITAL CONDITION, IN ALL STaTEs HaVING 1,000 0R MORE NEGRO WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE, BY ™
Divisions: 19201 . @

[Ratios not shown where base is less than 1,000}

TOTAL NEGRO POPULATION CHILDREN UNDER 8§ PER 1,000 NEGRO WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE
Cities All Negro women Married, widowed, or divorced Negro women
DIVISION AND STATE Total Cities Citles E
otal for Rural dis- <
100,000 | 25,000
Sate | jnbabl. |to100000| trists || Total Il 100000 | 25,000 | 10,000 | 3,500 | Rura Total |l 100,000 | 25,000 | 10,000 | 2,500 | Rural S
tants and | inhabi- State || inhab- [ ~“to to to |districts|| o:°C, || inhab-| “to to to  |districts
over tants itants | 100,000 | 25,000 | 10,000 itants | 100,000 ﬁf.‘l‘” 10,000 o
And” | intiabe | fnbab. | inbap. and | inhab- b- b- o
over | itants | itants | itants over | itants | itants | itants a
A B c D R F G : { I J K L M N o r E
UNITED StaTEs?..__..| 10,463,131 || 1,684,676 | 726,271 | 6,003,658 548 257| 204| s888| 30| 43 654 316| 35| 410 458 875 E
79, 051 47,730 | 13,219 7,635 400 375| 877| 484 44| 553 538 40| 27| 68| 899 4
466 31,075 936 1,842 300 367| 81| 82| 67| 730 536 47| 67| 50| 988 933
, 655 2,213 480 431| 404 79| 730 |oeeo.... 630 568 o4 98| _._.___ 3
11,000 3,415 4,301 302 37| 32| b37| 44| 457 490 454 407 654 68 &
375,780 | 61,938 82,751 207 25| 289 s01] 37| 501 as3 88| 481 | 477 [T
162,006 | 10,129 13,271 218 29| 27| 81| 37| 484 336 313| 812| 4% &8 I
30, - 28,220 352 345| a253| 845| 48| 540 448 46| 841| 49| 462 673
173,441 | 23,584 44,676 319 265 | 362| 430) 408| 491 303 500 | 497 609 E
301,962 | 75,833 65, 681 208 287 | 34| 85| 409| 568 34 274 439 | 498 2 2
113,669 | 17,241 30,212 330 25| 31| 441| 42| 597 385 30| 417| s516| 518 718
678 059 8, 907 319 282 | 205| 8e9| 408! 532 374 31| 30| 437 b4 637
100,458 | 23,610 20, 546 200 21| 33| 330 384| 518 304 285| 371 ‘606
41,028 9, 162 5,076 21 20| 852| 407| 483| 655 315 258 | 3951 495 561 749
2,229 8 850 316 %42| 25| 42 511 363 73| 2| 4B u3
Wesr NortH CENTRAL..| 278,521 || 138,108 | 19,010 65,930 308 21| 35| 84| 88| 563 367 21| 367| 413| 449 682
Minnesota. -......... 7, 405 559 %2 20| 252 278 22| 209 |...._._|._.__
19, 006 5,512 4,006 3, 660 m 345 | 335 | 350 | 434 | 508 434 43| 306 | 415 | 508 587
178,241 || 100,573 6,614 44,074 21 200| 27| -812| 317| 676 340 %0| 314 306 605
13, 242 10,315 806 1,121 270 43| 206 |....... a4 | 20 308 274 1 485 626
57,925 14,406 7,817 15,829 300 326 8591 33| 466! 539 470 36| 431 4301 851 667




4,215, 154 279, 297 351,233 | 3,180, 749 661 280 301 369 393 828 800 365 366 458 486 089
30, 335 10, 746 17,343 477 268 - 410 676 616 368 -- 523 820
244,479 322 2, 942 119,970 484 205 399 367 412 794 610 380 522 404 527 963
690, 017 , 433 68, 590 480, 883 637 308 359 359 431 844 304 450 475 554 1,045
86, 345 10, 266 63, 861 502 271 362 408 577 582 347 461 505 644
768, 407 55, 082 608, 242 708 352 404 404 946 {| 1,008 49 518 639 1,185
864, 719 46, 781 748, 230 761 301 363 302 858 922 |I.......- 87 445 408 1,033

1, 208, 365 62, 796 93, 947 933,329 638 256 45 315 364 7 744 302 201 371 438 921
329, 487 72,725 208, 891 483 200 508 312 629 553 335 568 368 710
2,523, 532 207, 131 90,278 | 1,952,216 572 249 266 304 M8 693 295 319 | 368 430 812
235, 938 40, 16, 354 130, 545 215 254 260 323 607 518 271 318 335 411 e,
451, 758 96, 814 30, 191 281, 204 496 224 261 333 356 719 503 269 39| 418 444 853
900, 652 70, 43,733 703, 819 611 274 353 395 729 346 327 411 471 869
935, 184 836, 658 615 275 317 669 713 338 391 768
2, 083, 579 189, 150 104,152 | 1,528,297 544 258 263 205 343 673 631 310 309 348 405 72
4 21, 061 398, 628 552 floeemeooo 250 251 312 621 621 208 286 603
700, 257 100, 930 17,485 | © 500, 844 557 23 48 200 388 688 662 368 201 363 467 805
149,408 [ ... 24,314 101, 504 569 |[----o--- 299 359 364 736 647 351 418 824
741, 694 88,220 41,202 518, 321 52 221 255 292 325 698 607 253 207 344 387 7
801 6,793 3,058 14,123 204 195 270 252 200 329 298 221 308 204 318 358
11,318 6,075 2,404 s 258 194 207 | 35 441 300 228 345 |- 373 498
1,075 5,374 268 23 210 259 317 292 . 269 20 339

47,790 28, 659 5,755 6,276 271 223 312 363 332 457 317 250 376 436 3908 54
883 3, 621 1,088 1,101 268 208 838 318 433 302 228 369 477
38,763 23,482 4,667 876 273 27 307 367 339 456 322 265 374 41 409 £28

1 Columns E to P from Detailed Table I; columns A to D from Fourteenth Census, Vol. II, pp. 90-100.
1 Total figures for the United States and the divisions are used, even though, as in the New England division, not all the individual States have enough Negro women 20 to 44
to appear separately. District of Columbia is included in the United States as a whole only.

NOTE.—The ratios given here and in the other tables in this section on Negroes are based on the actual data given in the census unless otherwise stated. They should not be
compared with the ratios for whites because the omissions of younF children from the census count are probably quite different in the two races. The ratios of children in different
groups of Negroes can be compared, however, with a fair degree of accuracy. Ata number of points, however, the data for Negroes indicate that there are omissions of children or
mﬁggntxﬁlgt& x?‘,f age of women for which'we have no means of correction. The best that can be done is to make some allowances of a general nature. 'This is done at certain
poi 3 ’
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TaBLE 53.—STATES ARRANGED ACCORDING TO RATIiO OF CHILDREN UNDER 5
10 NEGRO WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE WITH PER CENTS AND RATIOS FOR
CerTAIN OTHER FaAcTORS: 1920!

[States having less than 1,000 Negro women 20 to 44 years of age are omitted]

CHILDREN UNDER 5
PER 1,000 NEGRO P 't Per cent Pf{q cent
WOMEN 20 TO 44 er cen! of Negro
YEARS OF AGE of total 1;?‘;325'; g‘?g :&g:; women
STATE Negro ula- | that are | WhO&re
ulation| POP married
Married, ([PPRE 34 08| tion that | 20 to 34 | RAUCC
widoweaf, is Negro | years of ’
All or rural age or
women | yivoroed divorced
women
A B C D ) ] F
North Carolina. 798 1,008 79.7 20.8 23.7 79.3
South Carolina 761 922 86.5 51.4 4.3 825
Geo! 638 744 7.4 4.7 25.7 85.8
Virginia_ 637 799 69.7 20.9 4.5 7.7
Mississippi 615 713 89.5 52.3 25.2 86.2
Alabama.. .. 611 724 78.1 38.4 24.9 84.4
Oklahoma. 569 647 67.9 7.4 26.7 87.8
Louisiana 557 662 72.8 38.9 26.6 84.1
Arkansas. 621 84.4 27.0 26.9 89.0
Texas. 523 607 69.9 15.9 28.8 86.2
West Virginia. . ... 502 582 74.0 5.9 3.9 86.3
Tennesses - 496 593 2.3 10.3 27.1 83.6
M: d.. 484 610 49.1 16.9 21.1 79.3
Florida. 483 553 63.4 4.0 2.9 87. 4
Rhode Island 480 630 3.2 17 2.7 76.1
Delaware. 477 616 57.2 13.6 25.6 7.5
Kentucky - - 421 518 55.3 9.8 26.9 81.4
Kansas .. ——— 399 470 21.3 3.3 26.8 84.9
husett 399 536 4.1 L2 30.4 74.5
C ticut 392 490 20.9 L5 30.0 79.9
Iowa._ 379 434 19.3 0.8 30.4 87.3
New Jersey. 352 448 21.2 8.7 310 78.6
Ohio. 330 385 16.2 3.2 33.9 85.7
Pennsylvania. 319 393 15.7 3.3 34.1 811
Indiana 319 374 1.1 28 3L2 85.2
‘Wisconsin 316 368 16.3 0.2 35.8 85.8
Maissouri 281 340 4.7 5.2 3L6 827
Michigan —- 281 315 8.4 L6 418 8.1
California. . 273 322 12.6 1.1 30.7 84.9
Nebraska 270 306 8.5 Lo 36.2 88.1
Arizona. 268 202 67.1 2.4 38.5 919
Washington. ... ....oooocoo._. 268 302 16.0 0.5 T 2.2 88.8
inois_ 260 304 1.3 2.8 35.4 85.5
Colorado. - 258 300 17.3 12 28.7 86.0
New York 246 336 6.7 L9 39.2 73.2
Min t 242 2718 6.3 0.4 34.0 87.0

1 Columns A and B from Detailed Table I; column C calculated by subtraction from data on p.
Fourteenth Census, Vol. II; Population, 1920; column_D from p. 33, Vol. II; column E calculated
addition of per cents from pp. 189-285, Vol. II; column F from Detailed Table II.

g8

It appears, then, that in the Northern States where the Negroes are
urban, they have exceedingly low ratios, much lower than the whites in
the same areas (see Table 11), while in the Southern States, where most
of the Negroes live in the country, the ratios are high, probably higher
than those of the whites in the same area. A comparison of the ratios
of children to Negro women with the ratios of children to native
white women in certain areas is given in Table 54. 1In all of the cities
listed the ratio of children to native white women is over one-third
greater than the ratio to Negro women. The differences are even
greater in the northern cities. The Northern States likewise show
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much greater differences than the Southern States. Indeed, in
several of the Southern States, considered as wholes, the differences
are so slight that they have very little,if any, significance. In the rural
parts of the States the Negro ratio approaches that of the native
whites fairly closely except in three or four States and even exceeds
it in some of the Southern States. In general, the ratio of children
among the rural Negroes is fairly high except in some of the Northern

States where the number of rural communities is exceedingly small,

too small to be of much significance.

TaBLe 54.—CHILDREN UNDER § PER 1,000 WoMEN, FOR NATIVE WHITE AND
FOR NEGRO WOMEN 20 T0 44 YBARS OF AGE, AND PER CENT RATIO OF CHILDREN
70 NATIVE WHITE WOMEN EXCEEDS RATIO OF CHILDREN To NEGRO WOMEN
IN CERTAIN STATES AND CITIES ARRANGED ACCORDING TO RATIOS FOR NEGRO

WoMEN: 19201
[Ratios not shown where base is less than 1,000}

PER CENT RATIO FOR

CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 woMeN || NATIVE WHITE

WOMEN EXCEEDS
20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE RATIO FOR NEGRO

WOMEN
STATE AND CITY
Nagz;:;:m Negro women ,
sEntire Rural
Entire | Rural | Entire | Rural t&ttoyor psagt:l
Stateor | part of | State or | part of
city State city State

827 910 708 946 3.5 -3.8
777 872 761 858 2.1 1.6
731 869 638 97 14.5 9.0
688 809 637 844 8.0 —4.1
740 813 615 669 20.3 2L5
786 804 611 729 28.6 2.6
574 663 399 539 43.8 23.0
482 633 330 597 4.0 6.0
510 685 281 576 8L§ 18.9
341 501 273 456 24.9 9.9
450 618 260 518 73.0 19.3
362 494 246 464 47.1 6.5
538 687 42| .. 122.3 |ococaooe
431 41.3
396 | 35.1 |
370 |. 42.8 |..
37 (.- 47.2
316 |... 38.6
332 . 66.0 | cccaunnen

1 From Detailed Table I.

In view of the fact that the omissions of Negro children under five
from the census count is probably considerably greater than that of
white children, the situation can be quite accurately summed up as
follows: In the South, except in the cities, the ratio of children to
Negro women is probably greater than among the white women, but
in the North this is not the case, except possibly in the rural popula-
tion of a few States. In the cities, both in the North and the South,
the Negroes have much smaller ratios of children than the whites,
even when due allowance is made for omissions. City life seems to
have an even more depressing effect on the Negro birth rate than on
that of the whites.
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RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN

TaBLE 58.—CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 NEGRO WOMEN 20 TO 44 YBARS OP

AGE, BY

MariTaL CoNDITION, AND PER CENTS FOR CERTAIN OTHER FAcCTORS,

IN CrTiEs OF 25,000 INHABITANTS AND OVER HavING 2,000 orR MORE NEGRO
WoMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE: 1920!

[Cities arranged according to ratios of children to negro women]

NEGRO WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS

OF AGE
Children under 5 l:‘ﬁff::;" Per cent
per 1,000 negro women of total
arY women Per cent | that are 20 pop‘:glatian
married, || to 34 years tN t 18
Married w‘llnlovvrae(:;i or of age egro
Al |widowed,| ¢
women or
divorced
A C D E
Miami, Fla.. 442 83. 30.0 31.8
Wilmington, N. C 400 80. 30.5 3
Portsmouth, Va. 384 84. 33.7 7
R ke, Va. 376 7. 34.8 4
Charlotte, N. C -l 364 79. 4.3 6
Lynchburg, Va. 358 73. 20.4
Petersbuu;g, Va_.. 385 75. 32.3
Kansas City, Kans 326 89. 30.3
Newark, N. J 3.3 83. 35.9
Dayton, Ohio_____._._.______.___ 323 88. 83.5
Richmond, Va. O - 821 75. 329
Charleston, 8. C__.._._...o._.._____..__...._. 317 35.0
Winston-Salem, N. C. 314 39.2
Newport News, Va... 313 39.5
Beaumont, TeX. oo 312 38.0
Okla_.._ 308 38.1
2, m 35- 8
Columbus, Ohio_ 301 351
Baltimore, Md 205 34.2
New Orleans, La. - 293 33.0
Pensacola, Fla................. .- 201 82.9
Norfolk, Va 287 36.4
Pittsburgh, Pa. 286 34.4
Knoxville, Tenn. .. -.o.._............. 283 322
Indianapolis, Ind 282 33.4
281 33.4
33.7
33.9
36.8
31.6
36.
42,
32
41
30.
37.
37.
38.
85.
42
34
37.
37.
35.
36.

Sava;

Los Angeles, Cal

BYUEN BPUEY BNYSE GOUSS SUEEN NEUSH BUSSS GELEN BUSSE LSRR

EERRB RBRRR IRV FRIRI JBIBE RRRBE IIRRR BRI

HENER RNERE HUPED DBERE BuSE

o9
I3

NONN QRROWR WP DWW

8

plpRe BaRBE ol BERER o5pBR EFaUB8 RFoBF RERAE ~aFBN EESSS

NHOWh XAQROD WROWE OMEHAN RMOWVN® ORARGR MEORWK <TJNROAR OO

1 Columns A and B, Detailed Table I; column C, Detailed Table II; columns D and E, Fourteenth

Census Reports Vol. I, Population, 1920.
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TasLe 55.—CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 NEGRO WOMEN 20 To 44 YEARS OF
AgE, BY MaRITAL CoNDITION, AND PER CENTS FOR CERTAIN OTHER FACTORS,
iN Cities oF 25,000 INHABITANTS AND OvER Having 2,000 or MorE NEGRO
WoMEN 20 To 44 YEARS OF AGE: 1920—Continued

NEGRO WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS
OF AGE
Per cent of
Children under 5 all Negro | Per cent
ary per 1,000 negro women of total
women Per cent that are 20 |population
married, to 34 years t is
widowed, or| of age Negro
Married, | givos
Al |widowed,
women or
divorced
A B c D E

New York, M. Y. oo 228 313 72.8 41.6 2.7
Detroit, Mich 227 254 9.5 47.8 41
Fort Worth, Tex.__.._..__ 11171700700 22 85.2 40.3 4.9
8t. Louis, Mo : 217 83.8 38.2 2.0
Houston, Tex 216 247 87.3 3.5 4.6
Louisville, Ky.. - 215 o 0.2 33.2 17.1
Dallas, Tex. ... 213 239 89.3 8.9 15.1
Galveston, Tex...... 208 246 846 38.2 23
Memphis, Tenn. ..o -ooceeeeeeemeeeeeeeeee 205 213 84.4 37.4 3.7
Chicago, ill.._.. -2 - 201 25 85,5 30.7 41
Atlantic City, N.J. - 177 232 76.0 35.4 21.6
Kansas City, Mo_.. ... 162 198 82.0 38.3 9.5

. In Table 55 all the cities of over 25,000 inhabitants having 2,000 or
more Negro women 20 to 44 years of age are listed according to the
ratio of children to Negro women. The highest ratio here is 442 in
Miami, Fla., and the lowest is 162 in Kansas City, Mo.

There appears to be a considerable difference between northern
and western, and southern cities in ratio of children to N¢gro women.
Of the 10 cities having the highest ratios, 7 are small southern cities
and 3 are northern cities; of the next 10, only 1 is in the North.
Thus 16 out of the first 20 are southern cities. Of the 20 having the
lowest ratios, on the other hand, only 11 are southern cities. Among
the Negroes as among the whites there seems to be a slight tendency
for the southern cities to have higher ratios of children than the
northern and western cities. How confused the situation is, however,
can be shown by some concrete examples: Chicago is just barely
lower than Dallas, Memphis, and Galveston; Savannah is just barely
higher than Los Angeles and New York; while Fort Worth stands
between Detroit and St. Louis, and Atlanta is lower than Phila-
delphia. Clearly urban living both in the North and the South
results in a great reluctance on the part of Negro women to bear
children.

Before attempting to set forth the reasons for the very low ratios
of children to Negro women in the cities and to evaluate them, we
shall point out their significance from the standpoint of a stationary
population.
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RATIO8 NECESSARY FOR MAINTENANCE OF POPULATION

In Table 59 in Chapter VIII, we find that in States of the registra-
tion area having less than 4 per cent Negroes it would take a ratio of
361 children per 1,000 Negro women 20 to 44 years of age to maintain
the population with its present age and sex constitution and with the
death rates of 1920. By comparing this with the ratios in Table 53,
column A, we find that there are 15 States having fewer than enough
children to maintain their numbers with present age and sex consti-
tution and 1920 death rates. Nearly all of these are Northern or
Western States with comparatively small Negro populations, although
New York, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, Ohio, Illinois, and Missouri
have considerable numbers. Missouri is the only one of these 10
having over 4 per cent of Negroes in its total population. In States
having over 5 per cent Negroes, on account of less favorable age and
sex constitution, it takes a ratio of 418 children per 1,000 Negro
women 20 to 44 years of age to maintain their numbers temporarily.
All the States, except Missouri, having over 5 per cent Negroes exceed
this figure. The Southern States in particular have a substantial
excess over the ratio needed for temporary maintenance, and due to
the considerable omissions of Negro children the margins are greater
than they appear here. It is also probable that it is only because of
these omissions that the ratios shown by some of the Northern States .
are not high enough to maintain the Negro population.

For permanent maintenance, the States with less than 4 per cent
Negroes need a ratio of 572 children per 1,000 women; and no State
in this group exceeds 481. The States with over 5 per cent Negroes
need a ratio of 576. Only six of the Southern States exceed this
figure. Itis clear then that even when allowance is made for consider-
able underenumeration of Negro children the Negroes in the United
States outside the rural South are raising only enough children to
add slightly to their numbers under present conditions, but not enough
to maintain them when age and sex groups become adjusted to the
present birth rate.®

In the cities the situation is even worse. In the large cities for
which life table data are available in 1920, it took 328 children per
1,000 Negro women to maintain their population temporarily. Table
55 shows that there were only seven of the cities having 2,000 or
more Negro women 20 to 44 in which a ratio as high as 328 prevailed.
The majority of these are rather small southern cities. For per-
manent maintenance in a stationary population, the ratio would be
744 and none of them exceeds 442. Thus, even taking into considera-
tion the underenumeration of young Negro children there can be no
reasonabledoubt that in 1920 there were not enough Negro children in

¢ S8ee Chap. VIII for meaning of temporary and permanent replacement.
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most of the larger cities to maintain the Negro population if migration
to them had ceased at that time. In the near future the cities may
be expected to show an even greater deficiency.

It will be well to call attention to the fact that since 1920 the vital
statistics of the United States indicate a rise in the urban Negro birth
rate for the period 1920-1924 as compared with 1915-1919, also a
decline in the death rate, especially in the infant mortality rate.
The decline in the death rate can be readily accounted for in view of
the progress of the public health movement. The increase in the
birth rate is less easily explained. One factor may be the increasing
accuracy of birth registration. Of course, any rise due to this factor
is purely fictitious. But probably the generally disturbed conditions
of the four or five years preceding 1920 resulted in fewer births than
would have taken place under more normal conditions. This defi-
ciency would naturally be made up to a certain extent with the return
to more normal times. Consequently it may well be that the ratios
of children to Negro women in 1920 are too low to be considered normal
at that time. The Negroes in the northern cities were particularly
upset in the period 1915-1919 because of the great migration from
the South, the large number of the younger men in the Army, and
the general uncertainty surrounding their life in a new environment.
This would undoubtedly have a depressing effect on the birth rate.

When all the various factors are taken account of it appears to be
urban living rather than latitude that is playing havoc with the repro-
ductive life of city-dwelling Negroes at the present time. This is
also shown in Table 52 where the ratios of children to Negro women
in communities of different sizes are given. With very few exceptions
the ratio of children to Negro women rises as the size of the community
decreases. Everywhere the rural population has the highest ratio;
and with the exception of the Northern and Western States, where it
is quite small, the rural population has an excess over the needs for
permanent maintenance (576).

Thus we find that Negroes, like whites, but even more rapidly, are
losing their reproductive vitality by living in cities. For the Negro
to leave the rural South means that he has taken a long step
toward becoming sterile.

SURVIVAL RATES FOR WHITES AND NEGROES

As we have shown, the ratio of children to Negro women is generally
lower than among whites except in the rural South. One of the
important reasons for the lower ratios among Negroes is their higher
death rate. Table 56 gives data showing the differences in survival
rates of whites and Negroes in certain comparable areas.

Negroes everywhere have a much higher death rate than the whites
among whom they live. The largest difference in this respect appears
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in the large cities group where at 7 years of age 85.4 per cent of the
possible number of whites will be alive, while only 75.4 per cent of the
possible number of Negroes will be living. The difference is least in
the rural South. Using North Carolina as typical for the whites in
the South, the per cents for the whites and Negroes are 88.9 per cent
and 83.7 per cent, respectively. Parenthetically, it may be men-
tioned that the least difference between whites and Negroes is that
between the Negroes of the rural South with 83.7 per cent surviving
at age 7 and the aggregate whites in the 14 large cities with 85.4 per
cent.

TaBLE 56.—NUMBER OF SURVIVORS AT DIFFERENT AGEs FROM 100,000 Born
AT A GivEN TiMB FOR CERTAIN COMPARABLE NEGRO AND WHITE POPULATION
Groups: 19201

SURVIVORS AT GIVEN AGES
Item
At 1 year At 2 years At 7 years

‘Whites in 14 large cities. - 90, 476 88,481 355
Negroes in 12 ]arge cities... ... ... 84, 560 80, 346 gg,' 364
‘Whites in Ori Registration Statea ........................ %7 050 411
Negroes in O Recmmti 17X 7 I & 508 gg', 494 378: 109
Whites in North Carolina...... . 92, 730 90, 876 88, 947
Negroes in States having more than 5 per cent Negroes....... 89, 081 86, 746 83, 6058

1 Bureau of the Census, United States Abridged Life Tables, 1919-20, p. 16.

This difference in survival rate of whites and Negroes and (taking
into consideration the greater underenumeration among Negroes in
the rural South) is sufficient to account for most of such differences
in the ratios in these two groups as were found in this section of the
country. It appears that in the rural South the birth rate of the
Negroes is about the same as or even a little higher than that of the
whites, but since among them fewer children survive to 5 years of
age than among the whites the ratio of children to women among the
latter is sometimes higher. The differences between the ratios of
whites and Negroes in the cities is, however, too great to be accounted
for by the differences in death rates just mentioned or by underenumer-
ation. In the cities the Negro women do not bear as many children
as the native white women.

HIGH PROPORTION OF NEGRO WOMEN GAINFULLY EMPLOYED

A number of factors help to bring about these very low ratios of
children to Negro women in the cities. One of these undoubtedly is
the high proportion of Negro women engaged in gainful occupations,
especially in domestic and personal service. The per cent of them
gainfully employed is much larger than for any group of white women.
In the United States in 1920, of the native white women of native



MISCELLANEA 151

parentage 20 to 44 years of age, 22 per cent were gainfully employed;
of the native white women of foreign or mixed parentage, 30.7 per
cent; of the foreign-born white women, 21.4 per cent; and of Negro
women, 45 per cent.” Of all the gainfully employed women 10 years
of age and over in these different nativity and race groups, 9 per cent
of the native whites of native parentage, 8.7 per cent of the native
whites of foreign or mixed parentage, 21.1 per cent of the foreign-
. born whites, and 33.1 per cent of the Negroes, were women 20 to 44
years of age engaged in domestic and personal service.# From this
we see that the Negro women have less opportunity to keep homes of
their own than any other group; hence they find children a great
burden. Assuming that knowledge of the methods of birth control
is more easily secured by Negroes in the cities than in the country
there is little to occasion surprise at the small families among a large
proportion of the Negro women in our cities.

OTHER FACTORS

Among the Negroes in the cities there appears to be a slightly
inverse relation between ratio of children and the proportion of
women 20 to 44 married—the more women married the fewer the
children. (See Table 55.) There also appears to be a slight tendency
for a small proportion of Negroes in the total population to be accom-
panied by a low ratio of children. But neither of these tendencies is
very clearly evident and the wide variations present make it doubtful
whether they represent any significant trend. It will be recalled
that all of these factors appeared to be of considerable significance in
. explaining the differences between the ratios of children to native
white women in the cities. It would seem, therefore, that in explain- -
ing the ratios of children to Negro women, emphasis must be put on
somewhat different factors than in explaining those of white women
in our cities. The following is offered as a possible partial explana-
tion of the situation found among Negroes.

In the cities, the Negro is a comparatively recent arrival and has
not had time yet to develop a strong feeling of belonging to a com-
munity or to make a cultural community of his own. The result .
is that he is in a very badly disorganized condition. Now this can
scarcely be the case without undermining such ties of family life and
attitudes toward raising children as the Negroes have brought to the
city with them. Hence the ratio of children to women, which is a
good measure of the strength of family life is somewhat lower among
Negroes in the cities than among the native whites and is very much
below the ratio among the rural Negroes where certain family tradi-
tions still prevail and where birth control is little known.

T Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. IV, p. 377.
¢ Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. IV, pp. 377, 404, 413, 422, 431.

6621°—31 11




152 RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN

The fact that the birth rate is very low among Negroes in the larger
cities, so low that they are not now reproducing themselves, as has
been shown, suggests certain possible results of birth control which
have hitherto been very little considered. If we are right in assuming
that the drastic birth restriction among urban Negroes arises largely
because of their disorganized life, to which must be added the fact
that they do not take much thought for the future and that they
tend to prefer the present pleasure to the more remote satisfaction
of home life and children, which are extremely difficult for them to
attain in the cities, then what is to prevent the spread of this type
of race suicide to other groups of the population whose attitudes
toward life are quite similar to those of Negroes? There can not be
the least question that there are a great many white people who are
unable or unwilling to look ahead any great distance, who want the
tangible pleasures they can see immediately ahead of them and who
care little about the future or the more enduring satisfactions of life.
Such people are found in every walk of life but probably they are
somewhat more numerous in the lower social and economic classes.
Already birth control is widely known as a means of avoiding unwel-
come family responsibilities. When it has penetrated through all
strata of society it may be that we shall find a considerable proportion
of those people in the lower classes who now have relatively high
birth rates following the path the urban Negroes appear to be pur-
suing and reducing their birth rates below the maintenance level as
many in the upper classes have already done.

In an attempt to explain this attitude of mind one may say that
people who are made to feel that they have little or no stake in the
civilization of their day are almost certain to concentrate their ener-
gies on getting what they can out of life each moment. Children do
not fit in with such a scheme of life and if once people have learned
how to avoid them we may expect that the birth rate will become
highly selective, eliminating most rapidly those who value present
ease, pleasure, and personal success above any contribution they may .
make to the future of the race. The people, then, in all walks of life,
. who see a real meaning in living would be those who would contribute
most to the numbers of each succeeding generation. Such a selec-
tion would be eugenic in the very best sense.

Is it possible then that we may have in the dying out or at best in
the very slow growth of the Negroes in the cities, a harbinger of a new
era of population growth in which selective processes will be more
beneficial than ever before because really based on choice determined
by essential hereditary qualities? One may not assert this, but it is
worth thinking about. Such a selection, however, will by no means
follow the lines which most eugenists of to-day would consider desira-
ble, that is, it will not follow the present lines of class cleavage on the
basis of economic status.
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It is quite probable, on the other hand, that there is no special
significance to be attached to the apparent dying out of the urban
Negroes. It may be merely the result of failure to accord them a
training which will enable them to evaluate and to choose the more
permanent things of life. If so, the selective value of birth control
may not be eugenic. But that it is not eugenic is no reason for assum-
ing that it is dysgenic as so many people do to-day.

After this speculative flight one should perhaps say that not very
many people in any group limit births because of the consciousness
of being without a stake in the future of a community or a civiliza-
tion. The motives leading to birth control are generally more con-
crete and have direct relation to the immediate personal advantages
of having few or no children. Thus the desire for good clothes, for
good food, for good living quarters, for gay night life, for freedom to
flit hither and thither at will, for appearing well socially, for achieving
the conventional successes of one’s group, etc., are usually the immedi-
ate motives for the limitation of births among all classes. But may
it not be that back of these concrete desires and intensifying their
urge to a definite type of conduct lies, among the Negroes, an uncon-
scious feeling of having but little chance to participate in the more
important phases of the life of the community or the age; hence, of the
futility of self-sacrifice for the sake of children?

However this may be, it is certain that the city Negroes of to-day
are, in many localities, not reproducing their numbers. Indeed one
can not but think thatif the Negroes continue to move from the country
to the city as they have been doing during the last decade or two, the
rhce problem in this country may solve itself in a way no one fore-
saw, by real race suicide. Of course, it is possible that as the Negroes
in our cities increase thay will build up a culture of their own within
which it will be possible to achieve personal and biological success at
the same time. This possibility seems rather remote, however, for
as has been shown elsewhere, the whites, whose civilization this is,
have made almost no progress in this direction as yet, in the cities,
and the Negro has farther to go than the white man to attain this
balance of personal and racial impulses.

If an attempt were made to sum up the difference between the
whites and the Negroes, as regards their ratios of children in the cities,
it could be said that the Negro has a more difficult adjustment to
make in adapting his habits and customs, his actions, thoughts, and
sentiments, to modern city conditions than the white man. There-
fore, he is slower in making this adaptation than the white man, and
it is problematical whether he can make it in time to save himself.
Even the white man has not yet proved that he can, or is willing to,
make the essential adjustments between personal desires and racial
impulses that will enable him to survive. It seems, therefore, that.
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the future of the Negro in our cities is a very uncertain matter. He
may perish in the attempt to make the necessary adjustments. Such
an experience would not be a new thing in the history of mankind.
It has happened frequently in past ages.

RATIOS OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN IN THE ‘‘OTHER COLORED’’
POPULATION

JAPANESB

The ratios of children under 5 to women 20 to 44 years of age in our
“Other colored’”’ population (see Table 57) do not appear unusual,
although in the Pacific Coast States where the other colored were
about three-fifths Japanese the ratios are lower than we might
expect. If we compare the ratio for the other colored in the Pacific
States (876) with that for the Japanese in the country as a whole
(856) ®* we find that the Japanese do not have as many children as
the other groups with which they are classed. This appears rather
strange in view of the very high birth rate of the other colored in
California, Oregon, and Washington, shown in Table 4, Chapter I.
The explanation of this difference appears to lie in the fact that a
considerable proportion of the Japanese women enumerated in 1920
had not been in this country long enough at the time of the census
to have as many children under 5 as they would have a few years
later.

It is interesting to note that among the other colored also the ratio
of children to wownen increases as the size of the community decreases,
except in cities of 10,000 to 25,000. (There are too few in this
group of cities to be of much significance in any case.) In this they
show the same influence of city living on the birth rate as the foreign-
born whites and the natives. The depressing influence of the city on
effective reproduction seems to extend to all classes and races of our
population without exception. As far as the Japanese are concerned
the lower ratio of children in the larger communities is entirely in
keeping with what is happening in Japan, where, in 1922, the birth
rate in the country as a whole was 34.16, in cities of less than 50,000
it was 29.18, and in cities of over 50,000 it was 27.87.° This means
that in Japan there is a difference of at least 10 per 1,000 between
the birth rate of the larger cities and the rural districts. That there
should be much the same difference in this country between the
Japanese living in the cities and those in the rural districts is to be
expected. :

* Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. IT, Population, 1920, pp. 166 and 287.
10 Bureau de la Statistique Générale, Résumé Statistique du Mouvement de la Population de L’Empire

du Japon, 1922, pp. 4, 8, 12.
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TaBLE 87.—“OtaErR CoLorEp’’! CHiLpREN UnpEr § pEr 1,000 “OrHER
CoLORED”” WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE, FOR EacH STATE AND CrTy HAVING
1,000 or MORE “OTHER COLORED’’ WOMEN 20 To 44 YEARS OF AGE: 1920%

‘“OTHER COLORED”’ ‘““OTHER COLORED’’
POPULATION POPULATION
Chil- Chil-
dren ’ dren
‘Women |Children %"d“ ‘Women [Children %nd“'
2to44 [ under | 3 BE 20 to 44 | under | §BSF
years | 5 years women years | 5 years women
of age | of age 20 to 44 ofage | ofage |90t 44
years years
of age of age
55, 610 914 11,987 916
11,407 926
6,963 740 1,763 1,052
2,231 792 1,686 1,052
899 719
2,312 847 2,445 839
43,205 968 2,421 846
MIDDLE ATLANTIC...... 1,678 1,147 684 4,710 940
New York._....____. 1,459 980 672 4, 565 947
EAST NORTH CENTRAL.| 2,564 2,208 896 || PACIFIC.can e caaaa..-| 25,674 | 22,495 876
Rural 1,049 | 1,013 982 Cities 100,000 and
7,861 5,937 755
1,354 1,355 1,001 62 1,760 814
1,257 1,201 1,027 1,284 804
12,994 956
WEST NORTH CENTRAL| 5,620 5,478 973
Rural 5,256 | 5,225 994 4,228 871
1,34 714
1,328 1,385 1,044 1,362 712
1,251 1,356 1,067 2,508 1,024
2,400 | 2,330 971 1,316 851
2,365 2,292 969
16, 951 880
2,071 2,421 1,169 Los 2,691 2,230 829
1,980 2,336 1,180 San Francisco...... 1,902 1,352 711
100,000 and over....| 5,466 4, 206 769
1,727 2,054 1,189 25,600 to 100,000....| 1,856 1, 561 836
1,717 2,041 1,189 500 to 10,000. 1,246 1,131 908
ural . 10, 204 ), 648 946
9, 332 9, 149 980
8,293 | 8,374 1,010
8,709 8, 566 984
7,80 | 7,92 1,012
1 Japanese, Chinese, and Indians.
3 Calculated from Detailed Table I.
INDIANS

Outside of the Pacific coast and the Middle Atlantic States, the
“Other colored’” are largely Indians. Their ratios of children are
higher in other parts of the country than on the west coast where the
Japanese dominate. But when allowance is made for the short
length of residence of many of the Japanesc woinen, as was men-
tioned above, it seems likely that the Japanese exceed the Indians in
ratio of children by a fair margin. The ratio of children to women
among all the Indians of the United States is 923. This is un-
doubtedly too low, for among the Indians as among the Negroes the
census reports more children aged 5 to 9 than under 5. The Indians
thus have quite a high ratio of children to women as compared with

11 Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. II, Population, p. 166.
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other groups. The fact that practically all Indians are rural will
undoubtedly go far to account for their relatively high ratio of
children.

CHINESE

The ratio of children to women among all Chinese in the United
States is 963."* This is a high ratio; especially does it appear high
when we learn that practically all the Chinese in this country live
in cities.

We have been accustomed to think of the orientals as having a high
birth rate. These ratios show that this is the case but they also
show that they are not much higher than the ratios among the
foreign born from southern and eastern Europe. This would seem
to be true even after the needed adjustments are made in the Japa-
nese ratio for the short length of residence in the country of many of
the women. We have also seen that there are a number of mining
counties and rural counties where the ratios of the native whites
exceed those of the orientals. There is nothing to indicate, then,
that the Japanese and the Chinese are inherently any more prolific
than other races. That they are now more fertile than the natives
or even most European immigrants is readily explained by the habits
of family life they bring with them and the environments in which
they live in this country.

11 Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. II, Population, p. 166.




VIII

RATIOS OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN COMPARED
WITH REPLACEMENT NEEDS

INADEQUACY OF RATES BASED ON CRUDE BIRTH AND DEATH RATES

The simplest and most obvious measurement of the natural in-
crease or decrease of a population is found in the relation of the crude
birth rates and death rates. It is clear that as long as the birth rate
exceeds the death rate there is some increase. But with a steadily
falling birth rate, the actual rates for births and deaths do not tell a
wholly truthful tale or, at least, one easy of correct interpretation.
Especially is this true if one desires to arrive at a sound judgment of
what the tendencies of the growth of our numbers will be during the
next three or four decades.

It is a matter of common knowledge that young children die in
rather large numbers, especially during the first year of life. A rate
of 7 per cent or 8 per cent for children under 1 year is a low rate. In
1925 out of each 1,000 white children born, 68.3 died before they
reached the end of the first year. It is also well known that older
people, those above 50, let us say, die in larger numbers than those 10
to 50. The exact rate in 1920 for white males 52 years of age was
13.83 per 1,000. The fact is that from about 12 years of age, when the
death rate is lowest (2.20 per 1,000), it rises without interruption.
At 42 it is 8.65 per 1,000, almost four times as great asat 12; at 52 it
is about 60 per cent greater than at 42; at 62 (28.35 per 1,000), it is
over twice as large as at 52; and at 72 (65.41 per 1,000), it is well over
twice as large as at 62.! It isclear,then, that any population in which a
large part of the people are under 40 will have a lower crude death
rate, other things being equal, than a population with relatively more
people over 40.

As is well known, women over 35 contribute comparatively few
children to the population (slightly less than 20 per cent of all children
according to Dublin’s calculations).? We have shown that the fer-
tility of women married after 17 years of age falls off rapidly. (See
Chap. VI, p. 110.) I} follows, then, that any population which has
been increasing rather rapidly from an excess of births or by immigra-
tion must have a relatively young population in which deaths will be
few and births many as compared with a more stable population.

1 Bureau of the Census, United States Abridged Life Tables, 1920, pp. 12-13.
? Dublin, Louis I., and Lotka, Alfred J., On the Rate of Natural Increase, Journal of the American
Statistical Association, September, 1925, p. 309,
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This is just the situation of the United States. The result is that a
comparison of the birth rates and death rates in our registration States
gives a wholly inadequate picture of what is really happening as
regards the trend of our increase at the present time. The birth rate
of our registration area for the entire population stood at 23.7 per
1,000 in 1920 and 20.6 in 1927, and the death rates were 13.1 and 11.4,
respectively. Thus, on the face of things, the population in our
registration area was increasing at the rate of about 10.6 per 1,000 per
annum in 1920 and 9.2 in 1927, or about 10 per cent in 10 years by
excess of births over deaths. But with a falling birth rate the age
composition of the population is steadily changing. There are fewer
young people than formerly and more in the older age groups.

CHANGING AGE COMPOSITION

This is shown in Table 58, where the percentages of the population
in certain age groups in the United States in 1850, 1870, and 1920 are
given, together with the percentages in a stationary ® population in
the United States in 1920 and in the population of France in 1911, the
last census preceding the war.

TaBLe 58.—Per CENT oF PorurLaTIiON IN CERTAIN AGE GROUPS FOR THR
UnriTEDp STATES, 1920, 1870, AND 1850, AND FOR FRANCE, 1911!

PER CENT OF THE POPULATION

Under 20 20 to 39 40 years
years of yearsof | of age and
age age over
Total population of the United Stat 1920 40.7 32.4 26.9
1870.. 49.7 30.3 19.9
1850.. 52.5 30.6 17.0
Stationary white population of the United States...........__ 1920 3L4 25.3 43.4
Total population of France- 1011 33.9 30.5 85.6

1 Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. II, Population, 1920, and Statistique Générale de 1a France, Résultats
Statistiques du Recensement Général de la Population, 1911, Tome I, Deuxieme Partie, p. 33.

These figures show conclusively that we are rapidly approaching

a condition where our age constitution will appcroximate that of a -
stationary population, and as this happens, our death rate will inev-
itably rise (in a stationary population in the United States in 1920 it
would have been 17.8 as compared with 13.1 in the actual population).
The birth rate will just as inevitably fall, even if women still raise as
large families, individually, because a smaller proportion of the women
will be in the child-bearing ages. There is good reason to think,
8 It will perhaps be well to state again that a stationary population is one which would arise from a given
number of births and deaths annually (say 100,000) with the death rates of a given time (say 1020) when there

had elapsed sufficient time for all those born in first year of the period to have died. This would require
about a century, but practically there would be little increase after 75 to 80 years.
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therefore, that in the registration area to-day the average number of
births per 1,000 women 20 to 44 years of age does not exceed the num-
ber necessary to maintain the population at its present numbers as
much as is generally supposed.

Dublin and Lotka * have attacked this problem from an angle quite
different from ours and have arrived at the figure 5.47 per 1,000 popu-
lation per annum for our true rate of natural increase instead of 10.6
as shown by deducting the crude death rate from the crude birth
rate. In general the results of our study are in harmony with their
conclusion.

TABLE 59.—A STATIONARY POPULATION, FOR WHITES AND NEGROES, IN
SELECTED STATES AND CITIES: 19200

CHILDREN
UNDER 5§ PER PER CENT OF

STATIONARY POPULATION 1,000 WOMEN (| WOMEN 20 TO

PR OT O 00 On b ki kst 1 GO

20 TO 44 44 YEARS OF
YEARS OF AGE
AGE
Deaths per Neces-
1,000 In o | S8IY to
sta- | o
Children Births || tion- ula Inasta-| In the
Total under per || ary PPM 5| tionary | actual
5 years 1,000 | pop- | *"g¢ popula- E,?oun;
of age [Males| Fe- ula- present tion t
males tion | 'onctie
tuted
A B (o} D E F G | H I
11,561,412 | 940,768 | 18.1 | 17.4| 17.75 )| 469 313 17.3 19,
11,567,766 | 950,468 8.3 | 17.1 17.70 472 312 17.4 20.

, 983 047 | 17.6 | 17.4 | 17.50 474 330 17.0 18.
12,383,570 | 962,831 | 16.7 | 16.4| 16.55 ) 464 289 16.8 18.
11,822,840 | 952,922 | 17.3 | 17.4| 17.35 481 207 16.8 17
11,333,257 | 927,260 | 18.56| 17.7| 18.10 305 17.6 20.
11,121,945 | 929,427 | 18.9 | 17.9| 18.40 || 469 301 17.8 20.
11,867,434 | 950,732 | 17.3 | 17.2| 17.25 || 472 309 17.0 17,

1,189,784 | 926,752 | 18.8| 17.9| 18.35 470 332 17.6 18,

1,654,560 | 946,948 | 17.8 | 17.3 | 17.55 | 470 305 17.3 17.
11,677,046 | 955,070 | 18.1 | 17.1| 17.60 | 472 312 17.3 17.
10,910,242 | 923,800 | 10.4 | 18.2| 18.80 || 472 273 17.9 2.1
10,883,144 | 917,004 | 19.4 | 18.3 | 18.85 472 300 17.9 20.9
10,810,784 | 911,051 | 19.2 | 18.7 | 18.95 483 277 17.4 21.5

, 389, 943,110 [ 18.7 | 17.3 | 18.00 || 474 284 17.5 22.9
10,631,924 | 941,808 | 20.2| 18.4| 19.30 479 318 18.5 21.2
10,901,561 | 927,600 | 19.4 | 18.2 | 18.80 | 470 264 18.1 22.0
10,004,772 | 803, 87! 21.21 19.8| 19.50 || 489 336 18.3 20.8
11,627,170 | 948,066 | 18.6| 16.7| 17.65 455 222 17.8 26.4

NEGROES

................ 8,483,129 | 866,558 | 24.7 ) 23.6| 24.15 571 344 17.9 26.3
Btutes with less than 4
nt Negro._.._._. 8,524,662 | 870,534 | 24.7 | 23.4| 24.05 572 361 17.9
States with more than
5 per cent Negro..... 9,416,589 | 918,004 | 21.6 | 22.0| 21.80 | &76 418 16.9 8.9
Large cities_.__________. 8,005,233 | 854,005 | 26.0| 24.6| 2530 744 328 14.2 28.0

s Based upon special data suppliod by the division of vital statistics, Bureau of the Census.

b Birth rate obtained by averaging the male and female death rates, since in a stationary population
the birth and death rates are the same.

¢ Dublin, Louis I., and Lotka, Alfred J., On the Rate of Natural Increase, Journsal of the American
Btatistical Association, September, 1925, pp. 305-339.
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STATIONARY POPULATION STUDY

Before proceeding further it will be necessary to say something
regarding Table 59.

It may be well to explain that the number of children under 5 in a
stationary population (column B) represents the number of this age
that would be living at any given moment from 105,000 male births
and 100,000 female births annually, a total of 1,025,000 births in the
period of 5 years during which the living children under 5 have been
born. One hundred and five thousand male births are used because
children are born approximately in the ratio of 105 males to 100
females. '

Column G is the ratio of children to women necessary to maintain
the population of the given area as long as the present age and sex
constitution persists, with the death rates for specific ages that pre-
vailed in 1920—temporary maintenance ratio.® This number will rise
steadily as the birth rate falls until it approaches the corresponding
ratio in column F—permanent maintenance ratio.® Of course, as long
as any community receives a large immigration the approach to the
age and sex constitution of a stationary population is retarded. But
when the birth rate of a whole nation is undergoing a rapid decline
there can be few, if any, communities that will not be appreciably
affected by the changes in sex and age constitution consequent upon
such a decline.

We can see how unequally different communities will be affected by
this decline, coupled with the effects of decreasing immigration, if we
compare the several communities in respect to the data in columns H
and I, Table 59 (the per cent of women 20 to 44 years of age in the
actual and stationary populations). North Carolina, South Carolina,
and Utah have about the same proportion of women 20 to 44 years of
age in their actual populations that they would have in a stationary
population. Massachusetts and New York, on the other hand, have
over one-sixth more women in this age group now than they would
have in a stationary population.” Among the cities, Los Angeles has

§ The temporary maintenance ratio is the number of children under 5 per 1,000 women 20 to 44 needed
to maintain a population at a given nugmber as long as the age and sex composition and specific death
rates remain as they were at a specified time.

¢ The permanent maintenance ratio is the number of children under 5 per 1,000 women 20 to 44 needed to
maintain a population at a given number when the age and sex constitution of a population is that of a
stationary population having the death rates of a given time.

7 The wide variations between the proportion of women 20 to 44 in the actual populations and the sta-
tionary populations are chiefly due to the varying extent to which the different communities are affected
by migration and the amount of reduction in the birth rate that has already taken place. Thus North
Carolina and South Carolina have had their populations depleted to a certain extent by emigration, and
many of the women migrants have been in their twenties. Consequently, the percentages of these women
in the population are lowered. Conversely, in the States which have drawn women from other States or
countries there are larger proportions of them in the population. This is true of New York, Massachusetts,
and many of the larger cities which are particularly attractive to young women as furnishing them abundant
opportunity for self-support.

The second factor affecting the proportion of women is the decline of the birth rate. The greater this
decline and the longer it has been going on the fewer people there will be under 20, provided immigration
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nearly one-third more, New.York City has almost one-fourth more,
and Washington, D. C., has one-half more in this age group than they
would have if their populations were stationary in the sense in which
this word is used here. Clearly the States and cities with large
excesses of women in the childbearing ages can show an increase of
total population on a very low ratio of children to women.

Column A gives the total population that would arise in the several
communities from 205,000 births annually with the specific death
rates the same as in 1920. We can see here how the death rates in
different localities affect the size of their populations. Among whites,
Kansas would have over 2,300,000 more people than Pittsburgh from
205,000 births each year. Washington and Los Angeles are the only
cities in this group that compare quite favorably with the States and
even Washington is about 750,000 behind Kansas. This is nearly
6 per cent. With a given number of births, the rural States will sup-
port a larger population than the industrial States and a still larger
one than the cities.

The death rates in these several communities for a stationary
population are given in column C for males and column D for females.

Since the death rate in a stationary population does not appear
likely to fall much, if any, below 16 and since the age and sex consti-
tution of our actual population is rapidly approaching thatof astation-
ary population, our present death rate of about 12 can not long
endure.! The checking of immigration will also hasten the approach
of the sex and age constitution of a stationary population.

Column E shows the birth rate in a stationary population, which is
of course the same as the death rate for both sexes combined. It will
probably surprise a good many people to learn that it will take a birth
rate of 16 to 18 to maintain our numbers after a few decades at most.
But the real surprise will come when we compare this birth rate and
death rate in a stationary population with the crude birth rate of 20.6
in the registration area in 1927 and 19.7 in 1928. This leaves a margin

of boys and girls is not sufficient to counterbalance the deficiency in births. We can see some of the effects
of a declining birth rate on age constitution if we compare North Carolina with New York. In the former
50.9 per cent of the total population is under 20 years of age, while in the latter only 35.7 per cent is of
this age.

8 This may seem an unwarranted statement in view of the increase in the average length of life which has
taken place in recent years. In the original registration States in 1901 the expectation of life was 49.24 years,
in 1920 it had become approximately 56.50 years, an increase of 14.7 per cent. But it must be recognized
that this increase in the average expectation of life is not an increase in the life span. It is merely a reflection
of the success of medicine and sanitation in saving people from early death, particularly from infant death.
There is no proof whatever that individuals live to a greater age than formerly. Furthermore an average
expectation of life of 57.5 years means a death rate of 17.4 in a stationary population, while a death rate of 16
means an average expectation of life of 62.5 years. The present facts and a rational outlook for the future,
then, justify the belief that a death rate below 16 in a stationary population is not likely to be achieved soon,
much less a death rate of 12. For a death rate of 12in a populatfon having the age constitution of a station-
ary population would mean that every person born alive would on the average live 83.3 years. To attain
this average enough people must live beyond this age to make up the years lost by all those who die before
reaching it. Manifestly no such increase in the life span of a considerable part of our population is in near
prospect.
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of about 2 to 3 available for natural increase. This is all the more
significant in view of the fact that the crude birth rate will inevitably
fall as the age constitution of our female population changes so that a
larger proportion of all women are found in the older age groups.

In approaching the problem of our natural increase of population
from the standpoint of the ratio of children to white women in a
stationary population in the registration area in 1920, we are con-
cerned primarily, however, with the data in column F. Here we find
that it takes 469 children under 5 per 1,000 women 20 to 44 years of
age to maintain the numbers of such a population. Of course, as at
present constituted (column G), 313 children under 5 per 1,000 women
20 to 44 will keep up the numbers. But every year an addition must
be made to this 313 because our age constitution is becoming less
favorable from the standpoint of both births and deaths. Just how
long it will be before we shall need the full 469, one can not say, but
it is quite certain that before another half century 9 per cent will again
be lopped off the population under twenty and most of it added to the
population over 40. This is about what happened in the half-century
1870-1920, as Table 58 shows; hence, it is not unlikely that in four or
five decades we shall have approximately the age and sex constitution
characteristics of a stationary population.

It should further be noted that the effects of a declining birth rate
are temporarily to reduce the death rate (largely because of declining
infant mortality) as well as the birth rate. After a time, however, if
the birth rate is declining very rapidly the further saving of infant lives
becomes almost impossible and the death rate automatically begins to
rise. The changing age constitution will of itself bring this about
even in the face of more adequate medical and sanitary service. The
rate of natural increase is thus eaten into from both ends. The last
two or three decades have seen such a rapid decline in the death rate
that most people apparently have failed to realize that it can not
continue to fall indefinitely, to say nothing of the fact that before long
it must begin to rise. It is not generally realized that a death rate of
12 in a stationary population means an average expectation of life in
excess of 83 years. ‘

EFFECT OF IMMIGRATION ON BIRTH RATES

The restriction of immigration in this country will have a marked
effect on the birth rate, particularly in our larger cities. Not only
are the numbers of foreign-born women being rapidly reduced but
those admitted now are more largely coming from countries where
the practice of birth contrel is widespread. Hence our future immi-
grant women are not likely to bear as many children as the immigrant
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women who came to us after 1900 and who were still contributing
largely to births in 1920.

Table 25 in Chapter III shows that comparable localities largely
composed of ‘“‘old”’ immigrants have much lower ratios of children
than those composed largely of ‘“new’’ immigrants. When the
present ‘“new’’ immigrants become “old”’ they, too, will undoubtedly
have a lower birth rate. The result will be that our cities as a whole
will rather rapidly tend to approximate the present ratios of the
native white women in them.

COMPARISONS WITH FRANCE

Further proof that we shall need a ratio of children to women of
the size mentioned above (469) merely to maintain our population
in the not distant future is found in the situation in France. Before
the war France’s population had been increasing so slowly for several
decades that its age and sex constitution approximated rather clesely
that of a stationary population. (See Table 58.) In 1911 in France,
the ratio of children under 5 to women 20 to 44 years of age was 474,
practically the same as the ratio (469) necessary to maintain a
stationary population in this country in 1920. To-day the difference
in rate of natural increase between France (about 1 per 1,000 per
year) and the registration area of the United States (9 per 1,000 per
year) is not so much a difference in birth rates as in death rates;
and the difference in death rates is more largely a matter of age
distribution (see Table 58) than of expectation of life. The proof
of this statement is found in the fact that in 1910 the average expecta-
tion of life was 51.49 years in the United States (both sexes) and
50.42 years in France (both sexes). In 1921 the expectation of life
in France (both sexes) was 54.11 and in the United States it was.
about 56.43. This shows very clearly that it is the difference in age:
constitution rather than in expectation of life that makes France’s.
death rate (16-18) so much higher than our own (11-13); and her
natural increase only about one-sixth to one-tenth of ours.® The
actual difference in birth rates in 1920 was only two points in our
favor—21.3 in France and 23.5 in the white population of our regis-
tration area. Since then they approximate even more closely—
19.7 for the United States in 1928 and 18.5 for France in the same
Yyear.

¢ No one moderately familiar with general living conditions in France and in the United States would
doubt that our death rate would be lower than that of France even if our age constitution were the same;
but no one can reasonably doubt either that our death rate would be considerably higher than it is if our-
age constitution were the same as that of France,
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This comparison with France serves to indicate the situation in
which we shall find ourselves before long by reason of changes inevi-
tably following from a large and rapid decline in the birth rate.

The present rates of increase in our population based on the
crude rates, are entirely inadequate to show the tendency in our
population growth. A study of the ratios of children to ‘women and
what they mean in relation to our temporary and permanent main-
tenance needs will help to supply this deficiency.*

TEMPORARY AND PERMANENT MAINTENANCE NEEDS

The ratio of children under 5 to all (both native and foreign born)
white women 20 to 44 in the United States in 1920 was 581 ; with 469
needed for permanent maintenance there was a fair margin for
increase, 112, or 23.8 per cent. Expressed in another way, one may
say that when our death rate becomes that of a stationary population
(see death rates in Table 59) only 23.8 per cent of the children under
5 will be available for increase provided tbe ratio remains the same
as at present. And as shown above it is certain to go lower in the
near future. This surplus can not be transmuted into a definite rate
of natural increase. But it certainly in no way contragicts Dublin
and Lotka’s figure of 5.7 per 1,000 population as substantially
accurate for our true annual rate of increase in 1920. These calcu-
lations, however, apply only to the white population of the country
as a whole.

The ratios of children to women differ greatly from one community
to another, as we have seen. The ratio of children to all white women
20 to 44 (both native and foreign born) in cities of over 100,000 was
443, and in cities of 25,000 to 100,000 it was 470. Cities of more
than 25,000, therefore, did not have enough children to maintain
their population permanently (without migration) with death rates
of 1920.1

The ratio of children necessary to maintain cities of over 100,000
temporarily, that is, as long as their death rates remain as they were
in 1920 and as long as their age and sex constitution is unaltered, is
approximately 273. (Table 59, column G.) It is soméwhat higher
(293) in the cities of 25,000 to 100,000 because of the less favorable
age constitution. The larger cities, then, have a fairly large surplus
of children over their temporary needs for maintenance (443 —273=
170 in cities of over 100,000 and 470—293 =177 in cities of 25,000

10 gince this was first worked out the study of Dublin and Lotka referred to above has pointed the way
to a more precise measurement of true natural increase.

11 The permanent maintenance ratio for the total of the large cities shown in Table 59 in 1920 was 472,
This is three points higher than the permanent maintenance for the total of the States. Since the propor-
tion of our population living in cities is constantly increasing and will probably continue to increase until
less than about 20 per cent of our people live on farms, the permanent maintenance ratio will tend to approxi-
mate that for cities (472) rather than that for States (469); hence, we shall use 472 as the permanent main-
tenance ratio in the rest of the calculations in this chapter.
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to 100,000). The smaller cities, less than 25,000, have even larger
surpluses, for the ratio in cities of 10,000 to 25,000 is 509, and in
cities of 2,500 to 10,000 it is 531. The real surplus, however, is found
in the rural districts with a ratio of 744.

With present specific birth rates the cities of over 100,000 will
shortly (three or four decades at most) be decreasing in population,
if they are not kept up by migration to them from the surrounding
country and from abroad, for we have shown above that a ratio of
472 is needed by them to maintain their present numbers when their
population becomes stationary and that the age distribution is mov-
ing rather rapidly in that direction. We must remember that these
calculations are based on the assumption that there are no additions
to or subtractions from the population of these cities because of
migration: actually this condition is not at all likely to come to pass.

What is true of the larger cities is also true of the smaller cities,
but they will not reach the point of natural decrease (more deaths than
births) quite so soon as the larger cities, and the rural districts seem
likely to continue to have a very considerable natural increase (more
births than deaths) for some time after the urban areas have ceased
to increase except by migration to them.

Just how long it will be before the birth rate in different communi-
ties will fall to the level where births will be fewer than deaths can
not be foretold accurately, but judging from what has happened in
France it will be three or four decades before the age distribution of
the country as a whole will be like that of France in 1911.}2 It may,
then, be 4 or 5 decades before we shall approximate very closely in
our actual population the age groups of a stationary population.
There is, however, some evidence that in many localities our birth
rate is falling faster than ever that of France did, hence, we may reach
the stage of virtual equality between births and deaths in a shorter
time than France did and it may be only a few years until certain
localities will have no excess of births over deaths. The data for
1927 show that Montana had a birth rate of only 13.7, Washington
of 14.9, Oregon of 16.4 and eight other States also had rates of less
than 19.

TREND AMONG NATIVE WHITE WOMEN

Perhaps the general situation can be best understood by giving
a little closer attention to what is happening now among native
women, for under the present immigration policy the foreign-born
women will not be a very important factor in our population growth
in the near future.

12 Again attention must be called to the fact that there are some omissions of young children from the
censuscount. Our data, therefore, make the time of arriving at a stationary population appear a little closer
than it actually is.



166 RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN

The actual ratios of children to native white women in cities of
over 100,000 and in cities of 25,000 to 100,000 are 341 and 390, respec-
tively. The margins for temporary increase in these places to-day
are not very large (341 —273=68 and 390—293=97) and with the
changes which will ensue beeause of the restriction of immigration
and the altering of its sources, we may not have to wait long to see
the spectacle of some of our cities depending on migration, chiefly
from the rural districts, for the keeping up of their actual numbers,
to say nothing of the increase in numbers they all so ardently desire.

The ratio of children to native white women in the cities of over
100,000 is already nearly 27.8 per cent below the permanent mainte-
nance needs; in the cities of 25,000 to 100,000 it is about 17.3 per cent
below; in cities of 10,000 to 25,000 it is 8.4 per cent below and even
in the smallest cities it is barely above the necessary level. Clearly,
as our city population becomes increasingly native and as the changing
age constitution results in more deaths and fewer births, our modern
cities, like ancient cities, will stand forth as the great destroyers
of men. All the great advances in medicine and sanitation can avail
nothing beyond the saving of a few lives for a few years. As long as
the cities put such great pressure on people to restrict births as they
are now doing the birth rates of the cities will continue to decline and
before long there will be more deaths than births in many of them.

An examination of the ratios of children to all native white women
in all the cities of over 100,000 (Table 20) reveals the fact that only
Salt Lake City has a ratio above the permanent maintenance ratio
for the large cities (472). Also only 12 other cities have a ratio of
over 400, while there are 8 that have ratios of less than 300. These
latter are certainly very close to the limit of temporary maintenance
now and need but a small further fall in the birth rate to have a deficit
rather than a surplus. Indeed, in the cases of San Francisco and
Los Angeles it would seem that only a very abnormal age distribution
prevents them from having too few births to maintain themselves
temporacily even now.

When we turn to the rural districts, on the other hand, the picture is
quite different. In the native white population there the ratio is 721.
Taking Kansas, North Carolina, and Kentucky as representing the
rural districts in Table 59 the ratio of children necessary for permanent
maintenance is 472, and for temporary maintenance 297. Thus, the
native white population of the rural districts has three-fiftths more
children than are necessary for permanent maintenance and over two
and one-half times as many as are needed for temporary maintenance.
Since the birth rate is falling in the rural communities as well as else-
where, we may look forward to changes in age constitution there less
favorable to low death rates and to fairly high birth rates than at
present. But since the proportion of women in the childbearing ages
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is much the same in these rural States even now as in a stationary
population and since there are comparatively few foreign born in the
rural population, its age constitution will not be as much affected
by a falling birth rate and by the restriction of immigration as will that
of the population of the cities. One can not tell just how rapidly
birth restriction will spread, nor the extent to which it will be prac-
ticed among country people, thus cutting down their rate of natural
increase. Elsewhere (Chap. VI) we have given reasons for believing
that country people will never practice such drastic restriction as city
people. Consequently it seems probable that rural people will
maintain a fair rate of natural increase for some time to come. But
there can be no doubt that it will be a decreasing rate.

- There is a possibility, of course, that the argument advanced above
will be in part invalidated by an increase in the birth rate of the native
born after the restriction of immigration has had time to make itself
felt in the labor market. If there should be any significant and con-
tinued increase in the reproductive vitality of the native population
this would prove Walker’s contention that immigration is more largely
a process of substitution than of addition. But it would be a matter
of surprise if any such increase in the birth rate took place.

In Chapter IX (Conclusions) reasons are given for believing that
the control of births to-day is largely for immediate personal advan-
tage and that as such it is not really intelligent control. Our present
personal control is not intelligent from a long-time point of view
because of inherent defects in our present social organization, and it
will not be replaced by a really intelligent control until we materially
alter this form of organization; this is to say, the intelligent control of
births involves much besides limiting them to the number con-
tributing most to the ease of living and the economic advantage of
the individual or to the number that can be supported at customary
standards of life by the economic organization of the moment.
There are other values, some of them perhaps of more permanent
significance, which are ignored by the present individualistic control.
Without going into any detail in this matter a few questions may sug-
gest some directions in which we should look for such values. How
many children are needed in each family to keep up the present
numbers of the population? What is the relation between child-
bearing and the mental and physical health of women? How many
children are needed in a family so that the children themselves get the
most out of family life? What are the effects of children upon the
mental development of parents? Are children needed to insure the
normal development of adult life, and if so, how many? Is there any
relation between the ruthlessness of our economic system and the
amount of time given by parents to the care and training of their

6621°—31——12
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children? It does not seem reasonable that the reproductive life of
man can be so greatly disorganized as it has been (in a very con-
siderable part of our population) during the last few decades without
producing a great variety of effects upon our whole scheme of living,
some of which are almost certain to be degenerating. An intelligent
control of population growth should not be confounded with the pres-
ent restrictions based so largely on purely personal grounds.

DIFFERENTIAL REPRODUCTION IN THE UNITED STATES

The differential reproduction of different-sized communities in
the United States and its divisions is measured roughly in Table 60.
The standards of measurement used are the ratios of children needed
for temporary and permanent maintenance of the population as
defined on page 160. Details regarding States, particular cities of
over 25,000, smaller cities in the different States, and the rural dis-
tricts by States are given in Detailed Table III.

There are certain obvious defects in this method of measuring
differential reproduction. In the first place, 273 has been adopted
as the ratio necessary for temporary maintenance for all cities of
over 100,000. This is obviously too high for some and just as obvi-
ously too low for others (Table 59, column G) because these cities
vary considerably in their age and sex constitution and in their death
rates. The errors arising from this source, however, can not be very
great.

Tasre 60.—Per CenNT CHiLDREN UNDER 6 PER 1,000 WHITE WoOMEN 20 TO
44 YBARS OF AGE ARE IN ExXcEss OF RATIOS NECESSARY TO MAINTAIN THE
PoPULATION TEMPORARILY AND PERMANENTLY, BY S1ZE OF CITY AND NATIVITY
AND BY Divisions: 1920!

INDEX SHOWING PER || gho
CENT OF EXCESS OF
CHILDREN TUNDER § per cent of
PER 1,000 WOMEN 20 || BATIOS OF CRTLOARN Suoee (o
TO 44 YEARS OF AGE REPLACEMENT || SoRe) o
NEEDS ?
AREA of native
white
Native Foreign: Native Fo o‘vvm
a -
white born whitel white |born w tae manent re-
placement
needs 3
538 779 70 150 |f 18
341 679 25 150 =30
390 766 35 160 -15
434 861 50 196 -10
477 873 65 200 0
721 998 125 210 55
30 74T 25 140 =15
32 700 2 165 -30
350 710 2 140 —25
386 811 80 178 —20
412 806 40 17 —-15
528 870 [ 170 10
429 789 35 150 -10
342 672 25 145 -30
381 863 30 195 -20
431 1,033 50 250 -10
466 1,034 60 250 0
ural 588 1,121 88 250 25

1 Calculated by use of ratios applied to Detailed Table I. See also Detailed Table III.
3 Called “temporary replacement index’’
3 Called “ permanent replacement index’’ ln text
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TasrLe 60.—Prr CenT CHILDREN UNDER § PER 1,000 WHITE WOMEN 20 TO
44 YEARS oF AGE ARE IN ExcEss oF RaTios NECESSARY TO MAINTAIN THE
PoPULATION TEMPORARILY AND PERMANENTLY, BY S1zB OF CITY AND NATIVITY
AND BY Divisions: 1920—Continued

INDEX SHOWING PER || Index
CENT OF EXCESS OF wing
CHILDREN UNDER 8 || p,ri0s OF CHILDREN p:.}%ent of
e O aca |l over  TEMPORARY |l 'excess (or
REPLACEMENT || deficit) of
NEEDS erﬁlios of
AREA of native
white
women
Native Foreign- Native Foreign- || over per-
white | born white|| white |born white| manent re
placement
needs
EAsT NORTH CENTRAL. .coccoeccmaannnn 493 811 55 160 5
Cities 100,000 and over.. 360 751 30 175 -25
,ooo t0 100,000. .-~ -~ —--- L. 413 833 40 180 —15
(&o 845 55 190 -5
844 65 180 0
984 100 205 35
849 75 170 15
632 20 130 -30
670 30 130 -20
705 45 140 -10
778 85 165 -5
1,037 110 225 45
831 130 165 50
768 50 180 -15
682 85 135 -5
708 70 140 5
846 90 190 15
1,032 165 220 80
710 135 125 58
625 35 130 -20
527 40 80 -15
626 60 115
718 75 145 10
927 165 190 80
758 120 140 45
579 35 110 -20
603 30 106 -20
580 60 100 0
10 10,000 o 512 676 7 130 10
ural 817 929 1565 190 75
848 100 170 35
574 30 110 -25
648 35 120 -15
646 45 120 -10
764 80 160 15
986 140 210 65
582 2 85 -20
449 0 65 —45
534 5 80 -35
567 25 95 -25
666 40 125 -15
792 75 145 20

In the second place, for smaller cities where the age constitution
is less favorable to a low temporary maintenance ratio, the figure 293
is used. This is the average of 273, the ratio of large cities, and 313,
the ratio for certain selected States (Table 59). This ratio can not
be ascertained more exactly. Three hundred and thirteen is used as
the temporary maintenance ratio for the United States, each of its
divisions, and the several States. For the rural districts the tempo-
rary ratio used is 320, on the assumption that they have a less favor-
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able age and sex constitution than the remainder of the States.
Again this ratio can not be considered more than approximately
accurate. But even if the ratios used here for the calculation of
indexes are not absolutely accurate (because of the fact that we do
not have separate life tables for each community or even for each
size-group) they will give us a fairly accurate notion of the differential
rates of reproduction in the various groups and will help us to appre-
ciate a little better the meaning of the varying ratios in these groups.

The different ratios used for the calculation of excess over tempo-
rary maintenance needs in different sized communities will account
for the apparent discrepancies in some of the figures. For example,
the temporary maintenance index in the United States as a whole
for the foreign born is 150 (Table 60); it is also 150 for cities of
100,000 and over but higher for all other groups. It would seem
that the average for the United States as a whole should be higher
than 150 but 313 is the temporary maintenance ratio used here;
hence the temporary replacement index for the entire United States
is the same as that for cities of over 100,000 and lower than that
for all other communities. :

The third defect in the method of measuring differential repro-
duction is that this ratio of 313 is undoubtedly too high for some of
the divisions where the population is largely urban—especially in
the case of the foreign born—but there is no way of correcting it
to suit each case.

But after all the most significant figures in tms table are the per-
manent replacement indexes for the native population for, as has been
said frequently in what precedes, our age groupings are changing
rapidly and if we would judge of the future growth of our population
we must look at the situation that seems certain to arise within the
next four or five decades as well as, or even more than, at the condi-
tions of the moment.

Since the ratio of children in a stationary popwation varies but
little between groups, because the age and sex constitution of the
groups are much the same under the assumption of being stationary,
and because our urban population is steadily becoming a larger pro-
portion of the whole, the ratio of 472 has been used throughout as
the permanent maintenance ratio for the calculation of the permanent
replacement indexes. It may be well to call attention again to the fact
that a stationary population as that term is used here is a population
that by hypothesis has neither immigration nor emigration and whose
size, therefore, is determined by the relation between births and
deaths. Actually there could never be such a population but the
concept is of use in enabling us to determine what is likely to happen
as the actual population of & community comes to approximate the
condition of such a hypothetical population.
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The indexes showing the excess (or deficiency) in the ratio of
children to women for temporary needs are believed to give a fairly
accurate idea of the relative rates of increase of these groups at
the present time and the permanent replacement indexes show us what
will be the relative positions of these communities as regards popu-
lation growth when they approximate the age and sex constitution of
a stationary population, as they are certain to do at a fairly rapid
rate. The cities of over 25,000 will certainly tend to approximate
this condition within three or four decades and though the rural
communities may be somewhat behind them they will come to the
same condition in a comparatively short time.

TaBLE 61.—PEgR CENT oF THE NATIVE WHITE POPULATION AND THE FOREIGN-
BORN WHITE POPULATION IN THE VARIOUS AGE GROUPS: 19201

PER CENT
AGE GROUP F bo
oreign-born
Native white wlﬁ“
12.7 0.3
12.2 1.2
11.1 2.4
9.6 3.9
8.9 6.8 .
8.2 10.6
7.0 12.0
6.4 12.7
5.3 10.4
4.8 9.5
3.9 8.5
3.0 6.6
2.5 5.2
1.7 3.8
70-74 - 1.1 2.8
75 and over, and unknown. ... _______________ 1.6 3.3

1 Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. II, Population, 1920, p. 160.

It should also be mentioned that the ratios needed to temporarily
maintain the population are probably not the same for the native born
and the foreign born because of differences in age and sex constitution
as well as differences in actual death rates. There is no way of allow-
ing for these differences with the data available. The same ratios
are, therefore, applied in calculating the maintenance indexes in both
nativity groups with the result that the temporary replacement
indexes among the foreign born probably appear somewhat greater
than they actually are in some communities. It should be noted
that there is so little value in calculating the permanent replacement
index for the foreign born that it has not been done. In the very
nature of the case immigrants as a whole will never even approxi-
mately approach the age groups of a stationary population. Immi-
grants are generally younger people; their children are largely born
in this country and they bring comparatively few old people, over 60,
with them. In the course of time these younger people pass into the
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older age groups, resulting in an age distribution quite different from
that of the native born, as Tdble 61 shows. In Table 60 then, the
significant comparisons are between the temporary replacement in-
dexes of the natives and the foreign born, and between the temporary
and permanent replacement indexes of the natives in communities of
different sizes.

It will be worth our while to examine Table 60 in some detail in
order to get a more accurate picture of the processes of population
growth in this country. In the country as a whole, the native white
women have a temporary replacement index of 70 (the ratio of
children needed to maintain the numbers of the population with
present age and sex distribution and the specific death rates of 1920)
but a permanent replacement index of only 15 (when it has the sex
and age distribution of a stationary population with the specific death
rates of 1920).® This is a rather narrow margin for increase over
permanent needs. The foreign-born white women have a temporary
replacement index of 150. This is a little more than twice the tem-
porary replacement index of the natives.

In comparing the divisions with one another, we find considerable
differences between them in every size of community. Thus in the
lasgest cities on the Pacific coast the temporary replacement index
among native white women is about zero. In the South Atlantic -
States, on the other hand, it is about 50. In the other divisions it
varies from 20 in New England to 35 in the East and West South
Central States. Among foreign-born white women in the large cities
the temporary replacement index does not vary much from the average
for the United States (150) except on the Pacific coast. Hereit isless
than one-half of what it is elsewhere. In smaller cities, also, and to
much the same extent in all divisions, the foreign-born women main-
tain their margin of excess over the native women, and the same is
true in the rural north and in the Pacific coast rural communities.
In the rural South and the Mountain States, however, the temporary
replacement indexes of the native white rural women are much higher
and are from two-thirds to seven-eighths those of the foreign-born
rural women.

When we come to consider the permanent replacement indexes we
find that, with a few exceptions, only in the rural districts do these
have a positive (+) value among the native women.

If the contention made in this chapter is correct, namely, that we
are rather rapidly approaching the sex and age constitution of a
stationary population, then we can get a fairly accurate idea of our
future situation as regards the growth of our population by supposing

18 No doubs the specific death rates of 1920 (the number dying per 1,000 at each age) will drop somewhat in

the future and as this happens the number of children under 5 needed for permanent replacement (472)
will become less.
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that we are now passing from the state of growth as expressed in terms
of the temporary replacement indexes of 1920 toward the permanent
replacement indexes of the native population.

Some communities will accomplish this passage more quickly than
others but we shall not make a mistake if we assume that from
two to five or six decades will see most of them in the situation indi-
cated by the permanent replacement indexes in the last column of
Table 60. Our movement in this direction in the next few decades
will be faster than in the decades immediately behind us. Except in
the rural districts and some of the smaller cities of the South and the
Mountain States, therefore, the real situation appears to be that there
will soon be little or no increase in the native white population.

Among the foreign-born white population there is a very considerable
increase but one which can not continue. The number of immigrants
being admitted now is only about one-fourth to one-fifth what it was
in the big years before the war. At present about three-fourths of
these are coming from northwestern Europe and Canada and about
one-fourth from Mexico. Therefore, as soon as the pre-war immi-
grant women from southern and eastern Europe pass the childbearing
age, we shall no doubt witness a very rapid decline in the ratio of
children to foreign-born women and with the great diminution of
their numbers, their total contribution to the population will diminish
to a small part of what it has been recently. Consequently the ten-
dencies prevailing in the native population will soon be the tendencies
of the entire population.

It seems, therefore, that the growth of our population is certain to
show a very great decline in the near future. This decline will not
be fully manifest in 1930 because of the further decline in the death
rate and some little increase in births consequent upon more normal
times following the war. But probably by 1940, and certainly by
1950, the cities will be practically stationary, except for migration to
them, and the crude ™ rate of increase in the entire country will be
less than half of what it now is, that is, below 5,000 per annum. In-
deed, with the steadily diminishing importance of the rural popu-
lation, it seems probable that 30 or 50 years may see an end of all
natural increase. Certainly the rural population will not be able to
make up the deficits in the cities indicated in Table 60 for any great
length of time. When three-fifths to three-fourths of our population
becomes urban, the rural increase will have to be spread so widely
that it will be exceedingly thin.

It should perhaps be mentioned in this connection that the steady
flow of young people from the rural districts to the city will tend to
prevent the natural increase of the cities from becoming minus or even

1 The crude rate is merely the difference between the birth rate and the death rate. See above, p. 2, for
Dublin and Lotka’s estimate of the true rate of natural increase in 1920.
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zero for some time after city-born people themselves have ceased to
maintain their numbers by reproduction, both because of the padding
of the young age groups (that is, the large proportion of the total
population in the younger childbearing ages), and because of the
relatively large number of children these migrants will contribute.
How long they will continue to contribute more children than city-
raised people is a question but that there will be a continuous flow of
young people to the cities as long as conditions are more attractive
there than on the farm admits of no doubt. The cities will show
absolute growth because of the migration to them long after they have
ceased to have any natural increase,



IX
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This study has shown that there are very marked differences

between the ratios of children to women in various parts of the country
.and in different nativity groups.

In cities of over 100,000 these differences range from 234 children
per 1,000 native white women in Los Angeles to 1,051 children per
1,000 foreign-born white women in Youngstown, Ohio; in cities of
25,000 to 100,000 the range is from 257 children per 1,000 native white
women in Brookline, Mass., to 1,277 children per 1,000 foreign-born
white women in Hamtramck, Mich.; and in the rural districts the
range is from 436 children per 1,000 native white women in Rhode
Island to 1,393 children per 1,000 foreign-born white women in West
Virginia. Of course the majority of communities are found well
within these extremes, the averages being as follows: In all cities of
over 100,000 the ratio is 341 for native white: women and 679 for
{foreign-born white women; in all cities of 25,000 to 100,000, the ratios
are 390 and 766, respectively; and in the rural districts 721 and 998.

In these three comparisons we find the two chief differences in
ratios to the study of which the larger part of this monograph has
been devoted. They are, first, the differences in ratios of children
between the native and the foreign-born women, and second, the
differences between the cities and the country districts.

STATIONARY POPULATION

One meaning of these differences in ratios has been strikingly set
forth by calculations of the stationary populations ! that would arise
at death rates of 1920 on the supposition that the ratios in rural
groups prevailed in urban groups. (See Chap. VI.) On the sup-
position that the 8,032,720 native white women 20 to 44 years of
age living in cities (places of over 2,500 inhabitants) and having a
ratio of 388, had the same ratio of children, that is 721, as the native
white women in the rural districts, the city women would have had
2,674,645 more children than they did have and this number of

1 As already explained, by *‘stati tion” is meant a population which ins at a given
number under certain conditions. ’I‘hese eonditions are that a certain death rate remains fixed and that a
definite number of births occur annually. Thus if the death rates for each age prevailing in 1920 are used
we find that out of 100,000 white males born at a given time, 91,567 will be alive one year later, 89,957 will
be alive at the end of the second year, and so on until all are dead. The sum of those surviving at each year
of age from 100,000 births annually constitutes the stationary population arising under these conditions.
By hypothesis, the deaths equal the births in this population and there is neither increase nor decrease.
With any given number of births annually, the number of people that would ultimately be alive, when
births just equaled deaths, at any given death rate, 1920, for example, can be calculated, and that is what we
have done here,
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children would maintain a stationary population of 32,964,000.2
This is an enormous population and it shows the extent to which
the decline of the birth rate in the cities has preceded its decline in
the rural districts. Attention should again be called to the fact,
mentioned in Chapter I, that the ratio of children to women is a
resultant of three variables, the birth rate, the death rate, and the
age constitution of the women, hence the difference in the birth rates

of the two groups is not precisely measured by their ratios of children .

to women. In the native white population, however, the variation
in death rates in different groups is not great enough to affect the
statement that the differences in ratios arise primarily from differences
in birth rates and age constitution. Hence, in the comparison just
given, this great deficiency of children in the native white urban
population as compared with the rural, is unquestionably due in
large measure to the greater reproductive vitality of the rural
population.

Turning to the ratios of children to foreign-born white women, we
‘find that they are higher in every size of community than those of
native white women in the same communities. In the three groups
of cities of over 10,000 population the ratio of children to foreign-
born white women is practically double the ratio to native white
women in the same sized communities; in the smallest cities (2,500
to 10,000) it is 83 per cent greater. In the rural districts it is but
38.4 per cent greater. It is worthy of mention, however, that the
ratio of children to native white women in the rural districts is 6.2
per cent greater than the ratio of children to foreign-born white
women in the cities of over 100,000 where the foreign born are most
numerous (General Table I), and where the so-called “new’’ immi-
grants constitute a large proportion of all the foreign born. Indeed
the ratio of children to all urban foreign-born white women 20 to 44
is only slightly higher—727—than the ratio of children to all rural
native white women 20 to 44—721. It is worth noting in this con-
nection that only 19.1 per cent of the foreign-born women 20 to 44
are found in the rural districts while 45.2 per cent of the native white
women 20 to 44 are in the rural districts. Furthermore, the foreign-
born women in therural districts are largely of German, Scandinavian,
and British stock; hence there is no question of fundamental racial
differences between most of the rural foreign born and the rural
natives. There arve, of course, a number of rural communities that are
not of Germanic stock but they contain an inconsiderable part of

1 All women 20 to 44 rather than only married, widowed, or divorced women are used in the calculations
of stationary populations, because, from the standpoint of population growth, the failure of a woman to
marry amounts to much the same thing as her failure to bear children after marriage because illegitimacy is
not very great in this country. See Chap. VI for a more complete definition of ‘‘stationary population.”
¢¢Married ” should be understood as including also ‘‘widowed or divorced’” and if the word married is not
used, all women in the given age and nativity group are referred to. This is an important matter of usage
in this study and should be borne in mind by the reader.

L
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the rural population. It is well to remember the facts just cited
when discugsing the significance of the higher ratios of children
among the foreign born. These facts also show that there is nothing
abnormally high in the birth rate of our foreign born. It only appears
rather unusually high when the natives and foreign born in the cities
are compared; when our own rural women are compared with im-
migrant women who are also chiefly rural in their bringing-up the
differences are not large and are not always in favor of the foreign
born as we have just seen.

It is of further interest to note that there are marked differences
between foreign-born white women living in communities of different
size, although they are not as great as among natives. Thus all
foreign-born white women living in cities of over 100,000 had a ratio
of 679 while those in rural communities had one of 998, a difference
of 47 per cent. If all the foreign-born white women living in cities
had the same ratio of children as those living in the rural districts,
they would have 698,855 more children. This number is sufficient
to maintain a stationary population of 8,613,000, or slightly less than
the entire population of Canada in 1921. It is clear from these
figures that the depressing effects of city life on the birth rate are
not confined to the native women. The effects of city life on foreign-
born white women are indeed more marked than one might expect
in view of the habits and customs of family life which the foreign
born bring with them.

TaBLE 62.—CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE, BY
NATIVITY AND MARITAL CONDITION, FOrR COMMUNITIES OF DIFFERENT SIZES
IN THE UNITED STATES: 1920

CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 WOMEN 20 TO 44
YEARS OF AGE
Cities
NATIVITY AND MARITAL CONDITION
100,000 | 25,000 to | 10,000 to | 2,500 to dg?;i:lts
inhabi- | 100,000 | 25,000 10,000
tants and| inhabi- | inhabi- | inhabi-
over tants tants tants
Native white women:
All women. . I 341 390 434 477 721
arried, widowed, and divorced women....._._| 512 564 608 646 899
Fore‘ﬁn -born white women:
1 women 679 766 861 873 968
Married, widowed, and divorced women........ 819 901 088 905 1,002
25,000 inhabitants 2,500 to 25,000 Rural
and over inbabitants districts
Native white women:
All women 355 459 721
Married, widowed, and divorced women.____.__. 525 630 899
F -born white women:
women. 697 867 998
, widowed, and divorced women......._ 836 991 1,002
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The further comparison of the ratios of children .to women in
communities of different sizes shows that for both nativity groups, for
all women and for married, widowed, or divorced women, there is a
steady decline in ratio of children as the size of the community
increases. These data are summarized in Table 62.

Here we see, too, that if cities of less than 25,000 are compared
with those of over 25,000 there is a marked difference between them.
This is true for the foreign-born white women as well as the native
white women. The ratio of children to native white women in cities
of under 25,000 is 29.3 per cent higher than the ratio for the larger
cities for all women and 20 per cent higher for married, widowed,
or divorced women; for foreign-born white women the per cents are
24.4 and 18.5, respectively. These are very significant differences
and the two nativity groups are much alike. Life in the larger cities
seems to affect the native and the foreign-born women in much the
same degree although the ratio of children is, absolutely, much higher
for the foreign born in all sizes of cities. As between the smaller
cities (under 25,000) and the rural districts the native and foreign-
born women show decided differences. Whereas among native white
women there is a very large increase in ratio of children in the rural
districts, amounting to 57 per cent for all native white women and
42.7 per cent for native white married women the foreign-born
white women show only small increases, namely, 15.1 per cent and
10.2 per cent for all foreign-born white women and foreign-born
white married women, respectively. This rather slight difference
between the ratios of children among foreign-born white women in
small cities and the rural districts is exactly what we should expect
if it is urban life that lies at the basis of the rapid decline in the birth
rate of the foreign born as well as the native whites. The habits of
thought and the attitudes of mind regarding family life which foreign-
born women have when they arrive here can not be sloughed off at
once. But a difference of 43.2 per cent in the ratio of children to
all foreign-born white women in the cities of over 25,000 as compared
with the rural districts may be taken as evidence that the process of
breaking up Old World habits of thought and action as they affect
family life gets well under way in the larger cities, even in the first
generation. In the smaller cities (under 25,000) and in the rural
districts where the obstacles to customary family life are less pro-
nounced, there is comparatively little departure from the birth rate of
the old country. '

“oLD” AND “NEW’’ IMMIGRATION

It should be further noted: that the foreign-born population of the
cities of over 25,000 is more largely made up of new immigrants than
the toreign-born population of the smaller cities and the rural dis-
tricts. The domicile of the foreign born thus appears to be more
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important than the distinction between old and new immigration in
determining the number of children born. This, too, in spite of the fact
that the practices of birth control have made far more headway in
those countries from which the old immigrants come than in those from
which new immigrants come. Of course, our immigrants, both old
and new, have come to a large extent from rural communities abroad,
hence there has probably been less difference in the extent to which
they knew about methods of birth control before coming than the
general birth rates of their respective countries would indicate.

The general belief that the new immigrants have excessively high
birth rates is without any basis in fact if we compare them with the
old immigrants who came to us in the latter half of the last century
from the rural communities, as the new immigrants do to-day, or
with our own rural population a generation or two ago. Even to-day
in the rural districts of the Southern States, the ratio of children to
all native white women (about 840) is higher than the ratio for
foreign-born white women in the entire United States, 779; and it
is only about 16 per cent less than that for foreign-born white women
in the rural districts. For married women only, the differences are
even less. There is, therefore, nothing abnormally high about the
birth rate of the new immigrants. They have about the birth rate
that would be expected from a rural peasant people who have not
yet felt the full pressure of modern city life.

This is not to say, however, that the new immigrants do not have
higher birth rates than old immigrants in the same localities or in
. places of similar size. Table 25 shows that the new immigrants do
have higher ratios than the old under quite similar conditions. What
is said above is meant to point out that the birth rates of the new im-
migrants are not abnormally high according to an absolute standard.

TEMPORARY AND PERMANENT INCREASES

In Chapter VIII an attempt was made to estimate the excess of
children in different localities available for, (a) increase temporarily,
that is, as long as the age and sex constitution and the death rates
remain as they were in 1920, and (b) permanent increase, that is,
when the age and sex constitution become those of a stationary
population having the specific death rates of 1920 (Table 60).! On

3 These terms temporary and permanent may need some further explanation here. If a population has
many young people so that its death rate is low, it is obvious that fewer children are needed to keep up
its numbers than would be needed by a population having a larger proportion of old people and, therefore,
having a higher death rate. Now if the former of these populations also has a larger proportion of its
women in the age group 20 to 44 than the latter, it may have a considerably lower ratio of children under
5 to its childbearing women than the second population and still keep up its numbers. It is the ratio of
children to women needed in 1920 to maintain the numbers of a population that we call its temporary
needs. With a declining birth rate, all populations are more or less rapidly approaching the age grouping
that will prevail in a stationary population (see p. 159). When they arrive at this stage they will
need quite a different ratio of children to women to maintain their numbers from that they now need.
This we have called the permanent needs of a population. If these permanent needs are not met by a
group having the age constitution of a stationary population, there will be a decline in numbers, This
supposes, of course, that there is no immigration or émfgration into or out of the group.
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F1Gure 12.—PER CENT THE RATIO OF CHILDREN UNDER 5 TO ALL NATIVE
WHITE WOMEN 20 To 44 YEARS OF AGB Is IN EXCEss OF TEMPORARY AND
PERMANENT REPLACEMENT NEEDS, AND PER CENT THE RATIO OF
CHILDREN UNDER § TO ALL FOREIGN-BORN WHITE WOMEN 20 To 44
YEARs OF AGE I8 IN ExcEss oF TEMPORARY REPLACEMENT NEEDS, FOR
EacH State: 1920. (SEE DETAILED TaABLE No. III)
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this basis it was found that in the United States as a whole the
native population had a 70 per cent excess of children available for
temporary increase, as compared with a 150 per cent excess available
among the foreign-born population. The per cent available for per-
manent increase among the natives was only 15 per cent, however.
Not a very large excess.*

These excesses over both temporary and permanent needs in the
country as a whole are of interest but they are far less important
than the differences in different localities within the country. The
amount of variation here is rather surprising. In the New England -
and Pacific divisions the excess over temporary needs in the native
population is only 25 per cent, while in the South Atlantic and East
South Central divisions, the excesses are 130 per cent and 135 per
cent, respectively. These are certainly marked differences and call
attention to one of the important results of this study, namely, the
fact that the rate of reproduction is much greater in the rural South
than in the industrialized North. When the figures for excess over
temporary neéds among the native born and foreign born are com-
pared we find that it is far greater among the foreign born, save in
the South. Even there the foreign born have a somewhat larger
excess than the natives except in the East South Central division
where the natives have the larger excess.

If we compare communities of different sizes in respect to their
ratios of children as related to temporary and permanent maintenance
needs, we find that in the native population the larger cities show
comparatively small excess even over temporary needs and that
very few of them show any excess over permanent needs. Indeed,
for their permanent needs practically all cities except the smaller
ones of the Southern and Mountain States, show a deficiency of
children to native white women. That is to say, in practically the
entire city population of the United States, the native born do not
have enough children to maintain their numbers when their age and
sex composition come to approximate that of a stationary population.

In comparison with the natives in the cities the foreign-born
white women in the same communities show much larger excesses
over temporary needs. Only in the larger cities in the Pacific States
do the foreign-born white women show an excess of less than 100
per cent.

In the rural population the native white women in all parts of the
country have children considerably in excess of both temporary and
permanent maintenance needs. They are least in New England
(65 per cent above temporary needs and 10 per cent above perma-
nent needs), the Middle Atlantic States (85 per cent and 25 per cent),

¢ There is no need of calculating the excess available for permanent increase among the foreign born

because practically all of their children automatically take their place among the natives in the course of
time. Thus there is no permanent foreign-born group in the sense given to that term here.
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and the Pacific States (75 per cent and 20 per cent), and greatest
in the Southern States (165 per cent and 80 per cent and 155 per
cent and 75 per cent). The excesses of children over maintenance
needs among the rural foreign-born white women are larger in all
communities than those of the natives. In the entire United States
the rural foreign-born women have an excess over temporary mainte-
nance of 210 per cent and in no division do they fall below 145 per
cent which is the excess in the Pacific States. It is well to note here
again that if the excess over temporary replacement needs of the
rural natives is compared with that of all the foreign born (125
per cent and 150 per cent, respectively), the differences are not
very large though they are in favor of the foreign born.

In view of this situation and considering the large proportion of
all foreign-born women found in the larger cities—66.5 per cent of
the total number live in cities of over 25,000—it would not be sur-
prising if the native rural women of the United States should have
a higher ratio of children than all foreign-born women in the near
future. The restriction of immigration, the changes in its source,
and the passing of a considerable number of our new immigrant
women out of the childbearing age are almost certain to result in
a rapid decline in the ratio of children to foreign-born women by
1930; while there is no reason to anticipate especially rapid changes
in the birth rate of the rural native population during this decade.

As one reflects upon what is happening in the cities one wonders
why it is that so many of the people who are most anxious to see
immigration greatly restricted are also apparently anxious to move
the immigrant from the city to the country. One is inclined to think
that no more effective device for curtailing the increase of our new
immigrants could possibly have been devised than their settling in
the larger cities. It seems unlikely that if the Nordics had planned
with diabolical cunning, to hasten the sterilization of the new immi-
grants they could have hit upon anything one-half as.effective as
making them settle in the larger cities.

RATIOS AMONG NEGROES

The ratios of children to Negro women show nothing essentially
different from those of native white women. The contrast between
urban and rural ratios is the same as for the whites but is even more
marked. The urban Negro women were scarcely producing enough
children to keep up the urban population of Negroes in 1920: a clear
case of race suicide. The ratio of children to all Negro women
necessary to maintain temporarily the urban Negro population is
328 but the actual ratio to all Negro women is only 293. Even
when allowance is made for considerable omissions in the enumera-
tion of Negro children we see that the urban Negroes as a whole are
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barely maintaining their numbers. Under present conditions then,
it appears that with the increasing urbanization of the Negro his
rate of increase is quite likely to decline rather rapidly in the near
future. There is, indeed, & possibility that the ratio of children to
Negro women in the cities in 1920 was a little lower than it would
normally be, due to the quite recent movement of Negroes into our
northern cities. It is difficult to believe, however, that the deficit
thus resulting would make the difference between maintenance and
race suicide. It is also worth noting that there is a steady decline
in ratio of children to Negro women as the size of community increases.

The situation among the Negroes leads one to wonder whether birth
control may not lead to the practical sterilization of that part of our
population, both white and Negro, which has only a small stake in
the development and control of our cilivization, as well as in that part
of our population which has the largest economic stake. The most
drastic practice of birth control might thus become the characteristic
of the social classes at the two extremes of the social scale—the most
favored and the least favored. If this tendency should appear in all
groups having very low incomes, after they have learned of birth
control, the eugenist who is alarmed over the increase of the ne’er-do-
wells could cease to worry, placing full faith in the crusade of birth
control to solve the problems of quality in our population.

The “Other colored” in our population show the same general
tendencies as the foreign-born whites. As far as the Japanese can
be distinguished from the others they do not appear to have exces-
sively high birth rates, not as high as the Chinese and Indians. This
seems quite in keeping with the birth rates in Japan. There is con-
siderable likelihood, however, that our ratios of children among the
Japanese are too low because of the fact that in 1920 a large number
of the Japanese women 20 to 44 had not been in this country long
enough to have as many children under 5 as they would ultimately
have. Butevenif this is the case there is no reason to believe that the
orientals are naturally more prolific than the Europeans. The en-
vironmental conditions under which they live determine their birth
rate just as among Europeans. The proof of this is that the ratios of
children to ‘‘Other colored” women are higher in the rural districts
than in the cities and also that in Japan the birth rate declines as the
size of the community increases.

RATIOS AMONG MINERS

Everywhere miners have higher ratios of children than other groups
by whom they are surrounded. This is true for miners not only in
this country but elsewhere. Mining seems to attract age groups favor-
able to large ratios of children, and it also seems to couple with this

6621P—31——13
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the rural environment favorable to large families. No doubt the fact
that miners’ wives work at home as a rule is also an important element
in the situation. That in this country many miners are foreign born
is also a factor of importance. For obvious reasons we can not com-
pare urban and rural miners.

RELIGION AND SIZE OF FAMILY

We have been able to find but one clear case of the influence of
religion on the size of the family. This is in Utah. There seems to
be no doubt that Mormonism encourages the raising of large families.
But even here we find very marked differences between the cities and
the rural districts. Religion seems to have but little influence in pre-
venting the decrease of the size of the family when it comes into
competition with urban influences making for the limitation of the
family. There is reason to think that this is true among the Catholics
as well as among Protestants. In Catholic communities the ratios
of children are often quite bigh but how much of this ratio can be
attributed to the influence of religion, how much to foreign birth,
how much to low economic status, and how much to essential rural-
mindedness no one can decide. Our study, then, contributes little to
the determination of the influence of religion on the size of the family.
But it does seem to indicate that even in closely-knit religious groups
the birth rate is on the decline.

ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL GROUPS

It appears from the above that what has ordinarily been called
““race suicide’’ is a misnomer. Tbere is no race suicide except, possi-
bly, among urban Negroes. The groups that are failing to reproduce
are not racial groups, they are economic and social classes. If we
want any generic term -to express this tendency we should rather
speak of ‘“urban suicide.” It is in the urban population that the
birth rate seems likely to fall below the maintenance level in the near
future. But even the term ‘‘urban suicide” is, to a certain extent,
misleading. The present situation is perhaps best described by the
term ‘‘white-collar suicide’’; for it is in the clean-handed jobs that
there appears to be real group suicide in the sense that a group is
failing to reproduce itself. How long it will be before the hand work-
ers follow the example of the ‘white-collar’’ class and refuse to raise
enough children to reproduce themselves can not be told, but it seems
quite likely that the term ‘“urban suicide’’ will, before long, be a true
description of the situation.

DECLINE IN NATURAL INCREASE

One very general conclusion arising from the consideration of all
these different ratios of children to women in their relation to a sta-
tionary population (Chap. VIII) is that our present rates of natural
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increase as given by subtracting the death rate from the birth rate
are misleading. We are rapidly approaching the time when our
natural increase will be scarcely more than half of what it now is.
We are living to-day on our capital, so to speak, that is, we have
the low death rates and relatively high birth rates largely because we
have had a rapidly increasing population in the recent past. When
a population is increasing rapidly it always has a large proportion of
its numbers in the younger age groups where deaths are few and
where childbearing women are numerous. If the birth rate has
been declining for some time, however, even though there should be
no further actual decline in the average number of children born to
each woman, the crude birth rate will continue to decline for the
next 40 years because of the changing age constitution of the popula-
tion. For the same reason the death rate will begin to rise as the
proportion of the population over forty increases with the net result
that the rate of natural increase, being cut into from both ends, will
decline rather rapidly. This tendency should be noticeable in this
country by 1940, and should be quite marked by 1950. By 1960 our
rate of natural increase certainly will not be more (probably less)
than half of what it was in 1920 (about 10 per thousand) unless
some very powerful agent arises to stimulate the birth rate in & way
we can not now foresee. '

RACIAL DIFFERENCES

Before passing on to the more philosophical reflections aroused by
this study one other rather general conclusion should be stated. It
is that the ratio of children to women in particular groups is not pri-
marily or even in any significant degree the result of racial differences
between groups or even of nationality differences, if by nationality
anything more than a particular environment is meant. These dif-
ferential rates arise out of the different social situations—urban life
and rural life, hand-working and head-working, mining and clerical
work, etc.—in which different groups find themselves. This point
should be insisted on quite strongly in view of the very common
belief that biological differences between groups often lie at the basis
of differences in birth rates. That there are biological differences
resulting in differential birth rates would not be denied. What
would be denied is that they are group differences, unless it can be
shown by a strong array of evidence that different kinds of selective
" processes have been at work in different groups and that one effect
of these different processes has been to select in one group those
people- for survival who had a biological tendency toward a high
birth rate, while in another group those selected for survival were
those having an hereditary bent toward a lower birth rate. Atten-
tion has been called to the possibility of selection being a factor in
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the differential birth rate but there is no evidence that it is of appre-
ciable importance at the present time. The only biological differ-
ences between people of which we can be certain are the individual
differences between people; not differences between groups. That
there are any inherent or hereditary differences in the fecundity of
the Scotch and Italians, the New England Yankees and the Poles
seems exceedingly doubtful. All the difference we actually find be-
tween these groups in the matter of birth rates can be accounted for
on the basis of differences in their environing conditions, and to
bring in other factors, heredity, for example, is, as the theologians
say, a work of supererogation.

REFLECTIONS UPON POPULATION GROWTH

A study such as this shows beyond doubt that the growth of popu-
lation, particularly in our cities, is being controlled more or less
consciously. That population growth has always been more or less
controlled by the community is recognized by students of the sub-
ject but it is not generally recognized by the rank and file of intelli-
gent people. It is a very common belief that modern birth control
gives man his first real control of his growth in numbers. This is by
no means the case. Scores of practices calculated to control man'’s
growth in numbers, among peoples of all stages of culture, might be
cited to show that the community has seldom been indifferent to the
practical problems of population growth. It is only relatively re-
cently in human history, and chiefly in the history of what we may
call the Western World, that a policy of laissez faire with regard to
population growth has developed. This has come about partly
through the teachings of various institutions (notably the church)
but is chiefly due to the abundance of land open to settlement and
exploitation by Europeans during the last 400 or 500 years.

To-day the control of population growth is becoming common in
many of our communities and this new effort at control raises many
important problems. As yet most people are only dimly aware that
a momentous change is taking place because of this effort to control
population growth. The time has not yet come when any consider-
able part of our people can be brought to consider seriously the mean-
ing of the facts of population growth set forth in this and other studies.
The fact that there is a differential birth rate by which the actual and
potential rates of population increase in different groups, classes, and
nations are greatly affected, is one of the most significant facts of our
times, yet only a few people know of it and of these few only a very
small proportion see any significance in it. Furthermore, practically
all those who consider this differential birth rate worthy of study do
so on the assumption or belief that the bearing and rearing of chil-
dren is a matter of individual choice or nationality differences (often
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wrongly called racial differences in referring to our foreign born).
They believe that the less desirable people, biologically, are the ones
who are raising the most children, with the result that the better
biological types are being swamped by the worse. Seldom do they
concern themselves with the attempt to evaluate the movement for
the control of population from the social as well as the biological
standpoint. Consequently the methods of control proposed generally
look to influencing directly the choice of individuals, either in the
direction of raising larger or smaller families as is deemed desirable,
or toward the exclusion from the country of those nationalities having
high birth rates, because they tend to swamp the older stock with its
low birth rate. The exclusion method is effective because the exclusion
of the foreign born, of course, prevents their contributing to the next
generation, but the other method has little or no influence as long
as the constant, indirect, and insidious influences of the general condi-
tions of life are in opposition to the supposedly intelligent direct
influence of ideas of duty and right. It does no good to preach at
certain classes that they should have more children or fewer children
as long as the conditions under which they live emphasize the personal
advantages to be derived from small families, or large families, as the
case may be.

The newer movement of population control, like all previous systems
of control, represents an effort on the part of man to adapt himself to
the conditions under which he finds himself living. Unlike older
systems, it represents the conscious effort of individuals to make a
personal adaptation rather than a settled community policy supposed
to be for the good of the group. It is thus individualistic and repre-
sents a more or less personal reaction to environment, based primarily
upon the individual’s valuation, at a particular time, of the goods to
be gained from life. Naturally such control in general results in an
adaptation to immediate pressures of a purely personal sort rather
than to more fundamental human and racial considerations. The
very nature of individual, personal control of population growth is to
make it depend upon the individual’s notion of what is good for him
personally at a given moment. Thus it comes about that what
appears an excellent adaptation to the individual at one time may
appear foolish and shortsighted to him at another time. It may also

seem even more shortsighted from the point of view of one who is
trying to find some larger and relatively permanent meaning in life.
Individual or personal control of population growth in modern society
is almost certain to lead to such strenuous efforts for individual
adaptation, that is to say, such strenuous efforts to attain conventional
success, that most people will overlook some of the most fundamental
aspects of life. Engrossed by efforts to attain personal success few
stop to ask whether the environment, that is, the social organization
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within which we live, should not be adapted to our needs as human
beings rather than that we should attempt to adjust ourselves in-
dividually to its demands on our time, our energy, and our thought.

If it should happen that one people or nation developed an environ-
ment or social organization better adapted to essential human needs
than the social organizations of other nations, it would probably
in time outnumber the other nations and gradually crowd them and
their civilizations from the earth. It is for this reason that it is im-
portant to take stock of the present processes of population growth
in our civilization. If we neglect doing so much longer it may be too
late to change, if the need of change is indicated. ,

If we hope and believe that our own particular civilization can
make some lasting contribution to future ages we cannot fail to be
concerned at weaknesses in it which may cut short the period during
which it might add to these contributions or even prevent its youthful
promise from developing into the achievements of maturity. It may
be that the rise and fall of peoples is beyond human control, but to-day
we are loath to admit such a possibility. We believe, as never before,
in our power to control our destiny. But of course, we can only
exercise this power if we understand the social processes in which we
move.

Changes in the reproductive life of a people are certainly among the
most fundamental of all changes and failure to understand the proc-
esses bringing them about can not but result in disaster. It is not
true, as so many think, that natural tendencies or instincts are suffi-
cient guides to conduct. There is no natural equilibrium of heredi-
tary tendencies in man. Men are what they are because of the
stability and direction given to natural or hereditary tendencies by
their surroundings.

As applied to the processes of population growth this means that
when the reproductive vitality of a people undergoes rapid changes,
some equilibrium achieved in the past has been upset and we must
search out the causes if we are to bein position to control these changes.
This study has shown that the most important cause of the present
decline in reproduction in this country is urban living. Modern
cities seem to sap a part of the essential vigor of their populations.
They do not provide the conditions of life in which people easily and
naturally strike a healthy balance between the impulses to self-
development and self-achievement and those leading to racial con-
tinuance. The large cities show unmistakable signs of lack of effec-
tive reproductive vigor. Preoccupation with the work of modern
industry and commerce and living in places where there is little
“elbow room’ apparently are leading to the limitation of births to
such an extent that whole communities will soon be having fewer
births than deaths.
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Reproduction is essential to any racial achievement. Whether it is
essential to individual achievement under our present ideals of value
is less obvious. Indeed the conduct of great numbers of people not
only inferentially denies that reproduction is essential to individual
achievement, but even affirms that it stands in the way of it. Itis
here that the crux of the whole matter is to be found. It seems ex-
ceedingly doubtful whether any civilization that regularly sterilizes a
large part of its upper classes (and perhaps, soon, its lower classes) can
be called vigorous. Furthermore, it is surely a matter for debate
whether any civilization that issues so rapidly in sterile, or semisterile,
upper classes has much of value to pass on to future generations. The
very fact that the people in the upper classes are almost wholly pre-
occupied with the attainment of conventional economic and social suc-
cesses means that they havegiven little energy and thought to finding
out what is good for human nature as a whole. They live a life in
which some of the fundamental needs of the human animal are almost
totally neglected. They implicitly deny by their conduct that man
has large spiritual needs which can not be satisfied except by healthy
relations with his fellowmen in intimate groups.

Surely the life of our time can serve a better purpose than warning
future generations how not to live. This last may be our chief contri-
bution to the future unless we study more carefully the needs of the
whole man and use our great resources to experiment in satisfying
these needs. If we do this we may make a large, positive contribu-
tion to the development of a more satisfying social order than has yet
been evolved. But we can never achieve much in this direction until
we are willing to place fundamental human needs above the attain-
ment of wealth and social position.

This is not the place to undertake the statement of what seems to
be fundamental traits or needs of human nature. But the belief
may be expressed that the need of man for children, and for sharing
in the future through devoting a considerable part of his energy and
time to them, is just as fundamental as his need for food, although
the lack is not as quickly felt. Without close contact with children,
men and women lose touch with many of the finer aspects of life and -
tend to develop harsh and unlovely traits of character. They tend
to become preoccupied with their own feelings and concerns and lose
the capacity to understand and sympathize with the feelings and aspir-
ations of young life. In a word, there are many windows opening
upon life, which are closed to the people who live apart from child-
life. Any social organization which makes it impossible to satisfy
these racial needs not only can not long endure but is not worth
trying to preserve. In the very nature of things it is self-destructive
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and can endure only as long as the host (other areas of greater repro-
ductive vitality) on which it is parasitic consents to remain a host.

Beyond the fact that the life of a parasite is contingent upon the
endurance of the host, human parasites suffer a most disastrous
weakening of their moral fiber. It is generally recognized that indi-
viduals who are parasitic become degenerate in a short while. It is
not so generally recognized that communities which are parasitic
are likely to develop a degenerate strain, a mode of living and habits
of thought which are less than human. It may not be too much to
say that any settled community or any class that does not reproduce
itself is in certain respects parasitic and that little in the way of use-
ful contributions to larger human progress can be expected from such
groups. The people who are in these parasitic groups are not living
fully, completely, healthily.

The problem then is that of getting childlife properly distributed
among all the healthy people of our national community, that all
may share in the direct and personal responsibilities of their child
rearing and thus share also in the continuous process of reeducation
and wider pacticipation in life to which children subject their elders.
If our present urban-industrial organization has unbalanced the repro-
ductive life of large groups of people as has been contended, then it
behooves us to take thought how we may again achieve an equilibrium
in this respect which will be beneficial to all, severally, and collectively.
This can scarcely be done without very extensive changes in our pres-
ent social organization.

The changes which seem to be most needed in order to achieve this
new equilibrium have to do with the relieving of crowding and con-
gestion in our cities and the altering of the pace at which we live.
We must undertake the development of an environment, or conditions
of life, in which practically all people can live what seems to them
the good life, while they are raising families of the proper size. We
must recognize that children are a normal adjunct of human life;
that without intimate contact with them we are less than human;
and that we must organize so that the work of all of us can be done
in the best and most satistying way, at the same time that we are
contributing to the next generation in such numbers as may be good
. for the enlargement of our own spiritual outlook, good for the health
and mental development of the children, and good for the community
both spiritually and economically. We must have ‘“elbow room,”
especially for the children, and we must have time to achieve a reason-
able amount of personal success, while living a wholesome family
life. 'We must consider adjusting our economic and social organiza-
tion to our needs rather than attempt to make man adjust himself
to an organization in which the production of economic goods and
the making of money are the chief aims.
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The advocacy of population policies which do not recognize the
close relation between the environmental pressures to which people
are subjected and the birth rate can have no issue under present con-
ditions. Itislike trying to change the course of a river while ignoring
the law of gravity. People react to the constant and subtle pressures
of environment, even though they are largely unconscious of the
existence of such pressures, much more surely than they do to the
preachments of those who attack their alleged shortcomings directly.
The way to effectuate a population policy is not merely through
pointing out individual duty in the matter of raising families, but also
and chiefly, through making such alterations in environment, that the
natural inclination to reproduction will not be thwarted because its

" exercise means the curtailing of opportunities on which greater value
is placed. If it is urged that the scale of values by which the desira-
bility of opportunity is judged must be altered before reproduction
will be allotted a definite place in modern life, the answer would be
that our scale of values itself is largely a product of the conditions
under which we live and that changes in the general environment
about us will alter, almost insensibly, the scale of values by which
we judge of the desirability of different kinds of conduct.

Again it may be urged that all other phases of the problem of popu-
lation growth are of small concern to us in this country as compared
with that of adjusting the conditions of everyday living to meet the
full needs of human beings. The very fact that only a few people
realize how our modern urban industrialism has uprooted man from
the small-locality group in which his evolution took place, makes this
problem all the more serious. Also, few people appreciate the dislo-
cation in human relations involved in moving from small groups
to large, and still fewer appreciate the deep-lying disturbance in the
mental equilibrium of the race which is accompanying our modern
industrial development. The processes of population growth are
being profoundly affected by this substitution of urban life for village
life,and we are not likely to exercise a wise control over these processes
until we see the close relation they bear to the everyday conditions
of living by which we are surrounded.

Since there is this very intimate relation between human reproduc-
tion and environment (the conditions of our everyday living) and
since this study shows beyond doubt that at present the general set’
of conditions which we call urban is quite likely to lead in the not
distant future not only to a stationary state of population (barring
migration) in the larger cities, but even to a state of decreasing num-
bers, it behooves us to study the environmental conditions underlying
reproduction more carefully than we have done hitherto. If the most
significant difference between an environment leading to group suicide
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and one leading to group increase is the difference between urban and
rural as has been contended, then this difference needs more careful
analysis than it has received up to this time.

That the urban environment of to-day is leading to urban suicide
does not mean that this is a necessary consequence of living in non-
agricultural communities. There is no good reason to think that
industry and commerce can not be carried on in communities which are
not excessively urbanized as are our larger cities to-day. It is no
doubt possible to develop a civilization in which commerce and indus-
try will occupy the major portion of the population and yet one which
will not issue in an excessive urbanism, although it has not yet been
done in the Western World. It appears quite probable that approxi-
mately 18 to 20 per cent of our population will, in the near future, be °
able to supply our needs for the agricultural products which we can
grow at home. This would leave 80 per cent or more to occupy them-
selves in industry, commerce, the arts, and other types of work now
carried on in the cities or in mines. As matters now stand every
increase in agricultural efficiency has contributed directly to the
development of cities and particularly to the growth of the large
cities. The consequence has been that the intensity of urban living
has greatly increased and hosts of people have found themselves living
under conditions distinctly unfavorable to the raising of families.

Now it does not appear that there is anything in the nature of
nonfarm work and living that makes necessary the present crowding
into large cities and denial of elbow room and breathing space to a
large proportion of our people. It has only happened this way because
there has been no adequate planning for the human factor in modern
life. When once we become fully aware of the way in which the
human factor is subordinated to the purely material factors in modern
urban living we shall probably revolt against the present organization
of our life in cities and demand that a new system be developed to
replace the present one. It is not at all difficult to imagine an indus-
trial organization which will make it possible for all workers to live
under conditions far better adapted to human needs than is the case
at present. Furthermore, such an organization may also be more
efficient than the existing order. In other words, the industrial
order of the future will aim to preserve all the real economies of the
present order at the same time that it eliminates its crowding and
its inhuman pressure upon people. This is no place to expand upon
this theme, but one can envisage industrial and commercial areas
replacing congested cities, homes taking the place of beehive apart-
ments, a new system of retail distribution supplanting the ‘‘downtown
shopping district,” the use of electric power rendering possible the
break-up of huge plants, and many other changes which will make it
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possible for people to live more in the open, away from the congested
areas where so many of the poorer paid workers now live.

We do not believe that the worst features of our present urbanism
are at all essential to a highly efficient economic system. They are
accidental and in time can be sloughed off to the benefit of all con-
cerned. When this comes to pass the ratios of children will probably
be much more alike in different types of communities than is now the
case.



APPENDIX
FERTILITY IN ENGLAND AND WALES: 1911

In Table A we have the fertility of completed marriages in England
and Wales according to the time of marriage (1886 to 1851 and
earlier), according to the age of wife at marriage (15 years and over),
and according to the general social status of the family. Three facts
stand out clearly in this table: First, as the social status of the class
becomes better, the size of the family decreases. Thus for all ages
and for all durations of marriage, women in the unskilled class (V)
had borne 528 children per 100 couples, those in the skilled class
(IIT) 489, and those in the upper and middle classes (I) 389 (standard-
ized rates). Of course, the survival rate is higher in the classes of
higher social status but not enough higher to make up for the deficiency
in births, so that the lower classes contribute more than proportion-
ally to the next generation. It should also be noted that miners’
wives (VII) bear more children than the wives of textile workers (VI)
and farm laborers (VIII). The latter, however, raise more of their
children so that they have the largest surviving families of any of the
groups compared here.

The second outstanding fact is that there has been a steady decline
in the number of children born in all social classes since 1851 or
earlier. Among miners the decline apparently set in a little later
than among other groups. The decline in the number of births has
been much greater than the decline in the number of survivors in all
classes. This is probably due to a general improvement in the
standard of living and in the sanitary and medical service available.
One of the surest indications of improved living conditions is a lower
death rate. '

The third fact of importance is that the number of children born
varies with the age of the wife at marriage. For example, the post-
ponement of marriage by women from 20-24 to 25-29 means for the
general population a decline of 192 children or 31 per cent (from 620
to 428) per 100 families, and it is much the same per cent in all classes.

Table B, showing the distribution of completed families by size,
needs little comment. For the families where there are children, one
and two child families are not at all common. Together they com-
prise only 5. 2 per cent of all completed families, being slightly more
numerous than families with 14 or more children. Just less than one-
half (47.1 per cent) of all the completed families having children had
7 children or fewer, while 38 per cent of all the families had 8 to 11
children.

194
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Table C is very interesting as showing the contribution of children
to the population by the least fertile and most fertile groups of the
population. Thus the least fertile 25 per cent of the marriages of
completed fertility (column 6) contribute only 2.1 per cent of the
births, while the most fertile 25 per cent (75-100) contribute 52 per
cent, and the most fertile 10 per cent (90-100) contribute 24.8 per
cent. Where wives were married at age 20-24, the percentage con-
tributed by the least fertile 25 per cent (6.8 per cent) is larger than
for wives at all ages of marriage (2.1 per cent) and the per cent con-
tributed by the most fertile 25 per cent (43.8 per cent) is less than
the percentage contributed by the most fertile 25 per cent (52 per
cent) of all marriages of completed fertility. The significance of the
contribution of the least fertile part of the population to the next
generation may be more fully realized if we know that one, two, and
three child families together with childless marriages constitute 41.8
per cent of all completed families, but that they contribute only 10.9
per cent of the next generation, that is, just over one-tenth of the
children of the next generatien.! Here we see in the most marked
manner the results of the differential birth rate in the past generation
in England and Wales. It may be interesting to note, however, that
when the married population is graded according to fertility without
regard to social classes the least fertile 10 per cent of all marriages
produced 7.1 per cent of the children, while the most fertile 10 per
cent produced 12.5 per cent of the children. For the least fertile
one-quarter, the per cent is 19.7 and for the most fertile one-quarter
it 18 29.6.2 Thus it appears that the difference in fertility in England
and Wales in the last generation was not so much a difference between
social classes as a difference between individuals. There is some
reason to think that this is not so much the case to-day.

Table D shows that there is also a direct relation between social
status and age of men at marriage. Unskilled laborers marry earlier
than skilled laborers, and skilled laborers marry earlier than men
in the upper and middle classes. Miners marry earlier than any
other group. It would appear that the same forces disposing to large
or small families after marriage also create a disposition to marry
earlier or later as the case may be.

These data for England and Wales are given not because we have
any data that can be compared with them directly but because it was
thought it might be interesting to know how the differential birth
rate has affected the growth of another country and it might help us
to evaluate the tendencies in our own population a little better.

1 Data for these calculations will be found in Census of England and Wales, 1911, Vol. XIII, Fertility of
Marriage, Part II, pp. 5 and 7.
1 For data see Census of England and Wales, 1911, Vol. XIII, Fertility of Marriage, Part II, p. exix.
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TaBLE A.—ENGLAND AND WALBES—MARRIAGES WHERE THE WIrFE’s CENsUS

Aen ExcrEDED 45 YEARS. CoMPARISON FOoR EacH Sociarn CrLass AND FOR

ALL CLASSES OF THE an'nm'n OF WivEs MARRIED AT SIMILAR AGES BUT AT
D1rFERENT DaTES !

D SOCIAL CLASS 1
uration
DATE OF | of mar- T“:‘_ Om-
MARRIAGE in | popU-| Do II (o0-
years v 1 |cupied| I v v vl | VI | via
only)
ALL AGES OF WIFE AT MARRIAGE
Children born per 100 couples
1881-1886..| 25-30___.| s51| 654| 422| 403| 556| s62| e00| 513| 84| 632
1871-1881__| 3040____| 605 611 47| b67| e615| e8| es2| 67| 7T17| 667
1861-1871__| 40-50___| 662| 673| 593| 65| 6 63| 760 702
1851-1861__| 50-60._.] 690 | 701 625 | 700 718 759 | 738
131511 orear- | Over 60.| 697] 700| %606| 728| 681| 3740| %608 (9 [0) 746
er.
Children surviving per 100 couples
1881-1886. .| 25-30....| 48| 345| 303| 430| 434| 4s1| 39| 497 2
1871-1881__( 30-40_-1| 454 | 458| 393| 438| 460| 464| 470| 408| s02| 53¢
1861-1871__| 40-60_-"7] 473 | 482 | 440 470| 481 482| 480| 428| 305| 835
1851-1861_| 50-00.._| 464 | 478 | 433 | 492] 471| 472 46| 436 465| 527
131511 orear- | Over 60_| 436 | 378 | 452| 420 44| 3405 (O ® |- 490
er.
AGE OF WIFE AT ALL DURATIONS OF MARRIAGE
GE Children born per 100 couples
799 801 637 734 801 804 757 904 845
620 619 488 567 622 628 676 566 747 704
428 426 351 404 432 431 470 380 527 510
281 281 230 270 280 283 244 344
106 107 83 9 106 108 120 97 134 135
3 3 2 3 3 3 4 4 5 3
487 489 365 435 504 498 533 457 626 572
487 487 389 451 489 492 528 444 585 556
Children surviving per 100 couples
579 583 488 547 584 587 527 630 668
467 469 389 442 471 476 493 410 533 562
333 333 289 325 336 351 283 382 409
219 220 193 219 218 222 228 183 251 276
84 85 70 81 84 86 91 73 100 111
2 3 1 2 3 3 3 3 4 3
368 372 204 341 382 379 388 331 45 457
368 370 311 352 371 374 386 322 418 444

1 Census of England and Wales, 1911, Vol. X1II, Fertility of Marriage, Part II, p. xcviii, Table XLIV.
1 For definition of social class see Table D.
3 Rates based on less than 100 eouples
‘ Less than 10 couples.
tw“dnrdlzecl on all families’in England and Wales (wivee over 45 years at Census) at each marriage
age of wife.
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TasrLe B.—ENGLAND AND WALES—DISTRIBUTION OF COMPLETED FAMILIES BY
S1ze. CHILDREN BORN TO FaMmiLiEs oF DIrrERENT SizEs, PER CENT OF THE
ToraL BorN To CoMPLETED FAMILIES OF ALL SizES!

[Only families having children are included in this table]

APPENDIX

Per cent of Per cent of
Fenontof| al oom. Pepomntof| gl oom.
leted fam- H}“"d fam- leted fam. | Pleted fam-
NUMBER OF CHILDREN ﬁiesha es having NUMBER OF CHILDREN Bles having es having
omx given um| iren,nu: given num. fiven -
of - -
of chil-| “4ron and &::hﬂ- dren and
fewer fewer
1.52 1.52 5.97 91.08
3.668 5.18 3.83 04.91
5.74 10.92 2.32 97.23
7.53 18.45 1.28 98. 51
8.69 27.14 .73 99. 24
9.73 36.87 .35 99. 59
10.25 47.12 .19 99.78
10.67 57.79 .09 99.87
10.27 68,06 .08 99. 93
9.64 71.70 .07 100.00
7.41 85.11 100.00 | ...

1 Census of E
columns 1, 8, an

lar d and Wales, 1911. Vol. XIII, Fertility of Marriage, Part II, p. xlvi, Table XVII,

TaABLE C.,—ENGLAND AND WALES—PERCENTAGES OF ALL (LEGITIMATE)
BirTHS RESULTING FROM VARYING PERCENTAGES OF ALL MARRIAGES AR-
RANGED IN ORDER OF FERTILITY !

[This table is to be read as follows: The least fertile 10 per cent of marriages of all durations produced no
births, the least fertile 20 per cent produced only 1 per cent of all births, etc.]

PER CENT OF ALL

PERCENTAGE OF MAR-
RIAGES ARRANGED
IN ORDER OF IN-
CREASING FERTILITY

PER CENT OF ALL
BIRTHS RESULTING
FROM MARRIAGES OF
ALL DURATIONS

BIRTHS RESULTING
FROM MARRIAGES OF
COMPLETED FERTIL-
ITY

ALL AGES AT MARRIAGE

Decimlo Quartiles
2 —
—_— 25
30 —
40 ——
50 50
60 —
70 —_—
—_— 75
80 —
90 -_—
100 -_

Deciles Quartiles
L0 —_
—— 2.4
3.8 —_—
8.7 _
15,1 15.1
3.7 _
35.3 -—_—
—_ 42.4
50.5 —_—
70.5 _
100.0 _

Deciles Quartiles
0.8 _—
_— 21
4.2 _—
9.8 _
17.7 17.7
27.9 _—
40.7 —_—
—_— 48.0
56.2 —_
75.2 —
100.0 _—

MARRIAGES OF WIVES MARRIED AT 20 TO 24 YEARS OF AGE

Decf(’)” Quartiles
20 _—
_ 25
30 —_
40 —
50 50
60 —
70 o
—_— 75
80 —_
90 —_—
100 _—

Deciles Quartiles

3.7

|1

18.5

46.4

§$|3§5FPIN
BN | COI O s |

S

100.0

Dy | Gl
—_— 6.8
9.9 _
17.2 —_—
26.2 26.2
36.9 _—
49.4 —
—_— 56.2
63.5 .
79.9 .

100.0

1 Census of England and Wales, 1911, Vol. XIII, Fertility of Marriag e, Part II, p. xlvii, Table XVIII;
columns 1, 11, and 12.
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TABLE D.—ENGLAND AND WALES—FREQUENCY OF MARRIAGE PER 1,000
MALES AT VARIOUS AGES IN SociaL CLasses !

[This table is to be read as follows: Of each 1,000 men in Class Ia, aged 25-34 inclusive, only 399 were mar-
ried while in Class VII, 683 out of each 1,000 of this age were married]

AGE

CLASS? Totall5
over
15~ 20~ 25~ 35~ 45~ 56~ 65~ 75~ (stand-
: ardized)
2 145 612 812 824 780 683 508 585
2 58 399 702 760 747 659 472 458
1 66 538 817 850 819 721 542 538
1 66 522 797 829 9 690 489 523
2 112 585 822 849 817 724 525 556
2 146 650 848 851 799 691 404 577
2 135 614 835 850 803 698 520 565
3 196 615 758 758 715 632 482 533
2 168 656 835 842 783 662 450 573
4 242 683 813 819 762 668 463 581
1 115 517 708 735 71 649 509 487
1 Cenm! of England and Wales, 1911, Vol. XIII, Fertility of Marriage, Part II, p. lxxix, Table XXXIV,

division

3 'l‘he olmes may be briefly defined as follows:
Olass Ia, Chiefly professional.
, Rest of upper and middle

classes.
I, ? Above two combined (UYP“ and middle classes).
II, Retired and unoccupied
111, Skilled artisans,

killed
v, Intermedlaua between classes III and V.

V' Unskilled workers.

VI Textile workers.

VII, Miners.
VIII, Agricultural laborers.

ving on private means.
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TABLE I.—CHILDREN UNDER 5, WOMEN 20 to 44 YEARS OF AGE, AND CHILDREN
CoMMUNITIES OF DIFFERENT SIzES, BY

[Ratio not shown when

WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE

All women Married, widowed, or divorced women
DIVISION AND COM-
MUNITY GROUP
White Colored White Colored
Other
Native F%’:‘,'g" Negro cgltg'r:rd Native F%:rlgn Negro ::el:i
UNITED BTATESL......... 14, 654, 457 3,190, 820 [2, 083,470 | 60,831 |10,877, 506 |2, 727, 753 [1,748,003 | 54,371
Cltles 100000 and 1,691,045 | 461,146 | 9,407 | 2,507,700 |1,403,064 | 374,982 | 8,581
428,458 | 188, 2,817 | 1,119,354 | 364,227 | 155,835 | 2 587
226, 114,380 | 1,251 | '758,601 | 197,088 | 94, 1,021
235,010 | 150,326 | 2,730 | 1,092,006 | 207,158 | 122,750 | 2430
608, 468 1,179, 180 | 44, 626 | 5,300,845 | 556, 216 [1,001,155 | 39, 752
508,011 | 18,114 | 455 | 580,753 | 410,485 | 13,775 | 347
191,062 | 11,505 | 128 | 148,467 | 151,787.| 9,052 107
138,529 | 3,088 40| 125918| 1106057 2205 2%
69,026 | 1,133 28| '83,668| 57, 833 21
51, 806 938 | 75488 | 42519 671 72
68| 1,365 160| 147,216 48, 1,014 128
1,309,233 | 159,063 | 1,678 | 2,000,656 1,105,714 | 123,555 | 1,314
862,213 | 100,179 | 690 | 828,660 | 702,048 | 84,495| 548
120,855 | 16,062 55 256 | 114,027 209 47
71,800 | 9,076 38| 164,858 | 70,812 | 7,375 29
SI)549 | 8543 70| 216,701 | 73,706 | 6,576 52
157,816 | 16,208 | 816 | 560,172 | 144,131 | 12811 | 638
EasT NOoRTH CENTRAL.__| 3,287,507 | 691,168 | 125,073 | 2,564 | 2,446,331 | 615,202 | 107,503 | 2,139
Ol es, 100,000 and 988,315 | 408,515 | 81,84 | 302 | 685754 | 357,686 | 70,678 | 239
= 88,800 | 17,635 | 113 | 330, 79,763 | 15,247 ]
259, 38,640 | 7,701 73| 190,289 822 656 51
a7l | 7iT7| 121|251 37,648 | 5, 960 95
113,362 626 | 1,049 987,707 | 105373 | 89062 1,665
‘WesT NORTH CENTRAL..| 2,026,314 | 227,106 63,983 | 5,620 | 1,508,647 | 199,501 | 53,633 | 4,785
Cities 100,000 and
over. ............ 387,167 102 57,045 | 31,624 85
25,000 to 100,000 68| 97,551 14,880 4,032 54
10,000 to 25,000 o8| 91,782 ‘9507 4828 58
2,500 to 10,000__ 105| 142,797 | 16,411 | 4,365 84
Rural. . ___221000 5256 | 911,080 | 101,559 | 8784 | 4,504
BOUTH ATLANTIC. ......_| 2,071 | 1,235,310 | 54,285 | 649,901 | 1,748
Cities 100,000
............... 20| 142,160 | 23,505 58,808 21
25,000 to 100,000 34| 17,620| 8778 76,450 30
10,000 to 25,000 7] sT117| 226 | 25876 5
2,500 to 10,000 - 21| 96,351 | 3,817 | 46,582 15
................ 1,080 | 822062 | 15,800 | 439,187 | 1,675
EAST SOUTH CENTRAL. ... 287 | 880,956 | 10,247 | 411,032 | 238
Cities 100,000 and
OVer. . oooooeoeeee 302 9| 77,014| 4,005 47,400 6
25,000 to 100,000 790 4| 43734| 1,305 19,808 |.......
10,000 to 25,000 045 5| a5 750 | 24,736 4
2,500 to 10,000 - 282 3| 66211| 1,046 28588 3
Rural_____ 2200 348| 268( 658,372 3,141 | 200,500 223
‘WEST SOUTH CENTRAL...| 1, 345, 182 89,557 | 400,028 | 9,332 | 1,114,994 76,130 | 352,507 | 8,076
Cities 100,000 and
18,173 | 561,485 59| 112,308 | 14,044 | 42,908 51
13,477 | 27,880 | 190| 77,935| 10,802 | 23,766| 175
8048 | 23484| 169 64,449| '629| 19,932 133
6962 | 33578 e12| 113609| 5805 48| 508
42,89 | 272,502 | 8,203 | 746,513 | 38,220 | 237,545 | 7,211

1 From a special tabulation, Fourteenth Census.

.
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PER 1,000 WoMmEN, BY CoOLOR, NATIVITY, AND MARITAL CONDITION, FOR
DIVISIONS AND STATES: 1920 !

base is less than 100)

CHILDREN UNDER 5 YEARS OF AGE

CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 WOMEN
20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE

Married, widowed,

White mothers |Colored mothers| All women or divorced women
DIVISION AND COM-
MUNITY GROUP
Other White White
Foreign Ne- Ne-
Native Negro | col-
. born o ored || Na- fig: 810 | Na- 5‘;’; gro
. tive | porn tive | yormn
UNITED STATES?® ._____. 7,888, 191 (2, 485, 730 11,143,609 |55, 610 538 779 | 546 725 911 654
Cities 100,000 and :
............... 1,330,275 |1, 149,607 | 118,442 | 6,963 341 ( 679 | 257 512 819 316
25,000 to 100,000 _ - _ 019 811 | 328,001 | 55, 2,231 390 | 766 | 204 554 901 355
b1 t0 25,000 ... 481, 603 | 104,663 [ 38,634 899 434 | 861 | 338 608 ‘988 410
2,500 to 10,000....... 705,256 | 206,061 | 55,651 | 2,312 477 | 873 | 370 646 995 453
Rural.___._____2 227 4,771,246 | 607,398 | 875,630 [43,205 || 721| 998 | 743 | =809 | 1,002 | 875
NEW ENGLAND.________| 367,169 | 378,104 7,415 342 393 | 747 | 409 632 921 538
134, 451 4,347 101 322 | 700 | 375 577 886 480
336 1,163 38| 35| 710} 377 505 885 527
56, 015 548 18 386 | 811 | 484 631 974 658
41 749 604 66 412 ) 808 | 644 641 982 899
y 763 119 || 528 | 870 | 652 716 991 744
MIDDLE ATLANTIC....... 1,272,550 |1,033,448 | 47,306 | 1,147 429 | 780 | 297 633 935 383
Cities 100,000 and
OvVer.........oo.__. 452,728 | 579,625 | 27,862 43 342 | 672 | 255 546 825 330
25,000 to 100,000-- - .| 130,608 | 112,064 4, 645 28 381 | 863 | 289 567 983 378
10,000 to 25,000-.. ... 103, 907 80, 364 3, 545 29 431 {1,033 | 391 630 | 1,135 481
2,500 to 10,000. ... 142, 366 84, 364 3,135 50 || 466 {1,034 | 367 657 | 1,143 477
liunl.....---.--.--- 442,943 | 177,031 8,119 597 588 (1,122 | 501 778 | 1,228 634
EAsT NORTH CENTRAL..| 1,620,540 | 560,203 | 36,001 | 2,298 || 493 | 811 | 206 662 910 344
Cltles 100,000 and
............... 355, 306,697 | 19,406 184 360 | 751 237 519 857 274
zs,ooo to 100,000....__| 185, 444 74, 040 5,709 76 413 | 833 | 34 561 928 374
10,000 to 25,000-- - ... 117, 147 32, 633 2,920 41 451 | 845 375 616 937 439
2,500 to 10,000-.- ... 162, 143 35,229 2,937 84 || 478 | 844 400 644 936 493
Rural.. 2277 790,820 | 111,604 | 6,019 [ 1,913 | 630 o84 | 566 | 810 1,05 | 672
‘WESTNORTH CENTRAL._| 1,123,379 | 192,866 | 19,680 | 5,478 554 | 849 | 308 745 967 367
Cities 100,000 and
OVOr. ..o . 127,054 42,744 8, 262 7 328 | 632 221 478 749 261
25,000 to 100,000.. ... 52, 751 11,811 1,480 43 385| 670 | 315 541 793 367
10,000 to 25,000. ... 54, 597 8,026 1,995 36 424 | 705 | 341 595 836 413
2,500 to 10,000.._..... 90, 790 14,795 1,961 97 453 | 778 | 368 636 902 449
Rural . ________._____ 798,187 | 115,490 5,991 | 5,225 680 (1,037 | 563 876 | 1,137 682
SOUTH ATLANTIC. . ...... 1,125,817 51,075 | 519,620 | 2,421 713 | 831 | 661 911 941 800
Cities 100,000 and
over. .. ...ooo......] 80, 919 20,881 | 21,447 17 || 408 | 768 | 289 569 885 365
25,000 to 100,000... ... 71,404 6,048 | 27,985 32| 459 | 682 | 301 607 792 366
10,000 25 000_______ 38,058 1,825 | 13,226 7 404 | 708 | 369 666 805 458
2,500 to 69, 819 3,583 | 22,645 29 551 | 846 | 393 725 939 486
Rural 865, 617 17,838 | 434,317 | 2,336 848 11,032 | 828 { 1,053 { 1,128 989
EasT SoUTH CENTRAL...| 801,832 8,369 | 277,670 263 734 | 710 | 572 910 817 675
Cities 100,000 and
over 39,330 2,021 | 14,024 6 375 | 625 | 249 511 730 295
24, 255 846 6,326 1 4068 | 527 | 266 555 648 319
21,636 542 , 093 9]l 463 | 626 | 304 607 73 368
44, 003 846 | 12 287 7 516 | 718 | 348 665 809 430
672, 608 3,214 | 235,040 240 846 | 927 | 693 11,022 1,023 812
WEsT SOUTE CENTRAL..| 916,902 67,876 | 222,582 | 9,149 682 | 758 | 544 822 892 631
Ciﬁa 100,000 and
55, 729 10,513 | 13,297 55 360 | 579 | 258 496 704 310
37, 406 8, 132 7.332 144 376 | 603 | 263 480 753 309
37,250 6,937 89 466 | 580 | 295 578 744 348
71,943 4, 709 11, 520 487 512 676 | 343 633 799 405
714, 574 39,856 | 183,496 | 8,374 817! 929 673 957 * 1,043 772

? District of Columbia included in United States but not in total for South Atlantic division. L
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\
TaBLB I.—CrILDREN UNDER 5, WoMEN 20 T0o 44 YEARS OF AGE, AND CHILDREN
CoMMUNITIES OF DIFFERENT SIZES, BY

WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE
All women Married, widowed, or divorced women
DIVISION AND COM-
MUNITY GROUP
‘White Colored ‘White Colored
Other
Foreign Other Fore!
Native | "pro¥%| Negro | EE| Native bori:fn Negro | col-
MOUNTAIN.__.__coooooee 490,512 | 86,717 5,835 | 13,001 | 399,907 | 78,438 | 5,166 | 11,605
1,767 168 48, 583 9, 363 1,815 158
1,013 142 22,196 5,628 886 132
212 30, 610 6,000 547 172
867 257 56,518 | 11,022 702 20
1,550 | 12,312 242, 000 46, 425 1,426 | 10,916
11,468 | 25,674 | 657,365 | 172,408 | 9,810 | 24,086
7,524 7,861 | 245,541 ! 76,427 6,485 ! 7,332
1,37 2,162 73, 361 18, 1,142 | 2,038
576 40, 205 ) 479 548
932 [ 1,436 72, 535 15, 004 1,373
1,061 | 13,504 225, 633 7 928 | 12,797
257 144 80,653 | 21,045
45 2 2, 805 726
17 2,280 1,860
80 4 7,050 2,845
142 6 - 12,144 5,431
2 2 7,530 3,038
to 1 18 55 9, 866 3,245
ural 74 81 51,104 9,331
NEw HAMPSHIRE 22,872 106 9 39, 433 18,349
Manchester. 7,736 16 4,032 5,768
ashua. 2,359 2 2,024 1,844
25,000 10, 005 18 6, 956 7,599
10,000 4,528 45 4 7,851 3,718
500 to 10, 4,197 18 4 8,131 3,412
ural 4, 052 25 1 16, 495 3,620
VERMONT 9, 537 100 3 37,576 8,230
10,000 to 25,000. . ... 7,579 1,865 26 4,908 1,579 21 f|oeees
%500 to 10,000... 9, 929 2,480 25 8, 715 2,011 17 foeeeees
ural 33,142 5,102 49 3 25,953 640 32 2
478,820 | 299, 059 277,177 | 236, 141 8,040 166
), 780 67, 061 46, 599 50, 662 3,322 61
9,171 4,795 5,711 3,990 92 2
6,215 4,111 3,191 1,417 . 65 2
13,349 9,134 6,772 6, 896 979 8
3,302 4, 887 1,751 4,172 61 2
3,254 3,657 2,004 3,150 ) S—
4,854 2, 950 3,047 2, 560 189 |..oo...
12,743 | 11,180 6,684 8, 867 58 2
4,650 3,701 2,631 3,032 P Y
7,550 3,676 4,888 3,018 56
7,465 5,827 3,628 4,330 32
8,58 | 11,076 4,384 9,159 32
13,326 | 10, 603 7,026 8,008 25
12,9014 7,832 8,075 6, 265 135
6,054 3,985 3,292 3,174 77
6,158 2,303 3,964 2,003 50
10,762 | 14,232 6,452 | 11,081 | 795
6,862 3,405 8,726 1,908 90
6,609 2,121 4,082 1,808 ud
6,003 3,750 3,992 3,240 4
3,164 2,632 2,082 2,336 8
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PER 1,000 WombN, BY CoLOR, NATIVITY, AND MARITAL CONDITION, FOR
Divisions AND, StaTes: 1920—Continued

CHILDREN UNDER 5 YEARS OF AcE || CHILDREN UNBERS PRE ©,000 WOMEN
White mothers |Colored mothers||  All women y%ﬁm&mﬁ;
DIVISION AND COM-
MUNITY GROUP Porelga Other|| White N White N
o e e
Native | “porn | Negro on::i Na- | For- | &0 | g | For- | gro
eign eign
tive | porn tive | orn
73, 535 1, 540 |11, 987 631 264 775 938 208
6,399 34 113 3561 574 | 195 486 683 227
4,165 2713 109 390 | 648 | 270 518 740 308
4,588 161 150 423 | 646 | 252 560 765 204
9, 492 252 208 535 | 764 | 200 674 861 318
, 801 510 (11,407 775 986 | 329 907 | 1,053 358
PACIFIC.a e 331,008 | 116,776 3,112 (22,495 388 271 504 677 317
41,898 1,679 | 5,987 268 | 449 | 223 367 548 259
11,659 429 | 1,760 315 | 534 | 312 430 636 376
6, 004 209 520 365 | 567 | 363 474 660 436
11,204 310 | 1,284 407 520 753 398
45, 921 485 12,994 563 | 792 | 457 677 858 524
18, 860 113 110 515 | 732 | 440 695 896 | 642
531 26 1 300 | 557 501
1,618 6 357 | 592 |ecaaa- 601
2,396 23 2 337 | 664 526
4, 545 55 3 3385 | 623 | 387 534
2,725 5 399 | 689 586
2, 968 4 46 453 | 763 630
8,622 49 61 811 762
16, 306 72 435 713 | 679 634
5,004 10 347 | 658 627
1,663 2 357 | 705 583
6, 757 12 669 614
8,328 20 3 374 | 738 572
2, 986 19 434 | 711 625
3,235 21 517 | 798
7,905 52 5 525 | 829 | 520 707
1,370 8 417 | 736 643
1,829 8 401 | 738 |.____.| 593
4,706 36 5 587 | 906 749
209, 277 4,308 169 359 ( 700 | 399 621 886
42,312 1,212 61 304 | 631 | 27 585 835
3, 000 46 333 | 628 | 374 536 752
898 6 4 257 | 218 31 500 634
5,884 535 6 318 | 644 ( 402 627 853
3,868 40 3 35 | 701 519 672 927
1,578 3,625 485 | 991 765 | 1,148 |..___
2,074 2,213 110 427 | 750 | 462 681 864 582
4,832 8,767 40 1 379 | 784 | 563 723 989 690
1,819 2, 680 ) B IO, 300 | 74| 250 691 884 500
2,403 2,523 b= 3 IO 330 | 686 | 288 510 836 411
2,412 3,787 14 324 | 650! 359 665 875 438
2,584 7,930 12 301 | 716 | 286 589 866 375
4,855 6, 897 12 2 364 364 601 861 480
4,207 4,779 96 3 326 | 610 | 604 521 763 711
2,082 2,575 55 341 500 626 811 714
2, 582 1,456 419 | 608 | 652 651 727 | 1,017
3,683 8, 547 747 342 | 601 | 809 571 773 940
2,213 1,665 47 33 253 594 873 522
2,517 1,799 29 381 | 848 | 308 617 996 37
2,530 2,821 2 ] 415 | 762 | 286 634 871 500
1,311 2,037 7 414 | 74| 778 630 875
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TABLE I.—CHILDREN UNDER 5, WOMEN 20 T0 44 YEARS OF AGE, AND CHILDREN
CoMMUNITIES OF D:iFFERENT SI1ZES, BY

WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE
All women Married, widowed, or divorced women
DIVISION AND COM-
MUNITY GROUP
‘White Colored ‘White Colored
Other
Native Fﬁ,‘f‘ Negro e?l?:d Native ng_.lgn Negro | col-
NEW ENGLAND—OOD.
MAssAcHUSETTS—Con.
Salem. 5,344 8,083 28 2,854 2,478 25
12,365 6, 583 78 7,861 5,480 58
19, 422 9, 061 705 5 12,881 7,270 545
4,452 2,698 51 2,446 2,197 35
4, 532 2,362 15 2,171 1,726 4
22,958 14,420 268 9 12,048 11, 866 212
182,340 | 135,601 7,716 103 98,862 | 104, 610 5, 936
130, 590 85, 524 1,630 25 75, 840 67, 452 1,102
77,683 39,314 546 13 486, 646 32,308 ‘857
63,269 | 30,679 504 2 38,001 | 24,951 407
24,047 , 851 304 54 16,838 6, 730 238
73, 247 46, 000 2,079 29 43,275 36,972 1,582 20
3,832 1,929 26 1 2,571 1,646 13 |ocaeee
3,827 1, 547 850 2 2,478 1,208 258 1
8, 069 5,475 65 1 4, 555 4,204 44 1
30, 035 18, 801 1,233 10 16,763 15, 004 953 9
4, 760 4,165 11 2,486 3, 151 10 |-ceeeo.
30, 035 18, 801 1,233 10 16, 763 15,004 953 9
20, 488 13,116 4 12,090 10, 204 322 2
10, 702 7,850 180 2 6,436 6,472 144 2
10, 028 5,769 159 12 6, 567 4,790 125 []
1,996 464 85 1 1,419 412 38 1
164,303 | 102,772 4,783 48 102, 639 80,748 3,823 39
16,325 13, 283 548 2 10, 650 11,852 469 2
17,739 11, 580 1,016 ] 10, 466 9, 583 826 3
3,975 1,925 b 7 I 2,313 1,686 18 faceee-o
5,423 6, 203 55 3, 140 5, 614 [\ FR——
19, 635 12,607 1,088 8 11,726 10, 738 868 7
3,528 1,602 126 2,360 1,380 95 |ocaeeoo
3,672 1, 591 162 1 2,428 1,418 137 1
3,749 3,162 250 2,400 2,816 203 |eaene-o
10, 839 8, 017 225 4 6, 247 6, 996 173 4
53, 699 37,470 2,647 15 32,842 13 2,163 12
31, 186 22, 500 841 ) 18,888 19, 919 676 5
17,674 1, 518 313 7 10, 286 277 257 5
8, 597 4, 791 14 1 5,216 4,110 93 1
53,147 26, 495 858 20 35, 407 269 634 16
346,977 | 764,897 59,827 | 1,459 872,180 | 619,254 | 43,807 | 1,135
21,380 4,058 301 2 12,481 3,285 27 3
4,006 2,976 33 1 2, 530 2,533 2 1
5,182 1,869 78 3,355 1,676 64 |-
11,285 2,854 156 3 7,740 2,498 120 3
77,534 28, 886 1,210 30 50, 533 24,781 1,020 23
8, 486 922 100 5, 789 781 = 3 R
5,490 2,490 45 2 3,648 2,121 34 1
4,873 540 108 2,840 473 70 foaeeee
6,169 2,725 448 3,774 2,197 326 |oee-o-.
4,605 2, 440 846 4 2,980 1,861 578 2
627,381 | 575,449 48, 845 533 376,024 | 456,483 | 35, 582 417
225,748 | 276,116 36, 487 445 123,855 | 203,650 | 286,637 350
84,127 80, 049 1,215 12 51,143 66, 467 834 11
232,327 | 183,514 9, 358 54 142,470 | 155,066 6,818 41
71,307 28, 330 1,402 21 49, 572 24,922 1,035 14
13,872 7,440 383 1 8,084 6,378 263 1
5,104 1,081 147 1 3,258 975 11 1
5, 345 4,655 123 3 3,776 4,058 108 2
5,688 1,413 203 1 3,714 1,238 168 1
46,360 | 17,703 469 12 20,585 | 14,968 851 4
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PER 1,000 WoMEN, BY CoOLOR, NATIVITY, AND MARITAL CONDITION, FOR
DivisioNs AND StaTES: 1920—Continued

CHILDREN UNDER 5 YEARS OF AGE

CHILDREN UNDER § PER 1,000 WOMEN
20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE

Married, widowed
White mothers  |Colored mothers All women ’ ’
DIVISION AND COM- or divorced women
MUNITY GROUP
White White
Foreign Other Ne- Ne-
Native born | Negro :f.}& No | T lg: €0 | o | F. ’g; gro
[ e
tive born tive born
NEW ENGLAND—cOD.
M AssACHUSETTS—Con.

Salem 1,952 2,402 18 8| 35| 779 | 571 684 969 | 640
4,637 4,415 32 347 | 671 | 410 590 806 552
6,426 6,270 177 7 331 | 692 | 251 519 862 325
1,674 2,190 41 376 | 812 | 804 684 997 | 1,171
1,303 1,437 ) N P, 288 | 608 67 600 833 250
8, 010 11,016 169 4 349 | 764 | 407 619 928 514

59,315 89, 693 2, 832 81 325 | 661 | 367 599 857 477

45,777 | 88,100 638 25|l 351 | 679 | 301 604 861 579

29, 806 30, 607 214 o 384| 779 | 392 639 45 599

25,601 24,383 402 14| 405) 795 677 | 657 977 | 988

11, 508 6,494 222 40 || 461 ) 827 730 | 683| 965| 933

26,613 34,725 997 21 363 | 765 | 480 615 939 630

1,433 1,469 L} IS 374 | 762 557 | 892 |

1,491 919 129 2 390 | 594 | 369 602 764
3,017 3,427 35 1 374 | 626 |--e--- 662 708
9,050 13, 859 532 8| 301| 737 | 431 540 | 924
1,838 2, 906 16 386 | 698 739
9, 050 13,859 532 8 301 | 737 | 431 540 924
7,779 8,721 183 3 380 | 665 | 404 643 847
4,520 6, 569 133 3| 422 837 | 739 702 | 1,018
4,34 5,179 116 5| 438 | 898 | 730 669 | 1,081
870 397 33 || 436 | 856 613 | 964

60, 900 91,031 1,873 34 371 | 886 | 392 593 | 1,014 490

5,717 11,117 175 1 350 | 837 | 322 537 938 373

5,186 8,687 378 2 202 | 750 | 372 406 907 458

1,416 1, 742 14 |.o... 356 | 905 612 11,083 |ccae--

1,936 6,180 26 357 | 996 617 | 1,101 |...___

6,406 11,095 430 9 326 | 880 | 395 546 | 1,033 495

1,303 , 227 41 (... 360 | 766 | 3256 552 883 |oceeee

1,305 1,243 45 3 355 | 781 | 278 537 877 328

1,211 2,903 82 | 323 | 918 | 328 | 505 1,081 404

3,441 6,918 67 4| 317 | 863 | 208 851 080 | 387

17,309 , 899 983 12 32| 85| 371 527 960 454

10,612 20, 213 275 7 340 | 898 | 327 562 | 1,015 407

6,367 11, 416 168 3 360 | 991 | 537 619 | 1,111 654

3,146 4, 404 56 1 366 | 919 | 444 603 | 1,072 |......

466 24,000 392 1 442 | 910 | 457 663 | 1,036 618

MIDDLE ATLANTIC

507,861 | 14,726 980 362 | 664 | 246 558 820 336

2,931 81 3 267 | 722 | 269 458 802 357

2,360 16 2 286 | 793 464 <7 (—

1,756 46 201 | 940 440 | 1,048 ...

2,572 48 2| 335] 901 | 308 489 | 1,030 400

23, 615 2 13 364 | 818 229 558 953 272

676 41 368 | 733 | 410 530 | 866 |-.----

1, 564 17 328 | 628 [...._- 493 737 |-caeee

411 39 309 | 761 | 368 530 869 |-.-...

006 100 325 | 736 | 223 532 913 307

1,558 176 1| 348 | 639 | 208 540 | 837 | 304

, 904 | 11,147 320 316 | 610 228 528 769 313

147,126 7,548 | 259 || 244 | 533 | 207| 445 722 | 283

, 189 408 11 || 336 | 602 | 3368 552 725 | 489

130, 455 2,595 3 U7 | 11| 277 566 841 381

19, 049 430 17 404 | 672 | 307 581 764 415

, 085 166 |...o... 414 | 818 | 433 639 954 631

829 4“4 1) 319] 767 | 299 50| 80| 39

4,087 39 |.coeens 389 | 878 | 317 551 | 1,007 361

1,250 67 344 | 885 | 330 527 1 1,010 399

13,728 113 1 3331 7151 241 522 918 322
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TABLE I.—CHILDREN UNDER 5, WOMEN 20 T0o 44 YEARS OF AGE, AND CHILDREN
CoMMUNITIES OF DIFFERENT SIZES, BY

WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE
All women Married, widowed, or divorced women
DIVISION AND COM-
MUNITY GROUP
‘White Colored ‘White Colored
Foreign Other Foreign Other
Native born Negro colored Native born Negro | col- A
MIDDLE ATLANTIC—COD.
1,204 27 2,198 1,121
5,402 106 1 9, 521 4,867
7,725 207 15 19,380 6,721
2,497 155 7,252 1,982
6, 242 88 1 8,486 5,419
1,426 22 2 3,507 1,189
7,893 521 3 8, 200 6,296
641,214 | 51,643 505 | 496,212 | 512,524
40, 736 2, 19 74,455 | 34,989
21,169 1,298 18 56, 401 18, 438
18,434 1,587 44 52,426 15,658
43,344 2,616 783 | 192,596 | 37,645
198, 708 28,883 91 276,261 | 175,224
Atlantic City........| 6,925 1,920 3,348 9 4,839 1,567
Bayonne 7,066 7,326 152 2 4, 601 6, 783
Camden 15, 880 5,401 1,976 2 12,112 4,985
Clifton. . 2,495 2, 895 12 1 1,715 2, 585
O 9,875 1,933 73 6,502 1,857
10, 854 7,744 465 3 7,194 7,059
7,778 5,541 49 4,748 4,934
4,161 1,875 26 3,084 1,276
39, 792 19,771 1,940 2 25,138 17,758
3,459 2,046 24 2 2,238 1,705
4,072 1,639 1,174 2 2,584 1,002
3,849 2, 841 245 2,458 2,479
50, 314 31, 852 4, 546 13 32,126 28,083
4,113 1,869 978 2,405 1,528
4,554 8,977 152 2,630 7,615
16,630 | 11,622 424 4 9, 957 9, 867 2
3,319 4,351 118 2 2,238 4,060 108 2
3,835 1,633 670 2 2,567 1,342 507 1
14,831 8,031 987 2 9, 966 72n 787 1
4,830 3,643 4 1 3,056 3,186 4 1
4,147 2, 516 25 3,117 2, 240 20 |-eeeea-
137,456 76,677 9,872 2 89, 200 67, 041 8,178 16
85, 58, 249 8,165 % 56,126 | 50,808 6,070 22
85, 256 185, 789 2,699 11 23, 808 13,743 2,072 8
57,251 | 20,266 3,274 18 40, 541 17,726 | 2,464 15
,641 | 27,727 4,873 15 66,487 | 25, 3,905 11
1,215,260 | 345,628 70,353 128 861,215 | 311,236 | 57,059 107
12, 669 2,813 41 1 9,230 2, 519 35 1.
11,126 1,169 190 7,929 1,085 160 |-cenn-o-
6, 745 3,184 78 2 5,022 2,916 62 2
7,149 2,644 1,616 5 5,371 2,474 1,310 5
5, 963 1,032 64 4,255 914 80 |-ceee--
14,679 4,030 169 2 10, 238 3,720 142 1
14,750 957 1,261 10, 846 838 1,082 [oceee-.
4,615 1,350 1 2,844 1,284
9, 2717 3, 221 6, 458 2,878 197 L.
10, 481 503 190 2 7,028 423 148 1
5,718 2, 850 212 3, 069 2, 185
6,201 2,261 208 4,708 2,004 191
5, 182 985 341 3, 400 813 244
246,975 | 105,027 | 37,770 161,530 | 88,446 | 30,001
84,518 | 30,088 9, 552 19 54,850 | 25,782 | 8,138
19, 2,318 211 14,138 2,074 169
20, 815 6,889 131 12,640 6,181 108
11,1908 3,449 101 6, 816 3,106 78
7,014 383 193 4,784 282 138
, 254 229 328 6, 770 193 249
- 371,837 | 144,322 | 47,664 81| 243,158 | 122,483 | 38,502
142, 021 30, 870 5,214 12 99,675 28,230 4,230
120, 953 40, 842 5,079 9. 84,85 38, 631 4,204
172, 837 42, 849 3,682 8 123,734 40,412 3,007 4
........ 407,921 86, 745 8,714 18 310,089 | ;81,480 7,026 14
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AND MariTAL CONDITION, FOR

CHILDREN UNDER 5 YEARS OF AGE

CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 WOMEN
20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE

White mothers |Colored mothers|  All women gﬁm&m
DIVISION AND COM-
MUNITY GROUP Forel Other ‘White N ‘White N
oreign ¢ e o
Native | “{on | Negro | col For- | gro — | For- | gro
ored { Na- eign Na: elgn
tive born tive born
MIDDLE ATLANTIC—coD.
NEw Yorx—Continued.
Rome. .. 1,307 1,483 10 j...... 378 11,232 595 1,323 |..._..
4,450 37 1 314 | 824 | 349 442 914 (______
689 6, 501 74 11 339 | 842 | 249 500 967 810
1, 552 37 272 | 622 | 239 518 783
5,436 22 1 300 ( 871 480 | 1,003 [.____.
872 4 362 612 512 783 |eeeee
5, 621 145 3| 353| 760 | 278 579 893 366
403,300 | 11,837 351 322 | 629 | 229 529 787 313
32, 862 743 8|l 323| 87| 277 502 939 372
19, 385 14 369 | 916 ] 331 554 | 1,051 425
15, 750 31 392 | 854 | 317 566 | 1,008 456
36, 264 1,214 576 494 | 837 | 464 656 963 646
165,518 | 10,171 402 | 833 | 352 590 945 448
1,010 309 | 526 | 177 443 645 232
7,947 451 11,085 | 388 692 | 1,172 450
5,016 453 | 929 | 380 594 | 1,010
2,179 450 | 753 633 8431 _____
2, 883 208 | 457 | 249 446 651 372
4, 7,137 402 | 922 | 398 606 | 1,011 486
2, , 990 372 720 609 809 |____._
1 857 382 | 63 56 | 672 [T
5, 17, 547 381 | 888 | 349 603 988 416
1, 1,458 401 ( 713 620 855 (. ___.
1, 937 338 | 572 227 532 858 353
1, 2,304 304 | 811 ] 392 618 929 482
- 16, 26,377 332| 828 ] 3 520 939 386
1, 1,627 404 | 871 | 342 691 | 1,065 459
1, 7,133 323 | 7951 296 559 937 369
5, 7,335 324 | 631 300 542 743 401
1, 4, 606 479 [1,059 | 568 7101 1,134 620
1, 1,209 370 | 740 | 307 552 901 406
Trenton........ —- 5,393 7,249 364 | 903 | 390 541 997 489
‘West Hoboken. . ... 1,744 1, 966 361 | 540 571 617 | e
‘West New York.__.. 1,863 1, 602 49| 637 |._.__.| 598 16 |
49, 837 63, 524 363 | 829 | 345 558 935 416
32,263 46, 845 378 | 804 | 253 8576 922 341
14,120 13, 590 400 | 861 | 345 593 989 449
23,737 16, 704 415 | 824 | 348 586 942 462
43, 006 24, 855 480 | 896 | 540 647 994 673
622,564 | 360, 369 512 |1,043 | 319 7311158 393
5,038 2,774 3908 | 986 545 | 1,101 |
4,979 1,203 448 11,108 | 505 628 | 1,192
3,373 3,209 500 |1,008 |..—_..] 672]1,100 |.o.__.
3,408 2,825 476 |1, 068 634 | 1,142 407
2, 248 936 377 | 907 528 11,024 |..._.
6, 145 4,407 419 (1,094 | 367 600 | 1,182 437
5, 1656 689 349 | 720 | 308 475 822 376
2,325 1,625 504 |1, 196 818 1,266 {.._...
4,943 -3, 692 533 11,222 | 484 765 | 1,283 543
4,365 300 a6 |’'703| 521 ea1| ‘43| ee0
2,632 3,061 460 [1,074 | 330 663 | 1,141 378
2,853 2,517 460 (1,113 | 322 606 | 1,202 351
1,919 939 370 | 953 | 390 564 | 1,156 545
91, 423 77,408 370 | 737 259 566 875 325
33,114 26,148 392 | 869 | 286 604 | 1,014 336
7,612 2,429 390 11,048 | 389 538 | 1,171 485
434 6, 819 405 | 990 | 275 667 | 1,103 340
4,841 3, 833 432 11,024 | 277 710 | 1,187 (oo
2,728 310 380 | 809 | 337 570 | 1,099 471
4,019 148 434 | 646 | 387 594 767 510
140,583 | 112,801 378 | 782 | 265 578 921 328
60, 969 32,357 429 (1,048 | 352 612 | 1,146 434
58, 512 47,389 484 11,160 | 430 692 | 1,227 509
88, 831 51,910 515 (1,211 | 406 719 | 1,285 497
273, 569 15, 912 671 1,336 | 491 882 1 1,423 609
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RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN

TaBLE I.—CHILDREN UNDER 5§, WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE, AND CHILDREN
CoMMUNITIES OF DIFFERENT SIZES, BY

‘WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE

All women Married, widowed, or divorced women
DIVISION AND COM- :
MUNITY GROUP
White Colored ‘White Colored
Other
Foreign Other Foreign
Native born Negro colored Native born ::J&
EAST NORTH CENTRAL
913,006 | 152,032 | 43,082 85 | 690,113 | 138,380 63
33, 051 8, 362 1,250 2 26, 129 7,815 1
14, 621 2,659 281 3 11,371 2,481 3
74, 550 7, 349 8,077 12 49, 055 6, 9
98, 305 63,071 9,379 21 68, 947 57,008 14
44,377 3,021 5,436 7 31, 866 6
28, 239 , 735 2,183 8 21,432 2,498 4
6,024 919 55 362
7,105 407 272 1 5,308
8,007 2,002 31 1 6,021
8, 156 359 45 6, 406
3,609 2, 904 116 |..o.o.. 2,970
4,974 646 43 |oceeooo 3,746
5, 496 135 43 4,455
5,017 262 115 3,837
6, 601 85 271 |eeana-- 5,031
10,573 427 1,500 1 7,881
4, 085 1,259 266 2 3,070
42,306 7,799 1,472 5 31,667
4,436 1,001 171 3,421
17,028 8,108 1,617 1 12,688
5,471 221 297 4,130
337,046 | 100,435 29,413 56 241,782
94, 365 13,286 3,715 8 72, 006
79,337 11,001 2,270 2 59, 828
87, 589 6, 848 2,874 7 66, 016
313,779 20,372 4,810 12 250, 481
496, 609 28,914 18, 593 31 39, 904
5,680 171 183
2,284 3, 595 311
16, 725 311 1, 590
17,936 1,030 370
5,286 4,156 1,327
4,068 2,010 26 2
59,443 3,223 8,790
5,614 209 202
6, 852 131 473
4, 841 162 316
10,715 3,172 282
12, 558 621 912 1
59, 443 3,223 8,790 2
93,468 | 15,568 5,992 5
52,716 4, 246 1,421 16
56, 630 1,414 959 1
234, 352 4, 1,431 7
965, 723 | 283,159 47,476 215
6, 141 1,352 141 |oeaoo_.
b5, 487 176 8
360,109 | 205, 786 31,864 164
4,832 4,366 ) 1 (R,
6,233 303 547 5
8,475 449 267 2
10, 560 1, 546 1,775 2 460
5,223 oA 24 | oo 142
6,447 1,868 720 2 922
5, 644 1,893 191 2 568
5,102 1, 256 75 799
8, 200 1,34 59 1 425
15, 030 1,351 540 680
6, 895 209 261 |...... 4,873 57
6, 461 970 162 1 4,839 850 1 1
10, 213 3,739 122 6, 783 3,247 110 | ..
10, 956 1,282 603 7,414 1,109 481 § . ___
360,109 | 205, 786 31,864 164 235,065 | 177,179 | 27,254 137
121,899 23,276 5, 664 23 85, 624 19, 847 4,836 17
66, 368 11,198 3,623 11 47,753 10, 139 3, 109 8
94, 823 16, 709 2,802 7 70, 890 14, 880 2,398 5
322, 524 26,190 3,523 10 251,776 24, 092 3,015 6
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AND MAaRITAL CONDITION, FOR

CHILDREN UNDER 5 YEARS OF AGE

CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 WOMEN
20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE

Married, widowed,

White mothers |Colored mothers| All women
DIVISION AND COM- or divorced women
MUNITY GROUP _—
White te
Other
Foreign Ne-
Native Negro | col- - —| Ne-
born ored || Na- 5‘;‘,; 810 | N f,z; gro
tive born tive born
EAST NORTH CENTRAL

OHIO. -.... vemsascasnsanes 440,223 | 131,638 482 | 866 | 330 638 951 385
13,499 7,073 408 | 847 | 245 517 9805 275
6, 343 2,478 434 | 932 | 205 558 999 342
25, 039 3, 697 336 | 503 | 247 510 615 204
34,958 51,092 356 | 810 | 253 507 895 288
15, 584 2,087 351 | 691 ] 301 489 815 355
11, 236 2,084 398 | 762 | 323 524 834 366
2,022 347 336 | 378 464 481 ...
3,231 352 455 | 865 | 324 920 | 849
2,717 1,467 343 | 733 461 827 |ceanan
3,726 310 457 | 864 | 433 582 990 505
1,759 2,980 476 11,026 | 388 502 | 1,085 446
1,868 611 376 | 946 490 | 1,044 |l
2,679 103 487 | 763 601 - )
1,961 24 391 | 893 | 391 511 979 |eeaaee
3,349 63 507 295 666 333
4,640 213 430 | 639 | 373 589 713 423
1,758 1,494 430 11,187 | 316 573 | 1,271 365
15, 770 6, 620 372 | 849 235 498 942 270
1,983 989 447 | 088 | 287 580 | 1,073 338
7,511 8, 519 441 11,051 | 274 592 | 1,136 304
2, 365 208 432 | 041 | 532 573 | 1,015 637
100,000 and over. . ... 123, 597 81,172 366 | 808 | 265 511 897 307
25,000 to 100,000.... . .. 40, 461 11, 909 429 | 896 | 361 562 978 417
10,000 to 25,000. - 35,972 9, 957 453 | 898 | 441 601 989 516
41,453 858 473 |1,001 | 421 628 | 1,074 518
198, 740 21, 742 633 |1,067 | 597 793 | 1,120 718
INDIANA ... 257, 565 25, 682 519 | 888 | 319 659 968 374
2,459 151 432 | 883 | 443 539 | 1,041 404
1,122 4,343 491 (1,208 | 386 607 | 1,254 420
6,615 142 396 | 457 | 236 549 540 295
6,948 659 3871 640 | 305 565 741 342
2,633 4,281 498 (1,030 | 285 595 | 1,073 311
2,374 2,032 478 |1,011 591 (1,53 3 I—
21, 058 1, 965 354 | 610 | 282 462 708 331
2,850 151 508 | 722 | 391 600 | 84| 457
2,940 73 429 | 567 | 342 519 629 378
1,902 148 393 | 914 | 320 513 | 1,028 361
4,727 2,022 41| 921 | 369 597 | 1,004 411
4,827 305 384 | 636 | 270 502 731 321
21, 058 1,965 354 | 610 282 462 708 331
39,397 15, 297 421 | 983 | 205 556 | 1,051 340
24,612 3,736 467 | 830 | 369 600 959 437
26, 830 906 474 | 641 | 406 611 n7 514
............... 145, 668 3,778 622 | 847 | 532 768 837 637
ILLINOIS. .o ... 434,89 | 207, 117 450 | 734 | 260 629 844 304
A 2,308 1, 066 376 | 788 | 326 544 881 3380
1,934 266 352 | 5981 307 511 731 365
119,445 | 146,498 332 | 712 | 201 508 827 235
2,270 3,348 470 | 767 [._.._. 646 827 |eeaeen
2,643 148 424 | 488 | 377 539 576 427
3,417 312 403 | 695 | 367 528 782 434
4, 555 1, 366 431 | 8384 | 377 538 947 420
1,386 339 265 | 367 |...... 441 470 |oeee__
2,266 9390 351 | 603 | 272 578 751 336
2,037 1,818 361 | 960 | 220 571 | 1,082 249
1,861 676 365 | 539 490 608 |..-..-
2,766 483 337 | 365 [...... 510 551 |......
4,834 718 32| 531 211 453 | 667 | 258
2,482 69 360 ( 330 | 253 531 439 325
2,328 522 360 | 538 | 395 481 614 441
3,264 2, 565 320| 686 | 385| 481 790 | 427
3,856 873 352 | 681 | 325 520 787 |. 407
119,445 | 146,498 332 712 201 508 827 25
44, 207 15, 508 363 | 666! 323 516 781 379
27,913 9, 037 421 | 807 | 330 585 | 801 385
44, 009 13, 647 465 | 817 | 384 622 917 448
199, 235 , 027 618 | 879 | 518 791 956 | 606
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RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN

TaBLE I.—CHILDREN UNDER 5, WOMEN 20 to 44 YEARS OF AGE, AND CHILDREN
Couuum'rms’ or DIFFERENT SizES, BY

‘WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE

All women Married, widowed, or divorced women
DIVISION AND COM-
MUNITY GROUP
‘White Colored ‘White Colored
Foreign Other Forelgn Other
Native born Negro colored Native born Negro | col-
EAST NORTH CENTRAL—
continued

512,002 | 152,824 | 14,757 879 | 395,084 | 137,200 | 13,150 784
7,151 714 257 3 5,496 608 218 1
7,520 1,369 25 3 5,372 1,166 22 1
132,181 | 70,882 | 10,936 61 98,332 | 62281 | 9,700 48
14, 8% 3,060 371 7 12,005 2,822 343 5
22, 581 5,957 254 6 15,720 5,170 216 4

1,335 6,912 497 1,137 6,675

7,274 3,042 103 6 5,674 2,681

8, 526 1,151 1583 8 6, 760 1,028

8,448 1,513 142 2 6, 256 1,314

10, 603 1,270 145 8,619 L1711

5,995 1,007 49 6 4,476 968

5,672 928 137 4, 525 815

8, 562 1,208 107 2,695 1,038

10, 341 1, 800 64 8 7, 562 1, 669

154,762 | 76, 11, 180 67| 114,062 | 67,451

91,260 | 24,152 050 38 70,577 | 21,953

26, 553 7,011 268 22 18, 620 6,221

52,863 10, 647 503 89 39, 640 9, 704

186,564 | 34,175 746 663 | 152,186 | 31,061

400,167 | 74,239 1,165 | 1,354 | 279,133 | 66,965

8, 472 4 19 3,044 385

4,819 2,853 25 3,383 2,621

8,950 54 10 3,676 435
7, 988 932 53 1 4,817 778 47 1
76,0585 | 22 232 587 13 49,38 | 19,771 520 9
5,746 817 9 5 3,655 699 8 5
8,388 3,222 76 2 5,694 2,915 63 2

4,342 1, 541 2, 896 1,427
5,803 2, 47 20 12 3, 667 1,980 19 7
76,055 | 22,232 587 13 49,328 | 19,771 520 9
48,536 | 12,608 204 39 3,732 | 11,240 165 29
749 5,004 209 22 23, 036 4, 503 188 18
47, 24 6, 143 30 2 31,233 5,417 26 17
103,503 | 28,162 126 | 1,257 | 143,804 | 26,034 101 | 1,074
356, 105 81, 884 2,157 | 1,326 236, 219 70, 949 1,876 | 1,158
14,188 6, 568 127 10 9, 008 5, 427 119 7
69, 346 19, 571 1,070 28 43, 356 15, 819 909 21
41,875 | 10,051 812 18 25, 041 8, 277 kv 14
111,221 | 29,622 1,882 44 69,207 | 24,096 1,636 35
14, 188 6, 568 127 10 9, 008 5,427 119 7
18, 606 3,882 2 5 11, 259 3,320 2 ]
33, 685 8, 620 45 16 21, 744 7,721 37 11
178,406 | 33,192 77| 1,251 124,911 | 30,376 62| 1,100
408,620 | 32,589 4,005 106 | 304,637 | 28,762 | 3,574 90
Cedar Rapids_____.__ 8,824 1,096 162 3 6,336 047 147 1
Council Bluffs_ 6, 644 704 133 2 4,878 619 122 2
Davenport__ 10, 961 1,187 142 7,777 996 128 oo
Des Moines. 28, 600 2,324 1,369 2 18,288 1,900 1,172 1
Dubu%ue- - 7,604 518 12 4,671 419 11 |eceee..
8ioux City.. 12,924 2,276 209 12 8, 061 1,929 267 12
Waterloo............. 7,204 547 202 1 5,439 404 193 1
100,000 and over._ 25, 600 2,324 1,369 2 18, 288 1,909 1,172 1
25,(&)0 to 100, 54, 261 208 950 18 38, 062 5, 404 868 16
10,000 to 25, 385, 538 766 763 9 265, 268 2,359 661 8
%500 to 10,000. 48, 301 2,907 389 5 33,630 2, 513 333 2
——emmenne 244,842 | 18,204 024 72| 180,380 | 16,877 540 63
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per 1,000 WomeN, BY Coror, Nariviry, aND MariraL ConpITION, FOR
DivisionNs AND StatEs: 1920—Continued

CHILDREN UNDER 8 YEARS OF AGE

CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 WOMEN
20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE

Married, widowed,

‘White mothers  |Colored mothers| All women
DIVISION AND COM- or divorced women
MUNITY GROUP
‘White ‘White
Other
Foreign Ne- Ne-
Nedve | "o | NeB%0 | S0 I'Na. [For| 0 [N, | For | &
3 [
tive born tive born
EAST NORTH CENTRAL—
continued
268,492 | 131,208 4,141 745 524 | 859 281 680 956 315
371 68 2|l 345 520 | 265 449 610 312
139 956 11 550 | 698 |...... 70| . 820
53,919 55, 684 2,482 32| 408 | 786 | 227 548
7,04 2,423 95 6| 474 792] 256 585
9,011 4, 589 95 1l 399 | 770 | 374 573
1,107 8,828 196 820 11,277 | 394 974
2,792 1,923 22 6] 384| 632 214 492
8,485 997 50 1 400 | 866 | 327 516
3,281 1,127 87 2| 38| 745| 613 524
4, 704 918 70 44| 723 | 483 546
2,044 867 7 2| 491 | 790 658
2, 564 551 45 452 | 594 | 328 567
1,822 744 43 512 | 617 | 402 676
4, 666 1,454 29 7 451 | 769 617
62,830 60, 2,577 3 407 | 784 | 230 562
40, 993 21,157 723 26 || 449 | 876 | 352 581
12,728 6,035 109 17| 479 | 861 | 407 684
27,175 8, 896 43 63 514 | 836 | 483 685
124,666 | 34,847 489 | 606 |l 668[1,020]| 655| 819
219, 361 63,958 368 | 1,355 548 | 862 | 318 786
2,832 332 2 5| 480 | 703 |-.---- 718
2,217 2,519 1 460 | 883 |....-. 655
2, 399 289 5 403 | 552 |-..... 653
2, 748 632 17 6 44| 678 570
28,047 16, 789 142 11 381 | 755 | 242 587
2,251 662 6 71l 392| 810 616
3, 531 2, 570 12 421 | 798 620
1,868 1,472 430 | 955 645
2, 540 1, 3 11| 471 753 693
28, 947 16, 142 11 381 | 755 | 242 587
20, 386 10, 169 46 20) 4201 807 225 642
15,922 868 89 12| 458 | 759 | 426 691
22, 586 4,922 19 12 || 478 | 801 723
131, 520 28,210 72| 1,201 679 [1,002 | 571 915
191, 458 68, 029 522 | 1,385 538 | 831 242 811
5, 886 4,193 32 2| 415] 638 | 252 653
2,227 12,125 217 16| 335| 620 | 203 536
15,471 6, 289 196 11| 369 | 626 | 241 506
38, 698 18, 414 413 27 347 | 622 | 220 558
5,886 4,193 32 2 415 638 | 252 653
8,169 3,005 4 3| 439 714 726
16, 181 7,618 30 18 || 480 | 884 74
122, 524 34, 43 | 1,335 || 687 (1,048 981
TOWA ccaoecaeaoo| 222,088 26,279 1,550 70| 546 | 806 | 379 | 732
Cedar Ranglds. 3, 208 647 57 363 | 590 352 508
Counoil Bluffs 2,873 491 35 17| 432| 697 | 203 | 889
Davenport.. 3,873 549 59 353 | 475 | 415 408
Des Moines 9, 264 1,434 472 362 617 | 345 507
Dubu%ue. 3,278 327 8 426 | 631 702
Sioux City.. - 5,000 1,682 76 12 || 387 | 739 | 251 558
Waterloo.___.._..._. 2,046 376 84 400 | 687 | 416 542
100,000 and over...._. 9, 264 1,434 472 362 | 617 345 507
25,600 00,000....... 21,176 4,072 318 13 300 | 647 | 335 556
10,000 to 25,000... 14, 808 1,937 274 51 417 700 | 350 586
%600 to 10,000... 20, 741 1,982 169 3| 420] 661 | 434 617
UrAleeeeeeeacacee..! 156,990 | 16,854 817 491l 641 | 926! 508| 820
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TaBLE I.—CHILDREN UNDER §, WOMEN 20 T0 44 YEARS OF AGE, AND CHILDREN

CoMMUNITIES OF DIFFERENT SIZES, BY

‘WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE

All women Married, widowed, or divorced women
DIVISION AND COM-
MUNITY GROUP
‘White Colored ‘White Colored
Other
Foreign Other Fore
Native | “poo%® | Negro |.o02%| Native borinfn Negro ::ela
WEST NORTH CENTRAL—
continued
32,822 | 42,477 67| 445,549 | 28,364 | 35,146 55
126 210 6 060 110 177 6
5,508 | 9,000 14| 48,161 4,806 | 7,384 1
1,134 1,032 2 10, 776 995 1 2
20, 345 19, 080 24 985, 480 17,595 | 15,993 21
129 362 2 6, 237 1 1
636 | 25043 | 28,080 38| 143,641 | 22,401 | 23,377 32
77 1,389 1,604 10| 22,073 1,205 | 1,364 9
926 34| 2162 4 15, 041 333 | 1,698 4
532 973 3,363 4 31, 156 764 2,689 3
286, 483 4,123 7,268 11 638 3, 661 6,018 7
NORTH DAKOTA.__._____| 80, 228 26, 707 92 875 58,703 24,023 72 740
10,000 to 25,000 . 8,836 1,838 5 5, 637 1,469 25 5
2,500 to 10,000. 6,857 1,688 13 4,510 |° 1,379 28 9
Hural______ 64,535 | 23,181 24| 867| 48656| 21,175 19| 726
SoUTH DAEOTA.. 95,722 | 13,535 148 | 2,400 | 72,478 | 12,032 19 | 2,019
Sioux Falls..._. 4,951 561 24 5 3,463 470 19 4
25,000 to 100,000. 561 24 5 3,463 470 19 4
10,000 to 25,000. - 406 7 1,801 405 |
1,241 45 7,923 964 39 25
11,237 72| 2,365 59, 201 10,193 54| 1,990
23, 240 3,257 574 | 160,112 20,671 2,869 511
1, 651 203 7,065 1,319 171
7,34 2,688 15 22,386 6,371 14
7,344 2, 688 22,386 6,371 1
1,551 203 7, 065 1,319 171 3
571 64 18 4,879 488 16
1,754 128 16 16,173 1,523 114 16
12,020 174 109, 609 10,970 147
293, 407 16, 329 11,757 281 230, 949 14, 700 9,977 212
14,796 2,454 3,433 3 11,825 2,28 | 3,089 3
9, 269 707 944 10 6,491 606 753 8
14,991 562 845 11, 458 738 7
14, 796 2,454 3,433 3 11, 828 2,268 3, 059 3
24, 260 1,269 1,789 17, 830 1,064 | 1,491 15
36, 357 1,444 2,800 57 27,907 1,214 | 2,358 20
36, 145 1,755 1,330 21 27, 661 1,647 | 1,125 18
181,849 9, 407 2,405 178 145, 676 8, 607 1,944 156
5,814 1 23, 939
2,520 1 11,
2,529 1 11,635
466 1,
2,819 11, 301
49,927 22| 151,461
364 16 77,322
g . 4077
341 4,107
28, 364 16 7,
574 8,184
1 2,181
1,914 2 6, 468
18,104 4 67,306
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PER 1,000 WomeN, BY CorLom, NaTiviry, aND MarrraL CoNprTION, FOR
DIVISIONS AND StaTEs: 1920—Continued

CHILDREN UNDER 5 YEARS OF AGE

CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 WOMEN
20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE

Married, widowed,
‘White mothers |Colored mothers All women , 4
DIVISION AND COM- or divorced women
MUNITY GROUP
‘White ‘White
Other
Foreign - Ne- Ne-
Native born Negro oreld N f&;‘ &ro [ Z’::. 2ro
tive born tive born
WEST NORTH CENTRAL— ' 4
continued
MI88OURL. ..ccuvcennenaen- 295, 938 10,980 | 11,956 37 510 | 609 | 281 664 704 340
Joplin. «.ecnaaeann... 2,439 66 36 3 396 | 524 | 171 482 600 203
Kansas City.. 18, 950 3,579 1,462 9 203 | 639 162 393 745 198
8t. Joseph..... 5, 352 756 270 366 | 667 | 262 497 760 306
8t. Lon&. . 42,756 11,785 4,143 19 308 | 679 | 217 448 670 259
8 eld. .. 3, 230 59 122 304 | 457 | 337 518 500 399
100,000 and over. 61, 7068 15, 364 5, 605 281 303| 592| 200 430 686 240
to 100, 11,021 881 428 3 380 | 634 | 267 499 731 314
10,000 to 25,000.. . 8, 365 192 674 410 | 487 | 312 555 577 397
500 to 10,600.. 18, 528 499 1,065 3| 446 513 | 317 596 653 396
................ 326 3,044 184 3 685 | 738 | 576 840 831 695
NORTH DAEOTA......... 57,950 32,014 20 905 722 (1,199 987 | 1,333 |.cceae
10,000 to 25,000 3,765 1,208 5 1 426 | 656 680 820
333 1,385 7 12 486 | 820 739 -
29,424 8 892 788 (1,269 1,045
13, 258 70 | 2,330 670 | 980 | 473 885
354 6 417 | 631 [(-...-. 597
354 6| 417 | 631 (...... 597
403 2 1 418 | 813 613
7 17 31| 460 | 883 663
11,778 51 | 2,292 727 {1,048 941
19, 437 878 531 578 | 836 | 270 764
1,404 60 3 345 | 905 | 206 507
5,237 652 20 332 713 | 43 474
5,287 652 20( 332| 7T13| 243 474 822
1,404 60 3 345| 905 | 296 507 | 1,084 351
411 21 12 47| 70 604 842 |......
1,369 53 14 455 | 781 | 414 625 890 465
11,016 92 482 677 | 916 | 529 868 | 1,004 626
13, 869 4,693 220 574 | 849 | 399 730 943 470
2,295 1,120 2 458 | 935 | 326 573 | 1,012 366
564 322 1 379 | 708 | 341 542 931 428
343 320 5 367 | 610 | 379 483 749 434
2,205 1,120 2] 458| 935| 328 573 | 1,012 366
907 642 16 372 | 715 359 504 852 431
873 1,015 14 423 | 605 | 363 552 719 430
1,219 620 16 || 460 | 695 | 466 602 788 551
8,575 1,296 172 || 663 | 912 | 539 828 996 667
4,702 2,776 1 491 | 997 | 477 645 | 1,112 616
4,010 679 1| 424 {1,010 | 268 580 | 1,122 368
4,010 679 1 424 11,010 | 268 589 | 1,122 368
128 101 461 1,145 | 410 643 | 1,200 523
566 | 1,908 71| 803 | 676 | 704 | 1,081 | 829
17,318 | 24,145 16| 507 | 758 | 484 097 874 610
14,753 8, 366 9l 416| 740 | 295 508 870
147 108 457 | 758 | 464 641 896 597
73 121 517 355 679 471
14,753 8, 366 9|l 416| 749 | 208 598 870 380
220 229 486 | 802 | 399 660 956 522
85 323 461 | 616 | 367 644 738 404
272 788 2|| 489 | 863 | 412 666 | 1,019 527
1,088 | 14,439 61l 649 771 | To4 841 886 963

.
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RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN

TaBLE I.—CHILDREN UNDER 5, WoMEN 20 T0o 44 YEARS OF AGE, AND CHILDREN
CoMMUNITIES OF DIFFERENT SIZES, BY

WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE

All women Married, widowed, or divorced women
DIVISION AND COM-
MUNITY GROUP
White Colored ‘White Colored
Other
Native | %':riﬁn Negro £ﬁ,h:d Native Fg?;.l’f“ Negro | col-
SOUTH ATLANgIC—oOD.

DisTRICT OF COLUMBIA.. 79, 903 7,077 29, 588 50 43,677 5,264 | 22,021 37
7,077 29, 588 50 43,677 5,204 | 22,021 37
6,396 | 127,552 126 212,638 5,705 | 101, 668 111

76 2,072 1 3,236 62 1,514 1
3,513 1 3,007 397 2,875 1
1,345 ,383 6 11,308 1,211 9,191 [
111 3,415 2,688 97 585 |ocuen-o
393 5,651 2 4,677 365 , 773 2
1,085 14,201 5 17,742 904 | 10,731 4
190 2,399 6,671 166 1,847 |oaee...
2,430 25,674 11 29,048 2,115 | 19,922 10
1,208 17,050 4 20,369 ,087 | 13,504 4
188 3,722 1 7,549 166 809 1
337 6,071 4 12,918 312 4,721 3
2,233 75,035 108 142,7 2,025 | 60,622 3
12,195 17,649 10 176, 486 11,560 | 15,225 9
308 1,199 1 5,805 261 927 1
438 200 4,019 398 227 |eccaeen
144 722 7,818 118 567 leceea--
,229 430 1 7,047 1,070 347 1
2,119 2,650 2 687 1,847 2,068 2
817 1,387 2 11,987 737 1,088 2
1,227 1,278 1 14,186 1,143 1,034 1
8,032 12,334 5 , 626 7,842 | 11,035 4
1,496 | 133,397 | 1,727 234, 907 1,203 | 105,708 | 1,485
146 1,923 3, 522 96 1,450 |.......
125 3,728 5,123 109 2,966 |-eeeae-e
104 3, 3 3,108 91 2,603 2
74 5,395 1 4,184 64 4,200 1
449 14, 200 4 15,935 360 | 11,209 3
202 12,322 1 15,731 247 9,613 foee.---
198 10, 042 5 , 607 175 7,762 4
557 96,743 | 1,717 183,634 41| 77,214 | 1,448
54 111, 037 1,010 | 127,474 48
5 5,081 323 7,132 3
........ 3,753 116 3,187 |-ceaeea
5 8,834 439 | 10,319 3
7,101 129 4,861 |.ac....
7 10, 919 166 8, 5
42 84,183 276 | 104,002 40
22 237,773 2,727 | 195, 469 20
1 24,155 953 | 15,037 |.......
4 4,873 121 , 104 4
3,690 51 1,960 |....-..
5,004 134 , 424 | ...

2 6, 777 521 9, 308
1 24,1586 953 | 15,037 |....--.
6 20, 434 8271 21,792 []
1 9, 538 217 8,649 1
20, 401 260 | 14,332 |.cce--o
14 163, 245 470 | 135,650 13
109 87, 069 8,014 | 60,182 87
6 8,688 837 | 9,972 [
4 3,131 500 2,082 3
1 3,186 151 2,223 1
2 4,172 2, 500 2,753 2
13 19,177 3,088 | 17,030 12
2 3,030 654 1,202 1
2 10, 849 1,389 8, 580 1
92 54,013 1,983 | 33,370 3
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AND Marirar CoONPITION, FOR

CHILDREN UNDER § YEARS OF AGE

CHILDREN UNDER § PER 1,000 WOMEN
20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE

Married, widowed,
b oN cou- White mothers |Colored mothers All women or divoréed women'
MUNITY GROUP
White White
Other
Forei Ne-
Native bom@ Negro :rtg& Na. | For- | g0 | ra. | For- gz-
tive gi(fr'l‘l tive gi.f;
BOUTH ATLANTIC—COD. .

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA . 19, 154 3,478 7, T4 30 240 | 401 | 263 439 661 353

19,154 3,478 7,714 30 240 | 491 | 263 439 661 353

191,138 | 4,627 | 81,263 | 156 ess| 728 | 37| soo| su1| 7e0
2,081 55 742 416 |.__... 358 628 490 -

1,633 272 1,005 11 437| 620 312 5271 685 381

5, 514 874 3,271 5 380 | 650 | 287 488 7 356

1,709 76 1,213 1| 463 | 85| 355 638 460

2,952 217 2,168 503 705 384 631 750 454

10, 321 660 4, 587 1) 401| 608 | 321 582 730 427

4,576 131 903 520 | 689 | 376 686 789 480

15,836 1,634 7,858 6 393| 631 | 306 545 725 304

12,901 811 6,121 2] 478| 671 359 633 746 450

4,879 1 1,335 3 460 | 580 | 359 646 669 475

9, 647 301 2,616 3 560 | 893 | 431 747 965 554

147, 876 1,870 | 63,333 142 || 809 | 837 ) 844 1,036 923 | 1,045

8,854 9 788 1,231 | 502 975 | 1,208 582

304 2| 461 653 | 254 597 T0 328

80 | ... 519 11,025 | 307 669 | 1,128 392

211 512 | 465 | 202 649 568 372

114 402 | 854 | 260 578 980 329

718 2 467 | 833 | 271 619 956 347

502 1 474 | 014 | 362 641 | 1,014 461

522 3 587 11,068 | 408 745 | 1,147 506

7,112 3] 915)1,388 | 577 1,103 1, 644

106,460 | 2,054 || 827 | 606 | 798 | 1,062 753 | 1,008

679 2 45| 342 | 353 614 468

1,358 514 | 616 | 364 706 706 450

1,200 3l 504 | 442 | 400 671 490

1,005 2| 524 34| 734 404

5,031 7] 499 | 478 | 352 686 597 449

4,977 1 516.] 579 | 404 712 684 518

4,957 5] 623| 793 | 404 825 897 639

91,495 | 2,041 || 910 | 655 | 946 | 1,140 867 | 1,185

117, 526 63 77| 687 | 761 992 790 922

2,761 2 463 | 668 | 317 642 768 387

1,071 304 | 543 | 266 561 | 647 336

3,832 2 434 | 634 | 301 608 735 371

2,165 521 | 609 | 363 698 791 445

4,133 12 550 | 726 | 392 768 831 498

107, 396 49 || 872 | 741 | 858 | 1,087 851 | 1,033

145, 332 33| 731 560 | 638 909 658 744

4,544 1 377 | 536 | 256 497 613 302

1,527 8 412 | 500 | 248 542 711 200

669 418 230 534 342

1, 563 412 ] 484 ) 254 530 583 288

2, 584 5 49| 571 | 231 506 708 278

4,544 1 377 | 536 | 256 497 613 302

6,343 13 || 426 | 5457 245 585 681 291

3,208 522| s00| 815| es8| s8] 371

6, 281 1 52| 767 364 680 835 438

124, 959 18 || 869 ; 555 | 797 | 1,087 660 921

33,264 89 )l 627 | 636! 483 | 758 739 553

3,067 1l 405| 586 | 270 503 664 308

1,103 4] 404] 436 442 490 556 530

(-3 O 520 568 | 201 639 715 339

788 1 4261 748 | 242 532 843 286

5,711 [} 429 | 664 | 290 529 766 335

719 2 415 | 649 | 508 545 751 598

6, 221 3,167 3 446 | 673 | 312 573 764 368

- 47,967 1,317 | 23,677 781 7541 553| 620 888 664 710

6621°—31——15
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RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN

TaBLE I.—CHILDREN UNDER 5, WoMEN 20 TO 44 YEARs 61! Agg, AND CHILDREN
CoMMUNITIES OF DIFFERENT SIZES, BY

.

WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE

All women Married, widowed, or divorced women
DIVISION AND COM-
MUNITY GROUP
‘White Colored ‘White Colored
Other
Native Fg?rlgn Negro egl?r:rd Native Fohrannign Negro | col-
EAST SOUTH CENTRAL T
KENTUCKY. o ccoccmceaee 371,472 4,070 48, 564 13 298, 520
Covington 11,450 302 0 7,908
Lexington. 6,302 12¢| 3,110 1 4,460
ville 41,421 | 1,634 | 10,068 4| 2s6m
Newport 5,921 207 224 4,152
100,000andover......| 41,421 | 1,634 | . 10,968 4| 2867
25,000 to 100,000 23,673 78 | 4104 1| 1652
10,000 to 25,000_____. 11,938 03| 2004 1 9,073
32 379 47| 8052 24, 633
262,061 | 1,143 | 22538 7| 219,615
330,240 | 2,897 | 93104 16| 265156
8,894 263 [ 5054 6, 586
14, 340 137 2,828 1 11,035
2,580 | 1,240 | 17,735 4 1747
17,999 430 | 9267 1 071
40,670 | 1,670 | 27,002 5| 30,218
2, 234 400 | 7,882 1| 1Mea
6, 405 46| 2147 1 5,008
2, 900 175 | 7,685 1| 18602
236, 131 606 | 47,408 8| 193707
244,083 | 3,386 | 170,405 63| 200,920
22,842 | 1,360 | 18,422 18,117
7,601 346 | 6,386 2 5
5211 135 | 5,418 |._._____ 3,897
22,842 1,360 | 18 422 18, 117
12,812 481 | 11,804 2 9,
12,006 28| 0,546 9, 531
16,410 28| 972 13,263
180,823 | 1,070 | 120,912 617 150,416
1,436 | 174,684 | 105 | 116,360
479 15, 348 3 12,013 412 12,494 2
309 | 9,84 2 9,713 23| 7 2
648 | 149402 | 190 | 94634 507 | 130,184 | 128
‘WEST SOUTH CENTRAL |
AREANSAS . _oeoeoeesl 210,378 | 2,137 | 92,880 20| 180,912| 1,794 82,625 2
154 843 2 4,104 121 607 1
321 | 4,868 1 8 480 265 | 4,006 1
a5 | 5708 31 1258 386 | 4,708 2
29| 4,387 2 6,354 182 | 3,839 2
278 | 8500 1| 17,160 200| 7473 1
1,155 | 74,197 23| 144,805 1,007 6652 2
8,010 | 138,861 | 174 148,284 | 6,807 | 116,747 | 144
4,218 | 26,505 21| 80,034 3,300 21,197 18
203 | 4,873 1 4,628 240 | 4,165 1
4,218 | 26,595 21| 30,034 3,300 21,197 18
203 | ‘4873 1 4,628 240 | 4165 1
456 | 6707 1 6,019 386 | 5,52 1
6712 | 9,965 12| 12243 503 | 8201 9
2371 | 90,721 130| 86360 2198| 77,565 | 115
6,576 | 28,516 | 8,709 | 266,396 | 5,000 | 25,048 | 7,530
98| 1,743 oo 4,120 8| 1,501 60
649 | 2210 u| 14792 558 | 1,019 1
48| 2387 4| 11,68 389 | 1,088 41
1,225| 6340| ~127| 30,688 | 1,031| 5406| 112
69| 3 19| 160| 18346 a3| 2ess| 12
o8| 223 02| 33,600 842 | 1,027 480
3,050 | 16,834 | 7,830 | 183,753 | 3,713 15082' 6,803
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PER 1,000 WomEN, BY CoLOR, NATIVITY, AND MARITAL CONDITION, FOR
DivisioNs AND STATEsS: 1920—Continued

CHILDREN UNDER 5 YEARS OF AGE

CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 WOMEN
20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE

’ Married, widowed,
DIVISION AND COM- White mothers |Colored mothers All women or divoréed women
MUNITY GROUP
. Forelgn Other ‘White N White N
e- (d
Native born | Nesro :r%l& Na | For-| gro [ s | For- | gro
tive golg; tive g::%
EAST SOUTH CENTRAL
268, 385 2,758 | 20,468 4| 722 678 | 421 899 806 518
4,554 156 174 398 | 513 226 576 643 276
2, 059 52 804 || 327 | 419 | 259 | 462 520 327
14,834 884 | 2353 358 | 5411 215 517 661 271
2,305 162 65 |--.-- 380 | 545 | 200 555 664 327
14,834 884 2,353 |-ccne-- 3581 541 | 215 517 661 271
8,918 369 1,043 377 | 811 | 254 50| 631 318
5,307 54 781 6 45| 524 | 269 585 |ececo-- 335
15, 516 2,601 |..._._. 479 | 730 | 323 630 | 838 411
223,810 1,110 | 13,690 8|l 854 | 971 | 607 | 1,019 | 1,103 724
233, 801 1,778 | 45,663 7 708| 614 | 496 880 703 | 563
3,007 137 1,253 ... 348 | 521 ] 248 470 | 601 280
6,912 801 |._..... 482 | 533 | 283 626 646 345
7,653 774 3,630 3 339 | 624 | 205 446 719 243
7,007 108 2,424 1| 380 | 460 | 262 536 552 322
14, 660 972 | 6,054 4) 361 582 24 485| 677 269
25,000 to 100,000..... 10, 009 210 2,054 430 | 525 | 261 568 616 309
10,000 to 25,000-.. ... 3,192 22 716 | 498 333 637 418
500 to 10,000 - 12,819 88| 2,726 |.._.... 536 | 503 356 689 540 | 444
ural 192,621 486 | 34,103 3|l 816 802] 719 994 887 852
2,611 | 104,155 i 786 71| 611 959 867 724
1,065 5,617 2 431 | 778 | 305 543 864 346
179 1, 1 427 | 517 | 281 570 686 332
88 1,433 | 400 | 652 | 264 534 746 | 321
1,065 5,617 21| 431| 778 | 305 543 864 346
3, 1 416 | 555 | 274 555 705 327
152 3,370 519 | 639 353 @59 ke 411
180 | 3, 1l 580] 789 | 395 718 801 471
947 | 88,103 73 || 894 | 885| 720 ] 1,078 957 | 869
1,222 | 107,394 165 || 740 | 851 | 615 924 63| 713
10,000 to 25,000....... 6, 856 314 4, 3 420} 656 | 275 571 762 338
500 to 10,000.. 6, 145 237 3,124 6| 486 767} 317 633 868 | 301
ural ..o . ... 94, 466 671 | 100, 044 156 || 813 1,035 | 669 008 | 1,124 | 768.
WEST SOUTH CENTRAL
ARKANBAS. . .vovcananeas 167,975 1,545 | 51,274 17 798 | 723 | 552 928 861 621
2,420 41 1| 462 | 468 | 286 590 | 695| 346
3,022 165 1,186 1 357 | 514 | 244 463 623 290-
6, 342 27 1,427 21 301 499 250, 504 614 208
3,029 109 1,099 474 | 476 | 251 571 500 | 286
10, 940 160 2,676 3 522 | 576 | 312 637 766 358
147, 064 1,039 | 46,072 12 888 | 900 | 621 ] 1,016 | 1,022 693
LOUISIANA. cceeaannnnns 125, 456 6,280 | 77,296 172 || 659 | 785 | 557 846 924 662
22,268 2,298 Kt 21| 396 | 544 203 570 | 677 | 368
2, 025 198 1, 21 3 346 | 676 | 248 438 825 201
22, 268 2, 206 7 21 306 | 844 | 293 570 677 368
2,025 198 1,210 3 346 | 676 | 248 438 825 201
3, 536 338 2, 006 448 | 741 | 209 587 876 | 363
8, 627 632 3, 868 16 || 533 | 940 | 388 7051 1,008 | 467
89, 000 2,825 | 62,414 133 853 11,191 | 688 | 1,031 | 1,285 805
OELAHOMA _cconoeoeen. 222,488 5,310 | 16,214 | 8,566 || 722 | 807 | 569 835| 885! 647
M 2,058 52 42 || 406 349 500 405
6, 524 374 561 9 345 | 576 | 254 441 670 292
5, 383 227 730 4 362 | 475 | 308 461 584 368
13, 965 653 1,809 95| 360 | 533 | 299 456 633 351
10, 250 202 1,121 86 || 459 | 623 | 359 550 707 418
21, 536 647 810 | 462 539 | 701 ( 364 639 768 |  420:
76, 737 3,718 | 12,384 ' 7,923 853 | 939 ' 736 962 | 1,001 824

-t




218 RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN

TaBLE I.—CHILDREN UNDER 5 WOMEN 20 to 44 YEARS OF AGE, AND CHILDREN
OMMUNITIES OF DIFFERENT SizES, BY

WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE
All women ' Married, widowed, or divorced women

DIVISION AND COM-

MUNITY GROUP
White Colored White _ Colored
F Other Fo Other
Native g:.’?“ Negro | )| Native b?,j‘fn Negro | col-
WEST S0UTH CENTRAL—
continued
636, 069 72,834 | 148,771 420 519, 402 61,539 | 128,177 378
5,648 474 1,736 2 3,744 396 1,373 1
5, 415 420 3,482 2 4,489 362 3,077 2
31,015 1,791 6,842 9 , 613 1,528 6,113 6
8,678 8,760 375 61 6, 764 6,788 343 54
18, 840 1,409 4,467 6 15,131 1,224 3,804 6
5,688 1,232 2,750 2 4, 250 1,074 2,37 2
21,321 2,639 9, 589 8 16, 845 2,323 8,374 8
23,635 8,116 3,902 15 17,778 6,481 3,418 13
6,424 357 1,904 5, 004 310 L, 717 |emeeea
6, 957 2A41 633 1 5,874 2156 566 1
94,811 13, 955 24, 890 38 73,364 11,554 | 21,700 33
38,710 11,484 10, 970 68 30,125 9, 145 9,402 60
42,031 6, 892 9, 271 6 33, 730 5,288 7,881 4
63, 311 5,089 12, 800 7 50, 588 4,251 | 10,757 7
397, 208 35,414 90, 840 301 331, 568 31,301 | 78,428 w2
MOUNTAIN

79,910 18,687 346 | 1,676 64,903 17,035 302 | 1,536
6,121 2, 5156 47 13 4,522 42 13
6, 121 2, 515 13 4,522 2,204 42 13
332 2, 157 28 9, 746 2,491 136 4
3 1, 33 y 1,837 64 32
50, 11, 503 1,602 260 10, 803 60| 1,467
66,377 6, 255 168 744 56,046 5,732 158 638
6, 765 100 39 5,254 20 39
14,445 1,273 38 48 11, 516 1,128 38 46
45, 167 4,246 30 57 39,276 3,971 b4 603
30, 469 4,537 304 383 25, 860 4,260 261 385
10,000 to 25,000 _ ... 4,788 665 181 16 3,952 588 127 18
ﬁéoo t0 10 5,291 951 o4 34 4,317 888 60 30
ural 20, 300 2,921 89 334 17, 501 2,784 74 320
COLORADO. 149, 840 21,985 2,688 662 118, 543 19, 818 2,313 637
6, 493 259 3 4, 085 375 3
46,317 7,228 1,571 78 33,448 6, 087 1,340 2
6, 7t 1,578 330 16 5, 205 1,454 16
46,317 7,228 1,571 78 33,448 6, 067 1,340 72
12,752 2,071 589 19 9,270 1,829 19
6, 041 589 55 4,373 514 44 2
15, 822 1,671 119 21 12, 545 1,531 110 19
68, 908 10, 426 354 542 58, 907 9,877 318 525
NEW MEXICO. -ccoooeeo. 50, 783 6,079 651 | 2,913 42,040 85,495 603 | 2,420
2, 957 324 54 14 2,176 270 45 6
8,846 901 154 37 6, 850 773 134 22
38, 980 4,854 2,862 33,014 4,452 424 | 2,392
37,052 17,217 1,242 | 5,009 31,079 15, 368 1,142 | 4,496
5,248 912 309 47 4,133 788 278 39
5, 248 912 47 4,133 788 278 39
1,273 1 7% 2,252 1,024 88 54
8, 867 4, 668 413 67 7,325 4,023 384 64
20, 025 10, 364 4,820 17,369 9, 533 392 | 4,339
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AND MagrrTaL CoNDITION, FOR

CHILDREN UNDER 5 YEARS OF AGE

CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 WOMEN
20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE

Married, widowed,

White mothers |Colored mothers| All women
DIVISION AND COM- or divorced women
MUNITY GROUP
Forelgn Other White N White N
0l e e
Native born | Nesro ggd N F:Z: &ro [ F&'ﬁ gro
@ e
tive born tive born
'WEST SOUTH CENTRAL—
continued
TEXAS - cecccaccacacan 400, 983 54,732 | 77,798 304 630 | 7511 528 889 607
1,792 271 390 1| 317 | 572 | 225 479 684 284
2, 457 327 1,085 3 454 | 779 | 312 547 903 353
10,278 1, 062 1,458 2 331 593| 213 435 696 239
2,933 5,202 80 38 || 342 | 604 | 213 434 780 233
6,621 908 1,009 6 351 | 644 | 226 438 742 265
2,196 792 573 1 386 | 643 | 208 517 737 246
7,374 1,616 2,067 5 346 | 612 | 216 438 696 247
9,188 4,631 965 21 389 | 571 | 242 517 715 283
2,573 228 560 [-caae-- 401 | 639 | 281 514 735 326
3,123 134 108 1 449 | 566 | 171 532 623 101
33,461 8,217 5,499 34| 3563 | 589 | 221 456 711 253
15,074 7,044 2,796 4 380 | 613 | 255 500 770 297
19, 835 3,927 2,711 3 472 | 570 | 202 588 743 344
30, 840 3,270 4,166 7 487 | 643 | 325 610 769 387
301,773 32,274 | 62,626 306 || 760 | 911 | 689 910 | 1,031 799
49, 522 15,978 109 | 1,763 620 | 855 | 315 762 938 361
Butte._ ... 2,138 1,350 10 17 349 | 537 |ee-aa-| 473 613 |-cee-.
25,000 to 100,000...... .. 2,138 1,350 10 17 349 | 837 |.. ... 473 613 |.cea—-
10,000 to 25,000. 5, 539 1,908 50 22 415 | 648 | 318 568 766 368
2, 500 to 10,(&1)..- 4,571 1,227 25 38 476 | 712 |aceea- 613 798 |oeee--
Raral 777777 24| 11,493 241,68 || 733 909 (-0 861 | 1,084 |-~
IpARO 48, 389 5,443 55 649 720 | 870 | 327 863 950 355
5056 26 19 443 | 686 | 260 871 795
858 14 40 || 566 | 674 710 762
4,080 15 590 || 824 | 961 948 | 1,027
4,040 59 366 503 | 890 | 194 698 948
478 31 15 31| 719 205 473 813
699 19 20 || 476 | 735 584 787
2,863 9 331 670 | 980 777 | 1,028
18,270 693 726 || 516 | 831 | 258 653 922
179 73 3 297 | 363 | 282 442 477
3, 689 305 50 204 | 510 | 194 407 608
1,351 102 15 380 | 856 | 309 500 929
3,689 3056 50 204 | 510 | 194 407 608
1,530 176 18 || 345 739 | 207 475 836
412 16 2 420 699 581 802
1,338 41 24 478 | 801 | 345 603 874
11,301 156 632 715 [1,084 | 441 836 | 1,144
5,321 181 | 2,445 757 | 875 | 278 915 968
171 16 6| 438 | 528 595 633 |
631 43 18 || 515 700 | 279 665 816
4,519 122 [ 2,421 || 838 | 981 | 275 | 988 | 1,018
14,290 333 | 4,710 || 580 [ 830 | 268 691 930
546 72 27 350 | 509 | 233 455 693
546 72 27 359 | 599 | 233 455 693
838 21 66 405 | 658 | 210 526 818
3,578 107 52 473 | 766 | 259 571 889 279
9,328 133 14,565 1| 7101 900 | 317 819 978 339
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RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN

TasLE I.—CHILDREN UNDER 5, WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE, AND CHILDREN

CoMMUNITIES OF DIFFERENT SI1ZES, BY

DIVISION AND COM-
MUNITY GROUP

WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE

All women Married, widowed, or divorced women

White Colored White Colored
Other
Native F‘f:rlgn Negro ogltol;:'d Native F%':'!gn Negro oe:g&

MOUNTAIN—continued

361 845 52,818 8,671 327 715
68 63 4,271 807 60 61
196 90 15, 138 3,296 175
196 90 15,138 3,296 175 83
68 63 4,271 807 60 61
2 |eeeee-- 1,192 123 b ) I
3 7 6, 102 1,038 2 7
92 685 26,118 3,407 88 564
75 859 8,528 2,089 63 748
19 39 1,665 355 15 32
1 10 407 108 10
56 810 6,456 1,508 43 708
1,487 | 4,856 161,052 | 41,456 | 1,320 | 4,560
9 18 2, 960 820 9 18
25 13 3, 400 970 13
727 | 1,860 30,356 | 13,366 647 | 1,780
161 44 14,142 2, 791 43 39
1974 275 11,413 3,512 173 267
888 | 1,913 83, 4 16, 157 1,819
21 306 17,782 5,302 208
75 65 9,182 2,128 6 63
129 122 14,043 2,585 1 17
164 | 2,450 68, 547 15,284 149 | 32,263

486 | 1,546 102,213 15, 561 429 | 1,389

389 482 35, 564 7,980 350 448

389 482 33, 564 7,980 350 48

7, 16 56 5,083 1,147 8 49
16, 45 68 13, 1,045 38 63
57,224 36 840 48,515 5,380 83 829
521,208 | 135,421 0,405 | 10,272 | 304,100 | 115,391 8,061 | 18,137
4,845 1,230 51 148 3,573 1,078 39 146
10,215 2,136 148 263 6, 556 1,687 m 25
7,443 1,971 115 9 5,723 1,757 97 263
9, 860 1,232 40 85 7,388 1,000 30 82
99, 046 25,492 4,292 | 2,601 73,318 2,678 | 3,676 | 2 857
35,387 9,178 1,326 873 26, 721 , 989 1,163 803
7,780 1,667 260 78 4,960 1,001 208 73
11,437 2,119 156 523 8, 795 1,867 134 487
12, 253 2,654 240 162 9,008 2,199 209 151
81,931 29,391 620 | 1,902 56,440 | 23,623 506 | 1,705
6, 267 1,528 36 76 4,294 1,333 32 72
6,653 1,239 98 42 5,183 1,116 84 229
217, 264 64,061 6,247 | 5,468 156, 479 52,290 5,345 | 5,085
76, 762 15,775 1,144 | 1,856 58, 6579 13, 038 930 | 1,738
33,629 6,854 485 500 26, 060 5,815 404 436
58,644 12,019 758 | 1,246 45,411 11,374 629 | 1,193
134,900 | 35812 861 | 10,204 110, 571 32,874 744 | 9,705
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PER 1,000 WoMEN, BY CoLOR, NaATIvITY, AND MARITAL CONDITION, FOR
DivisioNs AND StaTEs: 1920—Continued

CHILDREN UNDER 5 YEARS OF AGE || CHILPEEN UNOED 8 PRE 1,000 WOMEN
Married, widowed
White mothers |Colored mothers| All women ’ 4
DIVISION AND COM- or divorced women
MUNITY GROUP
‘White ‘White
Other
Foreign Ne- Ne-
Native born Negro col- For- | gro For- | gro
ored || Na- elgn Na- eign
tive [ porn tive born
MOUNTAIN—continued
L0 7V : SO 51,910 8,607 95 763 || 788 | 883 | 263 983 993 291
Ogden._..._...__._ 3,072 739 16 47 571 | 791 719 916 {cceeam
8alt Lake City_...._| 9, 993 2,710 39 63 498 | 690 | 199 660 822 223
100,000 and over..... 9,993 2,710 39 63 || 498 | 690 | 199 660 822 223
25,000 to 100,000 ]| 3,072 739 6| 47| 571| 781 719 | 916 |-eeee.
10,000 to 25,000-______ 1,139 716 | 610 956 789 |oeeaev
500 to IO,M. - 6, 282 1,078 9 807 2 1,029 { 1,039 {oaee-
ural. e 31,424 3,083 37 644 []1,012 [1,104 1,203 | 1,169 |-o....
NEVADA. ... ] 4,577 1, 5686 15 565 471 119 537 770 |eaaaee
10,000 to 25,000 ... 582 179 1 20| 270 | 438 |.-ee.| 350 504 |-aae--
2,600 to 10,000.. 210 83 |oeeee. 7 44| 748 516 | 783 |
Rural 3,78 | 1,324 14| 538 498 | 785 586 | 820 [L____-
93, 853 27,954 309 | 4,228 || 462 | 591 268 583 674 302
1,635 578 1 18| 410 613 852 | 706 |.eeee-
1,785 595 24 411 524 613 |eae..-
15, 747 6, 130 | 1,334 300 430 179 400 523 201
6,649 1,676 346 | 500 | 311 470 600 350
5,458 2 184 || 365 | 577 | 269 663 | 306
22,396 8,662 180 | 1,362 312 | 42| 203 419 536 228
8,878 3,503 78 209 381 577 | 338 661 385
5, 009 1,418 51 430 | 593 - 668 |......
8, 016 1,714 41 98 458 318 571 663 369
49, 554 12, 657 7112508 628 | 774 828 477
59, 412 10,473 117 | 1,316 463 | 583 | 241 581 673 273
14,771 4,747 82| 370| 312} 493 | 211 | 415| 95| 234
14,771 4,747 82 370 || 312 | 493 | 211 415 595 24
2,376 690 8 513 470 602 | ..
6, 869 633 12 55 416 | 536 b 608 |. ..
35, 396 4,403 21 838 619 | 757 |...__. 730 817 |omoeee
CALIFORNIA. . eeeeeoe | 177,831 78,340 | 2,506 |16,951 | 341 | 579 | 273 | 451 | 679 | 322
1,855 616 25 138 342 | 501 463 571 (...
2,996 867 39 155 | 203 | 406 | 264 457 514 351
2, 285 1,377 47 307 | 609 | 409 309 T84 |
2,727 | . 440 5 276 | 357 360 40 | _____
-23, 384 11, 526 988 | 2,230 || 234 | 452 | 280 319 567 269
10, 863 4,625 296 307 | 504 223 579 256
2,079 511 81 71 267 | 307 | 312 418 510 399
3,476 1,197 40 304 | 565 | 256 395 641 209
3,476 1,404 81 147 284 | 529 | 338 382 638 388
18,608 12,338 133 | 1,352 228 | 420 211 331 522 263
1,847 1, 063 16 295 | 696 430 07 |-
2,107 681 17 317 | 560 407 610 |._.___
52,945 28, 489 1,417 | 4, M4 | 45| 227 338 546 265
22, 647 8,156 351 | 1,551 205 | 617 | 307 407 626 374
11,718 3, 806 178 416 348 | 6568 | 367 450 670 441
22, 825 8, 947 257 | 1,131 380 | 693 | 330 400
67,606 | 28 861 , 501 | 806 | 456 | e612| 878 | 828
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RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN

TaBLE II.—PER CENT oF WOMEN 20 TO 44 YBARS OF AGE MARRIED, WIDOWED,
oR D1vorcED, BY COLOR, NATIVITY, AND PARENTAGE, AND ToTALS FOR NATIVE
WaITE WOMEN BY PARENTAGE, FOR COMMUNITIES OF DIFFERENT SI1ZES, BY

StaTEs: 19201
PER CENT MARRIED, WIDOWED, OR || NATIVE WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS
DIVORCED OF AGE
Native white women | Fop. Native parentage Foreign or mixed
DIVISION AND coumu- | 20 t0 44 years ofage | eign- | Negro parentage
NITY GROUP born | wom-
” white ?«: z)
'or- | wom-
(Nativeleign or en 20 | years All Msrrlmedd All M:'.riré?d.
Total p‘::;‘t’ mlxeg ;g:: ofage (| women or | women |owed, or
age | of age divoroed divorced
74.2| T7.0| 67.3| 85.5( 83.5 10,437,051 |8, 038, 645 |4, 217, 406 |2, 838, 051
66.5| 69.6] 629 | 829 | 81.3 ] 2121,679 1,477,403 |1, 781,763 |1, 120, 207
70.5| 73.5| 64.5| 85.0| 827 | 1,061,141 | 779,863 | 526,684 | 339, 491
71.4| 74.0| 65.2| 87.2 | 824 744,215 | 550,918 | 318, 635 A
73.9| 758 681 | 87.8| 81.7 |l 1,108,246 | 839,683 | 370,357 | 262,
80.2| 81.3| 75.3| 91.4 | 849 | 5,401,770 [4,390,778 [1,219,967 | 919,067
622)] 67.7| 56.1| 8L.1| 76.0 492,738 | 333,530 | 440,587 | 247,214
OVer. .o ooeoeeeeee 55.8| 60.1| 528 79.1| 781 109, 081 65,513 | 156,993 82, 954
25,000 to 100,000. - . ... 58.9| 642 | 543 79.9| 7.5 98, 673 63, 115,177 62, 570
10,000 to 25,000.._.....| 61.2| 66.3 | 55.9| 83.3| 73.5 69, 749 46, 216 66, 962 37,450
motolo,éoo._- ...| 644, 686 | 584 821 | 716 68, 739 47, 164 48, 517 28,
ural....____________ 73.8| 76.0| 67.8 | 87.8 | 74.3 146,406 | 111,208 52, 938 35,918
MIDDLE ATLANTIC. . ... 67.7| 70.8 | 628 | 84.5| 77.7 || 1,826,061 |1,292 521 (1,141,116 | 717,135
626 | 65.2| 60.2]| 8L5| 77.4 628, 66! 697,337 | 419,837
67.1]| 69.6 | 628 | 87.8| 76.6 218,109 | 151,818 | 124,901
68.4]| 70.3| 64.5| 91.0| 813 160,748 | 113,040 80, 204 51,818
70.9 | 724 | 67.2| 90.5 77.0 216,706 | 156,949 88, 883 59, 762
76.5| 76.5| 71.7{ 9.3 | 79.1 603,747 | 461,882 | 149,701 , 200
EasT NORTH CENTRAL...| 747 | 76.7 | 70.2| 89.0 | 86.0 | 2,122,236 (1,628,001 |1,165,271 | 818,240
Cities 100,000 and
69.4| 725 | 66.3 | 87.6| 88.4 494,020 | 358,028 | 494,286 | 327,
73.6| 7571 69.61 89.7| 8.5 292,337 | 221,400 | 157,181 | 109,374
73.3| 75.4] 689 ] 90.1 | 85.4 174,273 | 131,377 85, 450 58,912
742 76.0| 00.9| 90.2 | 8.0 239, 181, 980 99, 691 69,
79.0| 70.7 ) 76.8 | 93.0 | 843 922,149 | 735, 328,668 | 252, 500
WesT NORTH CENTRAL..| 74.5| 77.1| 69.9 | 830 | 83.6 | 1,279,795 | 986,530 | 746,519 | 522,117
Cities 100,000 and
oV 68.6| 71.6| 64.4| 84.3 | 84.4 222,360 | 159,305 | 164,807 | 106,132
25,000 to 100,000. 71.2| 73.9| 65.7| 84.4| 858 91, 724 , 779 45,303 29,772
10,000 to 25, 71.4| 74.2| 65.5)] 84.3 | 82.4 86, 841 424 41,781 27,3568
2,500 to 10,000 - _ 7.3 | 73.9| 656 86.2| 8.8 136,994 | 101,281 272 41, 516
ural 77.7| 80.0| 73.6 | 901.2| 825 741,876 | 593,741 | 431,356 7,339
BovguAnAl}g'lc 78.2| 87| 69.6| 88.3 | 827 || 1,405,932 11,176,855 83,003 58, 455
es
over. 71.3| 725| 666 | 8.7 | 79.1 159,500 | 115, 729 39, 693 26, 431
000 to 100, 75.7) 76.4) 68.8| 8.2 | 823 140,508 | 107,335 14, 950 10, 285
10,000 to 25, 741 742 727 | 87.9| 80.5 72, 862 54,029 4, 249 3,088
2,500 to 10,000. 76.0| 76.2| 71.6| 90.1( 80.8 121,074 92, 45 5, 735 4,106
ural 80.5| 80.6| 75.1| 91.4| 83.7 | 1,001,808 | 807,517 19, 366 14, 545
EAst 80UTH CENTRAL...| 80.7 | 8L.2| 67.9| 86.9 | 84.6 || 1,049,047 | 851,838 42, 887 29,118
Cities 100,000 and ’ -
73.6| 75.0| 65.2| 857 84.1 88,117 66, 106 16,725 10, 908
73.2| 74.9| 63.5| 8.4 8.3 50, 941 38,159 8,778 5, 576
76.2| 76.6 | 68.7| 86.6 | 82.6 44, 060 33, 760 2,716 1,885
77.6| 780 70.1| 88.7| 8.0 81, 053 63, 4, 286 3, 004
828 | 829 | 748 | 90.6 | 85.4 784,876 | 650, 606 10,382 7,766
WxsT SoUTH CENTRAL...| 82.9| 83.6| 76.5| 85.0| 86.2 || 1,216,030 |1,016,184 | 129,152 98, 810
Cities 100,000 and
€r. 74.4| 749 | 723 | 822 8.3 120, 005 89, 920 31,091 22,478
78.2| 70.0| 73.6| 80.2| 8.2 86, 168 68, 046 3, 441 9, 889
80.6 | 81.3| 749 | 77.9| 84.9 71,798 58, 359 8,130 6, 090
81.0| 81.3| 77.4| 84.7| 847 129,722 | 105,406 10, 708 8, 293
85.41 8591 79.1] 80.1] 87.1 808,347 | 604,453 782 52, 060

1 From a special tabulation, Fourteenth Census.
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, AND ToTALS FOR NATIVE
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TaBLE II.—PrR CENT oF WOMEN 20 T0 44 YEARS OF AGE MARRIED, WIDOWED,
OoR D1vorcED, BY CoLOR, NATIVITY, AND PARENTAGE, AND ToTALS FOR NATIVE
WHITE WOMBN BY PARENTAGE, FOrR CoMMUNITIES OF DIFFERENT S1ZES, BY
Stares: 1920—Continued .

PER CENT MARRIED, WIDOWED, OR || NATIVE WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS
DIVORCED OF AGE
Native white women | For- N Foreign or mixed
ative n
DIVISION AND coMmy- | 20 to 44 years of age | ejgn- |Negro parentage parentage
NITY GROUP born | wom-
o |Tone 22
or- | worm- M Married,
Nativeleign or| en 20 | years N
o (e B8 | n, [idored] an (el
age | of age divorced divorced

S8OUTH ATLANTIC—contd.

MARYLAND .. 728| 74.0| 67.5] 86.1| 79.3 169, 511 38, 682
Baltimore.. 69.6| 70.9) 66.3| 86.1| 77.6 80, 713 57,215 30, 3256 20,107
Cumberlan 71.83 | 724 65.1| 84.6| 77.7 hy , 519 857
Hagerstown.__. 76.1| 76.1| 75.8 75.4 5, 152 3,922 U4
100,000 and over. 60.6| 70.9| 66.3| 8.1| 77.6 71 57,215 | 30,3 20, 107
25,&!) to 100,000 73.7] 74.3| 67.5| 83.9| 76.3 10,011 7,441 1,101 743
1o,oooco256m.-- --| 76| 721 | 65.5| 841 | 74.2 2,792 2,014 255 167
isoo t010,000_ 2227 73.5( 73.9| 70.4| 84.8 | 78.2 7,802 5, 768 90! 700

ural 77.2| 77.6 | 728 | 87.0 | 824 68, 193 52,931 6, 006 4,376
54.7| 552 522 744 | 744 060 | 35,872 | 14,043 7,805
54.7| 585.2| 522 | 4.4 | T4.4 64, 960 35,872 14,043 7,805
76.5| 76.7| 60.6 | 89.2| 79.7 24 | 206,637 8,624 6,001
66.3| 66.4| 6L9 731 4,728 3, 140 156
829 | 84.1| 7.8 | 00.4| 8.8 3, 361 2,827 376 270
77.9 | 78.5| 71.6| 90.0| 80.7 13, 150 10,324 1,371 982
729 | 73.2| 63.8| 87.4| 75.7 3, 550 605 130 83
79.7| 80.3]| 71.4| 929 | 84.5 5, 465 4056
68.9| 69.3| 64.4| 8.3 | 75.1 23,683 16, 410 2,067 1,332
75.9| 76.2| 66.0| 87.4| 77.0 8,488 6, 460 3068
721 | 726 | 67.3| 87.0| 77.6 36, 833 26, 734 3,438 2,314
75.5| 75.9] 68.5) 90.0| 79.7 25, 601 19, 429 1,372 940
7.2 | 71.3| 68.5| 883 | 75.6 10, 216 7,284 387 265
75.0| 75.2| 69.8| 926 | 77.8 16, 678 12, 543 537 375
78.1| 78.2) 729 | 9.7} 80.8 179,906 | 140,647 2,890 2,107
80.8) 8..3| 71.8| 904.9| 86.3 208,026 | 169,029 | 10,381 7,457
7.2| 7.8 63.8| 84.7| 77.3 6, 986 5,435 538 370
77.6 ) 78.3| 69.9| 90.9| 783 4,749 | 3,717 432 302
789} 79.1] 73.3| 81.9.| 78.5 9, 510 7, 526 397 201
69.5| 71.3| 651} 87.1| 79.0 7,196 5,133 2,938 1,914
75.4| 76.7| 66.8| 87.2| 78.0 28, 441 21, 810 4, 305 2,877
7B.9| 74.4) 67.1| 90.2| 784 15,127 1,253 1,004 734
78.7] 79.3| 7.9 93.2| 80.9 16, 705 13, 239 1,317 947
8.0 8.1| 79.1| 97.6 | 80.5 147,763 | 122,727 3, 665 2,809
77.91 78.0| 68.6| 80.4| 79.3 209,200 | 233,417 2,172 1,490
72.5| 73.3| 55.0| 65.8| 75.4 4,651 3,407 200 118
727 | 727 73.5| 87.2| 79.3 6, 842 4,976 200 147
75.2| 75.7) 65.0 | 87.5| 80.2 3,930 2,976 200 130
7.4 71.3) 74.1 7.8 5,783 4,124 81 60
728 73.0| 655 80.2 | 78.4 21, 208 15,483 690 452
724 | 725] 6.3 | 84.6| 78.0 21,378 15,493 359 238
75.6 | 75.7| 66.4| 884 | 77.3 25, 658 19, 419 283 188
70.2| 79.2| 729 | 75.6| 79.8 231,048 | 183,022 840 612
783 75| 67.4| 86.9| 825 139,401 | 109,476 2,316 1, 561
721 73.6| 64.2| 87.1] 820 5,930 367 1,113 714
70.3) 70.5) 728 | 84.1| 70.0 5,186 655 156 98

25,000 to 100,000 71.8| 722 | e«.0| 8.2 810 11, 118 8,022 1, 260 813

10,000 to 25,000 74.6] 74.7| 70.3 | 83.4| 814 , 205 6, 945 222 156
727 | 73.0| 61.4 | 87.4 | 787 14,718 10, 739 293 180
80.3| 80.3| 77.6 ( 87.1 | 8.1 04,362 | 83,770 532 413
80.5| 8.7 ) 69.2| 851 | 858 280,601 | 233, 700 5,884 4,073
75.9] 76.2 ) 71.4 | 87.4 | 84.7 30, 063 22,894 1,765 1,261
76.0| 77.7| 55.5( 70.3 | 829 5,941 4,614 467
78.3| 78.9| 50.7 821 4, 560 3,508 154 .92
77.7| 8.0} 69.8 | 8.2 | 8.1 6, 308 4,918 252 176
76.4 | 77.4| 64.8 | 80.7 | 8.1 7,600 5, 880 1,385 897
76.9| 76.2| 7.4 87.4| 84.7 30, 063 22,804 1,765 1,261
76.61 77.9 | 63.1] 80.1| 84.1 24,407 | 19,010 2,258 1,424
79.4| 79.5| 76.3 | 90.4 | 84.9 11,634 9, 252 375
77.0| 77.1| 75.8 | 91.9 | 83.1 26, 023 20, 056 455 M5
822) 823 | 73.4| 8.1/ 865 197,474 | 162,488 1,031 757
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TasLE II.—PER CENT OF WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE MARRIED, WIDOWED,
OR D1vORCED, BY COLOR, NATIVITY, AND PARENTAGE, AND ToTALS FOR NATIVE
WHITE WOMEN BY PARENTAGE, FOR COMMUNITIES OF DIFFERENT SIZES, BY
StaTes: 1920—Continued

PER CENT MARRIED, WIDOWED, OR NATIVE WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS

DIVORCED OF AGE
Native white women | For- Native parentage Foreign or mixed
DIVISION AND counv- | 20 10 44 years of age sigo- §gg° parentage
NITY GROUP - white g 4240
o | o Married Married
Nativeleign or| en 20 | years 4 4
Total |parent-| mixed | to 44 | of age woAnlzlen widg:ve d, w:ﬁl}en v:lgo;;-
age p::gt- Zf:g divorced divorced
WEST SOUTH CENTRAL—
continued

86.4| 8.8 | 8.8 | 9.2 87.8 287,425 | 249, 579 20, 820 16,817
8.2 | 8l.2| 8L4 86.1 37 436 355
78.3| 78.8) 74.1| 86.0| 86.8 16, 818 13, 47 2,085 1, 546
78.6| 78.6| 78.6| 81.4| 83.2 428 10, 560 1,433 1,126
78.8| 79.0) 76.5| 84.2| 8.3 34, 881 27,572 3,054 3,026
821 | 83| 70.9| 8.1 86.0 20, 445 16, 832 1,806 1,514
84.3) 84.5| 8.3 | 91.2| 86.7 37,274 31, 505 2,697 2,194
88.7| 89.1| 822 | 93.8( 89.3 104,825 | 173,670 12,273 10, 083
81.7] 824 76.7| 84.5| 86.2 556,178 | 458,132 79,891 61,270
66.3)| 67.4| 6L5| 8.5| 79.1 4 3,077 1,084 667
82.9| 832 81.0| 86.2| 884 4,711 3,019 704 570
76.1| 76.6 | 72.3 | 85.2| 89.3 27,721 21,235 3,288 2,378
78.9] 80.1| 74.6| 77.5| 9L5 , 3368 1,914 1,428
80.3| 80.7| 76.5| 8.9 | 85.2 17,217 13, 890 1,623 1,241
74.7| 76.7| 7.3 | 87.2| 84.6 3 2,741 2,1 1, 509
79.0| 79.7 | 76.6 | 88.0] 87.3 16, 751 3, 346 4,570 3,499
75.2| 75.4| 74.6| 79.9| 85.6 17,015 12,837 6,620 4,038
77.9] 79.2| 61.7| 86.8| 86.1 5, 4, 511 493
84.4) 84.3| 857 80.2| 80.3 3 5,419 531 455
7741 77.9| 749 | 828 8.2 78,710 61, 308 16, 101 12, 056
77.8| 79.0| 72.4| 79.6 | 85.7 31, , 003 7, 5,122
80.3| 8L1| 73.1| 76.7| 850 37, 30,391 4, 567 3,339
79.9| 80.3| 76.2| 83.5| 84.0 57, 515 46, 171 5, 796 4, 417
83.5| 84.2| 784 | 84| 86.3 ) 205,269 | 46,350 | 36,336
8.3 8.5| 78.1| 91.2 | 87.3 47, 536 39, 606 32,374 25,297
73.9| 77.6} 7L4| 87.6 2,514 1,948 3,607 2,574
73.9| 77.5| 7.4 87.8 2,514 1,948 3, 607 2,574
73.1| 76.5| 68.4 | 84.6| 86.6 7,752 5,927 5, 580 3,819
77.6 | 79.2| 75.1| 89.2 5,946 4,710 3,657 2, 748
85.1| 86.6 | 827 | 903.9 31,324 | 27,111 19,830 | 16,158
84.4| 84.9) 83.2| 9.6 | 923 47, 147 40, 042 19,230 16, 004
7771 8.0 76.7| 86.3| 90.0 4, 3,794 1,904 1,460
79.7| 8.0 79.1( 88.5 10,071 8,054 4,374 3,462
87.0 | 87.5| 85.6| 93.5 32,215 28,104 12, 952 11,082
84.9) 8.9 822 | 93.9| 8.9 22,010 18, 903 8,459 6, 957
82.5| 84.1| 78.8( 884 | 84.1 3,336 2,847 1,402 1,105
81.6 | 827 | 79.4| 93.4 3,458 2, 861 1,833 1,456
86.3 | 87.0! 84.2| 95.3 15, 166 13, 195 5,224 4,396
79.1| 8L.0| 740| 90.1| 8.0 109, 535 88, 734 40, 305 29, 809
67.2| 69.1( 60.9| 76.1| 79.5 4,632 3, 200 1,420 865
722 | 74.5| 68.0| 83.9| 8.3 29,923 22,204 16, 394 11,154

77.7] 78.6 | 75.1| 921 | 90.9 4,922 3,870 1,778 ,
722 | 74.5| 68.0| 8.9 | 8.3 20,923 | 22,204 | 16,394 | 11,154

72.7) 74.0| 68.8| 88.3| 8.9 9, 5564 7,070 3,198 2,
724 | 74.0| 67.1| 87.3 4,627 3,424 1,414 949
79.3| 80.5| 75.0| 91.6| 924 12, 296 9, 899 , 526 2, 646
85.56| 86.7| 8L5| 94.7 | 8.4 53,135 46, 047 15,773 12, 860
82.8| 83.4| 772.2| 90.4| 926 45,716 38,126 5, 067 3,914
73.6 | 75.3| 67.0 | 83.3 2,360 1,776 597 400
77.4| 78.5| 70.9 | 85.8 | 87.0 7, 582 5, 954 1,264 896
84.7| 8.0 8L7] 9L7| 957 35,774 | 30,396 3,206 2,618

6621°—31——16
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TasLE III.—PER CENT CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 WHITE WOMBEN 20 TO
44 YxaRrs oF AGE ARB IN ExcEss oF RaTios NECESSARY TO MAINTAIN THE
PoPULATION TEMPORARILY AND PERMANENTLY, BY NATIVITY, FOR COMMUNI-
TIES OF DIFFERENT SizES, BY STATES: 19201!

INDEX s INDEX  |[¥
SHOWING %g SHOWING §§
CHILDREN || PER CENT |[& S CHILDREN || PER CENT |5 S
UNDER 5 || OF EXCESS (| o He UNDER 5 | OF ExCEss|[, 5%
PER 1,000 || OF RATIOS v.‘!g PER 1,000 || OF RATIOS @3%
WOMEN 20 || OF cHIL- || 58 WOMEN 20 || OF CHIL- || g8
T0 44 |[DRENOVER §B 8 70 44 ||DREN OV BR
YEARS TEMPO- || H2F YEARS TEMPO- 28
OF AGE || RARY RX- ,_i OF AGE || RARY Rx- :-.ég
PLACEMENT]| © PLACEM ©
STATE AND COM- NEEDS 3 «3_§ STATE AND COM- NEEDS? 2o 3
MUNITY g ) MUNITY § )
2 2 S, 2 2 § -
5 2 85 2 £ B33
B B w8 B B >3
2lg|s s 2 218 |fs
4124 E 34 b 5 3
B 3 22 5 s | £ |32
A IHEE A IHEY s
<3 S ©TSeo 53 oS
Zz | = |2 & |[8 z |2 |z|= [§°°
NEW ENGLAND—
516 732 e5{ 15| 10 continued
30| 657(| 5| o0 —35 363 | 768/ 15] 10| -25
37| 502 20| 100 —25 374 | 7621 30| 160 -—20
337 | 664 15| 125 —30 800 | 594 35| 105) -—15
335 23| 15| 110 -30 374 6261 30 115] —20
399 | 6891 35| 135 —15 301 | 737 10| 170} —35
453 | 7631 85| 160 -5 36| 68| 30| 140l —20
603| 811|| 90| 155 30 100,000 and over.| 301 | 737 || 10| 170 | —35
25,000 to 100,000_| 380 | 685 ) 30| 125 | —20
435| 7131| 40] 130 -—10 10,000 to 25,000 .| 422 | 837 | 451 185 ~—10
347 | 658 20 -25 2,500 to 10,000___] 438 | 898 | 50| 205 -5
Nashua, 367| 7051 20f 140 -—25 Rural........... 436 | 86 35| 185 ~-10
25,000 to 100,000_| 350 | 660 || 20| 130 371 ) 886 20| 185 -—20
10,000 to 25,000._| 374 | 735 || 30| 150 350 | sa7l| 30] 208 —25
s 0000 S T ll e e 202| 750 | 5[ w75 —40
mememmmeoes Meriden 35| 95l 200 210 —25
80l 65| 1 10|l New Britain___| 357| 96l 20| 20|l —25
2l % 65 10| NewHaven___| 226| 880 20| 220 —30
-3 I o ) New London....| 369 | 766 || 25| 160 | —20
=21 & & —2g 355 | 781 | 20| 165 | —25
918 | 10| 216 | 30
700 || 15| 125)| —25 863 10| 195 —~35
631 10| 130} —85 825 20| 200 -—30
626 15] 115} -30 808 151 205 || -—30
218 [|~10| —25 || —45 360 91 25| 280 —25
18| 135 —35 2,500 to 10,000...| 366 | 919 || 25| 215 —20
1| 20 170 || —-25 Rural...oooo.... 42| 910 ) 40| 185 -5
70 4| 3
784 1 40 15| 110 -25
35 0] 1651 —45
10 170 | —40
650 || 10 0] 20 —40
%o || | 2| =%
610 || 10 25| 150 -10
646 || 15 10] 115} -30
ord .| 419 ] 608 | 45 5| 160 —35
New Bedford...| 342 | 601 25 10| 150 —30
Newton. ........ 323 g ;g %’ lg -30
1 -25
752 || 40 316 15| 125 -35
AHEE|R =R E
671 20| 130 —25 25( 160 || —25
602 20| 185 —30 50| 45 —15
812 30] 175 —20 50| 20| =10
608 0| 105 40 35| 200 20
764 || 30| 180 | —25 156) 200{ -—25
AHEE 2=l
70| 3| 165 -20 51 180 -35
7951 40| 170 —15 20| 210 -30
8271l 451 160 0 -5 1101 —40

1 Calculated by use of ratios referred to in Chapter VIII, page 164, applied to General Table I See also
Table 60. Percentages shown in even fives.

3 Called *temporary replacement index’’ in text.

3 Called “permanent replacement index” in text.
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TasLe III.—Per CENT CriLDREN UNDER § PER 1,000 WHITE WoMEN 20 TO
44 Yzars or AGr ARE IN Excess oF RaTios NECESSARY TO MAINTAIN THE
PoPULATION TEMPORARILY AND PERMANENTLY, BY NATIVITY, FOR COMMUNI-
TIES OF DIFFERENT S1zEs, BY StaTEs: 1920 —Continued

moex 1§ & INDEX [l
sHOWING {&33 SHOWING [|&
camoeex || Pxe cent | &8 CHILDREN || PER cENT -8§
UNDEB 5 ||OF EXCESS | o UNDEE 5 || OF EXCESS |,
PER 1,000 || OF EATIOS vgi PER 1,000 || OF BATIOS [S2
wouzN 20 || ov cEn- (258 WOMEN 20 || OF CHIL- |8
TO 4 ||DREN OV §B‘_ T0 44 |[DREN OVER|E B S
YEARS TEIMPO- || 42T YEARS TEMPO- 28
OF AGE || RARYRE- | O3 OF AGE || RARY RE- ||
PLACEMENT]| S 3 PLACEMENT|| S
STATE AND COM- NEEDS 2o STATE AND COM- NEEDS |s2e
MUNITY 8 g MUNITY Fi &
s |gEE s [gB2
% g g—.: g % |
B B || g B B
HHHIE 1 EHE
B2 B2 [83 B 5 23
IRIHEL A THE
323 |48 3 | g |25k
2 A R Zz | = ||lz| = |4
MIDDLE ATLANTIC— MIDDLE ATLANTIC—
continued continued
Nzw YORK—Con. PENNSYLVANIA—
{31 R, 300 | 8711 5] 105 -—35 Cont|
Watertown._...| 362 612 25| 110ff -25 Wi ----| 380 | 800 || 35| 175 -—20
Yonkers__.._.._. 353 | 760 | 30| 180 —~25 York..cooeaeooo. 434 646 50| 120 -10
100,000 and over.| 322 | 620 20| 130 —30 100,000 and over.| 378 | 782 || 40| 185 ) —20
25,000 to 100,000.| 323 | 807 10| 175 -30 25,000 t0 100,000..| 429 |1,048 || 45| 255 -10
10,000 to 25,000..| 369 [ 016 [| 25| 215 —20| 10,000 to 25,000.-| 484 (1,160 || 65| 295 5
2,500 t0 10,000..-| 302 [ 854 || 35| 190 | —15 %éoow 10,000..7| &8 |{L21L || 78| 315 10
Rural. ... 404 | 837 ) 55] 160 5 ural 671 11,336 || 110 | 3320 40
N atiantio Giiv-—-| 309 | |l 8| ol =5
c 80 -35
Bayonne a1 jLoss || 85| 20| =5 1d BB
Camden 453 | 920 | 65| 240 -5 34| 032 s0] 220]| —10
o -8 R I ] 35| 810 s0] 195[ —25
33| ™ol 25| 145 _m 351 | 691 30| 185 ~25
- 398| 762 || 45| 180 -15
382 | 63| 30| 110 -20 336 | 378 15 30 —30
401 | 713 )| 35| 145} ~15 33| 78l 18] 150 —25
338 | s72| 15| e5] —30 ssall s5] 10811 —8
332| 88| 20| 205 -30 1,02 || 60| 250 0
304 | 811) 3] 175 ~15 os || 30| 20| —20
404 | 81l 40| 1061 —15 763 || 8| Teo s
33| 705 10| 170 —30 soa |l 35| 208 [ -18
I HE R {Res
a0 ("o fl 25| 185( -20 %2 18] =t
364 | 003 35| 20| —~25 si0ll 35] 210l —20
as1| 50 25 sslf —25 oas || &3] 28l —8
49| e 86| usfl -5 Losi |l 60| 281 —s
100,000 and over.| 363 | 829 [ 35| 208 || —25 o1l 45| 20| —10
25,000t0100,000.| 378 [ 804 || 30| 175 || —20 el 21 &l =2
10,000 to 25,000.| 400 | 861 35| 195 [] —15 s ll 45| 208 10
2,500t0 10,000 415 [ 824 [ 40| 180 [| —~10 28| s5| 208( —8
Rural.___._______ 480 896 50 180 ] 1,001 60| M0 0
512 [Lo43 ]| 65| 235 10 L,007 || 1004 2851 35
398 | 986 35| 2385 | —15 888 || 65| 188 10
448 (1,106 || 55| 276 -5 883 || 451 200 -10
500 |1,008 | 70| 245 5 1,208 || 65| 315 5
476 {1,008 || 60 0 457 1| 35| 88f -15
377 | 907 || 30| 210 -20 640 || 30| 120 -2
410 {1,004 || 45| 270 || —10 1,030 | 70| 250 5
349 | 720 20| 145 -25 LO11 || 65] 240 0
504 (1,106 | 70| 310 5 610 [} 30| 125 -~25
533 1,222 || 80| 320 15 722 || 75| 145 5
Lancaster 416 | 793 | 40] 170 ] -—10 867 || 458 90 -10
McKeesport....| 460 (1,074 || 55| 265 0 914 || 35| 210 -~15
New Castle 1,113 55| 280 0 921 50| 215 -5
Norristown 053 || 25| 225 —20 636 (| 80| 15[ —20
Philadelphia. 737 || 35| 170 -20 610 | 30| 125 -25
Pittsburgh 860 (| 45| 220 -~15 o83 (| 45| 238 -10
ding. 1,048 || 45| 285 —~156 880 | 60| 200 0
8 t 990 || 501 260 -15 641 || 60| 120 0
‘Wilkes-Barre.... 1,024 || 45| 245 -10 847 |) 95| 165 30
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TasLE III.—Per CENT CHILDREN UNDER § PER 1,000 WHITE WOMEN 20 TO
44 YxARS OF AGE ARE IN ExcEss oF RATIOS NECESSARY TO MAINTAIN THE
PoPULATION TEMPORARILY AND PERMANENTLY, BY NATIVITY, FOR COMMUNI-
TIES OF DIFFERENT 812E8, BY StaTES: 1920—Continued
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CHBILDREN || PER CENT gg CHILDREN || PER CENT IS a
UNDER 8 ||OF EXCEsS| . = ., UNDEE & | OF EXCESS ||\,
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AN £ TE e
] 3 =g ] =
B B ) B B gg
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2|8 g |73 2| 82|53
E 3 uEl £ £ wEy
2 BB E %5 2| B3| E [esB
2| = ||z = |8 Zz | & |2 = [I8
EAST NORTH CEN- EAST NORTH CEN-
TRAL—continued TRAL—oontinued
7341 45| 135 —5 || WisconsiIN—Con.
788 3| 170 || —20 25,000 to 100,000.| 420 | 870 || 45| 175| -—10
598 | 20| 105 -25 10,000 to 25,000. .| 458 | 759 55| 160 -5
712 20 | 160 -30 2,500 to 10,000...| 478 | 801 65| 176 0
767 || 60| 160 0| Rural_...o__.27 679 (1,002 | 110 | 215|| 45
488 45 65 -10
605 | 35| 135 -—15 'WEST NORTH
884 | 45| 200 -—10 CENTRAL
367 |{—10 25 || —45
503 || 20 70 || —25 || MINNESOTA. ...... 538 | 831l 70| 165 15
960 || 25| 230 | —25 Duluth__...___.| 415( 638l 40| 120 =10
530 || 25 85| —25 Minneapolis....] 335| 620l 25| 125 -—30
365 ) 15 25 -30 St. Paul........| 369 | 626 35| 130 ~20
531 10 80 -30 100,000 and over.| 347 | 622 25| 130 -~25
30| 25 10/ —25 25,000 to 100,000.| 415 | 638 || 40| 120 || ~—10
686 10| 135 -30 10,000 to 25,000_.| 439 | 774 50 | 165 -5
538 25 85 -25 2,500 to 10,000...! 480 | 884 65| 200 0
681 20| 130 —25( Rural ,048 || 116 | 225 (| 45
712 20| 160 30
666 25| 125 —25 || Iowa 806 75| 185 15
807 || 45| 175 -10 Cedar Rapids... 590 (| 25| 100 -—25
817 60 | 180 0 Council Bluffs_ . 697 45 | 140 -~10
879 | 95| 175 30 Davenport 475 (| 20 60 -25
Des Moines 617 ) 30| 125 —25
859 85| 176 10 Dubuque 631 45| 115 -10
820 || 20 7% —25 Sioux 739 1| 30| 150 -—20
698 85| 140 15 Waterloo._...... 687 40| 135 —-15
786 || 50| 190 ) —15 100,000 and over.| 617 | 30| 125| -—25
792 60| 170 0 25,000 to 100,000. 647 35] 120 -15
770 || 45| 180 -~15 10, to 25,000 700 401 140 -10
1,277 || 185 | 335 % 2,500 to 10,000 661 45| 128 -10
632 30| 15| —20 R 926 | 100 | 190 35
866 || 40| 195 —15
745 30 | 150 -20 609 | 65 95 10
723 50 | 145 -5 396 | 524 35 80 -15
790 [ 65| 170 5 203 | 639 5| 136 | —40
504 55| 105 -5 8t. Jotﬁh. -----| 366 | 667 25| 130 -20
617 75| 110 10 Louis........ 308 | 579 | 16| 110 —35
769 | 55| 160 -5 Springfield....._| 304 | 457 || 35 85| -—16
784 50 | 190 -15 100,000 and over.| 303 | 692 10] 115 -35
876 55| 200 -8 25,000 to 100,000.| 380 | 634 30 115 -20
861 65 195 0 10,000 to 25,000. .| 419 | 487 45 65 -—10
836 || 75| 185 10 | 2,500 t010,000...| 446 | 513 50| 75 -5
1,020 {110 220 40f Rural . . 2l 685 | 738 [ 115| 130 | 45
862 | 75) 175 15 || NorTH DAROTA..| 722 1,190 || 130 | 285 55
703 || 65| 140 0 10,000 to 25,000..] 426 | 656 45| 125 -10
883 651 200 0 2,500 to 10,000...] 486 | 820 656 | 180 5
652l 35| “90f —15| Rural . l__.2l 788 11,260 | 45| 206 5
678 15 130 -25
765 ) 40| 175 -20 215 40
810 35| 175 -15 115 -10
798 | 45| 170 || -10 15| -10
955 || 45] 2251 —10 180 || —10
753 || 60 ) 155 0 100 0
7851 401 175 -15 226 56
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TasLe III.—PeR CeENT CHILDREN UNDER 5§ PER 1,000 WHITE WoOoMEN 20 TO
44 YpARS OF AGB ARB IN Excess oF RaTios NECESSARY TO MAINTAIN THE
PoPULATION TEMPORARILY AND PERMANENTLY, BY NATIVITY, FOR COMMUNI-
TIES OF DIFFERENT S1zES, BY STATES: 1920—Continued
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MUNTTY 85 2 MUNTTY g 5
] 2 3
$1 |85 51 |5 |58
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z | = (2] (8 zi& ||z« |18
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CENTRAL—COD. continued
578 | 836 || 85| 165 20
M5 | 9051l 20! 210 —a6 || WEST VimoNA...| 881,231 1150 | 264 63
332 7131 20 160 —30 519 (1,025 | 75] 20 10
32| 713 20| 160 || —30 512 | 465 | 75 60 10
345 | 905 20| 210 -25 402 | 854 35| 190 -15
4471 720 55| 145 -5 467| 833 60| 185 0
485 | 781 86| 165 —5 a4 | 014 |l 60| 210 0
677 | 916 |[ 110 | 185 45 267 1,08 || 100 | 265 2
574 | 849 || 85| 170 20 915 (1,303 || 185 | 335 95
1 -
NORTH CAROLINA.| 827 | 606 || 165 95 75
| S0l B Lol || Asheville..—..| 445| 3/ 80| 15| -8
o 616 || 75| 110 10
25,000 t0 100,000 372 | 715 | 25| 145| —20 | 0] s 5
423 | 605 451 105 -10 80 10
460 | 695 86| 135 0 478 70 85 5
663 | 912 || 105 | 185 40 579 75 95 10
793 || 110 | 170 30
655 || 185 | 105 95
Sihonll B 2ol -
a4 Lo |l 55| 200l —10 gl w6
461 l, 145 85 290 0 m 35 85 -15
507 | 753 | 60| 140 5 690 || 80| 140 10
462 | 740 || 80| 175 —10 726 || 90| 150 20
457| 758 85| 160 -5 741 || 170 | 130 90
100,000 and over.. i’i% 749 Zg 178 ig
anda over. -
25,000 to 100,000 488 | 8oz f| es| 175 ]| &5 s s %
10,000 to 25,000..| 461 | 616 [ 85| 110 0 500 || 40 70 ~15
2,500 to 10,000 480 | 863 || 65| 105 55 it v
649 | 771 (| 105 | 140 35 81|l 40 85 —15
....... 49 | 571 86 95 -5
491 |{—10 80| —50 100,000 and over.| 377 | 536 || 40 95 -20
91101 8 80 A e ko | 523 | 00| | | 10
e T8 (120) w0 48 ﬁsoo t010,000. . 524 | 767 || 80| 10| 10
Newport News_. 620 || 50| 110 -5 ural...........| 869 | 855 || 170 7 %0
Norfolk. ........ 650 || 40| 140} -—20
Petersburg. . 685 | 60] 135 0 636 || 100 | 105 35
Portsmouth. 705 || 70 | 140 5 58 || 40( 100 f| -—15
Richmond. - 68| 45| 125 -15 438 | 40| 50| -16
Roanoke._...... 680 (| 76 135 10 568 || 75 95 10
100,000 and over. 631 451 130 )| -1 748 || 45| 155 -10
25,000 to 100,000_| 478 | 671 [ 65| 130 0 664 || 45] 126 —10
10,000 to 25,000..| 460 | 500 | 55 | 100 0 640 (| 40| 120 -10
500 to 10,000...] 560 | 893 | 90 | 205 20 678 || 50| 130 -5
ural..e.oc.....| 800 | 837 1 165 | 160 70 563 || 138 % 60
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TaBLE III.—PER CENT CHILDREN UNDER § PER 1,000 WHITE WOMEN 20 TO
44 YEARS OF AGE ARE IN ExcEss oF RaTios NECESSARY TO MAINTAIN THE
PoPULATION TEMPORARILY AND PERMANENTLY, BY NATIVITY, POR COMMUNI-
TiES OF DIFFERENT SizEs, BY StaTEs: 1920—Continued
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678 [l 130 | 115 55 || OKLAHOMA. ...... 722 | 807 || 130 | 160 85
513 || 35 -15 Muskogee.._.... 406 40 -15
4101 10| 45 —30( Oklahoma City.| 345| 576 || 20 [ 95| —25
541 30| 100 ~25]| Tulsa........... 475 || 26 60 -25
545 || 35 —20 || 25,000 to 100,000- 533 | 251 80l —25
541 || 30| 100]| —25( 10,000 to 25,000.| 459 55| 10| -5
s11 |l 30| 75| —20( 2,500 to 10,000.__| 539 | 701 || 85| 140 15
524 50 ~5|| Rural...___...__ 853 | 939 || 165 | 105 80
730 || 65| 150 0
971 || 165 80 || TEXAS. ocoeeeee. 751 || 100 | 140 35
Austin._._..____ 317 572 10 95 -35
614 || 125 95 50 Beaumont._..... 454 | 779 || 55| 165 -5
521 20! 80| -—25 allas. - ........ 331 20| 15 -30
533 || 65 80 0 El Paso......... 604 16| 105 -25
624 26| 130 || —30 Fort Worth..__. 351 | 644 )| 30| 135} -25
e. 360 || 40 7 —20 Galveston....... 386 30| 1201| —20
100,000 and over.| 361 | 582 | 30| 115 —25 ouston........ 6121 25| 125 | —25
25,000 to 100,000_| 430 | 525 || 45 —10{| San Antonio---_| 389 | 71| 40| 110 —20
10,000 to 25,000._| 498 70 (o 401 | 639 || 36| 120 ~-15
2,500 t0 10,000 . 536 | 503 || 85| 70 15 |  Wichita Falis___| 449 | 856 ff 86| 00| —5
Rural_ ... 816 | 802/ 155| 160 75| 100,000 and over 580 | 30| 15| —25
25,000 to 100,000.| 380 | 613 || 85| 110 -2
ALABAMA 786 | 771 ] 150 | 145 10,000 ,000..| 472 | 570 || 60 95 0
Birmingham____| 431 778 ([ 60| 185 | —10 %woto 10,000 .| 487 65| 120 5
Mobile. 7| B17 )| 45| 75( -10 ural........... 760 | 911 || 135 | 185 60
Montgomery....| 400 | 652 | 35| 120 -—15
100,000 and over.| 431 [ 778 185 | —10
25,000 to 100,000.{ 416 | 555 || 40| 90 || —10
10,000 to 25,000..( 519 | 639 || 75| 120 10 620 | 855 100 | 175 30
2,500 t0 10,000 . 580 | 789 || 100 | 170 B 349 | 8371 20| 85f —25
e b A LA B I 3 SR E AR |
MISSISSIPPL. ... 740 | 851 | 135 | 170 55 3 eata
10,000 to 25,000_| 420 | 656 (| 45| 125 || —10( %0fo1000...0 476, WY 01 Méy 9
2,500 to 10,000._| 486 | 767 160 5
Rural._._.._.._. 813 11,035 || 1565 | 225 70 729 1351 180 56
443 50| 135 =5
568 95 | 130 20
m lgg 130 70 824 156 | 200 7%
o4 fl 20| 75| —25 oo 0|8 s
49 || 35| 70| -1 % ol sl Y
476 | 604 60 9 670 10| 25( 40
22 | 576 || 80| 95 10
888 | 000 |[ 175 | 180 90 5| 165 10
659 | 7851 110 | 130 40 0 25 -35
306 | 544 45 100 —15 5| 85[ —40
Shreveport......| 346 | 676 || 20| 130 || —25 35| 100 || —20
100,000 and over.| 306 | 544 || 45| 100 || —15 5| 85[ —40
25,000 to 100,000.| 346 | 676 || 20| 130 || —25 20| 180 —25
10,000 to 25,000.-| 448 | 741 55| 185| -5 45| 140 —10
500 to 10,000.._| 533 | 940 | 80| 220 15 65| 175 0
Rural....0.___2 853 [1,191 || 165 | 270 80 125 | 240 50




238

TasLe III.—Per CENT CHiLDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 WHITE WoOMEN 20 TO
44 YEARS OF AGE ARB IN ExcEss oF RaTiOS NECESSARY TO MAINTAIN THE
PoPULATION TEMPORARILY AND PERMANENTLY, BY NATIVITY, FOR COMMUNI-

RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN.

TIES OF DIFFERENT 81zZES, BY STATES: 192 ontinued
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10,000 to 25,000..| 438 [ 528 {| 50 80 Continued
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ural...........| 836 | 931 || 160 | 190 442 15 60
877 30 95
ARIZONA. .. 580 ( 830 || 85| 165 593 45 | 100
Phoenix._.. 359 | 599l 20| 105 508 | 55| 108
25,000 to 100, 359 | 599 | 20| 105 T4 95| 140
10,000 to 25,000..| 405 | 658 || 40 | 125 saall 0] s
2,500 to 10,000...| 473 | 766 {| 60 | 160 493 15 80
Rural........... 710 | 900 || 120 | 180 ;gg }g gg
A 53 || 40| 85
80| 155 757 135
80 | 185 579 85
95| 170 501 70
145 110 406 40
176 | 230 699 140
215 | 245 357 20
452 [
45| 130 504 85
-10 50 Pasadena....... 287 | 307 5
50| 155 Sacramento.....| 304 | 565 95
55| 145 San Diego...... 284 | 529 80
8an Francisco...| 228 | 420 56
San Jose......-- 205 | 696 135
Stockton_..._... 317 | 550 85
50 90 100,000 and over.| 244 | 445. 65
40| 110 25,000 to 100,000.| 295 | 517 75
40 85 10,000 to 25,000..| 348 | 568 95
10 55 380 | 693 135
25 85 806 150
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, YOR URBAN AND RURAL COMMUNITIES, BY STATES

RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN

ITY AND PARENTAGE

TaBLp IV.—Per CENT DISTRIBUTION OF THE WHITE POPULATION BY NaATIV-
1920—Continued
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