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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.l 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 difterences between difterent 
sections of the country. At present (1929} the registration vea 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 
accur&Cy. 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 
birtlis 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 
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2 RA.TIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN 

tory of the sources of natural increase of population in this country 
we must supplement the vital statistics available wi~h 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 particu.lu a ·atucly of this ratio may be expected 
to throw some addi~onal ~t, namely, the differential rat.ea of 
increase in country and city and the differences between the native 
and the foreign bom in their conin"butions to our pop'uiaii~ growth: 

. . . . : . 
AVAILABLE BIBTH STATISTICS 

It. will be well. before entering upon the discussion of the ratio of. 
children to. women to present briefly some of the more sali~ fact.a 
regarding births and deaths from the vital statistics for the United. 
States as published by the Census Bureau. Vital ra.tes are UBWl11.y 
presented in terms of the number of births or deaths per 1,000. of 
the population. This number fo~ the crude birth rate or death 
rate, as the case may be. Such rates are presented in Table 1 for 1926. 
and 1920. 

It ia obvious· that the number of deaths per 1,000 of the population. 
will. be greater in a city or State w.\lich has a large percentage. of.it. 
people in the older• groups than in one conta.brlng fewer old }lellOUS.; 

and: that, other things being equal, a population containing a large. 
pereentage of women of childbearing age will have· a higher birth 
r&t.e· than one with a relatively low percentage of such W<>men. The 
wide range of differences between. the population in v.arious arpas io. 
:respect to age and sex distribution is indicated by the data in Table 2.· 

As a consequence of these differences in the compoei.tion ·of··t.he· 
population; crude death rates and crude birth rat4l8· tell us whether a 
population· is increasing or decreasing in numbers, but they. are of 
little value in making close comparisons between groups unless. w& 
know beforehand that the age and sex constitutions of the groups.&ret 
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 mad& 
for differences in age and sex composition, together with certain types 
of supplementary birth rates. 

In Table 3 we have birth rate$ for 1920 based on the·female popul1r 
tion rather than on the total population, and classified according to. 
the eountry in which the mother was born. 
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TABLE 1.-BIRTH AND DEATH RATES PER 1,000 OF THE POPULATION (BY COLO& 
FOR CERTAIN STATES) IN THE REGISTRATION STATES: 1925 AKD 1920 1 

[Exclusive of stillbirths) 

BmTH BATES PER 
1,000 OF THE POPU- DEATH BATES PER 1,000 or TBll POPULATION 
LATIOH 

AREA 

1"6 1920 
1"6 ... 

Crude Crude Cmde Adjusted Cmde Adjusted 

A. B c D E F 
Registration States•----------- 21.4 23. 7 11.8 (1) 13.0 (1) 
Registration States of 1920 •---- 21. 6 23. 7 11.9 11.5 13.0 12. 7 

~. 

Alabama._--------------------------

~:i (ll 11. 7 

m i:i m White. --- -- -- ------------------ - (I 9.4 ' Colored _______ --- ---- ------ ---- -- (I 15.6 
California. __ ------------------------ 20.4 19.3 13.6 12.4 13. 6 12.4 Colorado _____________________________ 

(1) (1) 12.1 12.1 14.5 14..4 
Connecticut _________________________ 18. 9 24..5 11.2 10.6 13.6 12.0 
Delaware •• _______ --- --- ______ ------- 19.6 <:j 13.1 12. 3 14.. 6 13. 7 Florida ______________ ------- _________ 23.3 13.3 13. 7 13.0 13.4 

White _____ ------- -- ------------ - 23.5 !:, 11. 8 11. 5 11. 7 1L4 Colored.. ________________________ 
22.9 16.6 18.8 15.6 17.6 

Idaho ______ -- -- ----- ------ -- --------- (') !!~ 6.7 (') (') (') 
Illinois. ___ --------- ----- ---- -------- 19.1 11.5 11.4 12.6 12. Ii 
Indiana _____ --- __ --- -- -- -- ----- ------ 20.8 22.0 12. 5 11.3 13. 4 12.1 
Iowa. __ ----------------------------- 19. 7 (1) 10.0 (') (1) (1) Kansas ______________________________ 20.3 22.3 10.2 9.3 1L4 10.' 
Kentucky_-------------------------- 25.3 26.0 1L3 11.2 11.8 11. 7 

White. ------·· --- -- ----- -------- 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----------------------------
m ('l 13.2 14.. 7 11.9 13. 3 

White. -- ---- -------- --- ---- ----- c1 10.2 11. 4 9.8 10. 9 
Colored..-----------------------·- (1 18.4 20.6 15. 3 17.1 

Maine------------------------------- 22.2 22. 5 13. 7 11. 0 15.4 12. 4 
Maryland.------ -- -- -- ---- --- ------- 21. 7 24..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 21.5 23.0 21.2 22. 7 Massachusetts _______________________ 
20.8 23.6 12. 5 lL 7 13.8 12.9 

Michigan'--------------------------- 23.2 25. 0 11.5 11.0 13. 9 13.2 
Mlnneaots--------------------------- 20.6 23.3 9. 7 9.5 10. 7 10. 6 

Ml~i/J~:::::::::::::::::::::::::: 25.2 ~:~ 12. 4 13. 5 12. 3 13. 4 
25.9 9.6 10.1 9.2 9. 7 Colored.. _________________________ 
24..6 (I 14.9 16.6 15.1 16. 8 

Missouri •••• --- --- -- ------- --- ----- -- (') (') 11.9 11.4 12. 5 11.9 Montana ____________________________ 
15. 2 (1) 7. 7 8. 2 9.6 10.2 

Nebraska •• -------------------------- 21.3 23. 7 9.1 8.9 10.0 9. 7 

~:: ¥;:~::::::::::::::::::::: 20.8 22. 4 14..5 11.6 15. 2 12. 2 
20. 6 (1) 11. 7 1L8 13.0 13. l 

New York--------------------------- 20.6 22.5 12. 8 12. 5 13.8 13.6 North Carolina. _____________________ 29.8 31.6 11.6 12. 3 12. 7 13.4 
White. -------- --- ------ ----- ---- 29.1 31.7 9. 9 10.3 11.2 1L6 
Colored •••• ________ -------------- 31.4 31.3 15.5 17.1 16.0 17. 7 

North Dakota ••••••••••••••••••••••• 22.6 (') 7.9 (1) (1) (1) 

Ohio. •••••••••• ---- -- -- -- -- -- -------- 19.6 21.3 11. 4 10.6 12.8 11.t 
Oregon.----------------------------- 17.9 18. 9 11.2 10. 4 11. 7 10.9 

==ct::::::::::::::::::::::: 22. 7 25.1 12. 2 12. 0 13. 8 13.6 
21.2 (') 12.1 1L6 14..3 13.8 

South Carolina •• --------------------

!~ 
28.2 12. 2 13. 5 14..0 15.8 

White·-------------------------- 28.8 9.6 10.4 11.4 12. 3 Colored... ________________________ 
27. 7 14..9 17.0 16.5 18.9 

Tennessee.------- ___ ------ __ ------ __ 

!:l 
11.4 11.8 12.1 12. 5 

White_------ ----- -- --- -- -- -- --- - II. 7 9.9 10. 7 10.9 Colored.. _________________________ 
19.0 2Q. l 18.1 19.2 

Utah.----·-·····-------------------- 27.3 3L2 8. 9 9.3 11.6 12.0 
Vermont. __ ---- ____ ----------------- 21.3 21.0 14..6 11.4 15. 7 12.8 
V1rginia. ----- -- ----------- ---------- 24..6 28. 3 11.8 12. 2 13.1 13.1 

White _____ •• _____ -----_--------_ 23.9 27.8 9.9 10.0 11.3 11.4 Colored.. _________________________ 26.4 29. 7 16.6 17.9 17.6 18.9 
w w:!11~~::::::::::::::::::::::: 16. 4 19..8 to.1 10.0 1L1 lLO 

27. 7 (1) 10.5 (1) (1) .(') Wisconsin ••••••• ____________________ 20.1 22.2 10.3 9. 7 11.2 10.6 w yoming. - - -------- ------- ----- -- -- 21.1 (1) 8. 3 (1) (') (1) 

1 Col. A, Bureau of the Census, Birth Ststlstlcs1 1925; col. B1 Birth Statistics, 1920; cols. C, E, and F. 
Mortslltf_ Statistics, 1925, Part II; col. D derived 1rom ratios snown In Mortality Btatfstlell, l~. 

•Including District of Columbia. •Not available. 'Not In registration area. 
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TABLE 2.-PJnR CENT DISTRIBUTION OJ' TBE POPULATION IN TBBElll 8T.A.TlDS AND 
TBBEE CITIES, BY Sm:: AND BY Aalll GROUPS: 1920 1 

PD C•NT or TOTAL POPULATION 

State City 

AG•GBOUP 

Vermont Iowa North New York Detroit Seattle Carolina 

Male Fe- Male Fe- Male Fe- Male Fe- Male Fe- Mah .Fe-
male male male male male male 
---------- ------

All ages _________________ 
l!O. 7 49.3 61.1 48.9 l!O. 0 l!O. 0 49.11 l!0.1 "54. 4 '5. 6 113.2 41!.8 

'= ----
Under 6------------------- 6.0 4. 8 6.3 6.1 7.1 6.9 5.1 4.11 6. 7 5.6 3.9 3.8 6 to 14 _____________________ 

9.5 11.2 11.8 9.6 13.3 13.0 9.2 9.1 7.9 7.9 7.0 7.0 15 to 24 ____________________ 
8.0 7.9 8.8 8. 9 9.4 10.1 8.3 11.4 9.5 8.6 7.4 8. 2 2ll to 34 ____________________ 
6. 9 6. 9 8.2 7.8 6. 3 6.11 9. 7 II. 7 14.0 10.3 11.2 10.1 

36 to 44_ ------------------- 6. 7 6.4 6.6 6.3 5.3 5. 4 7.9 7.3 8. 9 6.2 10. 6 7.11 46 to 64 ____________________ 6.1 5. 6 5. 5 4. 8 4.0 3. 5 5. 4 5. 0 4.8 3. 7 6. 9 5.1 

66 to 64. ------------------- 4. 3 4.1 3. 8 3.3 2.6 2. 2 2. 8 2.8 2. 3 2.1 3. 9 2. 9 
66 to 74_ ------------------- 2.8 2. 7 2.1 1.11 1.6 1.3 1.1 1. 2 0.9 1.0 1.11 1.3 
711 to 84_ ------------------- 1.2 1.3 0.8 0.8 0.4 0.5 0.3 0.4 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.4 86 and over ________________ 

0. 2 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 (') 0.2 (I) 0.1 0.1 0.1 
Unknown __ --------------- 0.1 (I) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 (') 0. 3 0.1 

I Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. II, 1920. 1 Less than one-tenth of 1 per oent. 

TABLE 3.-BIRTBS (WRITE) IN THE REGISTRATION STATES PER 1,000 OJ' WBITJll 
FEii.A.LE POPULATION, BY COUNTRY OF BIRTH OF MOTHER: 1920 1 

[Rates are shown In Uallc1 when the number of births Is less than 5) 

COUNTRY or BIBTB or llOTBllB 

~T• 
Den- England, mark, Other United Canada Norway, Scotland, Ireland Italy forelp States and and Wales eountrles 

Sweden 

---------
Registration are&---------I 42. 8 47.3 311.4 38. 2 41.6 160.0 86. 2 

California. __ ------------------- 34. 7 25. 8 33.0 33.8 
34. 51 

92.1 73. 7 
Connecticut._------- -- -- -__ -- -- 31. 2 66.8 44. 9 36. 7 311. 0 177.2 117.2 
District of Columbia ___________ 33.9 23.4 43.0 32.11 31.2 137.9 68.2 
Indiana _____ ------------------- 43.8 28.3 34.9 41.6 29.2 137.8 83.0 
Kansas.----------- ------ ------- 46.4 16.6 20. 6 18.8 14.1 96.1 58.8 

~~:~:::::::::::::::::::::: 56.1 12. 8 44. 6 21.3 13.1 124.3 211.6 
41.3 72.1 41.9 42. 7 48. 9 231.2 103.11 

Maryland.---------------- --- -- 47.1 44.8 52.8 43.3 28. 2 160.0 72.9 
MllS880husette ____ -- -- -- -- ____ -- 33.2 M. 7 42. 7 42.0 l!0.1 175. 7 1111.9 
Michigan.. ___ ---- -- -- -- -- -- ---- - 47. 7 41. 2 37.11 52. 3 36.11 203.2 98.8 

Minnesota ____ -- -• -- -- -- -- ------ 48. 5 29.4 4L9 43. 9 26.1 166. 3 63.11 
Nebraska_ ____ ---- __ - --- - . -- ---- 49.8 12. 0 33.3 25. 2 21.0 180.4 52.8 

~=: '~~:::::::::::::::: 37.0 71.4 34.9 34.6 34. 6 176. 4 13Q.6 
33.6 311.0 4L5 36.0 42.6 16Q.8 72.9 

North Carolina----------------- 64. 2 47.6 78. 4 48.2 33.1 62.3 92.0 

Ohio _______ -- -- -- --- - --- ----- --- 311. 9 32. 7 41.3 35.8 31.4 178.0 82.5 
Oregon ____ -_ - - --- ---- -- -- -- --- - 311. 6 33. 3 37.6 4L5 27.0 112. 6 6L6 
Pennsylvania. _____ -----------. 42.0 4o.5 40.5 36. 0 311. 2 188. 8 118. l 
South Carolina----------------- W.1 51. 7 t!IJ.8 70.4 19.1 97.2 72.11 
Utah ____ --------_ -_ ------ ----- - 64. 5 67.3 46.4 44. 5 42. 4 151. 6 110.9 

Vermont- ___ ------------------- 311.1 61.1 35.0 43. 7 24.8 107.8 144.4 
Virginia_ ----------------- -- -- -- 66. 7 46. 3 M.7 47.6 34.11 124. 2 U0.6 

;r:i=-~==:::::::::::::::::: 41. 0 36.6 43.4 4o.3 4o.8 109.0 117.8 
45.4 

I 
25. 7 32.8 28. 7 19. 4 191.2 61.1 

·, Bureau of the Cllll8US; Birth Statistics, 1920, p. 10. 
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For the Nation as a whole, there are no considerabie 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 bomin the other 
foreign countries the rates a.re 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 ca.me 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 yea.rs of age, but of the foreign born living in 
the United States in 1920, 51.6 .per cent were in this age group.1 

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 Ita.Jy constituted 63.1 per 
cent of all the Italian-born women.2 

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 ma.de to a certain extent in Table 4, 
which shows the number of births to mothers 20 to 49 yea.rs of age 
per 1,000 women aged 20 to 49, for certain population groups in ea.ch 
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 mo~ 
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 yea.rs of 
age a.re considered in calculating the rates . 

. I J'ourteeuth C8118W1 Reports, 1920, Vol. II, pp. ll!8, 115'1, 
I Carpenter, .Nilell, lmulllnmts u.d Their Children, Cell8us MOJIOll'&ph VII, Table 178, pp. '12, '13. 
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TA.BLll 4:.-BmTBB TO MOTBBBS 20 TO 49 YJU.BS o:r AGJa PllR 1,000 WoKJDN 20 
TO 49 YEA.RS OJ' AGE IN THE POPULATION, BY COLOR A.ND NATIVITY 01' MOTOR, 
l'OB TBl!I RlaGIBTBA.TIOlf 8TA.TlllB: 1920 l 

(Ba&ea are shown In ftalfu when I.be number of births Is less than Ii] 

Bm'fllll DB 1,000 WOKEN 20 TO 411 Yl:.lllll or A.OB 

NATIVlTY or KOTJU:B = Con- Dis-
Call- nectf- trlctol Indlanll Jtansas ran- ~ari--· tomla cut Colom- tuckf. 

bla -----------Total __________________________ 99.8 77.8 103.9 li8.0 92.2 97.6 112.0 98.6 
= White.. _______________________________ 

99.6 72. 7 llK. 2 li8.3 93.4 98.8 118.8 99.6 
Natlve--------------------------- 118.8 I' 77.1 65.0 llL2 98. 7 1111.8 11&.8 

Co~~~:::::::::::::::::::: 120.8 U6.3 llCU 130.0 98.9 73.3 121.8 
10L6 1115. 8 87.9 67.2 117.8 8L8 lf9.7 111. 7 

~:ooi0nicc::::::::::::::::::: 96.9 611.0 87.1 67.1 67.8 CIL 1 119. 7 93.8 
2M.6 270.8 169.8 117.6 88.I 118.9 1#.1 119L7 

BIBTJlll l'BB 1, 000 WOKEN IO TO 411 TBA.Bii or A.OB 

ll'J.TJVl'rY or KOTllBB Massa- Mfcbl- Min- Ne- New New North 
cho- 11111 neaota braska Hamp. York Cuo- Ohio 
setts sbile Jina ---- --

Total-------------------------- 118..S 109.1 IOU 11111. l 9'1.1 89. 7 144-1 88.8 
White _______________ . _________________ 

118.8 110. 7 lOll.4 lOll.7 97.1 9o.3 1411.2 811.8 
Native--------------------------- 78.1 llK.5 107.9 lOll.7 ~: 76.9 1(9.2 88.8 
Foreign bom·-------------------- 117.8 130.1 100.8 11&.8 1111.2 J.G4.0 au CoJored ______________________________ 

93.1 88.4 100.0 1111.8 

~l 
8U 132.6 CMU 

~='OOIOied":::::::::::::::::::: 90.4 6'7.1 48.4 u .. 1 83. CK.1 132.0 88.2 
211Ll 811.1 182.8 220.JI 181. 118. 7 168.4 188.9 

BIBTJlll l'BB 1, 000 WOJIBll' IO 'l'O .. YBABI or A.OB 

ll'J.TlVl'IY or KOTJDB Plmn- South Var- Vlr- Wash· Wis-Oregon syl- Cuo- Utah mont glnla in8ton COll8lll vanla Jina ,_ ----
Total. -- --------- -------------- 79.3 107.8 123. 3 15L8 95.0 123.li SU 101.8 

= White.. ___________________________ ,. ___ 
78.2 109.4 132.2 lliL2 95.1 126. 3 8L4 lOLli 

Native •••• ----------------------- 78.2 11&. l 132.4 ma 9o.O 126.4 82.2 10L6 

Colo~~~::::::::::::::::::::: 78.2 lM.8 107.3 132.8 12L9 1111.1 77.8 100.8 
1li8. 3 67.4 116.0 187.4 18.0 119.6 19'.6 llU 

~=oo!Oie(C::::::::::::::::::: ~o 67.2 114.9 M.4 9.3 119.8 41.4 119.8 
193.0 200, 0 ll66. 7 HLl 16().0 328.9 244.0 161.' 

1 Bureau of the Census, Birth Statistics. 1920, pp. 11 and 12. 
1 Exclllllive of Maine, where birth cert111cate dOell not show 1118 of J1111911tl. 

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
bom women who are married. About one-fifth more of the foreign
bom 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-bom 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, Perinsylvania 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. 

TABLE 5.-BmTHB PER 1 000 MA.BRIED Wo¥EN (EsTI¥.A.TED) 15 TO 44 YEA.BB 
01' AGE, BY COLOR A.ND NATIVITY, IN THE REGISTRATION STA.TES: 1920 1 

WHI'l'B 

SU'l'J: 

Total Native Foreign-
born 

Negro 

164.3 177.4 Registration States•----------------------------- 167. 2 148. 6 1======9F=====l=======:ll======== 
151.6 201.1 

Comiectfcut___________________________________________ 174. 7 141.0 

130.2 1113.3 District of Columbia__________________________________ 132. 8 106. a 
1411.4 . 175.0 Indlana •••••••.••••••• ________________________________ 151.1 IN. II 
156. 2 151.4 Kansas------------------------------------------------ 155. 9 101.1 
188.1 121. 2 

Xentueky_____________________________________________ 187. 4 101. 4 

169.2 179.3 
165.0 177.7 
187.1 152. 7 =;~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: !~ i 1~ g 
168. 6 160.1 Nebrasts •••••••• ------------------------------------- 166. 6 63. 7 

166.9 190.9 
145.6 173.5 ~= =~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: mJ Jt~ 
2'J9. 0 163.2 North OazoJina_______________________________________ 228. 7 198.li 
139.5 165.1 Ohk> ••••••••••• _______________________________________ 143. 8 101. 6 

124. 4 119.2 
170.3 209.9 
203.8 160.8 ~~~=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ! i l~ i 
2'J9. 8 200.1 Utah •• ------------------------------------------------ 226. 8 88. 9 
158.2 178.3 Vermont~--------------------------------------------- 161. 7 172. 4 
201.8 155.9 
130.0 114. 5 
170. 7 146. 7 ;::s:~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: r: i ii 

l Bureau Of the Census, Birth Statistics, ::!io~· 16, Table M third division. 
I Exclwdve of Oallfonda, Maine, and M usetts. The birth certU!cates of California and Mllllll&· 

chusetta do DOt show the legitlmacy of child; that of Maine does DOt show age of parents or legltlmaey of 
child. 

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
bom white mothers. 

6621°-31--2 

• 
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TABLB 8.-PBa CJCNT CmLDBJJN Bou TO FoamoN-BOBN WmT:m MOTBBBB 
Au OI' ALL WmT:m CmLDa:mN, 1918-192..!z AND Pllla CJCNT Foa:m10N-BOBN 
WmTB MABBillD Wo1n1N ABJJ OJ' ALL wmTJJ MABBIED Wo1n1N nr TB• 
REGISTRATION 8TATllS: 1920 AND 19101 

Per OBDt forel1n• 
white Jll8l'o born 

Per oem chlldnm of f=bom white rled women 20 to 
mothers are of total dnm of white -M years of age are 

STATZ mothers of total white 11181" 
riedwomen20to" 

Oil 1111 uu Ul8 1111 1111 

A B c D • I' 

California- - ------ --- -- -------------- 28.3 27.1 28.0 (1)1511.2 23.0 2'.0 
Comiecticut------------------------- 62.0 113.3 M.8 47.0 411.4 Delaware ______ 20.2 (1) (1)12. 9 (1)13.1 16.1 13.8 
Dletrict of co1unilii8:::::::::::::::: 13.1 12.4 11.2 12.0 
lndJana_ - ------------------------- - - 7.1 7.8 8.4 8.li 8.4 6.8 
lCaasaa ______________________________ 6.8 a. 7 8.li 8.1 8.0 8.3 

~i:~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 0. 7 0. 7 0.8 0.8 1.1 1.8 
23.3 21.9 211.1 24.2 20.8 22.2 

~:aett8::::::::::::::::::::::: 11.6 11.8 13.2 13.2 1L7 13.8 
47.6 48.6 62.6 113.2 411.2 49.0 

~:::ii:ia::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 26.1 28.8 29.1 30.1 26.9 28.9 
17.6 19.0 21.9 22.3 23.l M.4 

~~-::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1.0 (I) ~ ~88.li 
1.1 1.1 

10.1 10.0 lU 17.8 New Hampshire _____________________ 
33.1 34.2 • 37.8 82.0 88.0 

~= {.~::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 43. 7 <'k_4 (~9.0 (1) 39.2 39.0 
44.8 49.1 41.8 &9 

North Carolina---------------------- 0.3 0.3 0.8 0.2 0.6 0.6 
Ohio------------ ----------------- ·- 18.8 19.0 21.7 2L9 18.9 u.e Oregon __ ------- ..... ---- ..... ------------ 12.2 12.li 13.0 (1) 13.3 u.o 

&c:i=:::::::::::::::::::::::: 29.7 ao.2 33.9 34.li 26.8 27.4 
47.li (I) 

(I) 0.6 113.6 46.4 60.0 South Carolina---------------------- 0. 7 0.6 
(1)13. 2 

0.9 1.0 
Utah-------------------------------- 11.li 12.1 12. 7 lt.1 19.2 

Vermont_----------------------·---- 18.9 19.li 20. 7 21.4 18.1 18.4 

;:=.~::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
2.1 2.0 2.1 2.1 2. 7 2.4 

17. 7 18.1 19.9 20.2 20.6 23.2 
16.li 18.6 18. 7 19.1 19.4 26.li 

l From reports of the B1Ul!llll of the Cemus: Columns A, B, C, ~=Birth Stetlatlce, lll'll, p. 18, Table 
N;oohmmE from Vol.II, Population, 19'JO, Chap. IV, Tablell; Jr from Population, 1910, Cbap. v, 
Table 82. 

1 Not added to the retdltlatlon area nntll a later date. 
• Not 1n the resllkatli>n area in 1919 and lWO. 
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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 8. 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 
a.re 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.-An:B.a.o:m Nu11BEB OP CaILDREK EvER Bou To MoTBllRB OJ' CBILDR&N BORN IN 1920, AND AVERA.OE NUKBEB OP TBE8E b 
CBILDRllN LIVING, BT COLOR, A.ND J'OR WBITll CBILDRllN BT COUNTRY OJ' BIBTB OJ' MOTHER, IN THE REOIBTRA.TION AREA A.ND 
CERTAIN Rl:OIBTRA.TION STA.TES: 1920 I 

[A '9erllpll are shown In ltllllca when the number of mothers la less than 6. The averages are exclusive of the number "not stated" for children ever born to mothers of 11120 and for 
t'-8 children living In lllZ) 

A VDAGJ: NVKJIJ:B or CBJLDBD 

Wblte 

Coantf7 of birth of mother 

ftA'IJI Foreign COUDtr7 
Total 

A.uatrla Den- ~1t Ger- Rmsia 
Colonel 

Total Coan-United Total (In- mark, 
~ 

Poland Jin· Other tr7not Sta&IB forelcn· eludes Han· Canada Nor· Soot- Iraland Italy (not udes foreign stated 
born Aus- pry way, land, eludes =- Rus- ODUD• 

trlan and and German Blall tries 
Poland) Sweden Wales Poland) Poland) 

,.....-- ----- ---
The =tlon -=• 

C dren ever born----------- a.a a.a a.o 4.0 4. 3 4. 2 8.4 3. 7 3.1 3. 4 4. 4 4. 6 4. 6 a. 4 3. 7 3. 2 8.8 
Clllldren living •• ······-····- 2.8 2.8 2. 7 3.4 3. 6 a. 6 2. 8 3. 4 2.8 3.0 3.9 8.8 3. 7 a.o 8.1 2.8 8.1 

BJ:GJllTB.l'IJ01' ft.t.'Dll ===-= 
California: 

Children ever born. •••••••••• 2. 7 2. 7 2.4 3.6 a. 4 3.3 2.4 2. 9 2. 4 a. 0 8.1 a. 7 3.1 a. 6 8.8 2. 6 2.8 
Children llvlns..---··-······· 2.4 2.4 2.2 2.8 3.0 3.0 2.2 2.8 2. 2 2. 7 2. 8 3.2 2. 7 8. 0 3.1 2.8 2.6 

Connectlcut: 
Children ever born.. ••••••••• 3.8 8.8 2.6 4.0 4.1 4. 2 3.8 3. 4 2. 8 3.4 3.8 4.8 4. 2 3. 4 8. 3 2. 4 3. 2 

~:rn=ia:···--------- 2.9 2.8 2.3 8.4 3.6 3. 6 a.a 8.1 2.6 3.0 3.4 8. 9 3. 6 ao 2.8 2.2 2.8 

Children ever born ••••••••••• 2. 6 2.4 2.8 8.1 2.3 1.6 2.15 2.15 2. 7 3. 2 3.3 4. 2 1. 7 2. 9 2.4 1.8 ao 
Children living ••••••••••••••• 2.8 2.2 2.1 2. 8 2.0 1.6 2. 2 2. 2 2.6 2. 9 2. 8 8. 6 L7 2. 7 2. 3 1.2 2. 6 

Indiana: 
Children ever born. •••••••••• 3.1 8.1 3.0 4.3 4. 7 4. 6 3.3 8.1 a. 1 3.6 4.2 4.4 4.7 4.0 3. 9 2.6 3. 2 
Children living ••••••••••••••• 2.8 2.8 2.7 3.6 8.8 3. 7 2. 7 2.8 8.1 3. 2 3. 7 a. 8 3.8 3.4 a a 2.3 2. 7 

Kalla: 
Children ever born.. •••••••••• 3.1 8.1 3.0 4. 2 4.9 4.1 3.9 4.1 3.8 3.1 6.1 3.8 4.0 6.0 3.6 3.1 3.3 
Children living •••••••••••••• 2.8 2.8 2.8 a. 6 4.8 8.4 3.6 3.8 3.0 2.8 4. 7 3.3 3.4 4.3 ao 2.8 2.8 

Ken~ Chll • ever born ••••••••••• 3.6 3.8 3. 6 u 4. 3 4.9 2. 2 4.4 2.3 4.1 4. 3 4. 4 a. 8 3.9 4. 2 8.1 3.6 
Children liv1ng. •••••••••••••• 8.1 8.1 3.1 3.6 8.9 4. 2 2.2 a. 8 1.8 3.6 3.8 3.7 3.4 3.15 a. 4 2. 6 2.9 

Maine: 
ChlldfeD ever born----------- 8.4 3.4 3.2 4.1 6.1 a. 7 4. 3 3.8 8.2 3.6 2.6 4. 7 a. 4 3. 7 3. 7 1.8 3. 7 
Children livfug '····-··---·-- ............. ......... ................ ................ ................ .. .............. ................. .. ............. ................ ................. -------- .. .............. .. .............. 

~ 
~ 

I 
cs 
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Maro=d: . 8.9 hildren ever born.. •••••••••• 8.3 8. 2 3.1 4.0 8. 9 4.4 8. 2 2.8 8.2 8.9 4.1 4.11 ll.O 3.8 3. 4 4. 3 
Children liv1ng ••••••••.••••• 2.9 2.8 2. 7 8.4 3. 3 8. 8 2. 9 2.7 2.8 u 8. 6 3.9 8.9 8. 2 2. 9 3. 7 3.1 

M~· C dien ever bonL.. ••••••••• 8. 2 8. 2 2.9 4:1 4.3 4. 3 8.11 4.1 2. 8 8.0 4.9 4.3 4.3 3.8 4. 3 3. 7 2.9 

Cblldren llviDC---·······---- 2.8 2.8 2.8 3.11 8. 8 8.11 8.1 8. 7 2.6 2.6 4.1 8.8 3.6 8.2 3. 7 2. 9 u 
Mfnnelota: . 

2. 9 3.8 Children ever born.. •••••••••• 8.3 8. 3 3. 0 4.11 ll.O 6.1 4.0 4.2 2. 9 8. 8 6. 5 4.8 4.9 8.7 4. 6 

Children livlDC-------------- 8.0 8.0 2.8 4.0 ... 4.8 8.6 8.1 2.7 8. 2 6.0 u u 8.8. 4.0 2. 7 3.0 
Nebrub: 5.8 ll.6 2. 6 Chlldnn ever born.. •••••••••• 8.4 8.4 3. 2 u 4.7 4. 7 2. 9 4.3 8.8 4.0 8.8 ll.8 8.9 8.6 

Chlldnn livlDC-------·------ 8.1 8.1 8. 0 4.2 4. 2 4.1 2.6 8.9 8.4 8.6 u 8.6 4.8 u 8. 4 2.4 .8.0 
New Hampshire: 

2.7 4.2 8. 7 8.3 u L9 Children ever born.---------- 3.3 8. 8 2.11 4.0 8. 6 1.8 u 8.3 3.8 8.0 4.4 
Children liviDC '------------- -------- ................ ................... -------- ................ ................. ................ -------- -------- -------- -------- ................ ................. .................. -------- ................ ................ 

New York: LO Cblldren ever born.. •••••••••• 8.1 8.1 2.6 8.8 8.8 8. 2 8. 2 2.8 2.8 8.3 8. 6 4. 6 u ll.I 2. I 2.8 

ChUdnD livfDC-------------- 2. 7 2. 7 2.3 8.1 2. 9 2. 7 2.8 2.6 2.6 2. I 8.1 8.8 3.6 2.6 2. 6 2. 7 2.3 
North Carolina: 8. 7 Chlldnn ever born...---·----- 8.8 8. 8 3.8 3.8 4.8 8.0 LS 1.1 2. 7 3. 4 2. 7 4. 9 8.3 3.4 3. 6 4.0 

CbDdren Uring ••••••••••••••• a.a 3.3 3.8 2. 9 2.8 6.0 1. 7 1.7 2. 6 3. 4 2.2 u 2.3 8.1 8.3 8.0 8.4 
Ohio: 

Cblldren ever born.. ••••.••••• 8.1 8.1 2.8 4.1 4.8 4.2 2. 8 8.1 8.1 3. 3 4. 2 u 4.4 3.3 3. 7 2. 6 8.2 

Children livlDC---·---------- 2.8 2. 8 2. 6 8. 4 3.6 3.4 2. 5 2. 8 2. 8 2. 9 8. 7 3.8 3. 7 2. 9 3.1 2. 2 2.8 
Oncc>n: 3.0 8.2 2.7 Oblldren ever born.. •••••••••• 2.7 2. 7 2.8 8.2 8. 7 8.9 2. 6 8. 4 2.3 8.0 8.8 4.0 2. 7 4.1 

Chlldnn livlDC--------------- 2.6 2. 6 2.4 2.9 8. 2 8. 6 2. a 8.1 2.1 2. 7 8.4 8.4 2. 6 3.6 2. 7 2. 8 2.4 
Pem!IJlvanla: 8. 8 CbDdren ever born.. •••••••••• 8. 6 a. 11 3.1 4.8 ll.1 4.8 2. 8 8.1 4.0 3. 7 4. 9 4. 9 4.8 4.0 4.1 3.3 

Children liviDC--------------· 8.0 8.1 2.7 8.8 4.1 8.9 2.6 3.4 a. 4 8.2 4. 2 4.1 4.0 8. 3 3.4 3.1 2.6 
South Carolina: 

Children ever born ••••••••••• 8. 7 8. 8 3.8 8. 3 6.0 1.0 8. 8 1.6 2. 8 1.6 3.8 4.6 1.6 3.2 3.11 4. 4 3.8 
Children livtug_ _____________ 

8.2 a. 2 8. 2 2.9 6.0 1.0 3. 7 1.6 2.4 1.6 2. 4 4.4 1.0 2. 9 8.1 3. 8 8.3 
Utah: 

Chlldnn ever born. •••••••••• 8.6 3. 11 8.4 4.3 ll.1 4.9 2. 11 4. 8 4.3 8. 9 4. 8 4.3 1.6 4. 2 8. 9 1.0 2. 7 
Cblldren living ••••••••.••••• 3.2 8. 2 8.1 8.8 4.1 4.4 2. 2 4.1 8.9 a. 11 4.1 8.7 1.0 8.8 8. 11 1.0 2.3 

Vermont: 
Children ever born •••••.••••• 8.4 8.4 a. 2 4.11 ll.3 4. 8 4.8 4.0 8.8 4. 9 4.2 4.7 4. 8 4.2 4.0 -------- 1.0 
Children living ••••••••.••••• 8.0 8.0 2.8 8.9 4.8 4.1 3. 9 8. 6 2. 9 4. 6 8.8 3.8 4. 4 3.8 3.3 -------- 1.0 

V~: 
Children ever born ••••••••••• a. 7 a. 6 3.8 3.8 4. 7 ll.8 2. 9 8.4 2. 9 4.8 4.1 4.8 8.8 3.4 a.a 8.7 4.0 
Oblldren livfDC-------------- a. a 8. 2 8. 2 8.8 4.1 4.8 2. 11 a.o 2. 6 3.6 3. 4 4.2 8.4 3.1 2.9 3.1 8.4 

w~-o dmi ever born..---------- 2. 7 2. 7 2.6 8.3 4.4 8.8 2. 8 8.2 2. 8 3.1 8. 7 8.9 4.11 4.3 8. 2 8.3 2.8 
CblldnD liviDC--------·----· 2. 6 2.11 2.4 8.0 8. 8 8.2 2.4 8.0 2. 8 2. 7 a. 4 8.4 8.9 a. 7 2.1 8.1 2.4 

Wlnmlln: 
Children ever born. •••••••••• a.a 8.8 8.1 4.8 4.6 4.0 4.4 4.11 8.0 L8 ll.1 4.8 ll.4 u 4.3 8.8 8.3 Cblldren livi;.., ______________ 

3.0 8.0 2.8 4.0 8.9 a. a 8.9 4.1 2.8 a.a 4. 11 a. 8 4.4 3.6 3. 7 8.1 2. 7 

I 
a 
i 

• Bmeau of the o-, Birth Statistics, 1920, p. 111. 
• Bzoluatve ot M-111-ttl wbae the birth oertme&te doee not show the number liv1ng or the number ever born. The birth certlftcatea of Maine and New Hampshire do not 

show the number of cblldrell living. "'""' 
I Not shown OD the State aerillleate. ..... 



TABLE 8.-DISTRIBUTION OJ!' CHILDREN IN ORDER 01' BIRTH (FIRST, SECOND, ETC.) PER 1,000 BIRTHS, BT COLOR AND BT COUNTRY 01' 
BIRTH 01' MOTHJDR, IN THB REGISTRATION AREA: 1 19201 

DlllTalBU'llOM or CIDLDBl:M DI' OBDU or BIBTB PJ:B 1,000 BIBTBB 

White 

CoDJ1try of birth of mother 

CllJLD DI' OBDU or BIBTB Foreign 00W1try 

Total 
Austria Den- E:t Ger-

Colond 
Total RUSB!a Coull-United Total (In· mart, Jan • many Poland (In- Other try not Btatea '°= cludell Hun· Canada Nor- Scot- Ireland (In· Ital7 (not eludes foreign stated AU&- pry way, land, eludes =- coon-

trlan and and German RU881an trkw 
Poland) Sweden Wales Poland) 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 

= = 
First child ••• -------------------- 290.G 291.6 324. l 1~~ I 138.1 Hli.7 267.1 208.1 312. 6 233.9 180.1 157.9 lla4 221. 7 233.1 2M.G 279.2 Second child _____________________ 

20i.4 206.S 217.6 158. 7 19'7. 3 194. 9 202.5 218.1 214.0 162.0 126.1 142.2 222.3 183. 9 148.1 179.5 
Third child---------------------- 147.9 149.1 147.2 155. 7 158. 7 1118.8 14L5 158.8 146.7 1GL7 140.2 135. 2 178. 9 179.-l 164.0 lOL 1 llM.O 
Fourth child.-------------------- 106.8 106. 9 98. Ii 130.4 140.2 14LS 103. 8 120.8 16'. 2 129.6 114.4 133.8 167.9 J2S. 2 118.8 84.1 llK.5 
Fifth child.---------------------- 75.0 74.8 06. 9 100. 7 111.0 113. 4 78.0 93.4 GU 91.8 88.9 118. 9 114.0 82.4 89.3 58.3 77.4 

Sixth child.---------------------- 63.11 M.3 40.3 71.5 SG.8 M. 7 M.9 66.2 40.5 GL7 74.0 95.0 88. 2 57.6 65.4 38.0 80.0 Seventh child ____________________ 38. 8 38. 3 32.6 57.1 65.5 81.8 43. l 47.8 35. 7 42.5 58.2 73. G 67.8 38. 5 47.4 41.3 44.5 
Eighth child •• ------------------- 27.8 27.2 22.8 42.0 '9-1 ... 3L7 ao. a 22. 7 25.11 m.o M.l 48.3 28. 5 34.1 26.11 84.8 
Ninth child.------------------·-· 18.11 18.3 15.1 28.8 34.2 31. 7 22.G 2'.8 10.8 13.3 38.5 37.9 33.8 lS.1 26.4 12.1 25.2 
Tenth child---------------------- 12. 9 12.4 10.1 20.0 2L6 21.8 20. 7 15.G 12.2 11.2 30.2 28.11 21. 7 lLl 17.0 4. 0 111.2 

Eleventh child •• ----------------- 7.7 7.3 6.11 12.0 13.0 9.4 11. 7 10.1 e. 6 5. G 20.7 18.1 14.2 e.G 11.0 e. 5 12.2 Twelfth child ____________________ 
4.8 4. 4 a• 7. 7 8.8 7.4 10.8 7.2 ae 2. 5 18. 3 9. 3 8. 8 &5 7.0 4.0 11.0 

Thirteenth child ••••••••••••••••• 2. 6 2.4 LO 4.0 4.1 a. 2 5.5 a2 LS L5 8. 6 5.1 4.8 2. 0 4.1 2.-l 5.G 
Fourteenth child. •••••••••••••••• L4 L3 LO 2.2 2.0 L4 a1 L4 LS 0.8 4. 6 2. 9 1.t LG 2. 5 L~ aa 

Fifteenth child. •••••••••••••••••• 0. 7 0.6 0. 5 LI 1.0 LO L7 0. 7 0.8 0.1 2.2 1.5 L6 0.5 LO -·------ ·L7 
Sixteenth child. •••••••••••••••••• 0. 4 o.a 0.2 o.G 0.-l 0. 4 L3 0. 3 0.6 0.2 L3 0. 9 O.G 0.4 o.G ----·--- 0.9 
Seventeenth child. ••••••••••••••• 0.3 0. 3 0.2 0.6 o.G 0.3 L1 0. 8 0.6 0.1 LO 0.8 0.3 0. 5 LI ....................... 0.9 
Serial number ot child not stated. 5.11 5.8 6. 7 6.3 8. 2 4.1 6.G 6.2 LI 1.4 6.8 4. 3 8.5 4.3 4.3 217.1 8.0 

1 Exclusive of Massachusetts. which does not show on the birth certUlcate the llUDlber of the child In order of birth. 
I Bureau of the Cemus, Birth StatisUca, 1920, p. H. . 

..... 
~ 

§ 
0 

~ 

~ ; 
~ 

I 



INTRODUCTION 13 
• TABLll 9.-NUllBBB or CRJLDBBN EVBB BoBN, TO MOTllllS 01' CBILDHN 

BoBN IN 1920, AND NtrllBBB LIVING AND AVllBAGllB, BT CllBT.6.IN BllLllCTllD 
OccuPATIONB o., FATBllB, IN TBll R1101sTBATION Aa11.&: 1920' 

[Tbe •'Vllflllllll and the numbers bom and llvlns are uclullve of the number "not stated''] 

Aver- Aver-
Total Tota111.um· Totalnum- 11.=ber 1119 

. OOCV..Aft01' OI' '11111 l'.AftDB ~ClQDJI JIVllBD D births, berofcbll- berofcbll· ofchll- number 
•.ABUftlUU 19'JO drenever drenllvfns dren of obil· 

born dren ·ever llvlnc born 

.All -patlona ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1,~llCK f,48',066 3,8117,5116 8.8 2.9 

.AOBIClJL'l'UJm, lrOBa'l'BY, .Alll> AJQ](.U. B11811.AKDBY 

===t==s~~~-~~: 8'5,619 1,21N, 786 1,1'2,1111 8.8 8.4 
11,018 29,088 2';880 8.6 8.0 

~-OJ' JIDll:Billl 

l'oremen, o~ and lmpeictonJ.tf1IO.(fff) •••••• i,cm 4,6111 3,11112 4.0 8.9 

~J~~~~~-~-~!:::::::: 1184 1,1125 1,880 8.2 u 
47,644 1119,8118 107,8118 u 8.0 

llAJl1JJ'.wrvmJIO .A111> JUICIU1IJOAL DIJ>tll'l'JID:8 

w.:=u~~l~~:-~~~-~~~: &ti: 80,811 211.• 8.0 8. 2 
11111, 1m 90,llOll a.a 3.1 

EJeCtrlclanl ( ·-······························· 14,490 31,11114 2'1,802 2.8 2.1 
B~ (ltatkmar7), cranemen, bofatmen, etc. 

(1114, 11111) •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• lf,001 41,662 80,4(0 8.1 2.8 
l'oremen and ovemen (manutao&urlJll) (178) ••••• 9, 634 211,014 28,010 a.a 2.9 
Laboml (119' e&benrlle llJIOiled) (19CHlll8) •••••••• 2",886 177,0Ba 'IOl,476 a. 7 8.1 
~~ tooJma1ren, mechanics 87 78) _______________________ 

Sf, 711 11111,211 lft,181 2.0 2.1 

~E~~~--~- lf,142 11,1173 28,1142 :u 2.8 

(41H70)---------------------------------------- :1211,9'11 322,88' 2118,642 a.o 2.0 

l'B.t.Jlll'OBT.A'ft01' 

Chaldfeon (010) •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 21,888 ::r: 40,1586 2.4 2.2 
Labon!n (steam and street railroad) (6'0, 042) ••••• 6,6211 17,990 a.o a.o 
1-Dodva llllchMenl (8") •••••••••••••••••••••••• 2,330 7,817 6,838 8.6 1.1 
Olllclala and superintendents (lteam and street 

2,818 
railroad) (060, 8112) ______________________________ 

1,000 
2,Ba I a.o 2.., 

TBAJ>B 

:Qaubn, broken, and nione7 lenclen ~~ • ..;.. t= 10, 774 11,119' 2.8 2.1 
Commercial travelers ~--······----------···-·· II, 700 11,091 2.4 2.2 
:Retail dealan (787-786, >--------------········· 03,lltO 179,880 1611,1811 1.1 2.8 

"1llUC RBV!m (NCW :n.BWlmlUI CU81111DD) 

Quardl, watchmen, doorteepenaJ,802) ••••••••••••• 1,SOI 1,318 4,414 "1 a.a 
8o1di.n, aallon, and marlnei ( ----·-·········- 4,863 6,980 6,141 LS LO 

l'BOrUBIONAL RBVJCll 

CklrlJmen. (8311)-----·················-·········· f,1113 13,UK 1~8'19 a.a a.o 
Lawyen, ~ and jlllltlla (860) •••••••••••••••• 4,388 ; 9,l10 t~ 2.4 2.2 
PhJllelam md ra;na (8118) ······-----------·-·· "711 9, 7611 2. 8 2.1 
~ (lchool) ~---------------------------- .. 7113 10,077 • 9,207 2.3 2.1 
Teclmfcal eJllln8en (civil, eleetrklal, mechanical, 

m1Dblg) <~>-------------------------------- 1,971 11,448 10,448 2.1 L9 

DOJlllll'l'IC .um PSUONAL UBTICll 

Barbers, ~ and manlcurlstll (900) ••••••• 9,008 211,026 92,'88 8.2 2.8 
Hotel keepers and man~ (914) ••••••••••••••••• 1,163 3,6118 3,290 8.8 8.0 
1anlton and sextons (918 • --------------··-·--·-·· t= 7,710 t= 4.1 a. 4 
Servants (940-900)--------------------------------- 10,617 I. 7 2.8 

CLBBICAL OOCUl'ATIONB 

Bookkeepers, C88hlers, and 11CC011Dtantl (986, 9118). 11,580 21,299 111,MO 2.0 L9 
Clerb (ezcept In stores) (990-994Jeii"""""""·-···-·· 43,li06 86,311 80,288 2.2 2.1 
StenCJllrapbera md tJP8wrlten ( ~----······--·- 632 1,108 1,030 1.9 LS 

t Bureau of the CeDBUI, Birth Statistics, 1921), pp. 18 md 19, selected occupations from each ll'ODP. 
Code numbers from ClalaUled Inc!G to OccupatiOlili, 1920. 
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.As in the statistics of England and W ales,8 miners head the list • 
and the groups "that might be' called upper ana niiddle clasS COJne 
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 ultimately have. . 

A good illustration of this is found in .the composition of th~ groups 
designated "foremen, ov~, and inspectors" in the extraction o~ 
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 aocial 
status improves, except where one passes through a lower class in 
rising to a higher one, as in the ease 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.' 

These ratios show beyond doubt that the decline in the birth rate 
has been going on in certain parts of this coUn.t'ry 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 inmease because 
of the higher survival rate of eliildren in the agricultural States. 

Theda ta given above, although throwing much light on the processes 
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. · 

I See Appendix. 
• Wbelpton, P. X., "Industrial development and population srowtb," Social Forces, March and JUDe, 

19'& 
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"l'ABLll 10.--0mr.DBEN Um>n li PJCB 1,000 WoMBN 16 TO 44 Y11A.118 OI' Ao• 
IN TUii WBITJC POPULATION 01' TBJC UNITJCD 8TATJC8: 1800-1920 1 

CBILDBDI 'lllfDBB 6 PBB 1,000 WOJllliN 111 TO '4 Y1lAll8 
or AGE 

United 
States 

.& 
111211_________________________ 489 
UllO------------------------- li03 
1900------------------------- 631 . 
1890------------------------- Ml 1880_________________________ till 

1870------------------------- 638 1860------------------------- 705 1860_________________________ 690 

IMO-··---·-··-------··------ 835 
1830----------------------·-- 877 J.ll20_________________________ . 966 
1810_________________________ 1,006 1800_________________________ 1,000 

Agricultural 
States I 

B 
11211 
678 
706 
702 
769 

718 
808 
810 
966 

IK7 
1,036 
l,IKB 
1,043 

Seml·lndus- Induatrlal 
trial States I SU.tea• 

c D 
M' 458 
637 ... 
rm ttl6 
691 UC> 
MO 600 

690 628 
?lll 695 
613 698 
77ll 697 

'1911 619 
1118 67i 
9(() 7litl 
9tl2 786 

1 For method of computation, see WUlc~~ w. F., The Change In the Proportion of Children In the United 
States, American Statistical ASaoclatlon .Maroh, 1911. This table Is taken directly from Mr. Wbelpton's 
paper Cited on p. M. This Is the reason the age group of women Is 16 to« Instead ol 20 to « 88 In the bodJ 
Of the study. · 

1 States grou'Ded acoordlng toRn of those gainfully em.ployed eu,gaged In agrleulture. The llCl1-
calturalgroup In 1800 contaliled New Hampablre, Vermont, DelaWare, Maryland, Virginia, North 
08l'Olln!I. South Carolina, OeorKfa. 0 Indiana, llllnols Missouri, Kentucky, Tennessee, Alabama, 
MiBslBBlppl, Louisiana. Addltioils In 1860, MlchlgaD w1scoiisln, Iowa, Florida, TeD8 Arkanilu; In l.8llO. 
West Vfri!l!la, MinJlesota, ~ In 1870, Ne~; In 1890, North Dakota, South Dakota; In 1800, 
Otliahoma, New Mexico, Idaho. . 

•The seinilndustrlal group In 1800 contained New York, New 1erseJ, Pen:.K~· AddltioDs In 
1880, Delaware, M~:S, Oalltornla; In 1870, Virginia, Wisconsin; ID 1880, I MhmeBota, Colo
rado, Utah; In 1900, WJomlng, Arizona, Nevada; In 1910, T8llllt!llll8e, Lonfs!!l!!a; In 111211, Tam, 
OtJahoma. 

• The Industrial ll'O!!P In 1800 contained M8888Chusetts. Rhode Island. Connecticut. AddltlOlll In 1830, 
New 1ener, In IMO, PennQivanta: In 1860, Maryland; in 1860, New Yorki_ln 1870, Maine, New Hamp
llhlre. Delaware; In 1'!!0.. Ohio; In 1890, Illinois, Michigan, Colorado; In 1900, y erm~i, lnd1aDa, WlsconalD, 
Oallf0l'lll8; In 1910, MIDDellot8, Nmida, WllShlngton; In 1920, West Vlrglnl8, Florkla, MBourL 

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 pa.rt 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 
censlis 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 consideratipn it was 
decided to allocate the children of mixed parentage to native and 
foreign-bom 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 }>est course both because of the 
fact that the Bureau of the Census had ~ese tabulations available and 
because no more accurate method, short of an actual tabulation, 
which was quite impracti~ble, suggested itself. It is believed that 
the errors resulting from this method of allocation are not sufficient 
to affect ~e 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 50.7 
per cent, had foreign-bom mothers. There were in Masaaohusetts 
in 1920, 61,778 children under 5 of mixed parentage. These wel'P 
allocated to native and foreign-born mothers on the basis of tne per
centages given above; namely, ~9.3 per ceat to native mothers and 
50. 7 per cent to foreign-born mothers. · . . 

It will be well to say a wore! here reg~ 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 ap.. The ratios of 
children to women could only be translated intd terms of birth rates 
if the mortality of child.Ten under 5 were the same in all groups and 
if the age distributions of tlie 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 1 

than the registration of births in a considerable part of the registra
tion area. Besides, there is a considet"able 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 22.3.8 Death rates of children under 5 were 21.1 and 
12.9, respectively. This difference iu 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.7 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 bu JUlll: been aald pve a falle lm~n of the 8CCIU'8C)' ol the C8llSllll oonnt of chlldnm It 
wm be well to note that a study to determine omLBalons In WashiJllton, D. 0., Indicates a rollllderable 
underenumeration of YOUlll ohlldreD. Thia ID8J' polllbly amount to aa much aa 11 per oat of all chDdren 
DDder 5 8IDllJllWhltee and 13 per oent among NlllfOIS. Thia study, however, W8I Vfq limited ID IDOP9 and 
does not Justify our cballlliia the ratioe derived from the published cellSUB reeultl. M-v•, them omla
Bions are not equally pea& ID all localltiel. For this reuon. the ratiOB of cbl1dreD tO women ID the dlffennt 
lllOUPI ol the white popula&loD uaed In thla study will not be oorrected for omluloDB, for lt Is believed that 
ID attempting to do ao on the baala of the study refemld to, many emn would be Introduced wblch would 
nnder the ratilJ81- rallable than they are without oomiotlons. When, hon.,.., comparisons are made 
be&- paupe DO& ecaaau:r alreotecl b:r unci-DWlleratlon, ror esample, wbltee and Necroee, or when the 
abaolute Ille of the ratio Is ol pea& Importance, attention will be called to this fact of nnderanumeratlon. 
See United State& Abrlcllad Life Tablell, 191&-lnl, p. 9. 

I B-of the 0-, Birth Statistlm, lnl, pp. "° '6. 
' Calcalated from Detailed Table 1. 



II 

RATIOS OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN, BY STATES 1 

FACTORS WHICH INl'LUENCB POPULATION GROWTH 

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

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

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

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

11n order not to complicate tbe discussion unduly.only white women will be considered In tbe peater 
part of this monOIP'llph. The discussion of the ratios of children to women IUllOlll N811Qe8 and the " O&her 
colored" In our papulatioD will be found ID Chapter VIL 

18 
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TABLE 11.-CRILnnEN UNI>En 5 PER 1,000 WoMEN 20 to 44 YEARS oP AGE, 
BY NATIVITY AND MARITAL CONDITION; NATIVE-FOREIGN RATIO INDEX; AND 
PER CENT OF FOREIGN-BORN WHITES IN THE TOTAL POPULATION, BY DIVISIONS 
AND STATES: 1920 1 

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

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

women 

Foreign Foreign-Native Native 
white born white born 

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

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

NEW ENGLAND ____________________ 
393 747 632 921 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Married 
widowed, A.11 ordl· women vorced 

women 

------
E I' 
1.45 1.26 

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

1.114< 1.48 
1.83 1.47 
2.07 1.60 
2.M L60 

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

Per cent 
of foreign-

born 
whites In 
totalJ:P-
uJa n 

---
G 

tao 

25.3 
14. 0 
20.6 
12.6 
28.0 
28. 7 
27.3 

22.1 
26.8 
23.4 
15. 9 

15.0 
11.8 
5.1 

18. 6 
19.8 
17.5 

10. 9 
20.4 
9.4 
5.5 

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

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

1a 

8 
3 
7 
8 
4 

5 
8 
5 
0 
7 
6 

17. 1 
9. 

la 
12. 

0 
0 
4 

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

4 
6 
1 
6 
4 
0 
9 

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

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

a District of Columbia Included. Not Bhown separately. 



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

6621°-31--3 
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to foreign-born women over the ratio of children to native women 
is in Connecticut. Here the native white women would have to 
raise two and one-third times the children they now do to equal the 
ratio of their foreign-born neighbors. In several of the Southam 
States, on the other hand, the index is less than 1.0, indicating that 
the native white women raise more children in proportion tO their 
own numbers than the foreign-born white women, and in the re
mainder of the Southam States, as also in Utah, Idaho, and Mis
souri, the indexes approach 1.0, indicating practically identical ratios 
of children in the two groups. It is in the urban industrial States 
of the Northeast that the native-foreign ratio index is especially 
high. 

MARITAL CONDITION .AND PARENT.AGE 

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

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

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

DIVl8JON AND 8'1'.lft 

Total 

Native white 

Native 
parentage 

Foreign or 
mixed 

parentage 

Forelgn-bom 
white • 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

82.9 
86.0 2 
77.8 25 
86.4 1 
81. 7 10 

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

77.1 
79.3 
79. 7 
75.6 

19 
18 
33 

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

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

81.2 
81. 4 
80.6 
82.2 
80.3 

83.6 
86.3 
78. 7 
86.8 
82.4 

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

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

2 
24 
1 

10 

-----7-
4 
3 

16 
9 
5 

23 
6 

~u --·-ia-
82.0 12 
77.5 30 

69.6 
67.4 
67.5 
69.6 
71.8 
68. 6 
67.4 
69.2 
77.2 

67.9 
65.2 
69.0 
73. 7 
73.1 

76.5 
77.3 
71.2 
80.8 
76. 7 

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

73.2 
74.8 
74.1 
72.4 

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

42 
33' 
18 I 
19 ' 

_____ __I 
8 

26 
6 

11 

-----7-
1 
3 

16 
10 
4 
5 
2 

12 
14 
22 

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

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

85.0 
83.9 42 
85.0 39 
91.2 7 
84. 5 40 

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

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

PllB ClllfT DISTBIB'UTION I 

Urban populatioii 

DlVllllOK Total Rural Size of community 

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

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

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

= = 
NllW EKGLA:ND: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

; 
WOKEN 10 YEAllS OJ' AGE 

AND OVER 

Native Native 
white-white- forelln native 

parentage or mixed 
DIVI8ION AND STATE DIVI8ION AND STATE parentage 

Per I Per 

I cent cent 
gft'1i ~~ 

1 J em- em-
ployed Pl 

ployed 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Arizona _____________ 

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

Kansas _____________ 
13.3 lr1 14.1 46 

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

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

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

WOKEN 10 YBAllS OJ' AGE 
AND OVER 

Native Native 
white-white- foreign native 

parentage or mixed 
parentage 

Per Per I cent cent 
gain- gain-
fully 

j 
fully 

1 em- em-
ployed ployed 

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

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

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

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

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

Table 19 (Chap. III) shows that in cities over 100,000 the differences 
in the proportion of native white married women of native parentage 
and native white married women of foreign or mixed parentage, are 
considerably less than between the same groups in the States. (Table 
12, Chap. II.) Thus in New York State the per cent of married native 
white women of native parentage exceeds the per cent of married 
native white women of foreign or mixed parentage by 6.9 points but 
in New York City by only 3.2 points, in Buffalo by 1.9 points, in 
Rochester by 3.5 points, in Syracuse by 6.1 points, and in Albany by 
2.4 points. Thus, the excess in the big cities of the State averages just 
about half of that in the State as a whole. In Rhode Island the per 
cent excess of married native white women of native parentage is 9.1 
points and in Providence 7 .6 points. If one goes through these Tables 



30 RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN 

(12 and 19) and bears in mind the date in Table 13 on the proportions 
of the different nativity groups living in communities of different· 
sizes, it becomes increasingly clear that a considerable part of the 
difference between the per cents of native white women of native 
parentage who are married and the per cents of native white women 
of foreign or mixed parentage who are married is due to the fact that 
the latter live chiefly in the cities. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

WOMEN GAINFULLY EMPLOYED 

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

NATIVE WHITE NATIVE WHITE 

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

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

PABENTAGE EKPLOYEI> 

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

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

l:f~ 20to44 10 yeers 

Ratio Rant Ratio Rant years of of age 
age and over 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

FOREIGN-BORN WOMEN 

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

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

J'OBJ:IGN• 
BOBNWH1TB 

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

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

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

J'ULLY BK• 
PLOYED 

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

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

~f~ born women wblte 
~f~ 

10 years 
Ratio 

a 
Ratio 

a 
~f~ a a a o~T 

... 
iii over ii: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

URBANISM AND BIRTH RATE 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Rhode Island Ohio Minnesota 
Jl.l'llVITY 

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

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

over 

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

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

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

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

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

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

6621°-31-4 
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III 

RATIOS OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN IN CITIES OF 
100,000 INHABITANTS AND OYER 

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 strilt
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 
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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 th• 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. It is 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. 

TABLE 18.-CmLDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 Wo¥EN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE, BY 
NATIVITY AND MARITAL CONDITION; NATIVE-FOREIGN RATIO INDEXl AND 
PER CENT OF FOREIGN-BORN WHITES IN TOTAL POPULATION, FOR \JITIES 
OF 100,000 INHABITANTS AND OVER ARRANGED AccoRDING TO SizE: 19201 

CHILDREN UllDEll II PEii 1,000 
WOKEN 20 TO .. YBA118 or AGE 

CIT\' All women 
Marrled,wldowed, 

or divorced 
women 

Native Foreign· Native Foreign· 
white bom white bom 

white white 

---------
All cities having 100,000 In· A B c D 

habitants and over •••••••• 341 679 512 819 

New York, N. Y •••••••••••••••••• 316 610 628 7691 Manhattan Borough •••••••••• 244 533 445 722 
Bronx Borough ••••••••••••••• 336 602 552 725 
Brooklyn Borough •••••••••••• 347 711 566 841 ineens Borough •••••.•••••••• 404 672 581 7M 

ohmond Borough ••••••••••• 414 818 639 954 

Chll:f~ ID ••••••••••••••••••••••• 332 712 508 827 
Phi lf!i1:ii Pa •••••••••••••••••• 370 737 566 875 
Detroit, I ..................... 408 786 MS 894 
Cleveland, Ohio •••••••••••••••••• 356 810 507 895 
St. Louis, Mo •••••••••••••••••••• 308 579 448 670 

Boston, M888. --··········-···-·-· 304 631 585 835 
Baltim::'h. Md •••••••••••••••••••• 416 749 598 870 
Pittsburg Pa. ••••••••••••••.•••• 392 869 604 1,014 

~~'y~~f::::::::::::::::: 234 452 319 557 
3M 818 558 953 

San Fran~ Calif ••••••••••••••• 228 420 331 522 
Milwaukee, is •••••••••.•••••••• 381 755 587 849 
Washington, D. C •••••••••••••••• 240 491 469 661 
Newark, N.1 •••..•••••••••••••••. 332 828 1120 939 
Cincinnati, Ohio •••••••••••••••••• 336 l!03 510 615 

New Orleans, La. ••••••.•••••••••• 396 544 570 677 
Minneapolis, Minn ••••••••••••••• 33S 620 536 

7661 Kansas City h Mo ••••••••.•••••••• 293 639 393 745 
Seattle, Was ••••••••••••••••••••• 300 430 400 li23 
Indianapolis, Ind •••••••••••••••••• 3M 610 462 708 i 

See footnotes at end of table. 

• Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. II, Population, 1920, p. 79. 

INDEX, 1011BIGN· 
BORN TO NATIVli 
WHITJ:I 

Married 
All widowed, 

ordl· women vorced 
women 

------
E J!' 
1.99 1.80 

1.93 1.461 
2.18 1.62 
_1. 79 1.31 
2.05 1.49 
1.66 1.31 
1.98 1.49 

2.14 1.63 
1.99 1.115 
1.93 1.63 
2.28 1. 77 
1.88 1. l!O 

2.08 1.43 
1.80 1.45 
2.Z: 1.68 
1.93 1.75 
2.25 1.71 

1.84 1.58 
1.98 1.45 
2.05 1.51 
2 • .(9 1.81 
1.50 1.21 

1. 37 1.19 
1.85 1.43 
2.18 1.90 
1.43 1.31 
L72 L63 

Percent 
of foreign· 

bom 
whites 
In total poc-

---
G 

-----··---
3S.4 
40.4 
36.5 
32. 7 
23.8 
27.1 

29.8 
21.8 
29.1 
30.1 
13. 4 

31. 
11. 
20. 
19. 
24. 

27. 

9 
4 
4 
4 
0 

24.1 
7 

5 
2 
7 

6. 
28. 
10. 

6. 7 
23.1 
8. 

23. 
6. 

4 
4 
4 
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TABLB 18.-CRILDBEN UNDER 6 na 1,000 Wo11:mN 20 TO 44 YEARS OI' AoE, BT 
NATIVITY AND MARITAL CONDITION; NATIVE-l'ORJCIGN RATIO INDlDX" AND 
P:ma C:mNT OI' FoBEIGN-BOBN WRITJDs IN TOTAL POPULATION, l'OR CITI:ms 
OI' 100,000 INHABITANTS AND Ona A~o:mD AccoRDING TO Siz:m: 19201-Con. 

CBILDBD ll11DllB II Pll:B 1,000 IND B'J:, roBllIGN• 
BORN TO NATIVB WOKBN20T0" YBABSOr AGll WBITll:I 

Percent 

Married, widowed, 
off::ntp. 

an All women or divorced 
Married 

whites 
women wido~ In total 

All ~~ women or di· 
Foreign Foreign· vorced 

Native Native women 
white born white born 

white white 

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

1ersey c1tyrl· 1 ___________________ 381 888 803 988 2. 33 1.M 2S. 5 
Rochester, • Y------------------- 333 776 622 918 2. 33 1. 76 24.1 
Portland, Oreir--------------------- 312 493 416 696 I.SS 1.43 18. 2 
Denver, Colo---------------------- 294 610 407 608 1.73 1.49 14. 7 
Toledo, Ohio •• --------------------- 372 849 498 942 2.28 1.89 16. 7 

Providence, R. 1.------------------ 301 737 MO 924 2.46 1. 71 29.0 
Columbus, OhlO------------------- 361 691 489 815 1.97 L67 6.8 
Loulsvlll\iKy. - - ------ ----- ------- 368 Ml 617 661 1.61 1.28 4.9 
St. P:k inn--------------------- 369 626 6116 760 1. 70 1.28 22.0 
Oaklan Calif ••• ------------------ 307 604 407 579 LM 1.42 21.9 

=~!i~:::::::::::::::::::::: 
408 847 517 905 2.08 1.'15 18.2 
377 536 497 613 1.42 1.23 2.4 
332 713 474 822 2.15 1.73 18. Ii 

=-~~~:::::::::::::::::: 349 7M 619 928 2.19 L60 29.7 
431 778 M3 SM L81 Lli9 :u 

~d~v!'.-:..-_:::::::::::::::::: 339 842 llOO 967 2.48 1.93 18.8 
401 608 li82 730 1.52 L25 2.., 

New Hav~ Conn ••• -------------- 326 880 M6 1,033 2. 70 1.89 28.1 
Memphla, enn----------"--------- 339 624 446 719 1.84 1.61 3.6 
San Antonio, Tex------------------ 389 671 61·7 716 L47 1.38 22.., 

Dallas, Tex •• ---------------------- 331 593 435 696 L79 1.60 Ii.Ii 
Dayton, OhlO---------------------- 398 '162 624 834 L91 1.69 8.6 

i=~~::::::::::::::::: 
360 837 637 938 2.39 1.75 32.3 
346 612 438 696 1.77 1.69 8. 7 
292 750 496 907 2.6'1 1.83 29.1 

Scranton, Pa •••• ------------------- 405 990 667 1, 103 2.44 1.65· 21. 7 Grand Raf], Mich _______________ 399 770 673 888 1.93 1.M ~.6 
Paterson, • --------------------- 324 631 642 743 1.95 1.37 33.2 
Youngsto~Ohlo.---------------- 441 1,051 692 1, 136 2. 38 L92 25. 6 
Sprlng1leld, ass------------------ 331 692 619 862 2.09 1.66 24.1 

Des Moines, Iowa. •• --------------- 362 617 607 751 1.70 1.48 8.9 
New Bedfor:t Mass ••• ------------- 342 601 671 773 L76 1.36 40.2 
Fall RlverN ass ••• ---------------- 379 784 723 989 2.07 1.37 36.1 

~~e, T!m-:::::::::::::::::::: 364. 003 Ml 997 2. 48 1.84 2S. 2 
389 460 536 M2 1.18 L03 2.0 

Salt Llike Cl~, Utah-------------- 498 690 660 tl22 1.39 1. 25 16.5 

~~l~·fa:y:::::::::::::::::::::: 
463 929 694 1,~ 2.05 1.70 17.4 
380 650 488 1. 71 1.48 6. 7 
267 722 4S8 892 2. 70 1.95 16.6 

~n;c::::::::::::::::: 364. 650 691 861 1.79 1. 25 33. 7 
424 1,010 689 1, 122 2.38 1.90 14.8 

Cambrl Mass------------------ 318 644 627 853 2.03 1.36 29.3 
Reading, Pa •• ·-------------------- 390 1,048 538 1, 171 2.69 2.18 8. 9 

Fort Wor~------------------- 361 644 438 742 1.83 1.69 6.9 
~~8c -------------------- 346 600 470 600 1.46 1.28 16.1 lty, Kana _________________ 

4li8 936 673 1,012 2.04 1. 77 11.ll 
Yonkers, N. Y--------------------- 363 760 679 893 2.15 LM 2S.., 

1 Columna A, B, C, and D from Detailed Table I; column E obtained by dividing column B by column 
A; colUIDD F by dividing colUIDD D by column C; column G from Fourteenth C8118118 Reports, Vol. II, 
Population, l~•Jl,· 49. 

1 Obtained by lvldlng the number of children per 1,000 foreign-born white women by the number per 
1,000 native white women. 
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TABLE 19.-PEB CENT MAJUUED, WIDOWED, OR DIVORCED AND RANK 01' 
Wo11u 20 TO 44 YEARS OI' AaE1 BY NATIVITY.t l'OR CITIES OI' 100,000 IN
HABITANTS A!lD 0VEB AllBANGED ACCORDING TO !:SIZE: 1920 I 

PBB CBNT llABRIBD, WJDOWBD, OB DIVOJICBD AJfD lllllll: 

Total 

Native white 

Native 
panmuce 

Forelan·born 
white 

Married Rank Married Rank Married Rank 

------------11---- ---------------
Cities of 100,000 Inhabitants A B 

and over, averap............ 66.5 ••••••• 
Cities of 600,000 Inhabitants 

and over, average............ 84. 9 ••••••• 

C D 

69. 6 ----·--

67. 7 -------

B I' 

62. 9 -------

62. 4 -------

G B 
82. 9 -·-----

82. 3 -------
l======l====~l======l=====l====""*====~l======I==== 

New York, N. ¥..................... 69. 9 61 
Manhattan Borough............. M. 9 68 
Brom Borough.................. 60.8 68 
Broolclyn Borough............... 61. 3 66 
QueeDa Borough................. 69. 5 34 
Richmond Borough.............. 64.8 49 

~=~'Pa::::::::::::::::::::: :gj ~ 
Detroit, Mich........................ 74. 4 21 
Cleveland, Ohio...................... 70.1 30 
St. Louis, Mo........................ 68. 7 39 

::~a::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ g ~ 
Pittsburgh, Pa....................... 64. 9 •7 

~~~~::::::::::::::::::: ~J : 
San~ Calif.................. 68. 9 38 
Mllwaoll:ee, wls..................... 64. 9 48 
Wll8hington, D. C................... M. 7 69 
Newark, N.1........................ 63. 9 60 
CillciDDatt, Ohio..................... 66.8 · 42 

New Orleens, La..................... 89. 4 36 
MIDneaJ>Olls, Minn.................. 62.·6 M 
Kansaa Ci~ Mo.................... 74.6 20 

r:t:&i!11s, iD<i:::::::::::::::::::: ~t: 1~ 
1eney cttyNN.1..................... ea.2 63 

~n~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~ i ~ 
Providence, R. !..................... 65. 8 67 
Columbus, Ohio..................... 71.8 28 
Louisville. Ky....................... 69. 2 36 
St. Paul, Minn. •• ---················ 61. 9 M 
Oakland, Calif....................... 75. 5 13 

i~~~~~~~~~~~rnmrn~~~ ~! ij 
~lv!'::::::::::::::::::::::: :a ~ 
New Hav&!!t Conn................... 69. 7 62 
Memphis, '1'8DJL...................... 75. 9 11 
San Antonio, Tex.................... 75. 2 15 

• Dallas, Tex.......................... 76.1 9 
Dayton, Ohio........................ 75. 9 12 
BrldgeJ>O?!i Conn.................... 66. 2 46 
Houston, Tex........................ 79.0 5 
Hartford, Conn...................... 69. 0 63 

I Cohmms A, C, E, and 0 from Detalled Table Il. 

61.9 
67.4 
64.0 
63.2 
69.8 
65.4 

68.2 
67.8 
76.9 
72.2 
70.0 

65.1 
70.9 
67.2 
74. 6 
66.2 

71.3 
61.9 
65. 2 
66.1 
68.0 

69.3 
65.9 
75.8 
77.4 
78.1 

66.6 
66. 4 
78.0 
74. 5 
76. 6 

00.2 
72.8 
7L3 
64.4 
77.2 

79. 9 
76. 2 
73. 4 
62. 6 
79.9 

70. 2 
69.3 
62.8 
76. 7 
76.4 

76. 6 
77.4 
69. 7 
79. 7 
61.6 

63 
69 
68 
69 
38 
63 

Cl 
46 
H 
32 
37 

71 
36 
46 
23 
48 

33 
64 
70 
49 
« 
41 
51 

·20 
10 
7 

62 
M 
8 

24 
16 

66 
31 
34 
66 
13 

4 
18 
27 
62 
3 

36 
42 
81 
15 
21 

17 
11 
39 
6 

66 

118. 7 
63.1 
69.3 
60.1 
69.3 
6U 

63.6 
6L9 
7L9 
68.4 
66.9 

49.8 
66.3 
62.3 
70. 7 
6U 

66.8 
66.4 
112.2 
6L8 
62.1 

69. 5 
60.3 
69. 7 
7L2 
69.1 

61.5 
61.9 
70.0 
68.0 
7L6 

62.6 
67.7 
63.1 
60.6 
73.6 

75.8 
7L4 
66. 7 
62.1 
72. 7 

84.1 
84.4 
57.1 
70.3 
74.6 

72.3 
70. 3 
61.6 
76.6 
66.6 

69 79.3 
66 73.8 
67 83.0 
M 84.6 
24 88.0 
40 86. 7 

42 86.1 
47 84.2 
11 87.9 
26 90.6 
29 86.6 

71 75.6 
32 86.1 
46 86. 7 
17 81.1 
39 86.8 

30 80A 
31 88. 9 
68 74.4 
49 88. 2 
46 81.8 

23 S0.4 
M S0.8 
22 85. 9 
16 82.2 
26 86.2 

60 89.8 
48 84. 6 
m 82.9 
27 83. 9 
12 90.1 

67 79.8 
28 84. 7 
« 81.9 
63 82.4 
6 87.0 

3 93.6 
H 87.4 
36 t 86.8 
69 82.3 
8 1111.0 

41 87.0 
38 83.3 
61 85.2 
19 86.8 
6 79.9 

9 85.2 
18 91.3 
61 89.2 
1 88.0 

86 82.8 

87 
'13 
49 
42 
18 
36 

31 
Cl 
m 
7 

28 

71 
ao 
34 
68 
33 

62 
16 
72 
17 
67 

61 
60 
32 
M 
29 

12 
41 
60 
46 
8 

65 
40 
66 
62 
23 

1 
21 
211 
63 
10 

22 
48 
36 
27 
64 

38 

" 15 
19 
61 
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TABLE 19.-PEa CENT MABBIJDD, WmowBD, oa D1voacmD .A.ND RANE OJ' 
WOMEN 20 ro 44 Ym.A.BS OJ' Aom, BT NATIVITY, FOR CITims OJ' 100,000 IN
HABITANTS .A.ND Ovma ABBANGllD AccoRDING TO S1zm: 1920-C<>ntinued 

PU cml'I' IUBBIBD, WIDOWED, OB J>IVOllCl:D AND BANI[ 

Native white F~born w lte 

mr 
Total Native F=or 

parentage parentage 
Married Rank 

Married Rank Married Rank Married Rank 

----,.--

A B c D • I' G B 
Scranton, Pa------------------------ 60. 7 69 63.1 80 118.8 88 89. 7 13 
Grand Rat:.-1;> Mich---------------- 69. 6 32 73.4 30 66.1 33 86.8 25 
Paterson, • - - -------------------- 611.8 M 84.8 66 68.8 M 84.9 39 
Youngstof.1M0hlo •••••••••••••••••• 74.6 19 77.3 12 70.9 16 ll'A.6 2 
Springfield, 8811------------------- 63. 7 62 67.2 47 611.9 66 80.2 63 
Dee Moines, Iowa ___________________ 

71.4 29 73.' ?.II 66.0 M 82.1 66 

~= =~.!!_~:::::::::::::::: 60.0 80 66.1 60 68.9 62 77.6 68 
112.5 71 M.7 72 61.8 70 79.3 66 

Trento8',, :N. 1----------------------- 67.2 41 69.5 40 63.5 411 90.6 6 
Nashv Tenn..-------------------- 72.8 2' 73. 7 26 61.3 62 83.6 4.6 

Salt Lake Ci?:, Utah--------------- 76.6 H 76.3 22 76.6 4 83.9 44 
CamdeD, N. ----------------------- 78.3 8 77. 7 9 73.2 7 91.9 ' ~= ~~\·::::::::::::::::::::::: 77.9 6 78.6 6 71.6 13 90.0 11 

118.4 65 611.3 ~ 68.9 63 81.0 69 

Lowell, Mass----------------------- 112. 7 70 611.2 68 49.6 72 76.6 69 
w~ DeL------------------- 72.1 ~ 74..2 25 66.0 36 90.0 9 
Camb Mass------------------- 60. 7 73 63.8 73 48.4 73 76.6 70 
Reading, PB------------------------ 72.4 25 73.4. 29 65. 7 37 89.11 H 

Fort Worth, TU..------------------- 80.3 1 80. 7 2 78.6 2 86.9 2' ?r.:kanec Wash--------------------- 73.6 22 76. 9 19 69.8 21 83.4. 4.1 
79.9 2 82.6 1 72.1 10 ll'A.4. 3 y~:a. lf.·y~~:::::::::::::::::: 60,0 67 M.3 67 611. 2 60 86.2 87 

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 manied. 
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 a.ccording to these ratios. 

TABLE 20.-CITIES OF 100,000 INHABITANTS AND OVER RANKED ACCORDING 
TO THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1, 000 NATIVE WHITE WOMEN 
20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE, BY MARITAL CoNDITION, WITH PER CENTS AND 
RANKINGS FOR CERTAIN OTHER FACTORS: 1920 1 

CHILDREN UNDEB 6 PER 1,000 
NATIVE WHITE WOKEN 20 
TO 44 YRABS or AGE 

CITl' Married, wid-
All women owed, or di-

vorced women 

Ratio Rank Ratio Rank 

-------
A B c D 

Salt Lake Cit1{ Utah _________________ 498 1 000 4 Kansas cw., ans ____________________ 458 2 573 21 
Camden, .1.--J·-------------------- 463 3 5G4 12 Youngstown, Ohio ____________________ 441 4 592 13 
Binnlngham, Ala.-------------------- 431 6 543 30 

Wilmington, Del.. ••••••• ------------- 424 6 589 14 

~S::g~~ roc;oiiili;":New"Yoritciii:: 
416 7 598 10 
414 8 639 5 

Akron, Ohio •• ------------------------ 408 9 617 44 Detroit, Micll.. ________________________ 408 10 548 28 

Scranton, Pa.. ••• ·--------------------- 405 11 667 3 

i?::o:3~~ur:.~~~_:~~~~~~:::::: 404 12 581 18 
401 13 582 17 Grand RaJlids, Mich __________________ 399 14 673 20 

Dayton, hiO------------------------- 398 16 524 39 

New Orleans, La---------------------- 396 16 570 23 

E:ii~~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::: 
392 17 604 8 
300 18 538 34 
389 19 536 37 San Antonio, Tex _____________________ 389 20 617 45 

Jersey City, N. 1---------------------- 381 21 603 9 
Milwaukee, Wis ___ --------_ .•.•••. ___ 381 22 587 16 Norfolk, Va ___________________________ 380 23 488 M Fall River, Mass •• ____________________ 379 24 723 1 Atlanta, Oa.. __________________________ 377 25 497 52 

Toledo, Ohio·------------------------- 372 26 498 51 
Philadelphia, Pa ____ --------.--------- 370 27 566 25 
St. Paul, Minn·----------------------- 360 28 596 11 
Lowell, Mass __ ----------------------- 364 29 601 2 
Bullalo, N. Y ------------------------- 364 30 558 26 

Trenton, N. 1------------------------- 364 31 541 32 Des MoinesK Iowa _____________________ 362 32 507 49 
Louisville, fu" ____ ------------ _______ 358 33 517 43 
Cleveland~ · 0----------------------- 356 34 507 48 
lndianapo , Ind •• _------------------ 3M 36 ~2 68 

Yonkers, N. Y------------------------ 363 36 679 19 
Columbush Ohio •• -------------------- 351 37 489 54 
Fort Wort , Tex·--------------------- 351 38 438 65 
Bridgeport, Conn ••• ------------------ 350 39 537 35 
Worcester, Mass.--------------------- 349 40 619 7 
Brooklyn Borough, New York City ___ 347 41 566 24 
fo<;kane, Wash •• --------------------- 346 42 470 67 

ousto!1J Tex·------------------------ 346 43 438 64 New B fordy.Mass ___________________ 342 44 571 22 
Syracuse, N. -·---------------------- 339 45 500 50 

NATIVE WHITE 
WOMEN 20 TO 44 

YEABS or AGE 
01' FOREIGN OR 
MIXED PARENT-

AGE 

Per cent 
of total 
native 
white Rank women 20 
to44 

years of 
age 

-----
E F 
49.9 31 
24. 6 57 
31. 0 50 
44. 0 36 
8. 2 71 

25. 8 55 
27.3 52 
61.8 28 
21.1 61 
ro. 4 30 

M.9 20 
60. 6 11 
8.0 72 

62.0 27 
21.1 60 

26. 6 53 
46. 6 34 
12. 7 65 
8. 6 70 

28.0 51 

58. 8 16 
66. 6 5 
9.4 68 

76. 9 1 
5. 5 73 

38.2 44 
41.2 39 
64. 7 6 
67.3 3 
M.4 22 

38. 4 43 
26. 2 M 
25.3 56 
53.6 211 
16.9 64 

55.0 19 
19.2 62 
8. 6 69 

53.9 24 
58. 8 15 

60.3 13 
37.2 46 
21.4 59 
66.8 4 
39.1 42 

NATIVE WlllTE 
WOKEN 10 

YEABS or AGE 
AND OVEB 

GAINFULLY EK• 
PLOYED 

Per cent 
of total 
native 
white 

women 10 
years of 
age and 

over ---
G 
22. 2 
23.6 
25.0 
21.3 
19.1 

25. 7 
26. 6 
25.3 
24.9 
26.8 

28. 7 
27.8 
26. 9 
29.4 
23. 8 

23.6 
26. 8 
31.5 
25.0 
22.4 

30.5 
32.0 
21. 7 
44. 4 
27.0 

25. 9 
30.1 
32. 7 
39.4 
27. 7 

28. 3 
29.3 
27.4 
117.U 
26.2 

29.8 
25.0 
22. 2 
32. 8 
33.9 

31.3 
26. 4 
23.0 
40.1 
29. 0 

Rank 

--
H 

60 
66 
58 
72 
73 

56 
52 
57 
61 
51 

35 
44 
49 
32 
64 

65 
50 
23 
59 
68 

27 
22 
71 
1 

M 
29 
8 
4 

1 

45 

38 
33 
46 
43 
54 

30 
60 
70 
1 7 
11 

24 
53 
7 
3 

34 

6 

I Columns A and C from Detailed Table I; column E from a special tabulation, Bureau of the Census; 
column 0 from Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. IV, Population, 1920, p. 367. 
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TABLlD 20.-CtTIJDS 01' 100,000 INHABITANTS AND OVBR RANJCED ACCORDING 
TO TBJD NuKBER OI' CmLDBEN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 NATIVE WmTE Wo111:N 
20 TO 44 YmARS OI' Aom, BY MARITAL CONDITION, WITH PER CENTS AND 
RANltINGS l'OR CERT.A.IN OTHER FACTORS: 1920-Continued 

NATJVB WlllTI: NA~WlllTI: 

CBILDBBN Ul!ID.BB II PBB 1,000 WOJIU llO TO '4 WOJIU 10 
YliB8 or AOB YBABSOWAOS 

NATIV• wmn WOJIBN llO or roBBION OB AND OVD 
TO '6 YBAB8 OW AOB 1lllBD PABBlft- OADO'tJLLT BJI• 

AOS PLOYBI> 

an Married, wid· Percent Percent 
All women owed, or di· of total oltotal 

vorced women native native 
white Rank white Rank women 20 women 10 

Ratio Rank Ratio Rank tot4 years of 
years of age and 

age over 
- -----

A B c D • I' G B 
Memphis, Tenn.. •••••••••••••••••••••• 339 48 f48 61 12.11 66 2'.11 a 
Cincinnati, Ohio •••••••••••••••••••••• 336 47 1110 48 87.9 411 28.4 37 
Brom BorougAl New York City ______ 336 48 1162 'Z1 118.1 2 32.1 21 

33li 49 636 36 80.6 12 32.11 19 r:=.r~. y~::::::::::::::::::: 333 llO 1122 40 48.2 aa 33.6 13 

i!!~~Jilli~~~~~~~~rnmrn~rn 
332 Ill 620 41 112.9 28 ao.8 28 
332 62 808 47 63. 7 7 au H 
332 63 474 66 ta 7 87 211.7 81 
331 M 4311 66 10.6 67 28.6 36 
331 66 1119 42 47.8 32 33.9 12 

New Haven, Conn.. ___________________ 328 156 M6 29 M.6 21 33.0 111 
Paterson, N. 1. _ ---------------------- 324 117 1142 81 61.8 8 87.7 a 
Cambri:!f., M111111--------------------- 818 as 6'Z1 6 67.1 18 36.9 8 
New Yor , N. Y---------------------- 316 119 628 38 80. 7 10 33.0 16 
Portland, Oree-••••••••••••••••••••••• 312 60 416 67 36.3 41 28.2 88 

~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::: 308 61 t48 60 41.4 38 30.6 28 
807 62 4111 119 48.9 33 2'.4 63 

Boston, 111111--------------------·-"·-- 304 63 1186 16 80.9 9 36.9 9 
Provldilnce, R. L----·---------------- 301 64 540 33 as.o 17 37.1 7 
Seattle, Wuh ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 800 ea 400 70 4Q. 7 40 28.0 42 

Denver, Colo. __ ------·-············-- 2114 66 4111 68 85.4 48 28.1 41 
Kansas Ci3:, Mo ••• ; ••••••••••••••••• 293 67 393 n 21.9 as 28.2 40 
HartfordN ODD---------------------·- 292 68 496 as 61.11 29 au 10 
Albany, • Y ··········---·······-·--- 267 89 4118 "" 811.4 41 30.8 26 

Manhattan Borough, New York City. 2t4 'IO 4411 62 ao 14 37.2 6 
Waahlngton, D. C •••••••••••••••••••• 240 71 439 63 18. 7 63 43.1 2 
Loll Angeles, Calif ••••••••••••••••••••• 234 72 819 73 32.6 49 'Zl.4 41 
San Francisco, Calif ••••••••••••••••••• 2211 73 331 72 M.4 28 32.2 • 

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 inte1'013ting 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 the latter ranks 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 there 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 industrieg 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 the ratio 
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 a.hove 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 
have 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 1 

(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 Wor1d 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 Francisc~, 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 veey 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 countey. 

Comparisons for a number of other cities are as baffling as that of 
Pittsburgh and San Francisco, for example, those of Denver and 
Syracuse, and Nash ville and Birmingham as regards their foreign
bom population. The differences between these cities can not be 
fully explained by the statistical de.ta 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 
industey 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 

l Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. ill, Population, 1920, p. Sl. 
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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. 
TABLE 21.-CITIES OF 100,000 INHABITANTS AND OVER RANKED ACCORDING 

TO NUMBER OF CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 FOREIGN-BORN WHITE WOMEN 
20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE, BY MARITAL CONDITION, WITH PER CENTS AND 
RANKINGS FOR CERTAIN OTHER FACTORS: 1920 I 

CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER FOREIGN· BORN 
1,000FORBIGN·BORNWHITE WHITE 
WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS 

POPULATION 
OF AGE 

CITY 
Married, wid-

All women owed, or 
divorced Per cent women of total 

Ratio !Rank 

popula- Rank 
t1on 

Ratio Rank 

-----
A B c D E F 

Youngstown, Ohio _______ 1,051 1 l, 136 2 25.6 23 Reading, Pa ______________ l,048 2 l, 171 1 8.9 li6 Wilmington, DeJ. ________ l,010 3 l, 122 3 14. 8 50 Scranton, Pa _____________ 990 4 l, 103 4 20. 7 37 
Kansas City, Kans------- 936 5 1,012 7 11.5 63 

Camden, N. J ------------ 929 6 1,010 8 17.4 45 
Trenton, N. 1------------ 903 7 997 9 25.2 25 
Jersey City, N. J --------- 888 8 988 11 25.5 24 
New Haven, Conn _______ 880 9 1,033 5 28.1 19 Pittsburgh, Pa ___________ 869 10 1,014 6 20.4 39 
Toledo, Ohio _____________ 849 11 942 15 15. 7 48 Akron, Ohio ______________ 847 12 905 22 18. 2 44 Syracuse, N. y ___________ 842 13 967 12 18. 8 41 Bridgeport, Conn _________ 837 l4 938 17 32.3 9 
Newark, N. 1------------- 828 15 939 16 28. 2 18 
Richmond Borough, New York City ______________ 818 16 954 13 27. l 21 Bufialo, N. y ____________ 818 17 963 14 24.0 29 
Clevelan~ Ohio __________ 810 18 895 23 30. l 11 Detroit, ich ____________ 786 19 894 24 29. l 16 
Fall River, Mass.-------- 784 20 989 10 35.1 5 

NEW 
llUUGRATIONI 

Per emit 
of total 
foreign· Rank 

born 

tlon popula- I 
-----

G R 
72.1 6 
74. 9 2 
64. 9 16 
57. 7 27 
64.1 18 

66.8 15 
72. 5 5 
56. 2 33 
64.0 19 
60.8 21 
54.1 35 
71.4 8 
50.9 42 
67. 7 13 
69.7 10 

51.2 39 
52. 4 38 
71.9 7 
52. 7 37 
43. 7 58 

FORB!GN·BORN 
WHITE WOMEN 
10 YEARS OF 

AGE AND OVEB 
GAINFULLY 
EMPLOYED 

Per cent 
of total 
foreign-

born 
white 

women 
10 years 
of age 

and over 

I 
10. 9 
19.9 
15.4 
10.6 
13. 5 

16. 2 
17.5 
14. 7 
20.1 
16.3 
14.8 
14.8 
16. 8 
21.4 
16.4 

15.0 
16. 9 
16. 9 
16.5 
37.9 

Rank 

--
I 

72 
27 
62 
73 
70 

64 
41 
69 
25 
57 
67 
68 
50 
18 
&Ii 

4 
5 

66 
60 

9 
2 
2 

t Columns A and C from Detailed Table I; column E, Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. II, Population, 
1920, p. 49; column G from figures in Bureau or the Census, Vol. III, pp. 47-52; column I, Vol. IV, p. 367. 

1 Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. III, Population, 1920, pp. 47-52, Old Immigration comprises immi
grants from England, Scotland, Wales, Ireland, Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Netherlands Belgium, 
Luxemburg, Switzerland, France, Alsace-Lorraine, Germany, Canada (French and other), Newfound
land, and Australia. New immigration comprises 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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TABLE 21.-Crrms 01' 100,000 INHABITANTS AND OVER RANKED ACCORDING 
TO NUMBER or CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 FOREIGN-BORN WHITE Wou:EN 
20 TO 44 YEARS 01' AGE).. BY MARITAL CONDITION, WITH PER CENTS AND 
RANKINGS l'OR CERTAIN UTBER FACTORS: 1920-Continued 

J'OBBION•BOBN 
ClDLDBBN UNDBB 11 PBB J'OBBION·BOBN 

WHITBWOKBN 
l,OOOJ'OBBION-BOBNWHITB 

WHITB 
NBW 10 YliB8 OJ' 

WOKBN 20 TO " YBAB8 POPULATION DOaGBA'rION AOBAND OVBB 
OJ' AOB OAINJ'ULLY 

BKPLOYBD 

QTY Married, wld· Per cent 
All women owed, or Per cent or total 

divorced Per cent of total foreign-
women of total foreign- born 

poroola-
Rank born Rank white Rank 

t n popula- women 
Ratio Rank Ratio Rank tlon lOyears 

or age 
and over 

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

Blrmlngh~ Ala ••••••••• 778 21 864 30 3. 4 70 68.1 26 12.3 71 
Rochester, . Y ••.••••••• 775 22 918 20 24.1 27 49.4 45 22. 8 15 
Grand Rapids, Mich ••••• 770 23 888 27 20.6 38 29.9 71 17.1 45 
Worces~ Mass ••••••.... 764 24 928 18 29. 7 13 42.9 61 19. 9 28 
Dayton, hlo •••••••••••• 762 26 834 37 8. 6 59 49.8 43 16. 3 69 

Yonkers, N. Y •• --------- 760 26 893 211 211. 7 22 57.1 28 21.1 19 
Milwaukee, Wis •••••••• _. 755 27 849 34 24.1 28 62. 9 36 16.3 68 
Hartford, Conn. •••••••••• 750 28 907 21 29.5 14 68. 8 211 23. 2 13 
Baltimore, Md ••••••••••• 749 29 870 29 11.4 54 'M.2 17 19.0 33 
Providence, R. L •••••••• 737 30 924 19 29.0 17 49.6 44 26.2 9 

Phlladel'kbla, Pa ••••••••• 737 31 875 28 2L8 35 59.6 24 20.2 23 
Albany, . y ------------ 722 32 892 26 15.6 49 47.6 53 19.0 32 
Omaha, Nebr ••••••••••••• 713 33 822 39 18. 5 42 51.2 39 17.0 47 

~~~y-D Il}on>iiiil:New - 712 34 827 38 29.8 12 57.1 29 :Ml.2 24 

York City •••••••••••••• 711 35 841 35 82. 7 8 70.1 9 18. 9 35 

~lngfleld, Mass ..••••••• 692 36 862 31 24.1 26 43. 7 59 25.9 10 
olwnbus, Ohio __________ 691 37 815 41 6. 8 62 44.9 57 16.8 51 

Bait Lake City, Utah ..•.• 690 38 822 40 16. 5 46 13.8 77 18. 0 40 
Queens Borough, New 

672 89 764 30 45.1 56 York City ••....•••••••• 45 23.8 16. 5 63 
Lowell, Mass ••••••••••••• 6liO 40 861 32 33. 7 6 29.4 72 lrt. 7 3 

Norfolk, Va ••••..•.•••••• 6liO 41 722 M 5.7 65 63.2 20 17.0 48 
Cambridge, Mass ••••••.•. 644 42 853 33 29.3 15 311. 7 66 27.9 6 
Fort Worth, Tex ...•..••• 644 43 742 liO 6. 9 61 74. 7 3 15.5 61 
Kansas City, Mo .•••••••. 639 44 745 48 8. 4 60 46.0 54 17.1 46 
Boston, Mass.. •••••••••••• 631 46 &15 36 3L9 10 43.4 60 27.4 7 
Paterson, N. ]. ___________ 631 46 743 49 33.2 7 56.3 30 27.0 8 
St. PauJ{s Minn .•••••••••• 626 47 760 46 22. 0 34 32.3 70 18. 0 39 Memph , Tenn __________ 624 48 719 55 3. 6 69 56.1 31 19.0 34 
Mlnnea~lls, Minn _______ 620 49 766 44 23.1 32 23. 7 74 20. 0 26 
Des Mo es, Iowa ..•••••• 617 liO 751 47 8. 9 57 311.2 «T 18. 6 37 
Houston, Tex _____________ 612 51 696 58 8. 7 68 66.9 14 15. 2 65 
New York, N. y _________ 610 52 769 43 35.4 4 68. 5 12 211. 1 12 
Indianapolis, Ind _________ 610 53 708 57 5. 4 «T 34.2 68 15.3 63 Richmond, Va ____________ 608 M 730 51 2. 7 71 M.9 34 20. 7 22 
Brom Borough, New 

York City ••••.••..••••• 602 55 726 62 36. 5 3 73.4 4 19.1 31 

New Bedford, Mass.----- 601 56 773 42 40.2 2 49.0 80 44. 7 1 
Dallas, Tex ..•••••••••..•. 693 57 696 59 6.5 66 60.5 22 18.4 38 
St. Louis, Mo ...••••••••. 679 58 «TO 61 13.4 52 48.9 51 18. 7 36 
Ban Antonio, Tex •.••••••. 571 59 715 56 22. 7 33 85.2 1 22. 8 16 
New Orleans, La ••••••••• 544 60 677 60 6. 7 63 56.0 32 17.5 42 
Loulsvllli Ky •••••••• --•• Ml 61 661 63 4.9 68 26. 7 73 16.4 56 
Atlanta, a .•••....•.•••• li36 62 613 65 2. 4 72 59.9 23 17.3 44 
Manhattan Borough, 

New York City ________ 633 63 722 53 40.4 1 69.4 11 82. 5 4 
Denver, Colo _____________ 510 64 608 66 14. 7 61 38. 7 64 19.8 29 
Oakland, Calif •••••••••••• li04 65 679 69 20.9 36 38.9 63 17. 5 43 

Clnclnnat{v Ohio ••• ------ 503 66 615 64 10. 7 55 36.4 65 19.2 30 
Spokane, ash----------- 500 67 600 67 16.1 47 16.1 76 20.8 20 
Portland, O~----------- 493 68 695 68 18. 2 43 32.4 69 20.8 21 
Washington, . c ........ 491 69 661 62 6.6 64 45. 7 55 29.3 6 

Nash~ Tenn .••••••••• 460 70 552 71 2. 0 73 51.0 41 16. 5 54 
Los es, Calif •••.•••• 462 71 557 70 19.4 40 47.8 52 23.1 H 
Beattle, Wash ••....•••••. 430 72 523 72 23.4 31 21.2 75 22.4 17 
San Francisco, Calif •••••• 420 73 522 73 27. 7 20 4G. 3 62 211.6 11 
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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 a.re 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 th& 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 
a.re some exceptions (San Antonio) but most of the cities ranking 20 
or above in ratio of children in both nativity groups a.re 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 2 a.re 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. 

I Fourteellth Oensua Beporta, v oL IV. Population, lBm, p. 1230. 
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TABLE 29.-CBILDBJDN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 Wo11EN 20 To 44: YEA.BS o., AGE, 
BY NATIVITY, AND THE PEa CENT OI' THE TOTAL POPULATION 10 YEARS OI' 
AGE AND Ona ENGAGED IN EACH OI' THE CHIEI' OccuPATIONAL GaouPS, l'OB 
CITIES 01' 100,000 INHABITANTS AND Ona, ARRANGED ACCORDING TO 81111 
01' CITY: 1920 1 

cmLDBBN I 'llNDBB6PBB 1'BB CB!l'I or 'ID TOTAL POPULU'ION 10 YLUl8 1,000 WOJIBN or A.OB AND OVBB BllPLOYBD IN-llO TO M YB.I.BS 
or .1.oB 

CIT1' 

For-
Native elgn· Manu· Trana- Clerlcal Profes. 
white bom factur- ~ Trade occupa- slonal 

women white lDg tions servllle 
women 
r- r-

A. B c D B I' G 
New York, N. Y ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 316 610 37.6 9.6 16.11 15.9 6.6 

Manhattan Borough ••••••••••••••••• 2« 633 34.2 9.6 111.6 13.0 7.7 
Brom Borough ••• ·------------------ 336 60'2 39.0 8.0 17.8 19.11 6.4 Brooklyn Borough ___________________ 347 711 40.11 9.9 111.6 17.9 6.6 
~ueens B!>r«>ugh _____________________ 404 672 42.2 9.2 12.9 18.4 11.8 ichmond Borough __________________ 414, 818 40. l 12.0 10.0 13.8 7.2 

~=~"P&::::::::::::::::::::::::: 332 712 39.7 9.0 16.8 17.1 6.8 
370 737 47.6 8.1 13.11 12.2 11.2 

Detroit, I ---------------------------- 4M 786 66.3 6.2 11.4 12.1 4. 7 
Cleveland, Ohio ••• ---------------------- 306 810 112.9 7.3 12.6 12.4 4.9 
St. Louis, Mo·--------------------------- 308 11711 40.7 9.0 16.4 14.4 11.2 

Boston, Mass·--------------------------- 3IM 631 37.0 10.0 111.1 14.4 6.6 
Baltimore, Md •• ------------------------- 416 749 42.4 10.1 14.0 1L7 11.3 
Pittsburgh, Pa. •• -• -•••• _. --------------- 392 8611 40.1 10.1 16.0 14.11 6.0 

~~ ~~::::::::::::::::::::::: 234 452 3L6 8.6 18.6 1L4 11.0 
364 818 46.8 10.11 13.0 13.1 6.0 

Ban Francisco, Calif •••••.••••••••••••••• 228 420 S0.9 10.1 16.3 14.2 7.11 

tJ~=~.'b~c::::::::::::::::::::::: 381 7116 llL9 7.2 12.6 12.11 6.6 
240 491 18.9 7.1 9.7 30.9 8.2 

Newark, N. 1---------------------------- 332 828 112.11 7.0 12.9 12.6 11.0 
Cincinnati, Ohio ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 336 am 43.8 8.8 14.3 12.4 11.9 

New Orleans, La. •••••••••••••.•••••••••• 396 1144 32.0 14.2 14.11 11.8 6.1 
MiDDeapolis, Minn •••••••••••••••••••••• 336 620 34.6 10.2 18.8 16.1 7.6 

5!,h:;:::::::::::::::::::::::: 293 639 29.1 11.3 20.2 16.0 6.8 
300 430 36.9 10.11 16.6 lLl 7.8 
3114 610 43. 7 9.11 111.4 12.6 11.8 

Jersey City, N. 1------------------------- 381 888 40. 7 16.8 12.1 17.7 4.4 

E~~~~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
333 775 54.0 6.4 1L5 12.2 6.1 
312 493 36.9 10.2 17.0 12.4 8.0 
294 1110 28.2 10. 7 19.5 14.0 8.11 Toledo, Ohio _____________________________ 372 849 48.3 10.3 13.3 12.2 6.2 

Providence, R. 1------------------------- 301 737 113.1 7.1 12.4 10. 7 6.4 Columbus, Ohio _________________________ 351 691 40.1 10.9 16.1 12. 0 6.9 

~1W.:!f\lfln:.::::::::::::::::::::::::: 358 1141 39.8 9.6 16.1 12.2 II. II 
31111 626 34.9 10.11 17.2 17.1 6.8 

Oakland, Calif ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 307 5IK 39.3 9.7 16.9 11.8 7.8 

±~°ta.o~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 4M 847 611.9 3. 7 8.9 9.8 3.9 
377 S36 71. 7 10.11 16. 7 14.4 II.II 

Omaha, Nebr·--------------------------- 332 713 34.8 9.7 17.8 16.4 6.7 
Worcester, Mass.------------------------ 349 764 54.0 6.4 11.3 11.2 6.4 
Birmingham, Ala------------------------ 431 778 36.0 lLl 14.2 9.1 II. 7 

~d~vr:::::::::::::::::::::::::: 339 842 47.0 8.9 13. 7 11.9 6. 7 
401 6(ll 38. 7 9.8 16.1 11.9 6.2 

New Haven, Conn·---------------------- 3211 880 46.3 8.1 12. 7 14. 0 6.8 
Memphis, Tenn·------------------------ 339 624 211.2 12.2 18.6 10.6 6.11 
Ban Antonio, Tex.----------------------- 389 571 26.1 12.3 17.11 9. 9 6. 9 

E~~~!iio:::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 331 li93 24.9 9.9 21.9 17.7 6. 5 
398 762 112.8 6.6 12.9 11.8 6. 9 

Bridgeport, Conn.----------------------- 3llO 837 6o.3 6.1 9. 7 12.0 4.6 
Houston, Tex·--------------------------- 346 612 S0.2 11.8 16.0 14.11 6. 2 
Hartford, Conn •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 292 750 46.0 II. 7 14.3 17.0 6.0 
Scranton, Pa..·-------------------------- 406 990 32.2 9.9 12. 0 10.8 11.8 
Grand RaJ::ds. Mich ••••••••••••••••••••• 399 770 49.7 7.3 16.4 11.0 6.1 
Paterson, . J.. ---·-··-·········--·----- 324 631 64.0 6.6 10.2 8. 8 4.3 Youngstown, Ohio ••••••••••••••••.•••••• 441 1,0111 113.4 8.4 12.4 10. 7 11.3 
Bpringlleld, Mass •••••••••••••••••••••••• 331 892 46.8 7.4 13.9 12. 7 6.3 

l ColWDDS A and B from Detailed Table I; colamns C, D, E, F, G, l'ourteenth C8llllll8 Reports, Vol. 
IV, Population, 1920, p. 131. 
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TABLE 22.-CmLDuN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 Wo:u:mN 20 To 44 YEARS o• AaE, 
BT NATIVITY, A.ND THE PER CENT 01' THE TOTAL POPULATION 10 YE.A.RB OF 
AG:m AND OVER ENGAGED IN EACH OF THll CmEF OccuPATIONAL GROUPS, l'OR 
CITIES 01' 100,000 INHABITANTS A.ND OVER, ARRANGED ACCORDING TO SIZE 
OF CITY: 1920-Continued 

Des Moines, Iowa. •• ----·--·-------------
New Bedford, Mass-·--------------------
Fall River, M88S---·---------------------
Y::ii:8ie~~Dii_::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Salt Laite City, Utah--------------·-----

g:::t·la:~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Albany, N. Y------------·---------------

Lowell, M88S. __ ------------------- __ ----
Wilmin~n, DeL-----------------------
Cambrl e, Mass------------------------
Reeding, Pa.----------------------------
Fort Wort~ TeL------------------------
E?w.1~::::::::::::::::::::::: 

CHILDREN 
UNDEBIPBB 
1,000 WOKEN 

20 TO 4' YEA.88 
or .a.oE 

For· 
Native eign· 
white born 

women white 
women 
--

A B 
362 617 
342 601 
379 '™ 364 001 
389 460 

498 090 
453 929 
380 660 
267 722 

364 660 
42' 1,010 
318 644 
390 1,048 

351 644 
346 600 
458 935 
353 760 

RB CENT or TBB TOTAL POPULATION 10 Yll:AB8 
or A.OB AllD OVBB BKPLOYED IN-

Manu
factur

Ing 

--c 
28.0 
72.0 
71.6 
67.7 
32.2 

27.9 
68.8 
28.3 
33.3 

67.4 
48. 7 
42.5 
63.6 

33.8 
27.3 
46.8 
46.3 

--
D 

9.7 
4. 2 
4. 7 
8.2 

1L4 

11.0 
8.3 

16.3 
14. l 

4.8 
10.0 
8. 9 
7.3 

11.6 
11.1 
14.7 
6. 7 

Clerical Profes. 
Trade occupa- sional 

tions service 

- ----
E I' G 
2().4. 16.0 8.3 
8.1 4.6 3.0 
8.8 4.6 3.9 

10.3 9.2 4.8 
16.6 10.3 6. 7 

18.'2 14.3 9. 7 
9.8 9.9 3.6 

14.6 10. 6 6.1 
14.3 16.6 7.6 

9.6 6.3 4.0 
10.6 13.1 6.3 
12.2 14.5 7.6 
9.7 7.6 4.1 

17.0 12.3 6.6 
26.2 12.5 8. 6 
12.0 11.2 4.3 
12. 0 16.3 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 ma.de above a.re in general justified. The 
predominating occupations of the people of a city a.re of importance 
in relation to their ratios of children to women. Our de.ta 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 a.re 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 bom.3 

In most of the large manufacturing cities, especially in the N orthea.st 
and a.long the Great Lakes, a large proportion of the workers in manu
facturing a.re of the "new immigration." Hence, it may be that it is 

• The sonthern cities are something of an exception as they generally have higher ratios than northerll 
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 mQ.llufa.cturing cities in this part. of the country. 

There is also the further fa.ct 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
le.boring class into the better-paid of the clean-handed jobs, there are 
millions of laborem who are fairly content with their position in life, 
or they would be if only their incomes were a little larger. Most ol 
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 yea.rs 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 a 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. 
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TABLE 23.-CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 WHITE MARRIED.t.. WIDOWED, OB 
DIVORCED 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 CITIES OF 100,000 INHABITANTS AND OVER, ARRANGED 
ACCORDING TO .:SIZE OF CITY: 1920 1 

CIDLDREN UNDER 6 PER 1,000 WOMEN 16 YEARS 01' AGE AND 
WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS or AGE OVER GAJNrULLY lUlPLOTIID 

CITI' 
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 B 

New York, N. Y ---------------------- 528 38 769 43 8. 8 40 8.1 25 Manhattan Borough _______________ 445 62 722 53 12. 8 12 11. 6 7 Bronx Borough ____________________ 552 Z1 725 52 6.8 59 5.6 62 Brooklyn Borough _________________ 566 24 841 35 7.2 56 5.3 65 
~ueens Borough ___________________ 581 18 764 45 6. 3 65 7.3 37 lchmond Borough _______________ 639 5 954 13 4. 8 72 4.1 70 

Chil:cf,o{ ru ____ ---------- __ ---- __ -----_ 508 47 8Z1 38 10.2 Z1 8.1 26 Phlla e phlah Pa ______________________ 566 25 875 28 8.0 49 6.0 54 
Detroit, Mic ------------------------- li48 28 894 24 8. 5 44 5.5 64 
Cleveland, Ohio_--------_--------- ____ 507 49 895 23 8. 9 39 7.9 28 
St. Louis, Mo------------------------- 448 60 670 61 8. 7 43 7.4 35 

Boston, Mass __________________________ 585 16 835 36 10.8 25 7.9 29 
Baltimore, Md.----------------------- 598 10 870 29 6.5 62 6. 8 44 
Pittsburgh, Pa. __ --- __ ------- _ ---- ---- 604 8 1,014 6 4.8 71 . 3.8 71 
Los Angeles'yCaliL --·---- ------------ 319 73 557 70 13.4 9 10. 7 11 
Bullalo, N. ------------------------- 558 26 953 14 5.0 70 4. 3 69 
Ban Fran~ Calif ___________________ 331 72 522 73 13.2 10 12.1 li 
Milwaukee, is ______ ---------- __ ----- 587 15 849 34 6.6 60 6. 9 42 

:=~~·/:_~~::::::::::::::::::::: 439 63 661 62 17.8 3 11.5 8 
520 41 939 16 6.5 63 4. 7 67 

Cinclnnatl, Ohio. __ ------------------- 510 46 615 64 6. 9 57 7.8 30 

New Orleans, La._-------------------- 570 23 677 60 5.9 67 7.5 33 Minneapolis, Minn ____________________ 536 36 766 44 8. 8 41 5. 7 60 = W~1i~~:::::::::::::::::::::: 393 71 745 48 12. 0 18 6.3 48 
400 70 523 72 12. 4 14 8. 5 17 lndlanapolls, Ind ______________________ 
462 58 708 57 9.9 29 6.1 52 

Jersey CityNN. J ______________________ 603 9 988 11 5.6 68 5.1 66 
Rochester, . Y----------------------- 522 40 918 20 12. 6 13 10.8 10 
Portland, Oreg __ ---------------------- 415 67 595 68 13.6 8 8. 5 18 

~~:.· 6'.:'li: ::::::::::: :: :::::::: :::: 407 68 608 66 11. 5 23 7.2 38 
498 51 942 15 9.1 37 6.2 50 

Providence, R. L---~------------------ 540 33 924 19 12. 2 16 10.3 12 Columbus, Ohio ________________ : ______ 489 54 815 41 8.4 45 5.8 59 

~~t~~::::::::::::::::::::::::. 
517 43 661 63 7.8 50 5.9 58 
596 11 760 46 8.2 48 5.9 55 
407 69 579 69 10. l 28 8.1 '.!T 

Akron, Ohio ___________ -------------- __ 517 44 906 22 9.8 31 8. 2 22 

~ii!;~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
497 52 613 65 11.8 21 6. 3 49 
474 66 822 39 11. 6 22 6. 7 45 
619 7 928 18 9.6 33 6.1 53 
543 30 864 30 6. 5 64 6. 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 ________________ ------- 446 61 719 55 9.4 34 7.4 36 San Antonio, Tex ______________________ 
517 45 715 56 8. 3 47 8. 2 23 

E~~~?'cfh"10-::::::: :: : : :: : : : :: :: : : : : : 435 66 696 59 13. 2 11 7.8 31 
624 39 834 37 6.9 68 8. 9 15 Bridgeport, Conn ______________________ 
537 35 938 17 12.1 17 11. 7 6 Houston, Tex _______ ------- ____________ 438 64 696 58 9.1 38 6.5 47 

Hartford, Conn.·---------------------- 496 53 907 21 11.g 19 8. 5 19 

Scranton, Pa ____ ---------------------- 667 3 1, 103 4 3.1 73 1.6 73 
Grand Ra~ds, Mich------------------ 573 20 888 Z1 11.0 24 7.5 34 
Paterson, . 1------------------------- 542 31 742 49 14.1 7 15.6 4 
Youngstown, Ohio ____ ---------------- 592 13 l, 136 2 5.1 69 3. 7 72 
Springfield, Mass------------------···· 519 42 862 31 14.1 6 11.5 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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TABLE 23.-CHJLDREN UNDllR 5 PER 1,000 WRITE MARRIEDk WIDOWED, OR 
DivoRcED WoMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OI' AGE AND PER CENT ol' WHITE MARRIED 
WOMEN 15 YEARS OF AGE AND OVER GAINFULLY EMPLOYED, BY NATIVITY, 
WITH RANltINGB), FOR CITIES OF 100,000 INHABITANTS AND OVER, ARRANGED 
ACCORDING TO l:SIZE OF CITY: 1920--Continued 

CHILDUN UNDER. 5 PER 1,000 WOKEN 15 YEA.RS OF A.OE A.ND 
WOKEN llO TO " YEA.RS or AGE OVER GAINFULLY EMPLOYED 

QTY 
Native white Foreign-born Native white Foreign-born 

married white married married white married 
women women women women 

Ratio Rank Ratio Rank Percent Rank Percent Rank 

-----
A B c D 1IJ I' G B 

Des Moines, Iowa •••.•••••••.......•.• rm 49 751 47 12.3 16 6. 7 46 
New Bedfor~ Mass •.••••.••• _________ 571 22 773 42 2L6 2 33.8 1 
Fall River, ass ••••••••...•••••.••••• 723 1 989 10 21.7 1 26.1 2 
Trenton, N. 1----------------------·-- Ml 32 997 9 7.3 M 7.1 40 
Nashville, Tenn ••• ·--·-----·----·---·- 636 37 552 71 9.3 35 8.2 2' 

Salt Lake Cir, Utah ••••••. ----------- 660 4 822 40 7.4 53 5.9 67 
Camden, N. -·····------------------- 594 12 1,010 8 7.6 52 6. 2 61 

~~!:~: ~~¥::::::::::::::::::::::::: 488 55 722 M 8.4 46 8. 6 20 
468 59 892 26 6. 0 66 4. 6 68 

Lowell, Mass.·--····-------·-----·--·· 691 2 861 32 17.1 4 23.9 a 
Wilmln~n, DeL •••••.••. ----------- 589 14 l, 122 3 7. 7 51 5. 7 61 Cambri e, Mass ______________________ 627 6 853 33 10.4 26 9.3 14 
Reading, Pa •••••.•• ·--- ••• ------------ 638 34 1, 171 1 14.4 5 10.1 13 

Fort Wort~ Tex·-------·-··---------- 438 65 742 liO 9.8 32 7.6 82 

t~~~w.1~~~===::::::::::::::::: 
470 57 600 67 1L9 20 8.6 16 
673 21 1,012 7 9.2 36 7.1 41 
679 19 893 26 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 la.borers, 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 wome;n 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. 

llllPLOYMllNT OF WOKEN 

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 smell .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 ell 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 Engllsb Birth Rate, pt, I, EIJl)and 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 l4ARRIED 

NATIVITY Citie.• of 
United 100,000 
States inhabitants 

and over 

Native white _____ --------------------_------------------------ --- -- ------------- 74.2 66.6 

FJ=~~~~~~~===: :: ::::::::: :::::: ::::::::::: ::::::::::::::: 77.0 69.6 
67. 3 62. 9 
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 f!,l'e 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 '\Voinen 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
earneTS 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 many 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: 

BANE IN PBB CBNT llAllllUD 

Native white 
CITY 

Total 

Forel111-
N ... , Forelp born 

... ve or mixed white 
parent- parent-

age age 

New York_---------------------------- 61 63 69 fr1 

8:!1vC:a':iiL::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: '4 43 42 31 
30 32 26 7 Pittsburgh _____________________________ 
47 46 45 M 

Boston.------ ---- --- --- --- ---- -- ----- __ 72 71 71 71 
San Francisco •• - --------- -- ------------ 38 33 30 62 

Minneapolis __ ------------------------- M 61 M 80 
Providence ___ --- - - -- ------ - --- -- __ --- -- 67 66 67 65 Birmingham ___________________________ 

3 3 8 10 
Youngstown ___ ---------------------- __ 19 12 16 2 
KaDs8s 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 th6 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-bom 
married women that the younger immigrant women, those who are 
not married when they arrive here (chiefly girls under 20), quick1y 
feel the action of the same forces and tend to delay marriage to a 
slight extent. 

Attention should be called. t-0 the fact that though the nativewhite 
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 govem 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. 
TABLE 24:.-PEB CENT AND RANK OI' NATIVB WRITE Wo1111N OI' NATIVE 

PARENTAGE A.ND 01' NATIVlD WHITE WOIDIN 01' FOBllIGN PARENTAGE '10 
YEA.BS OI' AGE A.ND 0Vllla ENGAGED IN GAINFUL OccUPATIONs, l'OB CITIES OI' 
100,000 INHABITANTS A.ND OVBa, ABBANGllD AccoaDING TO SIZE ol'CITY: 19201 

WOllU 10 YJ:ABS or AOB WOllB!f 10 YBABS or AOB 
AND OVllB OAilffUU.Y Bii• AND OVBB OADrrtlu.Y BK• 
l'LOYBD l'LOYBD 

Native Native Native Native 
CITr wbl&e-Na- whi&e-For- CITY whi&e-Na- i;:ie-For-

tivepannt- elgn or mixed tivepannt- ormhed 
age parentage age panDUge 

Percent ii Percent ! Percent s Percent 1 .. 
~ ~ --- -

A. B c D A. B c D 
New York, N. Y ••••• aa. 7 II 13.2 111 Akron, Ohio •••••••••• 26.6 118 22.11 &I 

,Manhattan Bor- Atlanta, Ga •• -------- 27.8 42 23.0 68 
olllh------------- 87.0 2 37.4 II Omaha, Nebr •••••••• 28.4 36 81.11 24 

Bronx Borough ••••• 31.7 16 82.3 21 Worcester, Mus •••••• 211.6 211 87.1 11 
Brooklyn Borough. 8L8 18 8L2 28 Blrmlugham, Ala.. •••• 19.1 78 18.11 78 
Queens Borough •••• 27.1 44 28.2 40 Syraeuse, N. Y ••••••• 28.2 86 80.2 36 Richmond Borough. 24.8 62 211. 7 116 Richmond, Va ••••••• 27.2 48 28.11 80 

C= IlL •••••••••• 32.0 13 88.11 17 New Ha"% Conn ••• 80.1 24 811.2 18 
p ~~Pa ••••• llll.l 28 31.4 211 Memphis, 8DD •••••• 24.9 60 21. 7 67 
Detroit, I -------- 26.6 48 26.9 48 San Antonio, Tex •••• 22.8 67 21.6 68 
Cleveland, Ohio •••••• 28.6 33 27.3 47 Dallas, Tex ••••••••••• 29.0 ao 211.3 117 
St. Louis, Mo •••••••• 32.1 12 28.6 39 Daytou, Ohio •••••••• 28.9 611 23.4 61 
Boston, Mass.. _______ 811.1 3 38.1 8 Bridgepo~ CODD •••• 80. 11 21 34.6 111 
Baltimore, Md ••••••• 26.4 liO 26.9 49 Houston, ex •••••••• 23.8 66 20.2 72 
Pittsburgh, Pa ••••••• 26.2 113 27.4 46 Hartford, Conn. •••••• 33.3 7 36. 7 12 
Loll A~Callf.. ••• 27.1 411 28.0 41 Scrantou, p._ ________ 

26.8 47 80.8 34 
Bullalo, N. • ••••••• 27.11 39 27.9 43 

~=:!o~fl~t..~~~= 27.9 37 30.8 81 
San Franclaco, Calif •• 83.2 8 3L4 26 34.0 4 40.0 7 
Milwaukee, Wis. ••••• 32. 7 10 8L7 23 Youngstown0 Ohio. __ 21.6 72 20.9 68 
Waablngton, D. c .... 43.4 1 41.'9 4 Sprlnifteld, hio ••••• 31.0 19 37.2 10 
Newark, N.1 •••••••• 29.11 26 30.9 30 Des Moines, Iowa •••• 28.8 31 30.8 32 
Clnclnnatl, Ohio ••••• 28. 7 32 28.0 42 w::~~~.:~:: 30.3 22 4&2 2 
New Orleans, La ••••• 24.9 61 20.6 n 33. 9 Ii 47.9 1 
MiDDeapolls, Minn. •• llll.1 29 811.0 14 

Trento31e N'.1 ________ 26.11 49 30.8 88 
Kansas Cl~ Mo ••••• 28.4 34 27.6 411 Naabv , T8DD •••••• 211.2 118 28.4 62 

Seattle, w -------- 27.1 46 29. 11 37 Salt Lab Cl7_• Utah. 21.8 70 22. 7 611 Indiallapolls, Ind _____ 211.3 112 211. 7 66 Camdeu, N. -------- 24. Ii 113 26.0 114 
1ersey CltyNN.1 ••••• 29.2 27 31.3 Z1 

Norfolk, Va __________ 21. 7 71 22.4 66 
Rochester, . y ______ 83.4 6 83.9 18 Albany, N. Y -------- 30.6 20 31.1 29 
Portland, Oreg •• ----- 27.6 40 29. 7 36 Lowell, Mass..-------- 31.9 14 43.8 3 
Denver, Colo ••••••••• 27.4 41 29.4 38 W~n, Del. •••• 25. 4 67 26.4 111 
Toledo, Ohio ••••••••• 211.6 114 211.3 52 Cambrl , Mus. --- 31.9 16 40.8 11 
Providence, R. I. .... 32. 11 11 40.3 6 

Reading, p._ _________ 31.11 17 31.8 22 
Columbus, Ohio •••••• 211.1 69 24.9 118 Fort Wort~ Tex ••••• 22.3 68 20. 7 'IO LoulsvllleM:Ky ________ 27.8 38 26. 6 liO ~1:86 ash _______ 25.6 1111 27. 7 44 
St. Paul, Inn ••••••• 30.2 23 34. 2 16 W.· Kana ••• 22. 6 68 26.1 113 
Oakland, Calif ••••••• 24.2 64 24.6 69 Yonkers, • Y ••••••• 26.4 Ill 32.4 20 

. •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.6 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 lee.st 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.cs H the above assumptions are correct, the general knowl
edge of the methods of controlling childbearing may be one of the 
important factors making fo.r 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 f.ree 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. 

I Carpenter, Niles, Immigrants and Their Children, Census Monograph, VII, p. 217. 
I Bee &!AO dlacu8slon OD p. 39. 
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FOREIGN-BORN WOMEN AND "NEW" IllDIIGRATION 

The type of immigrants found in particular cities is undoubtedly an 
important factor in determining the ratio of children to foreign-horn 
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.-CRILDREN UNDER 7 PllR 1,000 WOKEN 18 TO 44 YEARS 01' AGE IN 
AREAS HAVING CERTAIN DOllINANT NATIONALITIES: 1920 

l>OlllNANT Jl'A'l'IOJULITT 

FBBNCll-CANADllK: 

Holyoke, M1188., Ward 2..---------------------------------
~~ii.~\ef.iici=~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Gll:BllAN: 

Chicago1 111.._Ward 2'---.:s------------------------------
MllWBW[ee,_ wl&, Ward ;,o-------------------------------
New York City, 811&nltary districts •• --------------------
St. Louis, Mo., Ward 11----------------------------------
Iowa, Lyon CountY--------------------------------------
WlscODBID, Dodge CoUDtY--------------------------------

IB1811: 
Bostop_. M1188., Ward 4-----------------------------------
New Iork City, Cl sanitary districts.. ••••••••••••••••••••• 

ITALIAJf: 

~=~ M3.'i'., ';,.~ 53:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Chicago, DJ.,, Ward 19 •• ----------------------------------
New York ult:v, 14 saDitlll')' dlstrlcts ••• ------------------
Bobenectad;v, N. Y., Ward 8..-----------------------------JBwrm: New York City._! 11&Ditar:v districts.. ____________________ _ 

NATIVE WBITB OJ' .NATIVE l'A.BBKTAGB: 
Atlanta, Ga., Ward 8.-----------------------------------
Chicago, lli.:.r Ward 21------------------------------------New YOrk: ulty._!sanltary districts _____________________ _ 

St. LoulB, Mo., ward 28..---------------------------------
NBoao: 

~=. ~ ::3 ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~::: 
New York uity, 6 sanitary districts •••••••••••••••••••••• 
St. Louis, Mo., Ward 8..----------------------------------

PoLIBB: 
Chicago, m, Wards lCI and 17 ---------------------------
Detroit, Mich., Ward 18..--------------------------------
Hamtramok, Mlch ••• ------------------------------------
Mllwaukee, Wis., Ward 14 ••• ---------------------------
New York City, 4 sanitary distrlcts---------------------
WiscoDBID, Portage CountY-------------------------------

dcANDINA Vll!f! 
Ml111188polls, Minn., Ward 12 .• -------------------------
New York City, 6 sanitary distrlcts.--------------------
Iowa, WIDDebago County.------------------------------
MIDDesota: . 

Koochiching COUDty. ------------------------------·· 
wis!=:1-~°ir1c?'oiiiit;:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Children 
under 7 per Per Cllllt 

11000 women r~ii::,-~m 
Jn i:r '::aesn population 

1162 4L9 
514 32.3 
767 39.8 
728 46.8 

672 3L8 
lill6 20.2 
643 2LJ to28.5 
40'l 12.8 
936 19.4 
737 14.1 

610 28.0 
li08 30.0 to 49. 9 

1,001 61.7 
9117 3L2 

1,109 47.1 
J,Of7 40. 3 to 61.8 
1,0tO 311.8 

819 49.2toli4.0 

319 ............................... 
268 ............................. 
494 .............................. 
242 --------------
316 .............................. 
264 .............................. 
260 --------------
146 ........................... 

1,065 44.6 
919 32.S 

1,481 47.4 
1,146 30.1 
1,239 33. 6 to 38.1 

992 14. 2 

776 211.2 
496 28.0to41.8 
846 111. 6 

J,067 30. 7 
1,125 26.0 

970 19. 3 

I QerlD.1111, 38. 7 per oent; Dutch, 38 per Cllllt. 
• Rl1ss1aD, 76.8 to 86.1 per oent; Polish and AustrlBD, S.6 to 12.8. 
• Per Cllllt of total population. 

PerCllllt 
domlDaDt 

natlonallt:v 
ls of total 

forelKD-borD 
wlllte 

population 

lltl.2 
73.3 
112.3 
8&.2 

46.4 
76.8 

Cl3. 2 to 72. 8 
6L8 

(I) 
csa.o 
66. 7 

to.2 to 46. 9 

6L4 
86.8 
61!.8 

8&.3tollll.1 
ee.1 

(I) 

1114.3 
137.9 

•44.0toM.O 
161.8 

161!.4 
I 611.6 

1711.0 to 96.4 
46.4 

61!.2 
64.4 
67.2 
8L2 

60.2 to 79. 4 
46.2 

73.4 
33.9to6ll.7 

78.3 

611.6 
78.2 
78. 6 

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 aro 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" 7 

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 tum 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-

T Report of the Immigration Commission, 1910, vol. II. 
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~b., 8 :are among the 20 having the lowest proportion of new immi
gra.nis. •and 4 others come close to this line . 
. . ·The cities in which it is most difficult to establish this relation 
betnen 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 
ieen 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 proportion 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 s.teel 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 expooted ~ ;hiWe ~~ 
young children than the cities where theiie. ·a.re '.iMre.: women.~,; '11.e 
age groups above 35. · ' ··~ ,. : 

TABLE 26.-CmLDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 Wo:uEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE 
WITH PER CENTS AND RATIOS FOR CERTAIN OTHER FACTORS, FOR CITIES 01' 
100,000 INHABITANTS AND OVER, ARRANGlilD ACCORDING TO SIZE OF CITY: 
1920 

CHILDREN Per 
UNDER 6 PER PER CENT WOKEN cent of 

~·c:i:~~:a 
20 TO 34 ARE or KALES PER 100 total 
WOKEN 20 TO ff rBllALES 

~-or AGE YB.ABS or AGE 
poyed 

per-
sonsl 

engaged 
Foreign- Inman-

For· Foreign- Native ufactur-
N~tive e~· Native white born lngand born white W'bite ·born white white ~f~ il)a:- ·m•· 

white ~fo11 ·ebaui~ 
·CBI In• 
~ 

------ ------- ---
A B c D E F. ·.G. 

~fil'HG~i~~:::::::::::::::::::::::: 
316 610 72.1 61.7 96.6 105.0 ! 42.:$. 
332 '712 72.9 69.2 97.3 ·1M.5· ""-1J. 

Detroit, ~icb _____ ------------------- __ 
370 . 737 68. 7 69.4 96.6 1 .s &2..9' 
408 "•'186 74.1 66. 3 109.8 140. 7 80. ,.. 

Cleveland, Ohio ______ ------------------ 366 810 71.8 62.1 100.0 126.0 ~1-.• 
St. Louis, Mo ___________________ c ______ · 

308 679 67.6 M.8 94. & 119.8 46.&· 

~~!i°i::<>~~;c:::::::::::::::::::::::. 304 631 70.0 56.8 96. 7 97.2 .42.6-
'416 749 67.6 56. 6 95.4 110. 4 48.., 

Pittsburgh, Pa.---------------~-: ••••.•. 392 ·. 869 69.1 67.0 96. 0 119.1 43.3 
Los Angeles, Calif .••. ---------------·-- 234 452 62.8 65. 6 91. 7 116.0 86.0-

Bu11alo, N. Y--------'----------------- 364 818 70. 7 156. 9 95.9 '114.0 ll0.1 
San Francisco, Calif.------------~------ 228 420 66.4 M.7 103.6 144.8 86. 7 
Milwaukee, Wis •• --------------------- 381 755 72. 6 68.5 93.5 123; 0 66.3 
Washington, D. C--------------------- .240 491 69.2 56. 8 84.8 U2.9 ~u Newark, N. J _________ ,_·~-----:: ________ 332 828 71.2 60.9 97.G 112.• 

Cincinnati, OhiO------~- ------'-·------- 336 503 65.0 60.3 92.1 103:6 lit: New Orleans, La _____ ,L _______________ "396 M4 67.6 63.6 94.6 147. 7 
Minneapolis, Minn •• _----------------- 336 620 73. 5 M.9 92. 4 122.1 38.6· = W~b~-~-_:::::::::.:::::::::::: 293 639 67.4 56. 6 97.4 128. 8 33. 7' 

300 430 67.6 ~9·~1 102.0 145. 5 ,"1-6· 
1; 1 .·I .. 

6'10 ·' Indianapolis, Ind •• ~: _________ : _____ · ___ ·354 ~·8 60. 7 96. 7 123.2 48.Q• 
Jersey CityNN. 1,---·---~r-r"·•--•.,, .•. ·381r .888 . ... o OS. 7. , .. 98.2 " 112.4 ·48.:0· 
Rochester, . Y----------------------- 333 775 67.1 60.1 93. 6 107.8 68.2 
Portland, Org1.~..,-~-i.,•----·_ ... _;,;_ .. _" .312 •m .oa.1 :118, 7, .. 9G..6 .. 1as.a ,. ,t111. a: 
Denver, Col!>._~-----.------.------------ 294 ~~o 66.5 ~o l02. 6 124.Q au 
Toledo, ohl~:_:~~- ~~~~-~-~~-;------~:-~-~ 

,. .. ; .,: : 
372, 849 68~0 55.8 101.8 132. 7 62.·8. 

Providenq&, Bt~'..(J+.--~"'~;. .. ~--1 .. ·.:.,. __ ~,.. 301· .737 68.0 '157,1 n.1 ·97. 7' !U Columbus, Ohio.'.-·--------------·------ 351 691 65. 7 60.5 96. 9 131.3 
LouJsv1u\:i: :s:r. -•..• , , _., ·-•-- ~ .. -·; ~-- 8li8 ~ oa.s· ~2 • '. ;.O«J.8 . J.oo.-6· Mo7 
St. Paul, Inn------------------------- 369 626 74.3 49.6 94.9 118. 7 38. 7 

'" O=ani~·-.--,·-.'.--'.·;····.-;··--·- 307 604 64.8 62.1 97.5 1211.6 .44.4 
A n,. -J·-:---~··••,.•·'--- .... -- ... +- · 408 847 ·76;0 66.'3 :1211..1. 185.;J .70.5 
A!lantll, Ga ..••.. ------------------- ___ 377 636 69.2 ~8 94. 8 132. 6 35.4 
o aA$. Nt}.J--·~····--•-•·---·"··-·'· 332. 713 71.1 s. 101. l 128.1 .as.11 
Worcester, ~-----,--------·-------- 349 764 70.0 ~~ llfi.4 109.1 68.9 
. ·•· · I,}/ "' '.lJ1" • '! • · ~ ' I ~ ' :Biniililghe.ul; ii.: _ _. __________ : _____ :_ ~1 778 70.0 M.3 100.4 ia5. 4 48.1 

lfo:f' :ii-·'--·-"----'·~·---·~---··· ,.339 ·842 . 6llll! '67.-8 .. ! ge,4· . 117Jl . '51.9· 
, Va.----------------·------ 401 608 68. 5 ~: 89.6 120.4 46.8 

~-:i:~~~~=~~:::::=::::::~::::: 826 .lllO 70.·1 · 113.ll '. l06.2: , .. -'6114 
339 624 67.9 M.2 96. 7· 130. 2 35.9 

San Antonio, Tex·--------------------- 389 671 69.8 63.5 97.0 113. 7 26.2• 

E~t::ii:1'8'1i10..:::: :: : : : : : : : : : : : :: : ::::: 331 693 71.6 60.9 98. 3 140.3 29.8· 
398 762 67. 7 67.1 99.2 129.3 67.9 

Bridgeport, Conn.------------------ --- 360 837 71.6 63. 6 98. 8 119.6 64.2 Houston, Tex __________________________ 346 612 69.2 62. 7 98. 6 130.9 36. 7 

1 Total for gainfully employed persons does not Include persons engaged In domestic and personal service •. 
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TABLl!l 28.-CmLDBl!lN UNDl!lB 5 PBB 1,000 Wo:uEN 20 TO 44 YmABS OF AGB 
WITH PER CENTS AND RATIOS l'OR CERTAIN OTHEB FACTORS, l'OR CITIES 01' 
100,000 INHABITANTS AND OVBR, ARRANGED ACCORDING TO SIZE 01' CITY: 
1920 -Continued 

CBJLDBJ:lll Per 
'17111DU II PJ:B PJ:B CJ:!llT WOKJ:N cent of 
1,000 WOKJ:N tel TO 8' ABJ: OJ' Ju.LU PJ:B 100 total 

WOKEN 20 TO 4' J'EKALJ:S 

~-20 TO 4' Yl:ABS Yl:ABS OJ' AOJ: OJ' AOJ: 
p Jed 

per-
an BODS 

~ 
For- Native Foreign· ufactur-

Native elgn· Native Foreign· white bom Ing and bom white white bom white white pofoula- poJ:!8" me-
white t n chanl· 

cal ID· 
dustrlel 

-----D-, A. B c B I' G 
Hartford, Conn •••••••••••••••••••••••• 292 750 72.0 6Lll 911.2 111.8 411.7 
Scranton, Pa ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 40ll 990 70.li 113.8 92.2 112. 7 M.4 
Grand Ra~'.1t Mich •••••••••••.••••••• 399 770 69.7 113.11 92.4 112. 3 M..2 
Paterson, . • •••••••••••••••••••••••• 32' 631 7L5 156.11 9'.3 105. 8 67.6 
YoUDgStown, Ohio ••••••••••••••••••••• «l 1,051 70. 7 63.4 100.9 157.5 57.9 

Springfield, Mass •••••••••••••••••••••• 331 692 69.2 119.6 9'.2 1113. 2 5L9 
Des Moines, Iowa .•• ------------------ 362 617 68. 7 113.S 9'.0 1211.9 3L6 
New Bedf°'f{ Mass •••••••••••••••••••• M2 601 73.11 62.6 kl 96.1 76.1 
Fall River, ass ••••••••••••••••••••••• 379 7M 73.3 57.2 92.11 92.4 74.8 
Trenton, N.1 •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 364 903 611.9 6L8 97.4 12L2 62.6 

Nashville, Tenn ••••••••••••••••••••••• 389 '60 67.2 47.9 92.3 117.0 4o. 7 
Salt Laite City, Utah •••••••••••••••••• 498 690 69.7 50.7 97. 7 100.' 3L3 

~=~~;:::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
453 1129 69.4 6L5 100.1 131.8 63.3 
380 6llO 69.o& 61.9 105.1 206. 7 35.3 
2117 722 M.3 156.o& 91.1 lOIJ.6 37.7 

Lowell, Mass •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 364 6llO 72.0 117.o& 91. 7 9'.3 71.3 
Wllml:, Del ••••••••••••••••••••••• 42" 1,010 69.0 62. 6 98.11 134.8 114.4 
Cambrl M888 •••••••••••••••••••••• 318 M4 70.8 68.0 92. 1 llCl.l 47.11 
Reeding, Pa •••••••••••••••••••.•••••.• 390 1,048 M.3 60.1 °'"' 133..2 67.8 

Fort Wort~ Tex ••••••••••••••••••••••• 351 M4 70.9 611.6 109.9 180.8 39. 7 rr.:kan8c ash. - ---------------------- 346 500 611.1 40.0 911.3 128. II 30.9 y:. W.·l~:::.::::::::::::::::: 458 9311 67.8 62.1 101.3 142. li llLO 
353 760 69.3 156.3 113.8 102. 2 49. 7 

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 arc 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 tl.e 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 FOR CERTAIN GROUPS IN THE UNITED 
STATES: 1920 1 

BlRTHS PER 1,000 WOKEN-AGE 0-, KOTHER 

10-14 15-19 20-2' 26-29 30-34 31>-39 4G-44 45-49 80--M 
years years years years years years years years years 

----------,_ --,_____ 
All whites: 

ggi~ :i~ ~~r_a_t~~~-~~::: 0. 2 45.4 150.6 154.1 119. l 80.3 32.0 3. 5 

~2 r 30.5 134. l 151.8 117.2 73.5 2'1. 0 2. 5 
Kans., Minn., Wis---------------- :i 36.1 154. 5 171.0 137.4 97.2 42.2 6.0 
Eleven large cities----------------- 29.5 130. 0 147.1 113. 5 7L3 26. 2 2. 5 (I) 

Native whit-
Conn., M888., N. Y----------- (I) 2'1. 2 114.1 12'.6 89.0 50.9• 18.3 1.2 (I) 
Xy., N. C., S. C--------------- 0.4 79.5 213.8 212. 2 176. 7 136.6 6L2 6.6 0.2 Xaris., Mlnn.'wWls ____________ (') 35.0 150. 2 167.1 132. 5 91.1 37.9 4. 7 0. 2 
Calif., Oreg., esh------------ 0. 2 50. 7 145.4 129.2 88.0 51.3 18. l 1. 7 

{~ Eleven JarP cities------------- (') 26.2 100. 8 119.9 85. 7 49.0 17. 7 L2 
Wssh~n, D. c _____________ 0.6 43.5 78. 5 82.8 68.4 40.0 lo. l L4 Urban nlted States __________ (1) 24.9 100. 6 124. 2 95.8 6o.2 22.0 2.1 (I) Rural United States ___________ 0. 2 6o. 6 193.4 201.3 165.0 122.8 M.4 6.6 0. 2 

Fore~U:.~~ •• N. y ___________ 

m 
48.0 189.3 201.1 159.4 103.4 38.9 3.9 

ra Kans., Minn., Wis------------ 6o.2 223. l 205.4 165.4 122.0 55.6 9.3 
Eleven large cities------------- 46.4 182.1 193.6 153. 5 99.5 37.5 3. 7 

Nepoes: 
Seven Southern States------------- 2.1 107. 7 211.2 189.1 153.11 112. 7 45. 7 8.9 0.6 Sixteen Northern States ___________ 2.11 uu 155.1 111.9 77. 7 48. 6 19.8 2. 9 0. 2 Twelve large cities _________________ 

2. 7 102.0 133.1 89.2 66.3 40.2 12.8 2.1 (I) 

1 The rates for the United States (registration area) were obtained by multiplying the rates for daughters 
liven by Dublin and Lotka (Journal of the American Statistical Association, Vol~ XX, No. 1111, Septem
ber, 1925, p. 300) by 106 to secure births of sous, addlrur the two together to give a rate for all blrth8, and 
pointing otl the result to give births per 1,000 women. -,.he rates for the dltlerent localltygroup!I were ob
tained ID the same way fiom the rates for these groups given by P. X. Whelpton (8111118 i>erfcidlcal, Vol. 
XXIV, No. 187, September, 1929, p. 243). 

1 Less than O. 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 &:fleet 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 manied 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 ~ 
thrown together in their work, as in textile mills, stores, etc., the 
knowledge of the methods of family limitation is all but universal. 
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 a 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 maniage 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 m&ITYing 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 



IV 

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

On a.ccount of the large number of cities in this group (25,000 to 
100,000 inhabitants)1 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 
~ufacturing and mechanical occupations. Ogden, Utah,2 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 J 
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 this kind. In these smaller cities, 
as in 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 pretiiy 
effectually obscured. How confused this relation is is shown if we 
compare Wmston-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 26,000 to 100,000 Inhabitants with their ratios or children to womm 
by States, see Detailed Table I. p. 200. 

1 The reasons for the high rank of Ogden are discussed more fully ID Chapter VII, eectlon on Utah. 
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TABLE 28.-FOBTY SELECTED CITIES OP 25,oocf TO 100,000 INHABITANTS RANJtED AccoBDING TO Nu11BEB OP CHILDBEN UNDER 5 PER 
!tOOO NATIVE WRITE WOKEN 20 TO 44 YEABS 01' AGE BY MABITAL CONDITION, WITH PER CENTS AND RANJtlNGS l'OB CEBTAIN OTHBR 
J!'ACTOBS: 1920 1 

CBILDBBN UNDBB 6 PBB 1,000 NA• lwo11BN 10 YBABS 01' AGB AND Per cent 
TJVB WBlTB WOllBN Ill TO U NATJVB WBJTB WOllBN Ill TO U YBABS OJ' AGB OVBB GAINl'ULLY BllPLOYBD of t.ota1 
YBABSOl'AGB galnful!3 

employ 

CITY Married, · Foreign or mixed Married! widowed, Percent = All women widowed, or 20 to U years of age Percent lnmanu-
divorced women parentage or d vorced of total married facturlng 

women Rank widowed, andm. 
10 years or cbanlllal 

Ratio Rank Ratio Rank Per cent Rank Per cent Rank Percent Rank 
of age and divorced Indus-

over tries I 

-------- ------------------ ------------
moBBST BA.TIO or CHILDREN A B c D E I' G B I I K L M N 

Hamtramck, Mich ••••••.•.•.•.••••••••• 829 1 974 1 85.8 1 85.2 1 83. 9 1 12. 4 219 28. 4 88.6 
Ogden, Utah .•••••••••••...•..••••.•.•.. 571 2 719 8 46.6 68 79.4 24 70. 3 63 17.9 211 17.3 86.2 
Bay City, Mich ••••.••••....••.•.•.••••• MO 3 770 3 65.9 13 71.4 107 70.6 62 22.6 163 13.3 au 
Johnstown, Pa •••••••••..•...•.....••••• 533 4 766 6 27.3 137 69.6 124 70.1 70 17.9 210 8.1 1111.9 
Winston-Salem, N. C •.••..•.•••••.••••• 624 6 734 7 1.4 219 71. 4 106 74.9 13 48.6 1 89.0 72.3 =ta. v:lia::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 620 6 686 18 3.6 212 76.9 62 70.11 54 22. 7 1119 19.6 38.9 

620 7 639 42 16.2 169 81.6 10 71.2 43 27.6 76 36. 3 46.6 
Clarksburg, W. Va ••••.•••.••••••••••••• 619 8 669 27 8. 3 198 77.6 43 70.6 67 18. 8 208 17.9 44.4 
Bager:stow~ Md ••.•••..••.••••••••••••• 617 9 679 22 4. 6 208 76.1 68 66.3 166 22. 3 172 16.4 48.2 
Charlotte, • 0 ......................... 514 10 706 12 2.8 218 72. 7 98 71.2 42 36.6 24 32.4 44.0 

Port Huron, Mich .•••••..•.••••••••••••• 512 11 676 23 67.4 35 76. 7 63 70.1 71 18.4 209 12. 7 61.1 

Huntington, W. Va ••• -----·····---·····1 612 12 649 37 4.0 210 78.9 27 68. 1 118 20.4 197 21.2 49.8 
Kokomo, Ind ••••.•••.•.•....•.•.•••••••• li08 13 600 74 8.6 193 84.6 2 66.9 148 18. 9 207 27.9 66.0 

~~=~~~~::::::::::::::::::::::: fil1I 14 666 28 11.2 186 76.2 li6 68. 7 100 22.9 167 16. 7 67.8 
604 16 818 2 62.8 49 111.6 189 73. 6 23 24.1 130 4.7 87.3 

Wilmington, N. 0 •••••.••••••••••••••••• 604 16 671 26 4.8 207 76.2 70 69.8 77 32. 6 89 30.6 48.6 
Portsmouth, Va ••••••••.•••••••••••••••• l!03 17 631 47 6.9 204 79. 7 23 68.4 109 26.11 107 30.2 43.0 

g~8l1:::.~~::::::::::::::::::::::::: MO 18 672 26 21.0 168 74.6 79 68. 3 112 20.9 189 18. 6 66.6 
498 19 695 81 37.8 101 83. 7 4 76. 0 12 14.4 216 24.0 66.1 

East Chicago, Ind •••••••••..•••••••••••• 491 20 tm 66 liO. l 67 S0.9 16 76.0 11 12. 6 218 17.0 79.4 

I Columns A, C, 0, Detailed Table I; columns E and I Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. II, ;poputstlon, 1920, pp. 306-361; columns Kand N, Vol. IV, Oeeupatlons, um, 
pp. 240-335; column M, pp. 369-372. 

• Total galnfu1ly employed persons does not Include persons engaged ID domestic and personal service. 
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TABLE 28.-FoRTY SELECTED CITIES OI' 25,000 TO 100,000 INHABITANTS RANJtED AccoRDING TO NuMBER OI' CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER ~ 
bOOO NATIVE WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS 01!' AGE, BY MARITAL CONDITION, WITH PER CENTS AND RANJtlNGS l'OR CERTAIN OTHER ~ 
.!!"ACTORS: 1920-Continued 

ClllLDBBK UKDBB 6 PBB 1,000 KA· 
TIVB WBITB WOJIBK llO TO 4" KATIVB WBITB WOJIBK llO TO 4" TBA.BS OJ' A.OB 
YBABSOJ'AOB 

Married, cm All women Foreign or mixed Married{ widowed, widowed, or parentage or d vorced 20 to M J'8ll?8 of 1111 
l<Uvorced women 

Ratio Bank Batfo Rank Percent Rank Per cent Rank ~-,_ ---
:u>WBBT BA.TIO OJ' CBJLDBBK A. B c D B I' G B I 

ta::; Mfcv::::::::::::::::::::::::: 309 200 liOl 170 26. 7 139 81.8 186 83.8 203 
309 201 li30 141 30.3 125 li8.3 201 86.3 181 AtlaDt1c°cam:, N.1---------------------- 309 202 (43 206 29.• 128 89.9 121 82. 6 210 

~to. ciilii::::::::::::::::::::::: :m 203 399 218 27.6 136 78.9 "8 87.9 127 
3IK 20t 396 217 38.2 99 78.9 49 86.8 174 

~~~;=;::::::::::::::::::::::: 
301 206 li89 90 76. 7 4 61.1 217 72.0 39 
300 206 480 187 43.8 80 82.6 183 86.7 178 
298 207 448 206 311.9 108 88.8 148 83.1 208 Colorado ~ Colo ••••••..••.••••••• '111 208 442 208 23.6 147 87.2 1"2 61.9 213 San 1088, aJlL __________________________ 
296 209 430 213 43.2 82 68. 6 133 M.7 19'J 

~£~;,~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
293 210 4117 200 38.1 100 M.2 168 86.9 172 
291 211 449 203 40.8 118 87. 7 163 81.3 218 
288 212 800 72 63.2 43 47.9 219 70,3 62 

~a11L------------------------ 288 213 4114 1118 4".2 78 81.8 187 68.1 117 
2M 214 382 218 32.2 119 74.3 M 81. 9 214 

Long B4!1Mlh, Calif _______________________ 
'118 216 3119 219 24. 7 1"2 74.9 74 60.6 217 

~ yciiiii.::::::::::::::::::::::::: 272 216 618 163 44.7 114 62.4 214 84.2 197 
267 217 418 214 27.8 134 83. 9 171 67.6 219 

:::kJ:e:·:M&iL:::::::::::::::::::::::: 266 218 441 210 48.8 63 80,2 197 68.6 106 
281 219 /iOO 171 43.0 84 61.3 218 111.8 216 

WOJIBK 10 TBA.BS OJ' A.OB AND 
OVU OADIJ'ULLY Blll'LOYBD 

Percent Percent of total married women Bank widowed, 10 J'l!BrB or of age aii~ dlvonied over 

K L • 
26. 7 104 14.9 
28.8 • 10.7 
32.8 38 28.0 
23.0 1116 27.9 
24.8 118 26.0 

43.4 2 33.4 
31.4 "2 24.4 
24.11 1211 13.8 
24.3 129 20.0 
22. 6 187 22.11 

22. 7 181 18. 6 
29.1 M 22.8 
37.3 17 16.11 
38.8 11 34.3 
23.3 144 27.8 

18.8 216 26.8 
811.8 23 12.4 
26.9 102 17.9 
31.6 41 21. 7 
37.6 18 7.3 
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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 mi.'l:ed 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 nativ:e 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-bom 
group, together with its children, is as isolated as it can be in an 
American city, and though we find that among the foreign bom 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-bom 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-bom white women 
exceeds the ratio of children to native white women, are: Cicero, Ill., 
63.2 p~r cent; Woonsocket, R. I., 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 southem 
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 ajamuy 
migration from the rural districts similar in many respects to the 
immigration to our northem cities from European countries. Like 
the immigrants from Europe, although not to the same degree, the 
southem migrants from rural communities retain for some time the 
habits of life and attitudes of mind which had become fixed in their 

I 
I 
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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 he 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, hut before entering 
on its discussion we shall tum 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 a.re 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 sacrifiees. Furthermore, migration and travel &l'e 

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 ol 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 a.re 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 OP 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 ~nd tobacco factories, they have as high ratios of 
children as the women 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. 
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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 ainong 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 ill 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 2o 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 



TABLE 29.-FoRTY SmLEcrED CITIES OP 25,000 To 100,000 INHABITANTS RANKED AccoRDING TO RATIO op CHILDREN UNDER 5 To FoR
EIGN-BORN WHITll WOMEN 20 TO 44 YE.A.RB OP AGE, BY MARITAL CONDITION, WITH PER CENTS .A.ND RANKINGS POR CERT.A.IN OTHER 
F.a.croRs: 1920 1 

CBJLDBJ:N UNDKB 6 PKB 1,000 J'OB-
l'OBKIGN·BOBN WHITK WOJIKN IO WOKEN 10 YliBS OJ' AGI 

KIGN•BOBN WHITK WOJIKN IO TO J'OBKIGN·BOBN WHITK POPULA.TION 
TO « YliBS OJ' AGK AND OVKB G.illfl'11LLY 

« YIABS OJ' AGK DPLOYKD 

CITY Married, wld· New lmmlira· Married, 20 to 34 years Percent Per cent All women owed, or di· widowed, or 
vorced women Percent tlon divorced or age of total married, 

of total Rank women Rank wld· 
potula· lOyears owed, 

t D of age ordl-
Ratio Rllllk Ratio Rllllk Per cent Rank Percent Rllllk Percent Rank and over vorced 

------------ ------------ ---------
mGBUT RATIO OJ' CHILDBKN A B c D E F G B I I I[ L M N 0 

Hamtramc} Mich •••••••••••••••••••••. 1, 'Z17 1 1,322 2 47.4 1 94. 7 2 96.6 1 79.5 1 12. 4 219 26.4 
1,232 2 1,323 1 19.9 77 70.2 24 93.1 14 64. 2 20 24. 6 121 19.2 

i~\r~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 1,222 3 1,283 3 18. 0 97 79.1 11 95. 2 5 60.6 61 17.9 210 8.1 
1,206 4 1,264 6 40.8 6 91.0 3 96. 4 2 66. 4 10 12.5 218 17.0 
l, 196 6 1,266 6 18. 7 90 80.3 9 94.6 7 50. 3 177 24.1 130 4. 7 

Bteubenvfile, Ohio •••.•....••..•.•...••• 1, 187 6 1,271 4 19.6 82 76.1 14 93.3 12 63.6 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 

frt:'~-~~::::::: :: :: : ::: ::: : :: : ::::::: 1, 106 8 1, 192 8 8. 8 151 56.2 70 92.8 18 58.4 78 20.1 199 10.8 
1,094 9 1, 182 9 18.6 93 67.8 66 92. 6 25 58.8 73 20. 9 190 11.4 

Bayonne, N. 1 .......................... 1, 1115 10 1, 172 10 33.2 18 74.1 16 92.6 21 64.3 19 20.1 198 9.8 

~=~~-~-:.·::::::::::::::::::::::: 1,074 11 l, 141 14 25.4 63 68.6 29 94. l 8 67.5 95 16. 8 214 10.5 
1,068 12 1, 142 13 19.5 83 72.1 20 93.6 9 66. 8 9 23.0 162 20.6 

Perth Amboy, N.1 .••••••••••••••••.••• 1,059 13 1, 134 16 36.8 10 78.4 12 93. 3 10 64.1 21 22. 0 178 16. 9 

~~!ngliici:::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1,030 14 1,073 23 29. 7 30 84.6 4 96.0 4 65.5 14 14. 4 216 24.0 
1,026 15 1,065 25 32.0 23 82.4 8 96.3 3 61.1 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 D 18.0 

f iir~l;:.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 1,024 17 1,137 15 19. 7 80 69.4 61 90.1 44 54. 7 125 23.2 145 6.3 
1,011 18 1,063 27 22. 5 63 66.3 39 95.1 6 69.9 69 17.8 212 15. 9 
1,008 19 1,100 20 21. 7 67 84.3 5 91.6 32 69.6 3 20.9 189 18.5 

996 20 1,101 18 36.8 9 73.1 17 90.5 38 66.8 8 28.0 66 20.6 

•Columns A and C, Detailed Table I; column I, Detailed Table IT; column E, Fourteenth C'ensus Reports, Vol. II, Population, 1920, pp. 117-135; column G, pp. 760-767; 
column K, pp. 306-361; column M, Vol. IV, Occupations, 1920, pp. ~; column O, pp. 369-372. 
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TABLE 29.-FORTY SELECTED CITIES OF 25,000 TO 100,000 INHABITANTS RANKED AccoRDING 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 
FACTORS: 1920--Continued 

CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 J'OR• J'OUIGN·RORN WHITE WOMEN 20 WOMEN 10 YEARS or AGE 
EIGN•BORN WHITE WOMEN 20 TO J'OBBIGN·ROBN WlllTE POPULATION TO 44 TUBB OJ' AGE AND OVER GAINFULLY 
44 YEARS or AGE BM PLOYED 

Married, wld· Married, -CITY New lmmlgra- 20 to 34 years Per cent Per cent All women v°o~:o«!!~n widowed, or 
Per cent tlon divorced or age or total married, 
or total Rank women Rank wld· po\:!8• lOyears owed, 

t n or age ordl· 
Ratio Rank Ratio Rank ·Percent Rank Per cent Rank Per cent Rank and over vorced i 

------ --- ------ --- ~ 
LOWEST RATIO or CHILDREN A B c D E F G R I I K L M N 0 

Danvllle, IlL _____ •• ------ --------- ----- 488 191 576 196 5. 7 166 18.0 199 84. 8 133 43.9 206 23.4 138 22. 8 
Macon, Oa ••. --------------------------- 484 192 582 195 1. 3 214 56.3 69 83.2 150 55.2 116 38. 5 13 42.0 

¥~if~:~::::::::::::::::::::=:: 
476 193 551 201 13.6 127 15.4 206 86.1 118 «. 9 204 24.6 124 18.6 
475 194 684 194 2. 8 196 45. 9 104 81.4 170 60.0 57 27.9 70 28.0 
468 195 695 192 3.0 192 32. 2 161 78.6 185 45.4 202 22. 3 173 21l.O 

Huntington, W. Va _____________________ 465 196 568 198 1. 5 212 46. 7 102 81.9 161 62. 6 36 20.4 197 21.2 
East Orangef N. ]. ______________________ 457 197 651 172 13.4 128 24. 4 180 70.2 205 45.8 132 24.5 125 13.5 
Evansvllle, nd ... ______ ----------- _____ 457 198 MO 202 3. 7 186 12. 2 213 84.6 137 37.3 216 27.0 87 17.4 
~rln~eld, Mo. __ --- _____ ----- __ ------- 457 199 590 193 2. 5 197 17.0 202 77.5 192 46.5 198 . 22.1 175 21. I 

lami, Fla. -- ------- ------------------- 436 lm 556 199 8. 7 152 40.6 123 78. 4 188 511.1 68 34.4 28 45.0 

Lexln~n, 2-------------------------- 419 201 520 :m 1. 9 205 44.9 109 80.6 175 52. 4 150 35.2 26 35.0 Berke ey, C (. _________________________ 406 202 514 204 17.1 106 30.1 159 79.0 183 52.1 157 22. 7 161 18. 5 East Cleveland, Ohio ___________________ 378 :m 481 206 14.1 122 24. 4 181 78. 5 186 • M.5 128 22. 9 156 15. 5 

~~nP~k; iii_-_:::::::::::::::::::::::::: 367 204 470 206 18.4 95 19.6 195 78. 0 190 41.8 206 31.5 41 21. 7 
365 205 551 lm H.1 123 H.8 206 66.2 209 47. 7 llK 24. 8 116 11.8 

I 
~ 

I 
Colorado Sif.rln:f{ Colo .• ---------------- 363 206 477 207 8. 6 153 18. 5 197 76.1 196 39.6 211 24.3 129 20. 0 
Long Beac , C r----------------------- 357 207 440 209 12. 2 133 14.8 206 81.2 171 49.6 184 16. 6 215 26.8 

~=~~1c8iif::::::::::::::::::::::::: 330 206 439 210 6. 7 182 9.4 217 75.1 199 34.4 219 25.6 108 13.5 
307 209 610 205 15.0 118 17. 7 lm 60.0 211 47.4 196 25. 9 102 17.9 Brookline, Mass _________________________ 218 210 834 179 24.8 54 8. 7 218 34. 5 213 83.8 26 37.5 18 7.3 
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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 mani.ed 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 mani.ed 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 mani.age. The difference between a 
northern and a southern manufacturing city in the relation of ratio of 
children to mani.ed 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 mani.ed 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 
mani.ed 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 mani.ed 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 

~other factor of some importance in determining the ratio of 
children to women is the proportion ·of 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 t-0 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 aro 
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 its large 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 veey low 
ratios of children. They are all southern or near-southern cities. with 
veey 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 voluntaey 
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. 

TABLE 80.-PER CENT OI' MARRIED, WIDOWED, OR DIVORCED WmTE Wo11EN 
10 TO 44 YE.A.BS 01' AGE, BY NATIVITY, l'OR 40 SELECTED CITIES 01' 25 000 TO 
100,000 INHABITANTS RANKED ACCORDING TO NUMBER 01' CHILDREN UNDER 5 
PER 1,000 NATIVE WRITE WOKEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OP AG:m: 1920 1 

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

an 

moBBST BA'l'IO 01' CBILDBEN 
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LOWBllT BA'l'IO 01' CBILDBEN 
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~if H~~~~~~~~~~~~~~i~i~ii~~~~~i~~ii~~~~ 
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t Compiled Crom Detailed Table II. 

PER CENT KABBIED, WIDOWED, OB DIVORCED 

Native white women 20 to « years Forell!n-
or age born wlJite 

women20 
Total Native par- !r=F; to « years 

entage entage or age 

8S.2 86.8 SU 96.8 
79.4 79.1 79.8 86.4 
71.4 78.1 88.9 85.2 
89.8 70.9 88.3 95.2 
71.4 71.3 74.1 

________ ... ___ 

75.9 78.2 88.0 87.4 
81.5 82.1 78.2 79.5 
77.8 78.3 89.9 90.9 
78.1 78.1 75.8 ----------·-72. 7 72. 7 73.5 87.2 

75. 7 78.8 74.8 88.1 
78.9 79.1 73.3 81.9 
84.6 85.4 75.7 85.8 
78.2 77.1 89.1 --------94:"6 81.8 81.2 82.0 

75.2 75. 7 85.0 87.5 
79.7 80.3 71.4 112.9 
74. 5 77.8 82.8 91.8 
83. 7 84.3 82.8 96.0 
80.11 83.8 78.2 96.4 

61.8 84.8 54.0 78.1 
58.3 1111.3 55.9 87.8 
89.11 70.8 88.1 81.8 
78.11 78.8 72.5 811.1 
76.9 78.1 74.11 88.1 

51.1 57.8 48.11 82. 7 
62.5 64.4 80.0 88.8 
88.8 87.2 85.11 70.2 
87.2 89.1 80.11 78.1 
118.6 80.9 118.8 87.2 

84.2 84.2 84.1 79.0 
84. 7 87.4 80.9 811. 7 
47.9 51.8 «. 7 73.1 
61.8 85.2 57.5 85.1 
74.3 75.2 72.3 82.9 
74.11 75.2 73.8 81.2 
52.4 54.4 l!0.3 '111.4 
63.9 84.8 81.5 80.0 
60.2 58.11 81.5 78.0 
51.3 55.11 45.3 34.5 
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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 aga.4i 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. AH 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 
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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 clas.ses 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 modem 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 
J. measure of the extent to which the inclination to self-development 
ill the individual has been encouraged at the expense of the inclina
tfon to reproduction. It seems evident that our present urban life 
rends to smother the inclination to reproduction under the avalanche 
of the individual's desires for pleasure and self-development. The 
modem 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 taJcing long time views or to tile 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; here 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, 1 it can scarcely be said that this homogeneity in the 
native white rural population is very marked. 

H 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 measpred by the per cent of the total 
population that is rural appears io be most closely related to the 

1 There are 8 Stat.es with ratloa under llllO; • with ratios of 500 to 599; 18 with ratloa of 800 to 81111; 7 
with ratloa of 700 to 7119; 12 with ratios of 800 to 899; and 3 with ratios of over 900. 
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TABLE 81.-C&ILDBEN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 WBITJD Wo1111N 20 TO 44 YEARS OP Aom, BY NATIVITY AND MARITAL CONDITION, WITH PBa 
CBNTS AND RATIOS l'OR CERTAIN OTHER FACTORS, l'OR TBB RURAL POPULATION, BY STATES: 1920 I 

RUBAL POPtlLA TION 

Per cent of white 
women 20 to '" Per cent of whites Cbfldren under Ii per ~rxxJ women 20 to years of age who Per cent of white who arc tenanta ff years age -~wld- population OD 1armB OD farms owed, or di-

HAD Percent Males to voroed 
100 females of total ID white 

~ ~c 
Native white Foreign-born white 

Manled Manled Native F~- Native Foreign- Native F(llelgn-
widowed, widowed, white white born white borii 

All or di- All or di- white white white 
women vorced women vorced. 

women women 
--- ------ ------

NEW ENGLAND: A B c D B F G R I I K L 

Maine •• -------------------------------------- 61.0 107.6 603 762 811 924 79.1 87. 7 43. 7 29.3 4.1 4.8 New Hampshire ________________________ ------ 36. 9 107.9 1117 677 798 894 76.4 89.3 47. 7 37.9 6. 7 6.8 
Vermont._----------------------------------- 68. 8 107.1 1187 749 906 l,OH 78. 3 1111.4 62. 2 47.1 12.1 8. 7 
Massachusetts ••• -- -- ---- - --- --- - - - -__________ 6.2 100. 6 461 683 827 9611 67.6 86. 7 57.1 68.6 7.0 7.8 Rhode Island _________________________________ 

2. 6 106.9 436 613 866 964 71.1 88.8 97.6 119.8 lU 19.0 Connecticut __________________________________ 
32.2 101.4 442 663 910 1,038 66.6 87.8 21.6 19.3 9.1 7.0 

MIDDLE ATLANTIC: 
New York------------------------------------ 17.3 105.1 494 11511 837 963 76.3 116.9 46.0 36.11 19.7 16.0 

=:;l:'lniii:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 21.6 106.2 480 647 896 9114 74.2 90. 2 21.8 17.6 26.4 13.1 
36. 7 107.2 671 8112 1,336 1,423 76.0 93.9 33.11 10.2 22.3 16.0 

EAllT NORTH CENTRAL: 
Ohio. - ---- ------ - ---- ----- ------ --- -- -- --- --- 36.2 107.1 633 793 1,067 1, 129 '19.8 94.11 S6.2 34.9 80.1 18.4 
Indiana._------- __ ----- ___ ---- ____ ---- _______ 49.4 105.3 622 768 847 937 80.9 90.4 63.1 ll0.8 32.4 18.2 Dllnols. _____ ---- __ ------------ _______________ 32.1 108.6 618 791 879 9116 78.1 92.0 114.6 33.9 43. l 38. 7 

til::~n:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 38.9 110.2 668 819 1,020 1,090 81.6 93.11 60.4 114.8 20.3 9. 7 
62. 7 112.0 679 915 1, OO'l 1,084 74.3 92.4 67.1 63.0 17.8 7.8 

W:BST NORTH CENTRAL: 
Minnesota.---------------------------------- 56.9 1111.3 687 981 l,MB 1,146 mo 91.5 68.3 83. 7 81.4 13. 7 
Iowa. - --- __ ------- -- --- - -- - ----- -- - --- ------ - 63. 6 108. 3 641 829 928 1,017 77.4 91.1 66.2 117.8 48.1 84.0 
Missouri •• - - ---- -- -- ---- -- - ------ --- ---- ----- 63. 4 106.6 685 840 738 831 81.6 88.8 67.11 114.1 29.3 lLl 
North Dakota·------------------------------- 86.4 114. 5 788 1,00 1, 2611 1,390 76.4 91.8 70. 3 71.8 31.3 19.li 
South Dakota·------------------------------- 84.0 116.1 'l'r1 941 1,MB 1,165 77.3 90. 7 68.0 67.2 89.1 28.1 
Nebraaka------------------------------------- 68. 7 110.2 677 868 916 l,OM 78.0 91.8 66.0 62.1 46. 7 28.0 Kansas _______________________________________ 

66.1 109.8 683 828 912 996 8(),1 91.11 66.1 56.4 42.8 2Lll 
1 Column..\. Fourt.eenth Cen8aa ~Vol. I, p._47.i,,oo~'!~\yol. llI, Table 1foreach8~$ coJumna 0, D, E. JI', Detailed Table I; cohmma 0 and B.z_Detalled Table ll; 
~I and'• ealculated from Celllul MOllOll'&Ph VI, Elll1ll rvpwatlon ID the United States, ._,, p. 238; columDa lt ind L, Vol, V, .Agrleu1ture, 1930, pp. -- 178. 
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TABLll 81.-CBILDBEN UNDER o PER 8000 WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS 01' AGE, BY NATIVITY AND MARITAL CONDITION• WITH PER (0 

CENTS AND RATIOS l'OB ERTAIN OTHER FACTORS, l'OR THE RUBAL POPULATION, BY STATES: 1920--Continued 0 

---
BUIUL POPULATION 

Per cent of wfilte 

Children under 5 per 1/IXYJ women 20 to ;=:f :a ~i: II Per cent of white II Per cent of whites 
44 years o age are married, Wid- population on farms who are tenants 

I Per cent 111:=11 

owed, or di- on farms 
STATS vorced 

of total In white 
Native white Foreign-born white 

potf:nla- ~&:'!" I Married Married Native Foreign- Native Fcn- Native F:i- ~ All Widowed, widowed, boril 
women ~ 

All or di- white white white white white white .... 
women vorced 0 

women women 0 
Bo'OTH ATLANTIC: .l B c D B I' G B I I K L 

""' Delaw&re-------------------------------------- 45.8 llM..6 m 7«K 893 1,031 81.1 86.6 S0.2 38.4 88. 7 9.9 0 

Wt=-~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 40.0 106.9 649 841 m 886 77.2 87.0 47.5 30. 3 27.8 ·lLO = 70.8 106.1 809 1,036 837 923 78.1 9Q. 7 65. 7 38.5 22.6 1.8 § West Virginia. --- ------ ----------------- ___ --- 74.8 110.8 915 1, 103 1,393 1,427 88.0 97.6 47.8 39.4 16.0 211.8 
North Carolina •. ---------------------- ________ S0.8 10'2 7 910 1,149 655 867 I 79.2 75. 6 70. 7 31.4' 82.9 ~g South Carolina--------- ___ -------------- ______ 82.li 106.0 872 1,087 741 861 I S0.3 87.1 67.9 16.4 ' 45.6 t: ~Jt:.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 74.9 llM..5 8811 1,067 555 :=1 82.2 84.1 75. 3 22. 3 ' 61.6 20.4 

63.3 108.6 754 888 553 84.9 83. 3 48.5 34.3' 18. l 5."0 z 
EABT SOUTH CBNTBAL: 

28.91 ~ =:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 73. 8 106.8 854 1,019 971 1, 103 83.8 88.0 74.8 32.3 14.2 
73.9 103.8 816 . 9IK 800 887 82.0 9o.4 74.0 41.6 35.3 20.5 

Alabama. - ------ ---- --- - -- ---- - ----- -- ----- -- - 78.3 103.6 894 1,076 88S 957 83.2 92.6 72.5 36. 7 44.0 10.1 

i Mississippi. •••••.• ---------------------------- 86.6 llM..4 813 1198· 1,036 1, 124 81.4 92.1 77.0 44.2 37.9 35.3 
WB!IT SOUTH CENTRAL: 

Arkansas •• ------ --- --- - - -- ---- - - ---- - - - --- --- - 83.4 107.S 888 1,016 900 1,022 87.5 88.1 76.6 58.9 39.2 15.1 
Louisiana. - --- -- --- --- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- --- - --- -- OS.1 106. Ii 8S3 1,031 1,191 1,285 82.8 92. 7 M.6 47.4 36.1 33.0 Oklahoma ••••••• ______________________________ 73.4 111.0 8S3 962 • 939 1,001 88. 7 93.8 67.8 51.9 62.2 20.4 z Te:IBS. - ------------ ----- - --- -- -- - --- -- - -- --- -- 67.8 110.3 780 910 911 1,031 83.5 88.4 71.li 69.5 49.5 liLl 

MOUNTAIN: 
Montana __________ -- -- ------ --- --- ------ --- - -- 68. 7 126. 7 733 861 999 1,064 85.1 93.9 00.8 55.3 12.2 9.1 
Idaho ••• -- ------ -- --- --- ---- -- - --- --- --- - --- -- 72.4 122.6 824 IMS 961 1,027 87.0 93.6 65. 3 62.8 16. 7 10.8 

~Jg~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 7o. Ii 132. 6 670 777 llllO 1, O'l8 86.3 :u 51.8 33.3 12.2 18.0 
61.8 117.9 716 836 1,084 l, 144 85.li 511.6 42.5 22.6 22.8 

New Muico. _ -------------------------------- 82.0 112.8 836 988 931 1,016 84. 7 91. 7 67.9 22.9 11.2 31,6 
Arizona •• __ ------------_---- _____ --- ____ ---- __ M.8 127.6 710 819 900 978 86. 7 . 92.0 40. 5 27.9 18. 3 19.0 
Utah------------------------------------------ 112.0 111.6 1,012 1,203 1,104 1, 1611 84.1 94.4 62.8 39.li 10. 9 7.4 
Nevada--------------------------------------- S0.3 158. 7 498 586 785 8211 84.9 94. 7 211.1 22.8 9. 7 9.8 

PJ.Cme: 

£:~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
44.8 126. 7 628 745 774 828 84.3 93. Ii 47.2 43.9 20. 7 11.8 
S0.1 122.0 619 730 767 817 84.8 92. 7 54.9 62.0 20.0 12.1 
32.0 129.0 liOl 612 806 878 8L9 9L8 46.1 45.4 16. 6 21.1 



IN THE RURAL POPULATIONS OF THE STATES 91 

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 vecy 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 o. 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.) 

TABLE 32.-PEB CENT OF THE GAINFULLY E11PLOYED WHo ABE ENGAGED IN 
MANUl'ACTUR~!Jl IN CERTAIN SOUTHERN STATES AND IN CERTAIN INDUSTRIAL 
STATES IN THE 1'10BTH: 1920 1 

STATE 

RUBAL STATES 

Virginia __ ---- --- ---- -- -- -- -- --West V!rginla ________________ _ 
North Carolina _______________ _ 

South Carolina----------------

~~::::::::::::::::::::::: 
===:::::::::::::::::::: 
Alabama __ ------ -- -----------
Mlssl8slpp1 •• --- -- ----- -- -- -- --
.Arkansas __ -- -- --- -- --- -- -- -- --
Loulsfana.. ____ --- ----- -------- -Oklahoma ____________________ _ 

Per cent 

23.6 
23.8 
23. 6 
16. 2 
16.1 
26.1 
17.3 
18. 2 
16. 6 
10.4 
12.0 
31.4 
16. 4 

I Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. IV, p. 60. 

ST.A.TB 

RUBAL STAT~ntlnued 

Texas ________ ------------------North Dakota ________________ _ 

INDUSTRIAL STATES 

MassachusettB..----------------Rhode Island. ________________ _ 
Connecticut __________________ _ 
New York--------------------
New JerseY--------------------

b~!.~~::::::::::::::::: 

Per cent 

16.6 
9.3 

61.4 
68.9 
63.9 
39.0 
48.0 
41.6 
41. 7 

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 a.re 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 a.re 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 points. 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 vita! 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 a.re many cases that seem to deny any such 
relationship. Thus Ohio, having practically the same per cent of rural 
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population as Pennsylvania, is slightly over 20 per cent below it in 
ratio of children to foreign-born women, but it, in tum, 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 tha 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 ru..-al 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 ~der 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 appear 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.1 

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 Sou them 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 b:V c. T. Dl'Wlllor, Local Variations 
in the Birth Rate, Economic Journal, March 1925, pp. 61H15. To quote: "It Is here suggested tbat tba 
age of marriage of women largely depends on tbe keenness of tbe competition for them. The underlying 
ll8S1llllptlon made Is tbat most women wlsb to get married. Where the number o(men exceeds tbe number 
of women, it Is expected that the competition among men for wives will be keen, and the average age of 
marriage for tbe women will tend to be low. Where, on tbe other band, tbe number of women exceeds tbe 
number of men, the competition for wives will be less acute, and men will tend to postpone marriage. 

"We tbns 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 hlgb, their average age of marriage Is also high, and 
convenely,where the proportion of women to men Is low, their average age of marriage Is low." 



96 RATIO 01' CBILDBEN TO WOMEN 

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 18 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 a~tained 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 occupations ID:arry young. (We shall have more to say 
regarding mining 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 seeIDB 
likely then that if a larger proportion of the native white rural popu
lation lived on fanns, 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 fanns which, of course, 
represen.ts 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 fanns while others with rather low 
ratios of children have large percentages of their rural foreign born on 
fanns. 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.-WoKEN 20 To 44 YEARS OF AGE' CHILDREN UNDER 5 YEARS O!' 
AGEj AND NUMBER OF CHILDREN PER 1,000 WOKEN IN THE FARK, VILLAGE, 
AND URBAN POPULATIONS OF THE UNITED STATES, BY DIVISIONS AND STATES: 
1920 I 

CHILDREN UNDER 6 
WOKEN 20 TO" YEA.BS or CHILDREN UNDER 6 YEABS PER 1,000 WOKEN 

AGE or AGB 20 TO 44 YB..1.B8 

DIVJSJON AND STATE 
or AGB 

Fann Village Urban Fann Village Urban Fann Vil- Ur-
!age ban 

--------- --------- ------
A B c D E F G B I 

UNITED STATES'------~.3. 624, 274 11. 606, li60 4, 003, 330 2, 317, 446 5, 262,466 806 668 457 
== --Naw ENGLAND ____________ 91, 964 177,327 I., 188, 614 67,326 104, 662 591, 063 623 4117 

Maine.-------------- -- 28, 363 48, 267 68,319 18, 641 29, 723 26, 776 667 469 New Hampshire _______ 10, 16,466 53, 121 6,061 9,369 26, 971 6M 489 
Vermont ••• ----------- 18, 619 19, 900 21, 7 12,363 11, 907 10, 284 663 472 Massachusetts _________ 17, 685 24, 131 747,083 10,366 13, 167 362, 238 686 485 Rhode Island __________ 2, 193 1, 767 117, 395 1,233 898 6D, 226 662 613 Connecticut. __________ 14, 174 66, 100, 928 8,671 39,Q 106,6SI 6 li53 

MIDDLE ATLANTIC ••••••••• 289,395 184, 734 446, 783 1, 722, 934 49'J New York _____________ J.24,1124, 71,985 94,025 84-4,280 462 New lel'!Jey ____________ 22,495 13, 311 57, 7 267, lillli 625 PeDDllylvanla _________ • 141,976 99,438 294, 611, Ot!9 M2 

EAST Noam CENTBAL •••• 784, 794 374,421 1, 298, 276 476 
Ohio ••••••••••••••••••• 181, 101 104, 194 362,368 471 Indiana ________________ 

148, 683 64, 322 138, 617 4!/1 
Illinois •• --------- •• --- 186, 899 100, 351 430, 237 4li6 

~~~::::::::::::: 126,426 66,351 243,6f.Y7 632 
142,686 6D, :ins 123,667 488 

WEST NORTH CENTRAL •.. 837, l 466, 236 1, 019,604 414, 971 780 407 Minnesota ________ .. --- 136, 492 76, 944 228, 036 102, 418 810 449 
Iowa ••• ------- ••••.•.• 169,357 95,644 180, 509 76, 064 732 421 Missouri_ ___________ --- 192, nT 106, 716 357,477 124,060 729 347 
North Dakota •••••••.• 59,032 29, 736 19, 134 9,693 1, 014 601 South Dakota _________ 68, 976 31, 330 21,499 9,985 866 464 Nebraska ______________ 

98, 213 66,278 86, 268 36,389 789 427 Kansas ___________ - - --- 122,395 71,688 127,691 66, 462 736 442 

SOUTH ATLANTIC ••••••••.. 981, 159 687,242 860, 639 377,067 911 438 Delaware ____________ •• 8, 170 9, 231 24,614 12, 601 690 ~ 
M~and. ------------ 42,676 r 52, 660 186, 919 82, 275 743 443 V la _______________ 

159, 518 101,426 16D, 63,396 862 42) West Virginia _________ 67,470 104, 628 76, 263 38, 995 900 611 North Carolina ________ 226, 678 104, 436 106, 969 53, 719 987 502 
South Carolina •.•.•.•• 170, 144 6D, 643 66,67~ 29, 197 932 438 
Georgia •••••••••••• ---- 263,974 92, 688 169,954 64, 906 91 382 Florida ____________ . ___ 42, 630 61, 741 79,263 32,078 825 (Oii 

EAST SOUTH CENTRAL ••..• 820, 989 449, 128 217,457 175,363 847 390 
Kentucky.------------ 200, 981 137, 986 63, 601 62, 766 872 382 
Tennessee.------------ 200, 906 14D, 671 68,342 53, 842 379 
Alabama •• ---------- •• 207,963 115, 781 63,668 48, 614 901 419 
Mississippi. •••••.••••• 211, 140 64,690 31,846 20, 771 776 380 

WEST SOUTH CENTRAL ••.. 822, 740 652, 227 2::: 077 
268, 639 866 412 

Arkansas.----------- __ 181, 996 64,072 26, 412 859 •12 
Louisiana ••• _--------- 124, 460 139, 788 •7,396 64, 613 861 391 
Oklahoma ••. -------- •• 152, 150 116, 109 59,046 61,693 932 445 
Texas •••• -------------- 364, 135 332, 268 99, 783 135, 921 819 400 

MOUNTAIN.--------------- 181, 640 167,096 247,•19 161, 774 120, 294 114, 746 891 4M Montana ••• _. ______ . __ 36,520 27,653 36, 546 31, 885 18, 629 16, 858 873 461 Idaho ______________ ---- S0,898 19,866 22, 790 28, 307 14, 109 12, 120 916 532 

~Jg~~::::::::::::: 11, 013 12. 752 11,928 8,813 8,00 6, 629 800 472 
42, 409 37,947 94, 819 35,357 26,041 35, 660 834 376 New Mexico ___________ 24, 299 22, 13, 137 21, 926 17, 846 6,628 902 505 Arizona ________________ 
14, 034 21, 667 24,829 12, 61 16,678 12, 519 899 604 

Utah.-----.-----. --- •• 20, 119 16, 518 4D, 168 21, 133 16, 24, 260 1,060 604 Nevada ________________ 2,348 7,823 3,202 1, 744 3,927 1,072 742 3311 

P ACirIC ••••••••• -••• _. _ •••• 159, 762 188, 930 741, 807 106, 141 108, 318 259,020 664 3411 Washington __________ 
43, 362 55, 092 168,334 3D, 41 34, 635 61,387 701 388 

O~on. --------------- 33,643 3D, 686 83, 896 22, 421 18, 368 3D, 529 666 599 364 Cal ornla _____________ 82, 757 103, 16 499,577 53,~ 55, 315 167, 104 644 636 334 

1 Truesdell, Leon E.. Fann Population of the United States. 1920, Census Monograph VI, pp. 186-215. 
•District of Columbia Included. Not shown separately. 
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FARM TENANCY 

It has been quite widely assumed that farm tenants have more 
children than fa.rm owners. In order to see if we could get any light 
on this matter we used the per cent of f a.rmers, 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 chil<).ren are highest the percentages of tenancy are quite 
high, but not as high as in the Middle West whcve 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 particu
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 fa.rm 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 fa.rm 
population a.re found in Utah and North Dakota, although when 
the States a.re 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 fa.rIDS. Indeed, the ratio of 
children on the fa.rIDS 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 ~f 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 fa.rm 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 mapy of the influences of ~e 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 grofip in the United States and each division as 
100, the indexes for the different sizes of communities in the United 
States and its nine divisions are as given in Table 35. 

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

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

100 
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TABLE 84.-Cmr.DREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 NATIVE WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 

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

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

Cities 

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

districts 
aod over habitaots habltaots 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

' 



FIGURE 3.-CBILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS 01' AGE IN THE URBAN 

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

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

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

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

DJVJSION 

United States.. ______________________ _ 

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

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

Cities 

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

&11d over lnhabltanta lnbabltanta lnhablt&nta 

100 11'-4 127.3 1311.9 

Rural 
dlstrlota 

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

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

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

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

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

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

DIVJSlOlf 
Cities 

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

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

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

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

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

MARRIAGE 

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

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

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

Cities 

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

dlstricts 
and over habitants 

~ ~ ! ~ 
.Sl 

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

~ -~-~ 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

DIVllllOK Cities 

2,300 to 
Rural 

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

and over Inhabitants lnhabltanta 

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

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

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

100 117.2 129.2 HL7 184.t 

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

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

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

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

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

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

AGE GEOUP 

~IVWON 

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

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

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

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

URBANISM, COMMERCIALISM, AND INDUSTRIALISM 

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



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

POPULATION: 1920 

..... 

D 
ITIIJ 400 - 499 

~ 600-699 

~ 600 - 699 

~ 700 - 799 

~ 
ID eoo - 0 00 

- OVER 1.000 

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

~ 
0 
~ 

~ 
13 z 
1-3 
0 

i • 



FIGURE 9.-CHILDREN UNDER 5PER1,000 FOREIGN-BORN WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE IN THE RURAL 
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Just how far apart the larger and smaller communities are in this 
matter can be seen by some comparisons between them based on "the 
supposition that they had the same ratios of children. Thus the 
5,491,267 native white women 20 to· 44 .living in cities of over 25,000 
would have had 2,520,491 children instead of the 1,950,086 they did 
have if their ratio of children had been the same as the native women 
in the cities of less than 25,000. This is almost a 30 per cent differ
ence. We may say, then, that the larger cities are cutting about 
120,000 to 125,000 from our increase each year and are thus hasten
ing the time when our population will cease to grow. 

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

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

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

FOREIGN-BORN WHITE WOMEN IN COMMUNITIES OF DIFFERENT SIZES 

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

[Ratios not shown where base Is less than 100] 

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

Cities 

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

~ 1 ~ ~ 
0 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

[Ratios not shown where base Is less than 100) 

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

WOJIEN :io TO " YEARS or AGE 

Cities 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

DIVJlllOJI' 
Cities 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

DIVISION A.ND STATB 

The State 

UNITED 8TATJ:SI ••••••• 85. 6 

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

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

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

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

86.9 

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

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

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

90.0 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

KABBIBD, WIDOWJ:D, OB DIVOBCJ:D 

Cities 

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

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

82. 91 85.0 87.2 87.8 91.4 

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

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

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

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

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

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

92.4 83.8 84.1 88.1 91.6 

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

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

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

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

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

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

79.6 76. 7 83.6 88.4 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

DIVI8ION Cities 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

DIVISION 
Cities 

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

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

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

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

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

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

COMPARISONS FOR NATIVE WHITE AND FOREIGN-BORN WHITE 

In the smaller cities as in the larger cities the ratio of children to 
foreign-born women is largely in excess of the ratio of children to 
native women. Table 46 sums up all these differences. Once age.in 
we have the fact impressed upon us that the foreign-born women are 
individually contributing far more children to the next generation 
than the native women. There is some danger, however, that we 
will fasten our attention too exclusively upon the comparison of 
natives and foreign born in the same communities; although this 
comparison, as made in Table 46, is of great interest and is valuable 
as showing how the underlying rural-mindedness of the foreign-born 
population is withstanding the onslaughts of the cities on its birth 
rate. It is, beyond denying, important to know that the ratio of 



122 RATIO 011' CHILDREN TO WOMEN 

Fiouam 10.-CBILDBEN UNn11a 5 PllB 1,000 NATIVll WmTB WoJDDN 20 To 44 
YEARS 01' AGB IN Co1111UN1TIB8 01' Dll'l'BBBNT 8IZB8 l'OB TBJI UNITED 
8TATll8 AND ITS DIVIBIONS: 1920 

CITIEBOF 
ICI0,000 

ANDOVER 
l,lZOO 

:Z5,000 
TO 

100,000 

I0,000 
TO 

25,000 

:z.soo 
TO 

10,000 RURAL 

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

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

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

--------

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

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

OL--------....L..---------1.------------..._-----------' 
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Fioua11 11.-CBILDJUDN UNDma ti na 1,000 FOBlllGN·BOBN WRITll WollllN 
20 TO 44 Y:mABS OI' Ao:m IN Co1111UN1TIEs OJI' D1nmuNT 81Zms :roa TBl!l 
UNITllD STATllS .AND ITS DrvISIONS: 1920 
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children to foreign-bom women in all cities of 100,000 and over is 
practically twice that of the nati~e women and that in the north
eastem States it is generally more than twice that of the natives; 
also that in the West and the So'1th these differences are considerably 
le8s. It is also well to know that even in the rnral districts the for
eign-bom women have almost two-fifths more children than the 
native women. These comparisons do not tell us aU'however. 

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

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

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

DIVIBIOK Cities 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

DIV18101' 
Cities 

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

antsand Inhabit- Inhabit- Inhabit-
over ants ants ants 

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

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

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

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

NUMERICAL EFFECT OF DECLINE IN CITY BIRTH BATE 

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

If the ratio of children for the 5,491,267 native white women 20 to 
44 years of age in the cities of over 25,000 had been the same as the 
ratio for the native white rural women, the city women would have 
had 3,959,203 children instead of the 1,950,086 they actually had; 
for the 2,541,453 native white women 20 to 44 in cities of under 25,000 
the number of children would have been 1,832,387 instead of 1,166,859. 
This would add a total of 2,674,645 to the children under 5 years of 
age in the native urban population of the country. Truly an enor
mous number, the significance of which can be better appreciated, 



IN CITIES AND RURAL DISTRICTS 127 

perhaps, if the stationary population 2 this would maintain at given 
death rates is calculated. This 2,674,645 children under 5 would 
have maintained a stationary population of 32,964,000 at the death 
rates of 1920. This 32,964,000 is an enormous number, equal to the 
population of the New England and Middle Atlantic States in 1920, 
with a little more than one-half of Ohio added. But even this does 
not tell the full story, for to the stationary population thus arising 
from the excess of births due solely to the assumed higher birth rate of 
the present population, would be added all the births from within this 
group of nearly 33,000,000. This would mean, therefore, that within 
this cycle of approximately 80 years, the difference in births between 
the native women in the urban population and an equal number of 
native women in the rural districts, would, if maintained, not only 
add about 33,000,000 more to the latter group but that two full 
generations and a large part of the third in this new group would 
contribute their own children to swell its numbers. Suppose the 
descendants of the higher birth rate group retained their higher birth· 
rate through the century, the total population at the end of this time 
resulting from this differential birth rate would be truly enormous.3 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

REASONS FOR DIFFERENCES IN URBAN AND RURAL RATIOS 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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 cmLDREN 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. III.) 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.1 Clearly, for all its 
conserva.tive influence in Utah, religion can not stay the development 
of typica.J.ly urban attitudes of mind in the modem 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 Uni~ States of a community in which religion does 
exercise a decided influence on the birth rate. 

1 Calculated from data ID Detlllled Table I. 
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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 (w¥ch 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 

•Holmes, S. J., Size of Families of California Students, Journal of Heredity, October, 1924; Newsholme. 
Sir A., Vital Statistics, new ed. 1923, p. 103; Thompson, Warren S., Size of Families of College Students. 
Amerlcen Statistical Association, December, 11126. 
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TABLJ!I 4:8.-CmLDBJ!IN UN»llB 7 PllB 1,000 Wo111J!IN 18 TO 44 YE.ABS OF Ao11 AND 

Pila CENT OF FoJUDioN-BOBN WHITES, IN CERTAIN BELECTllD COUNTIES IN 
THllUNITEDSTATESIN WeieBCOAL MINING IS AN l111POBTANT INDUSTRY: 1920 a 

ST.A.TB 

[Exclusive of plaom with over 10,000 Inhabitants) 

Women Children 
18 to ff under 7 
years years 
of age of age 

~484 

Chll· 
dren 

under Peroent 
7 per of 
1,000 foreign· 

women boril 
18 to ff whites 
years 
of age 

,_____ 
1, 129 --·--··· T~i!nlJ>:S. selected ......... .................................... 317, 4M I 

l======!======l====I==== 
Alabama.... • • ••• •• . Walker..................................... 9, 643 
Colorado ............. Huerrano................................... 2. 964 

Fn:f~:-:::::::::::: ~~::~-~~~~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::: 21J:~ 
Kansas ••••••••••••••• Crawford................................... 8.041 
Kentucky •••••••••••• Harlan, Plke1 Muhlenberg.................. 20,806 
Ohio................. Belmont, Ainens, Guernsey................ 26. 521 

f .Bituminoua-Cambrla, Fayette, Westmore- 86, 458 

Pennsylvania.······· A!:~iidte-Lackawamui, Luzerne, Bohuyl- 80, 379 
• kill. 

~~:::::::::::: 8:ni:~::.::::::::::::::::::~::::::::::::: ~ ~ 
Waft Vlrginla_. ••• ••• Fayette, Kanawha, Logan, McDowell...... 46, 287 
Wyoming............ Sweetwater................................. 2, 28' 

10.229 1,061 0. 7 
3.264 1, 102 16. 2 

20, 20/l 990 1L9 
6,094 MS 2. 9 
7,508 939 14.7 

25, 165 1, 210 2.0 
26. 262 990 1L2 

108, 316 1,253 20.2 

87, 9411 1,094 20.9 

li,959 1.167 0. 5 
3,286 1,286 26.9 

53, 106 1, 147 4.9 
2,lff 939 33.5 

I Fourteenth Censns ReportB, Population, 1920, Vol. W. 

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 smeller places near their work. If the ratios for these 
mining counties are compared with the average for the United States, 
743,3 for ell 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 ell 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 yea.rs 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 

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

I Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. W, Population, 1920, p. 3•. 
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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, a.re 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 4:9.-CBILDREN UNDER 7 PER .!iOOO WOKEN 18 TO 44 YEARS OF AGE IN 
CERTAIN SELECTED NATIVE WRITE RURAL COUNTIES: 19201 

BTATll 

[E:rclusive of places of 2,000 illbabitanta and over) 

SELECTED BUBAL COUKTillll 

Nom- Per cent of Per cent of 
ber of -.. I di foreign-born 
coon- negroes In n • whites In lndl
tiea vidual countleel vidual counties 

Women 
18to44 
years 
of age 

Chil
dren 

Children 'fder Per0'r°t under 7 per 
....... 1,000 forelgn-
J-U women bori1 
ofage 18to44 whites = ~~~~~~~1~-11~~~~-1-~~~-11-~-1~~--~-----

Total for selected ------- ---------------- ---------------- 223, 072 
counties. 

Alabama-----------------
Colorado •••••••••••••••••• 

Indians ••••••••••••••••••• } 
Dllnols.. ••••••••••••••••••• 
Ohio •••••••••••••••••••••• 

Kentucky ••••••••••••••••• } 
West Virginia. •••••••••••• 

7 Less than 6..... Less than 2 •••• 
3 More than 80.. Less than 3 •••• 

7 Less than 1.... Less than 6.. ••• 

22 ---------------- Less than Ii·--
19 Less than '---- Less than 3 ___ _ 

31,207 
13, 9118 

11,2115 

62,1173 

222, 470 90'1 --------

38, 232 1, 225 0. 4 
12, 930 92' 0. 1 

11, 925 1, 060 4. 0 

113, 282 8112 2. 4 

60, 733 1, 200 Q.li 

~::::::::::::::::::: > 10 Less than 2.. ••• ____ do ••••• _ 18,281 14, 708 805 LS 

Maine ••••••••••••••••••••• } 4 Leas than 1 Less than 8.. 
Vermont.................. ---- ---

Pennsylvania............. 9 Less than 2.... Less than JO ••• 

10, 793 

:M,381 

8,317 

22,3'6 

771 6.0 

916 2.6 

1 Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. III, Population 1920. 
• Direct comparisons between ratios for whites and Negroes ean not be made because the omissions In 

the enumeration of children are not the aame for the two races. 
• With the e:rceptlon of 1 county with 12 per cent of forelgn-bom 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 dlsewlslon In Chapter VI on birth rate u 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 facts 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 ill small mining camps as in 
cities. 

TABLE 50.-CRILDREN UNDER 7 PER 1,000 Wo111EN 18 TO 44 YEARS OP Ao11 
IN CERTAIN STATES SELECTED FOR HIGH A.ND Low PROPORTIONS OP FOREIGN• 
BORN WHITES: 1920 1 

811LSCTSD 8TATJ: 

LOW PBOPOBTION or rOBEIGN·BOBN WHlTJ:8 

Total ___ -··········--·--··--·············· 

Idaho ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• Indlana.---------------------------------------
Iowa •••• ---------------------------------------Kentuck:v---------------------------------------New Mexico ___________________________________ _ 

Oklahoma.. ••••••••••••• ---····--··········-···--

moB PBOPOBTION or MBEIGN-BOBN WJllTE8 

Total_ •• ----····--·-•• ------ •• -• --- • -• -••• 

Massachusetts ••• --- ---------------- -----------
Rhode Island ••••••••• -------------------- -- ---
Connecticut ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
New York •• ------------------------------------Minnesota _____________________________________ _ 

North Dakota ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Arizona ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
California ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

NU.MBEB 

Children 

PEB CENT IN TOTAL 
POPULA.TION 

Women 18 Children under 7 Foreign· 
to 44 years under 7 =-iien~8 boril Negro 

of age years of age to 44 years white 
of age 

2,0IK,GM 1,662,641 'l1K 
_________ .. ---·------

80,611 76,1112 
694,839 406,289 
488,301 348,091 

937 9.0 0. 2 
681 6.1 2.8 
713 9.4 0.8 

470,032 409,467 
67, 2211 66,4211 

393,626 3li8, 71i6 

871 L3 9.8 
973 8.1 L6 
911 2. 0 7.4 

3, 177, 20li 632 ---------- ............................ 6,026, 149 
l=======l======F=====ll=====•I====== 

851,2M 533,637 
131,333 85,986 
293,609 211, 958 

2,34:\,866 1,400,240 
485, 140 363,004 
119, 733 126, 934 
66,240 li6, 769 

734,966 390, 677 

627 28.0 1.2 
61111 28. 7 1. 7 
722 27.3 1.11 
601 26.8 1.9 
748 20. 4 0. 4 

1,052 20.3 0.1 
857 23.4 2. 4 
1132 19.9 1.1 

I Fourteenth CllllSUS Reports, Vol. W, 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 bom, the rural counties are 57.8 per cent higher. 

TABLE 51.-CBILDREN UNDER 7 PER liOOO WOKEN 18 TO 44 YEA.BS 01' AGE IN 
CERTAIN CITIES 01' OVER 100,000 NBABITANTS SELECTED l'OR HIGH AND 
Low PBoPOBTIONs o:r FoBllIGN-BOBN WeITlls: 1920 1 

LOW ROPOBTJOM or lrOllBIG1'•BOB1' WBITBll 

Total ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Columbus, Ohio •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Dayton, Ohio ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Des Moines, Iowa. •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Kansas City, Mo ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Reading, Pa •• ·······························---

BIGH PROPORTION or lrOllBIG1'·BOB1' WBITBll 

Total ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Fall River, Mass •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Lowell, M888 ••• --·--··- -·---------·----·-·----
New Bedford, M888---·-----··--·-----·--------
New York, N. Y ·-·--····--·-------------·------

~~W::::.·:J:c:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

1111KBEB 

Children 
Women 18 Children under 7 Foreign· 
to « Je8l'll under 7 per 1·~. boril Negro 

of age Je8l'llof age := wbit.e 
of age 

l=======l======F=====IF====•F===== 
233, 1182 100, 4118 

67,0M 28,867 
as, 7117 111, 39'J 
31, 71111 16,427 
116,10& 33, 609 
23,838 H,263 

----------- ................... 
•n 8.8 11.• 
M2 8.8 6.9 
.so 8.9 ... 
3IK s.• 11. 6 
lill8 8.9 0.9 

I, 616, 408 883,818 llSI .................... .................... 
28,339 18, 980 
26,llOll 18, 1112 
28, 137 17,870 

1,349,llft 780,376 
31,237 17,944 
63,883 32,497 

'121 36.1 o.a 
824 33.7 0. 2 
835 to.2 '-1 
678 36.• 2. 7 
117• 83.2 Ll 
eoa 211.0 2.' 

I Fourteenth Census Reports, Population, 1920, Vol. ill. 

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
bom whites and 'the second group of tho8e 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. H 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. 

H 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 a.II 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 rure.l 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 Jatter. 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 likeJy 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.6 

• It Is not UDllkely that there really are more children 5 to 9 than under 5 among the sou them Negroes 
In some localities due to the very rapid movement of young negro women to the cities which took place 
ID the live or six years preceding 1920. 



TABLE l$9.-NEGB.o POPULATION IN Co111111NITIES OP DIPPED.ENT SIZES AND CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 NEGRO WoKEN 20 To 44 
YEARS OP AGE, BY MARITAL CONDITION, IN ALL STATES HAVING 1,000 ox MoB.E NEGRO Wo11EN 20 TO 44 YEA.RS OP AGE, BY 
DIVISIONS! 1920 1 

[Ratios not shown wlwe base Is leis than 1,000) 

'l'OTAL NllGBO 10PUUTION CllJLDBllN 171'DllB 11 l'llB 1,000 NllOBO WOKllN 20 TO '4 YllABS OJ' AOB 

Cltlel AD Negro women Married, widowed, or divorced Negro woman 

DIVlllION AND llTA'fli Cltlal Cities 
Total tor 

~o:l- 25,000 Rural dla-
State trlata Total 

1\000 Rural Total 
~~ 25,000 Rural to l~CJOO for : 26,000 2,llOO for 10,000 ~ tants and IDha I- to to districts to to dlstrlct8 over tan ts State ltants ~~ ~~ fu\C::. 

State I tan ts 100,000 ~~ a.~ and and IDhab-
over I tan ts ltants I tan ts over ltants ltants ltants 

~ ----- '--""- ----'--""- ---
.& B c D • I' G B I ~ K L II N 0 • 

UlllTD SuTU•----- 10,483, 131 1,88',6711 7211,271 O,llm,858 6411 257 294 888 870 743 85' 316 8S6 410 468 875 
Nsw ENGLAND ••••••••••• '19,051 47, 730 13,2111 7,881i - 875 m 484 844 662 li38 480 671 658 899 744 Mll888Chuaetts ________ 

46,466 31,076 0,934 1,1142 8ll8 867 391 89'J 677 730 1536 477 6'19 &!Ill G88 933 Rhode Island _________ 
10,038 6, OM 2,218 328 480 431 4IK '1311 730 -------- 630 658 668 1124 928 --------Connectlollt ___________ 
21,0tG 11,000 8,416 4,381 3112 871 827 687 444 467 4llO 464 407 1154 .................. 818 

MJDDU ATL.\JITIC--~----- 800, 183 3711, 780 81,933 82, 761 ., 256 2811 891 867 601 383 880 878 481 477 1134 New Yort ____________ 
198,483 1112, 996 10, 1211 13,271 2MI 2211 :m 831 317 48' 3311 813 872 425 4611 IH6 New Jeney ___________ 
117,132 89,843 28,220 24,804 369 345 lll58 345 348 640 448 416 841 «II 462 1173 P8IUl8)'lvaDla ••••••••• 284,668 173,441 28,684 44,11711 819 266 162 430 406 491 3118 128 434 609 4117 CIOU 

EAllT NOBTB CBNTllAL ••• 614,654 801, 1182 76,838 115.881 2llO 287 324 876 408 llG6 844 714 874 4311 4118 872 Ohfo __________________ 
18G, 187 118,6811 17,241 80,212 330 266 1181 441 421 fN1 885 870 417 616 618 718 IndJana _______________ 
80,810 34,1178 24,11611 8,1187 319 282 2116 8811 406 632 874 831 MO 437 614 11117 llllnofs ________________ 

162, 714 108,41511 28,610 Sl,6411 2llO 201 328 830 384 618 804 2Sli ll7ll 885 448 "808 
Mlebl&an------------- ,= 41,928 11,162 6.078 281 280 852 407 483 OM 816 258 895· 4115 651 749 WfsooDBln _____________ 

2,2211 871 860 816 242 225 426 ---·---- 6n 868 '78 2'18 473 -------- 713 
WBllT NOBTB CllNTBAL.... 273,621 138,108 19,1110 116. 9llO .. 221 816 841 888 688 867 261 867 418 449 682 

Mlnneeota. - ---------- 8, SOii 7,808 4115 l5SD 242 231 252 ........................ -------- -------- 2'18 252 2611 -------- -------- ........................ Iowa __________________ 19, OOli 6,612 4,006 8,880 8711 345 3811 8511 434 608 434 COB 8118 415 608 687 Missouri ______________ 178, 241 100,673 0,614 44,074 281 200 "" 812 317 6711 840 240 314 8117 3116 6Uli 
Neb1'118ta. - ------ ----- 13,242 10,815 8116 1,121 270 248 2118 ....................... 414 629 808 714 861 -------- 466 626 Kansas_ ______________ 

67, 1126 14,(06 7,817 16,8211 8ll8 8211 8611 11118 4611 638 470 188 481 430 651 1167 

...... 
~ 

§ 
0 

fi 

I 
li'l 

~ 

I 



• 

Boum ATLANTIC ___________ 4, 215, 154 2'19,'J/97 351,233 3, 180, 749 661 289 
Delaware •• ------------ 30,335 10, 7(6 -----2,"'Mi" 17,843 477 268 

~~:::::::::::: 2",4711 lG!,822 119,970 484 296 
800,017 97,438 118,&IO 480,888 flZ1 308 

West Virginia •••••••••• 1::= ................................ 10,:166 63,801 502 --------North carouna ________ .............................. 65,tlll2 608,242 7118 ....................... 
South Carolina.. •••••••• 864, 719 ---·a;799· 46, 781 746,230 761 ....................... 

~1:.:::::::::::::::: 1,208,365 911,947 9113, 329 038 256 
329,487 ................................. n, 7211 208,891 483 ... ..................... 

EUT BoU'rll CJ:NTBAL ••••• 2,623, 1132 7111, 131 00,278 1,952,216 672 249 Kentucky ______________ 235,938 46,087 16,.BM 130,545 421 215 
Tennessee •• ------------ 451, 758 96,814 ao, 191 281, 294 496 ~ 

Alabama--------------- 900, 652 'I0,230 43, 733 703,819 611 805 
Mississippi.. ••••••••••• 985, 184 ................................ ----------- 836,668 616 ....................... 

WllST Boum CJ:NTBAL.. ••• 2,063, 579 189,150 lCK, 152 1,628,297 644 258 
Arkansas ••• ------------ 472, 220 ---ioo;uao· 21,061 3118, 628 M2 ...................... 
Louisiana-------------- 700,257 17,485 lloo,1144 667 293 
Oklahoma •••• ---------- 149,408 ----88;-- 24, 814 101, SOl 15611 --------
Texas------------------ 741,694 41,292 618,321 623 221 

MOUNTAIN ••••••••••••••••• S0,801 6, 7118 3,958 14, 128 2114 196 
Colorado ••••••••••••••• 11, 318 6,075 2,48' 1,964 2118 194 
Arizona •••••••••••••••• 8,005 -----·----- 1,076 5,874 268 .................. 

PACll'JC _____________________ 
47, 790 28,850 8,7M 6,278 271 228 

W~D------------ 6,883 3,621 1,088 1, 101 268 Q 

Calli -------------- 88, 763 23,482 4,687 4,876 273 227 

301 389 893 828 800 
·--·---- --·----- 410 876 616 

8911 867 412 7114 610 
359 359 431 1144 7119 
271 862 41111 677 m 
352 '°' 494 9(6 1,006 
301 863 892 858 922 
2'5 315 .,. 797 744 
290 li08 312 629 668 - 3IK IMS 8118 8711 
254 31111 3211 fKfl 618 
261 833 356 no 15118 
274 853 395 729 724 

-------- 276 317 669 713 

263 296 M3 878 631 
250 251 812 621 621 
248 2911 888 088 1162 
2911 359 864 736 647 
255 292 825 698 tm 

270 252 200 829 298 
297 -------- 845 441 800 
233 210 259 317 29'J 

312 868 832 457 817 
838 -------- 818 433 802 
807 867 139 &66 822 

365 366 
:MIS -------· 880" 6n 
8IK 650 

.................. 3'7 

........................ (49 
871 

lm 291 
....................... 335 

2915 819 
271 318 
269 80ll 
3(6 327 

...................... ... .................. 

310 80ll 
---·---- 298 

:MIS 291 
-------- 351 

258 297 

227 308 
228 845 

....................... 259 

259 876 
228 386 
265 874 

tlill 

-------· 494 
476 
461 
618 
445 
871 
&911 

868 
335 
418 
411 
338 

348 
286 
863 
418 
3'4 

294 
--------...................... 

436 
--------441 

tl!6 
623 
627 
654 
l505 
639 
4118 
438 
888 

430 
411 
444 
471 
3111 

406 
868 
467 
420 
387 

818 
878 
2711 

3118 
389 
409 

1, 

1, 
1, 

989 
82U 
983 
CK& 
644 
18& 
083 
921 

.0 

812 
72& 
862 
1188 
768 

772 
8118 
BOii 
SM 
7119 

868 
4118 
8311 

624 
477 
£28 

1 Columns E to P from Detailed Table I· columns A to D from Fourteenth Censna, Vol. II, Pl>- 90-100. 
1 Total ftgmes for the United States and the divisions are used, even though, 88 In the New England division, not all the Individual States have enough Negro women 20 to 44 

to appeer separat.ely. District of Columbia Is Included In the United States 88 a whole only. 
NOTli.-The ratios given here and In the other tables In this section on Negroes are based on the actual data given In the census unle8ll otherwise stated. They should not be 

compared with the ratios for whites becaWl8 the omissions of young children from the census count are probably qwt.e dl1fe111nt In the two races. The ratloa of children In dffterent 
groups of Negroes can be compared1 however, with a fair degree of accuracy. At a number of ~ta, however, the data for Negroes Indicate that there are omlsalons of cblldren or 
millstataments of age of women ror which we have no means of conect1on. The best that can be done Is to make IOIDe allowanees of a general nature. This Is done at certain 
points In the tut. 

I 

..... 
t 
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TABLE 1>3.--STATES ARRANGED AccoRDIN'G TO RATIO OF CHILDREN UNDER 5 
TO NEGRO WOMEN' 20 TO 44 YEARS 01' AGE WITH PER CENTS AND RATIOS FOR 
CERTAIN OTHER FACTORS: 1920 1 

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

CHILDREN UNDER IS 
PBR 1,000 NEGRO Per cent Per cent 
WOKEN 20 TO 44 Per cent Per eent or all Ne- or Negro 
Tll:ARSOl'.t.GE or total of total growomen women 

Negro who are STATE 
Pllfiulatlon \:pul.a- that are married Married hat Is ton that 20 to 34 widowed, 

All widowed, rural Is Negro years of or 
women or age divorced divorced 

women 

A. B c D B I' 
North Carolina ________________________ 798 1,006 79. 7 29.8 23. 7 79.3 South Carolina ________________________ 761 922 86.6 51.4 24.3 82.5 
Oeol'l!ia---------- -- -- -- --- --- ---- --- --- 638 744 77.4 41. 7 25. 7 85.8 
Virginia.---------------------- --- -- -_. 637 799 69. 7 29.9 24. 6 79. 7 
Mississippi .• -------------------------- 616 713 89.5 52.2 25.2 86.2 

Alabama._---------------------------- 611 724 7S. l 38.4 24.9 84.4 
Oklahoma .. --------------------------- 569 647 67.11 7.4 26. 7 87.8 Louisiana ______________________________ 

557 662 72.8 38.11 26. 6 84.1 Arkansas. _____________________________ 
M2 621 84.4 27.0 26. 9 89.0 

Texas ______ -- -- --- -- ----- -------- ---- -- 523 001 69.11 15.11 28.8 81!.2 

West Virginia. - ----------------------- 50'J 582 74.0 5.11 31.11 86. 3 
Tennessee.---------------------------- 4116 5113 62. 3 19. 3 27.1 83.6 

M~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 484 610 4tp 16.11 27.1 79.3 
483 553 63. 4 34.0 28.11 87.4 Rhode Island __________________________ 480 630 3. 2 1. 7 24. 7 76. l 

Delaware------------------------------ 477 616 57.2 13.6 26. 6 77.5 
Kentucky_---------------------------- 421 518 65. 3 9.8 26.11 81.4 Kansas ___________________ ---- _________ 399 470 27.3 3.3 26.8 84.11 Massachusetts __________________ --- ____ 399 536 4.1 1.2 30. 4 74.5 Connecticut ___ .-------________________ 3112 490 20.11 1.5 30.0 79.11 
Iowa. ________________ ---- _____________ 3711 434 19. a 0.8 30.4 87.3 
New JerseY---------------------------- 3li2 ~ 21.2 a. 7 31.0 78.8 
Ohio _____ ---- -- --- -- --- -- -- --- ---- ----- 330 385 16. 2 3.2 33.11 86. 7 
Pennsylvania.------------------------- 319 393 15. 7 3.3 34.1 81.1 Indiana ______ ---- ______________ ----- ___ 3111 374 11.l 2.8 31.2 85. 2 

Wisconsin----------------------------- 316 368 16. 3 0. 2 36.8 85.8 
Missouri. ____ ----- -----_ ---_ -_ -_ -_ -_ --- 281 340 24. 7 5. 2 31.6 82. 7 Michigan ____ --_ -____ . --- -- _________ . __ 281 316 8.4 1.6 41.8 89. l 
California. _____ ------ --- _____ ---- ___ -- 273 322 12. 6 1.1 30. 7 84.11 
Nebraska ______ ------ _____ ------ _______ 270 306 8. 5 1. 0 36.2 88. l 

Arizona ______ -- ___ -- -- ____ -___ --- ______ 268 2112 67.1 2. 4 38.5 91.11 Washington _______________ ----- __ ----- 268 302 16.0 0.5 29.2 88.8 
Illinois. - -- -- ----- ---- ------- --- -- --- -- 260 304 11.3 2. 8 35. 4 85.5 
Colorado._---------------------------- 258 300 17. 3 1.2 28. 7 86.0 
New York.---------------·-------- __ --- 246 336 6. 7 Lii 39.2 73. 2 
Minnesota. ___ ---- --- __ --- _____________ 242 278 6.3 0.4 34.0 87.0 

1 Columns A and B Crom Detailed Table I; column C calculated by subtraction Crom data on p. 88, 
Fourteenth Census, Vol. II; Population, 11120; column D Crom p. 33, Vol. II; column E calculated by 
addition of per cents Crom pp. 1811-286, Vol. II; column F Crom Detailed Table II. 

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. In 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 Southem States. Indeed, in 
several of the Southem 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 Southem 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 64.-CHILDRIDN UNDIDR li PER 1,000 WOKEN, POR NATIVE WmTE AND 
POB NEGRO WoMEN 20 To 44 YEARS OP AGE, AND PER CENT RATIO OP CHILDREN 
TO NATIVE WHITE WOMEN ExOEEDS RATIO 01' CHILDREN TO NllGRO WOMEN 
IN CERTAIN STATIDS AND CITIES ARRANGED AoooRDING TO RATIOS POR NEGRO 
WoM:mN: 19201 

(Ratios DOt shown when base la less than 1,000) 

ClllLDBllM UNDJ:B II PllB l,000 WOllllM 
llO TO " TliB8 or AOll 

PJ:B CB!IT BU'IO ·roa 
MATIVB WBITll 
WOllJ:M :U:CllllDS 
B.\TIO roa MllOBO 
WOllU 

Native white 
women Negro women 

Entire 
1-E-nt_lre__,-R-ural--1-E-n-tlre-.,.-R-ural--11 s':t~ or 

State or part of State or part of 

Rural 
pert of 
State 

SUTU 
North Carolina __________________ ••••••• _ 
South Carolina---···-················--· 

f Ei~!~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
KaD888-----········-···-················ Ohio •••• _ •••• ··-· •••••••• ···-· __ •• __ •• __ • 
).llssourl •• _. _____ ••••••• ·-•• ·-·-•• ·-·-· •• 
California ••• - •• - ••••••••• --·- •• -- ----- •• 
Dllnola •• - --·-·-·· - ••••• ·-•• --·-••••••••• 
N- York.--········-···-·-············· 
Mlnneaotll..----·-···-··-··-·-·--······-·· 

emu 

g.:i~:·::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Iw:1~~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
N-Yorlr: CltY---·-·······-·····-······1 
Chleago········---·-·················-·· 

1 From Detailed Table I. 

city State city State 

827 
777 
731 
888 
7'0 
788 
674 
482 
510 
341 
450 
3112 
638 

910 
872 
8611 
800 
813 
8IK 
663 
633 
685 
001 
818 
494 
887 

431 -·--·--··· 
398 -·-··-···· 
370 ·-··· ····-
3'7 ··-······· 
318 --········ 
332 •••••••••• 

798 948 
761 8ll8 
838 797 
837 844 
816 689 
811 729 
399 1139 
330 fNI 
281 676 
273 466 
280 618 
248 464 
242 ·---···--· 

305 -··-·-·-·· 
2113 ····-····· 
259 --- ···-··· 
256 ·--·-····· 
228 ····-·-··· 
201 ----······ 

u -3.8 
2.1 1.8 

14.6 9.0 
8.0 -4.1 

20.3 2L6 
28. 8 22.8 
43. 8 23.0 
44.0 6.0 
81. 6 18.9 
24.9 9.9 
73.0 19. 3 
47.1 6.6 

122. 3 ·······-·-

41. 3 ----------
35.1 ----------
42. 8 ·--····-·· 
47. 2 ·······-·· 
38.8 ·-·-······ 
85. 0 ····------

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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TABLE lilS.-CmLDBEN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 NEGRO WolllDN 20 TO 44 YEA.Rs or 
Ao~ BY MARITAL CONDITION, AND Pila CENTS l'OB CERTAIN OTna FACTORS, 
IN VITIES OP 25,000 INHABITANTS A.ND OVBB HAVING 2,000 OB MORE NEGRO 
WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OP AoE: 1920 1 

[Cltlell ananpd 11000rdina to ratloe of l'hildnm to Dtlll'O W0111811] 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Charlotte, N. C--------------------------------

ifi;:f [~R~~mrnmrn~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
t~t£~!~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
~~~rnrnrn~rn~rnrn~rnrn~ 
t=~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: c=h, PL--------------------------------

Indiana;;~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~ 

t~~~~~~~~rn~~~~~rn~~rn~~rn~rn 
f i!t4;~~~~~rnrn~rnmrn~rnrn~ 
Philadelphia, PL-----------------------------· 
Atlanta, OL-----------------------------------
OklaholDa City, Okla--------------------------
~i:n~:'"oiiio.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

te~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Clncinna~hlo ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Little Rock, Ark-------------------------------

NSGBO WOJlllN llO 'fO " YllABS 
01' A.Gii . 

Chlldnm under 5 
per 1,000 Dtlll'O 
women Peroant 

married, 
widowed, or 

Married, divorced 
widowea, All 

women 

A 

442 
(00 
SS4 
S78 
36' 

3118 
335 
3311 
~ 
323 

321 
317 
314 
312 
312 

308 
308 
301 
2113 
llllGI 

2111 
287 
288 
283 
282 

281 
280 
278 
270 
288 

288 
264 
263 
282 
259 

269 
2li6 
2M 
2M 
258 

.2'8 
248 
2'8 
247 
244 

or 
divorced 

• 
630 
499 
'54 
489 
469 

490 
~ 
368 
386 
368 

4'11 
387 
404 
381 
353 

388 
348 
356 
S80 
8811 

339 
358 
338 
346 
331 

332 
842 
886 
IQ! 
8811 

388 
321 
353 
322 
8'11 

3211 
ao:a 
2112 
288 
288 

2911 
2111 
289 
2114 
290 

c 
83.8 
80.2 
M.6 
77.0 
711.8 

73.1 
76. 7 
89.1 
83.8 
88.1 

75. l 
82.0 
77.8 
8L8 
88.4 

83.2 
88.1 
85.0 
77.8 
711. 7 

88.0 
80. 7 
85.2 
82.0 
86.1 

M.8 
82.1 
76.8 
87.11 
72.11 

711. 0 
82.3 
74.4 
8L2 
78.11 

711. 7 
M.7 
88.8 
88.1 
87.9 

82.9 
85.5 
85. 7 
83.11 
M.2 

Per oant of Per oant 
all Necro of total 
women population 

that are 20 t!mt Is 
to 34 years Negro 

of 11118 

D II: 

89.0 31.3 
so. 5 40.3 
33. 7 42. 7 
34.8 18.4 
34.3 3L8 

29.4 '11. 7 
32. 3 43.11 
30. 3 14. 2 
36.9 4.1 
33.5 6.11 

32.11 31.5 
36.0 47.8 
39.2 42.8 
39.5 39.6 
38.0 32. 7 

38.1 12.3 
36.8 89.3 
36.1 9.4 
34.2 14.8 
38.0 !18.l 

32.11 38.5 
88.4 87.6 
34.4 0.4 
32. 2 14. a 
33.4 11.0 

33.4 89.8 
33. 7 211.2 
33.11 2.2 
88.8 46.8 
au ti.I 

88.8 88.5 
42.3 46.8 
32.1 26. l 
4L8 80.1 
S0.2 30.0 

87.8 7.4 
87.2 31.8 
38.8 11.0 
86.3 43. 8 
42.8 4.3 

34.4 43.0 
87.3 39.11 
87.11 32.8 
36.5 7.5 
811.8 !18.8 

~= W~br__________________________________ = = ::: :g 2U 

~~~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ ~ ::1 ~~ ,tr 
Los Angeles, Call!--------------"--------------- 230 269 85. 8 32. 8 2. 7 

t Columns A and B, Detailed Table I; column C, Detailed Table Il; colWDD.9 D and E, Fourteenth 
Census Reports Vol. II, Population, 1920. · 
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TABLJD 55.-CmLDBllN UNDEB 5 PEB 11000 NEGBO WOMEN 20 TO 44 YE.A.BB OJ' 

AGJEJ BY MARITAL CONDITION, AND PEB CENTS J'OB CERT.A.TN OTHER FACTOBB, 
IN l.iITIEB OF 25,000 INHABITANTS A.ND OvEB HAVING 2,000 OB MoBm NmGBO 
WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEA.BB OP AGE: 1920-Continued 

r.~~~;~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Ee;:~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
if=~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Atlantic City, N.1-----------------------------
X8D888 City, Mo·-----------------------------

NBGBO WOKEN 20 TO " TLUIS 
01' .A.OB 

Percent 
-----· married, 

Married w:i1~:.~:r 

Children under 6 
per 1,000 negro 
women 

All widowed, 
women or 

divorced 

A. • c 
228 313 '12.8 
?Zr 2M 89.5 
226 265 85.2 
217 259 83.8 

216 2'7 87.3 
215 711 711. 2 
213 239 89.3 
ml 24.6 84..6 

205 24.3 84..4. 
201 235 85.6 
177 232 76.0 
162 1118 82.0 

Percent of 
all Negro Per cent 
women of total 

that are 20 population 
to 34t years tb&t Is 

of age Negro 

D E 

41.6 2. 7 
4.7.6 4..1 
4.0.3 14..11 
36.2 11.0 

37.5 2U 
33.2 17.1 
8&11 16.l 
8&2 22.3 

37.4. 37.7 
311. 7 4..1 
au 21.6 
8&3 11.6 

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 diff erencc between northern 
and western, and southern cities in ratio of children to Nf.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 hf!.ving 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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RATIOS NECESSARY FOB llAINTBNANCE 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 tomaintain 
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 t-0 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. It is 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 chil~en 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.a 

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 
reasonable doubt that in 1920 there were not enough Negro children in 

• See Chap. vm 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 inf ant 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 N orthem and W.estem 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 
losfug their reproductive vitality by living in cities. For the Negro 
to leave the rural, SO'ldh 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 
amorig 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 di1ference 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. 

TABL:m 56.-NuKBllB OP SURVIVORS AT DIPnRBNT Ao:ms no11 100,000 BoRN 
AT A. GIVEN Tnlll POK CERTAIN COllPA.RABLB NllGRO A.ND WHITE POPULATION 
GROUPS: 1920 l 

8'11BVIVOU AT OIVJIN AOU 

Item 
At 1 year I At 2 years At 7 years 

== irn1~ 1f::e ~ttT:i::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Whites In OrfKinal ~tlon States·----------------------
Negroes In OrfKinal ~ StateB-----------------------

WhHes lu North Carolina •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Negroes In States having more than II per cent Negroes.. _____ _ 

I Bureau of the Census, United States Abrldaed Life Tables, 1919-20, p. UL 

88,481 
80,ate 

1111,050 
81,4114 

90,878 
86, 7411 

811,3116 
75,38' 

88,411 
77, 109 

88,947 
83, 6115 

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 wern 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. 

BIGB PROPORTION OP NEGRO WOMEN GAINFULLY EMPLOYED 

A number of factors help to bring a.bout 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 
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parentage 20 to 44 yea.rs 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 yea.rs 
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.l per cent of the foreign
bom whites, and 33.1 per cent of the Negroes, were women 20 to 44 
yea.rs of age engaged in domestic and personal service.8 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 Negro0'3 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. 

OTBEB 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 childrell 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 a.nival 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. 

r Fourteenth CeDSUS Reports, Vol. IV, p. 377. 
•Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. IV, pp. 377, 404, 413, 422, 431. 

6621°-31-11 
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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 a.re 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 <?r unwilling to look ahead any great distance, who want the 
tangible pleasures they can see immediately ahead of them and who 
ca.re 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 pa.th 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 ma.de 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, plea.sure, 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 Jiaving 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 s0cially, 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 that if the Negroes continue to move from the country 
to the city as they have been doing during the last decade or two, the 
rAce 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 modem 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 survj.ve. 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 CWLDBEN TO WOMEN IN THE "OTHER COLORED" 

POPULATION 

JAPANESE 

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) 9 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 women 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
bom 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 27.87.10 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. 

1 Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. ll, Population, 11120, pp. 186 and 287. 
10 Bnreau de la Statlatlque Genttale, RMum6 Statlatlque du Mouvement de la Populatkm de L'Emplra 

du Japon, 1922, pp. 4, 8, 12. 



• 

MISCELLANEA 155 

TABLlll 87 .-" C>rHmR CoLORllD" 1 CHILDREN UNDER a PER 1,000 "C>r&JllB 
COLORED" WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OP AGE, POR EACH STATE AND CITY HAVING 
1,000 OB KOBE "OTHBB CoLOBBD" Wo11EN 20 TO 44 YEARS OP AGE: 1920·1 

"OTBBB COLOBBD" ''OTBBB COLOBBD" 
POPUUTION POPULATION 

Chll- Chll-
dren dren 

Women Children under Women Children under 
3lto'4. under u:~ 3lto'4. under t= years Ii rears years 

/iof: of age o age women of age women 
3lto'4. :llto« 

years 
of age 

years 
of age 

--- -----
UNITm> ST.A.TU •••••• 60,831 115,610 9H MOUNTAIN ••••••••••••• 13, 091 11,987 911 

Rural---------------- 12, 312 11,4111 926 
Cities 100,000 and over ______________ 

9, 4111 6,963 740 Montana..------------ 1,676 1,763 1, O/i2 
25,000 to 100,000 ____ 2,817 2,231 792 Rural-------------- 1,602 1,086 1, O/i2 
l~to25=----- 1,251 899 719 
II: to 10, ------ 2, 730 2, 312 847 

New Muico _________ 
2,913 2,«li 838 oral ______________ 

'4,626 43,21)6 968 Rural-------------- 2,882 2,'21 841 

:MIDDLB ATI.AllTIC.. ••••• 1,878 l,~ 684 Arizona •.. ------------ 6,009 4,nO MO New York ___________ 
1,41111 672 Rural •••••••••••••• 4,820 4, /i6/i 8'7 

EABT Noam CaNTBAL. 2,/iM 2,298 896 PACIJ'IC ••••••••••••••••• 25,674 22, 495 876 
Rural---------------- 1,8'9 1,913 1182 Cities 100,000 and over ________________ 

7,861 6,937 7/i/i 
Wisconsin.. ••••••••••• l,3M 1,3/i/i 1,001 25,000 to 1~000 ______ 2,162 l, 760 SH 

Rural-------------- 1,257 1,2111 1, O'J7 i:i~-~~---:::::::: 1,436 1,284 8IK 
13, 68' 12,98' 9/i6 

WB8T Noam CBNTBAL 6,6211 6,478 1173 
Rural---------------- 6,256 6, 22/i 98' w uhlDgton.. ••• ------ 4,856 4,228 871 Beattle _____________ 

1,869 1,33' n4 
Mbmeaota ••••••••••• 1,326 1, 38/i 1,0'4. 100,000 and over •••• 1,913 1,362 n2 Rural ______________ 

1,251 1,3/i/i 1,067 Rural •••••••••••••• 2, 460 2, 008 l,O'M. 

South Dakota •••••••• 2,400 2,330 971 
Oregon.. ______________ 

l,/i46 1,316 8/il 
Rural •••••••••••••• 2,366 2,2112 909 

California •••••••••••• 19,272 16, 9/il 880 
Soum ATI..UITIC ••••••• 2,071 2,421 1,1119 

Los ADgeles ________ 
2,1191 2,230 829 

Rural---------------- 1,980 2,336 1,180 San Francisco •••••• 1, 90'J 1,352 711 
100~ and over ___ li,466 4,21)6 7611 

North CarollDa ______ 1, 727 2,0M 1,189 25800 to 100,000. - -- 1,856 1, 561 831 Rural ______________ 
1, 717 2,041 1,189 imaf~-~~:~:::::: 1,246 l, 131 908 

10,204 9,648 941 
WB8T Soum CBN'l'BAL.. 9,332 9,149 980 

Rural.--------------- 8,2113 8,374 1,010 

Oklahoma.. ••••••••••• 8, 709 8,566 984 
Rural-------------- 7,830 7,923 1,012 

1 Japmiese, Chinese, and Indians. 
• CBlcnlated 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 Jape.neSCl women, 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 923.11 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 

U Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. Il, PopulatioD, 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. 

CBINBSB 

The ratio of children to women among all Chinese in the United 
State8 is 963.11 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 ea.stem Europe. This would seem 
to be true even aft.er the needed adjustments a.re 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 
c.ounties 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 int.his country. 

11 Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. II, PopulaUou, p. 166. 
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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 b~ 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 as at 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 62.1 It is clear, 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 ·colllparatively few 
children to the population (slightly less than 20 per cent of all children 
according to Dublin's calculations).2 We have shown that the fer
tility of women married after 17 years of age falls off rapidly. (See 
Chap. VI, p. 110.) 1\ 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. 1~13. 
t Dublin, Louis I., and Lotka, Alfred J., On the Rate of Natural Increase, Journal or the American 

Statistical Association, 8eptember, 1925, p. 309. 

157 



158 RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN 

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 13.1and11.4, 
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 8 population in 
the United States in 1920 and in the population of France in 1911, the 
last census preceding the war. 

TABLl!l 58.-PER CENT OF POPULATION IN CERTAIN Amn GROUPS FOB TBE 
UNITED 8TATEB1 1920, 1870, AND 1850, AND FOR FRANCE, 19111 

PEB CENT or THE POPULATION 

Under20 20 to 39 40 yean 
years of years of of age and 

age age over 

Total population or the United States------------------------1921L 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-------------192<>-- 3L4 25.3 43.4 

Total population of France- ----------------------------------191L 33.9 30.5 35.6 

1 Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. II, Population, 1920, and Statlstlque 06n&ale de la France, R6sultata 
Statlstlques du Recensement 06n6ral de la Population, 1911, Tome I, Demieme Partle, p. 33. 

These figures show conclusively that we are rapidly approaching 
a condition where our age constitution will approximate that of a 
stationary population, and as this happens, our death rate will inev
itably rise (in a stationary p0pulation 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, 

• It will perhaps be well to atate again that a atatlonary population Is one which would arise from a given 
number or births and deaths annually (say 100,000) with the death rates of a given time (say 1920) when there 
bad elapsed sufficient time for all those born In first year or 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 4 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: 1920° 

I CHILDREN 
ll'NDEBllPER PERCENT Or 

STATIONARY POPULATION 
11000 WOKEN WOKEN20TO 

I llO TO 4' "YEARSor 
YEARS or AOJ: 

I AOE 

Deaths per Neces-
1,000 In a sary to 

main-Sta-
po~ Children Birth.~ tlon- Inasta- In the 

Total under per ary tionary actual 
6 years 1,000• : t!On as 

po&,~ t:V.: at of age Males Fe-
~t males tlon CODStl-
tuted ------

WHITES A B c D E I' G • I 
Statu Total _____________ 

11,581,412 940, 768 18. l 17.4 17.76 469 313 17.3 19.3 

Calllomla. _ ------------ 11,587, 766 900,466 18.3 17.1 17.70 472 3J2 17.4 20.1 Indiana.. ________________ 11, 730, 1183 1146,047 17.6 17.4 17.SO 474 330 17.0 18.4 
Kansas----------------- 12,383,670 1162, 831 16. 7 16.4 16. 611 464 289 16.8 18. l Kentucky ______________ 11,822,840 912,922 17.3 17.4 17.36 481 "11 16.8 17.2 
Massschusetts---------- 11,333,267 927,260 18. 6 17.7 18. JO 466 305 17.6 20. ll New York.. _____________ 11, 121, 9411 929,427 18.9 J7.9 18.40 469 301 J7.8 20.8 
North Carolina..-------- 11,867,434 950, 732 17.3 17.2 17.26 472 309 17.0 17.0 
Pennsylvania.. ••• ------- 11, 1811, 7114 11311, 7112 18.8 17.9 18. 3S 470 332 17.8 18.ll South Carolina _________ ll,6M,li69 1146, 948 J7.8 J7.3 J7.55 470 305 17.3 17.ll 
Utah------------------- 11,877,048 9611, 070 18. l 17. l 17.80 472 312 17.3 17.1 

Cllfu 

Total------------- 10, 910, 242 923,800 19.4 18. 2 18.80 472 273 17.9 22.1 
Baltimore ••• ___________ 10,883, 144 917,004 19.4 18. 3 18. 811 472 300 17.9 20.9 Detroit _________________ 

10,810, 784 911,061 19.2 18. 7 18. 95 483 'l17 17.4 2J.ll 

Los =a----------- 11, 3811, 368 943, 110 18. 7 17.3 JS. 00 474 284 17.6 22.9 
New Oi ----------- l0,63J,m 94J,81l8 20.2 18.4 J9.30 479 3J8 18. 5 21.2 New York ______________ 10, 901, 1161 927,608 19.4 JS. 2 18.80 470 2114 18.1 22.0 Pittsburgh _____________ 10,004, 772 8113,878 2L2 19.8 19.SO 4811 338 18.3 20.8 Washington ____________ 11,827, 170 948,066 18. 8 16. 7 17.65 4611 222 17.8 26.4 

NllGROBS 

Orlglual registration 
States---------------- S,483, J29 866,MS 24. 7 23.8 24.15 sn 344 17.9 28.3 

States with less than 4 
per cent Negro _______ 8,624,882 870,1134 24. 7 23.4 

States with more than 
24.06 672 381 17.9 25.1 

ll per cent Negro _____ 9,,18,589 918,004 21.6 22.0 21.80 578 418 16.9 18.9 I..arP cities _____________ 8,095,233 854,006 28.0 24.6 25.30 744 328 H.2 28.0 

• Based upon special data snppl!ed by the division of vital statistics, Bureau of the CSllllllll. 
•Birth rate obtained by averaging the male and female death rates, since ID a stationary population 

the birth and death rates are the same. 
'Dublin, Louis I., and Lotks, Alfred 1., On the Rate of Natural Increase, Journal of the Amarlcan 

Btatfatlcal Association, September, 11125, pp. 305-339 • 

• 



160 RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WOKEN 

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 m8.les 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.11 This number will rise 
steadily as the birth rate falls until it approaches the corresponding 
ratio in column F--permanenl maintenance ratio.8 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 t-0 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.7 Among the cities, Los Angeles has 

• The temJ)Of'Grf mainUtlame ratio Is the number of children under 5 per 1,000 women 20 to 44 needed 
to maintain a pop$tion at a given DUilllber 88 long 88 the age and sex composition and specfftc death 
rates remai!l 88 they were at a specltled time. 

• The flO'tlMltliltlt malnUtlame ratio Is the number of children ~ 5 per 1,000 women 20 to 44 needed to 
maintain a population at a given number when the age and au: constitution of a popnlstlon Is that of a 
stationary population having the death rates of a given time. 

7 The wide varlations between the proportion of women 20 to 44 In the aotual populations and the sta
tionary populations 8l8 cblelly due to the varying extent to wblcb the dlJferent communities 8l8 aftected 
by migration and the amount of reduction In the birth rate that bas already taken place. Thus North 
Carolina and South Carolina have bad their populations depleted to a certain extent by emlgrat1on, and 
many of the women migrants have been In their twenties. Consequently, the percentages oft~ women 
In the populatlon lll8 lowered. Conversely, In the States wblcb have drawn women from other States er 
countries there lll8 larger proportions of them In the population. This Is true of New York, Mll888Chusetts, 
and many of the larger cities which 8l8 pertlcularly attractive to young women 88 furnlshlng them abundant 
opportunity for self-support. 

The second factor aaectlng the proportion of women Is the decllne of the birth rate. The greater this 
decllne and the longer It has been going on the fewer people there will be under 20, provided lmmlgratlon 

• 
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nearly one-third more, New ,y ork City has almost one-fourth more, 
~d 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 t-0 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 rapidlyapproachingthatofastation
ary population, our present death rate of about 12 can not long 
endure.8 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 etrecta 
of a declining birth rate on age constitution If we compare North Carolina with New York. In the former 
li0.9 per cent of the total population Is under ~ years of age, while In the latter only 35.7 per cent Is of 
this age. 

• 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 1~ 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 la not an increase in the life span. It la merely a reflection 
of the success of medicine and sanitation In saving people from early death, particularly from Infant death. 
There Is no proof what~ver 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 !Ue 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 12 In a population 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 5per1,000 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, particula.rly 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 a.re not likely to bea.r 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 sh~ 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 closely 
that of a stationary population. (See Table 58.) 1n 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 diff~nce 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 
year. 

• 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 1111111e; 
but no one can reasonably doubt either that our death rate would be considerably hJcher than it la If our
age constitution were the 1111111e as that of Prance. 
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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.10 

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 the 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 contradicts Dublin 
and Lotka's figure of 5.7 per 1,000 population 88 substantially 
accurate for our true annual rate of increase in 1920. These calcu
lations, however, apply only to the white population of the country 
88 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 1920.11 

The ratio of children necessary to maintain cities of over 100,000 
temporarily, that is, as long as their death rates rem$ 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 som~what 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 Since 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 69 in 19111 WM 472. 
This ls three points higher than the permanent maintenance for the total of the States. Since the propor
tion of our population living in cities ls 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 appro:d
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 increa~e (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 1911.12 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 immigratio~ policy the foreign-born 
women will not be a very important factor in our population growth 
in the near future. 

u Again attention must be called to the fact that there are some omissions of youna children from the 
censuacount. Our data, therefore, makethetlmeof arriving at a stationary population appear a little c10ller 
than It actually Is. 
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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, 
4S 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 a.re 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 
temporarily 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-fifths 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 staUonary 
population and since there are comparatively few foreign bom in the 
rn.ral 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 BT.A.TES 

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. · 
T.&.BLJll 80.-PBa C111NT CBILDRJllN UNDJllR 5 PBR 1,000 WRIT11 Wo11111N 20 TO 

44 YllABS OJ' AGll ARB IN Exc:mss OJ' RATIOS NECESSARY TO MAINTAIN TBll 
POPULATION TBKPORABILT AND PllRKANllNTLT, BT S1z11 OJ' CITY AND NATIVITY 
AND BT DIVISIONS: 19201 

ClllLDBllK UNDJ:B II 
PJ:B 1,000 WOKJ:K llO 
TO 4' YJ:.t.Bll M .t.GJ: 

nmsx aoWDfo RB 
CJ:NT M J:XCJ:BS or 
Ju.TJ08 M ClllLDBJ:lf 
OVBB TBKPOB.t.BY 
BJ:PL.t.CliKJ:1'T 
Oii.DB I 

~ 
per-tot 
BXCellll(or 
deftclt) ol 

~ 
1---......----11-----.---11 olnaUve 

white 

Native 
white 

Foreign· 
bomwhite 

Native 
white 

Forelm· 
bomwnue 

women 
overper

DIBIU!Dt ze. 
plaoement 

Deeds I 

UllllTJ:D 8T.t.'1'11B----------------------l==~688~l====;779~il===fii701=l==:::::5160~il:===iil6 
Cities 100,000 and over______________ 3'1 .,,,, 211 ISO 30 
llli,000 to lOOi~--------------------- 390 788 311 160 -16 
10,000 to 211o::'---------------------- ~ 861 60 1116 -10 

~!~: ___ ::::::::::::::::::::::: gr = l~ :J ~ 
Nsw ExoL.t.1'D .• ------------------------1--~3911=-~-___,.,....,,'47=-11---"""211~1----....,H::-0 1~----=-=111 

Cities 100_.000 and over________________ m '100 20 166 -30 
211,000 to!~=----------------------- 350 710 20 140 -26 
~=to 26000:.----------------------- 386 811 30 176 -20 

iruril..!~: ... ::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ = : ~fg -~ 
Mu>DLJ: ATL.t.1"1'1C---·-------------------- 429 789 311 160 -10 

Cities 100_.000 and over________________ 842 672 211 146 -ao 
211,000 to 100o::.>---------------------- 381 863 30 1116 -20 

~~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::: : i:m a = -l 
I Calculated by use of ratloa applied to Detailed Table L See also Detailed Table m. 
•Called "temporary replacement indm:" ln text. 
I Called "permanent rePJacement lndm:" ln text. 



COMPARED WITH REPLACEMEN'.r NEEDS 169 
TABLll 60.-P11R C11NT C&ILDRllN UNDllR 5 PER 1,000 WBITll WolUIN 20 TO 

44 YEARS OI' Ao11 ARB IN ExcEss OI' RATIOS NBCESSARY TO MAINTAIN TBll 
POPULATION TEllPORAJULT AND PElUilANllNTLT, BT SIZll 01' CITY AND NATIVITY 
AND BY DIVISIONS! 1920-Continued 

INDBX BROWING PBB Index 
CBILDllBN 11NDBB II CBNT 0)' BXa88 0)' showing 

PBB 1,000 WOKBN llO BA TI08 or CBILDBBN percent or 
OVBB TBKPOBABY excess (or '1'0 " YBAR8 or AOB BBPLACBKBNT deficit> or 
NBBDS' ratios of 

obl1dren 
of native 

white 
women 

Native l'orelgn- Native I' ore~- over per-
white bom white white bomw ite manentre 

placement 
Deeds 

BAST Noam C:sxnu.r... __________________ 493 811 M 160 6 Cities 1.,000 and over ________________ 360 751 30 176 -25 
25,000 to ;e----------------------- 413 833 40 180 -16 
10,000 to ------------------------ 4111 Mii 66 190 -6 

~~~: ... ::::::::::::::::::::::::: 478 844 65 180 0 
639 lllM 100 3)5 311 

'WBST NOBTK C:SNTBAL •••••••••••••••••• GM 849 75 170 16 Cities ~000 and over ________________ 328 632 31 130 -30 
25,000 to ooc----------------------- 385 670 30 130 -31 
~to :000 ------------------------ Di 706 411 140 -10 

453 778 M 165 -a mar._~ ____ ::::::::::::::::::::::::: 680 1,037 110 226 411 

BollTK ATLANTIC---------------------·---- 713 831 130 165 50 
Cities 100,000 and over •• -------------- 406 768 50 180 -16 
25,000 to 100,ooo _______________________ 4119 682 M 1311 -6 

~~:::::::::::::::::::::::: 
4IK 708 70 140 6 
Ml 846 90 190 16 
848 1,032 165 23) 80 

BAST BollTK C:sNTBAL ••••••••••••••••••• 7M 710 1311 125 aa 
Cities 100,000 and over ________________ 375 625 311 130 -31 
25,000 to l~----------------------- 406 5%1 40 80 -111 
~to 25 ------------------------ 463 631 60 116 0 

unl-1~: ... ::::::::::::::::::::::::: 516 718 75 1411 10 
846 9'Z1 165 190 80 

W:sn 8ol1TK CBNTBAL------------------ 682 758 131 140 411 Cities 100~000 and over ________________ 369 579 35 110 -31 
25,000 to 00=----------------------- 376 608 30 106 -31 
10,000 to 25000 ------------------------ 466 680 60 100 0 

~~~---==:::::::::::::::::::::: 512 676 711 130 10 
817 1129 lM 190 711 

MOVNTAIN ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 631 848 100 170 35 Cities 100~000 and over ________________ 356 574 30 110 -25 
25,000 to ooc----------------------- 390 648 35 131 -111 

~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
423 646 45 131 -10 
535 764 80 160 111 
775 986 140 210 611 

PACll'IC----------------------------------- 388 582 211 85 -20 
Cities 100,000 and over •• -------------- 268 449 0 611 -45 
25,ooo to 1ooc----------------------- 316 1134 Ii 80 -as 

~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
365 1567 25 INI -25 
407 1166 40 125 -16 
1163 792 75 145 31 

In the second place, for sma.ller 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 riot 
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 sevel'al States. Fol' the rnl'al 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 popuiation vanes 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 pop'lllation 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 a community comes to approximate the 
condition of such a hypothetical population. 
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The indmres showing the excess (or deficiency) in the ratio of 
children to women for temporary nee& 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.-PER CENT OI' THE NATIVE WHITE POPULATION AND THE FOREIGN· 
BORN WHITE POPULATION IN THE V .A.KIOUS AGE GROUPS: 1920 1 

PBR CBNT 

AGE GROUP 

Under 5 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•• 
5-9----------·····················---- -- -- -- --- ---
10-H •••••••• ---••••••••••••••••••.•••••.•.••••... 
15-19 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ···-·-- •• -- •. -- --
20-:u __________ ••• -•• --------• -• ----• -----•• ---- --
25-29 •• ·-. -• --• --•• ---· ••••••••••••• -••• ------•• --
~·--· .... ----.. -·---. --. ·-... --.......... -. ----
3H9 ..•••••.•.••..•..•... -- .... -----·- ·-- ---- -- .. 
~--··---·-······ -······· .................. ----
~9 ••••••• -••••••••. -- -- ---- --- ---- - ---- ---- -- -· 
l!O-M.. •••••••••••••• -- -- •. -- -- -- -- ---- -·- --- -- -• --611-69 ____________________________________________ _ 

60-M ••••••••••••••••••••• -- -• -• -- --- ••• -• -• --·-·-
65-69 •••••••••••••.• --- - -- -- --- -- --- --- -- - .• --·---
70-74 •••••••••••••••••••••. -- - --- --- -- -~---··· ··--
75 and over, and Wlknown •••••••.•••.•......•••• 

Native white 

12. 7 
12. 2 
11.1 
9.6 
8.9 
8.2 
7.0 
6A 
5.3 
4.8 
3.9 
3.0 
2. & 
1. 7 
1.1 
1.6 

1 ll'ourtet'nth C8118US Reports, Vol. II, Population, 1920, p. 160. 

Foreign-born 
wbite 

0.3 
1.2 
2.4 
3.9 
6.8 

10.6 
12.0 
12.7 
10.4 
9.5 
8.5 
6.6 
6.2 
3.8 
2.8 
3.3 

f 

It should also be mentioned that the ratios needed to temporarily 
maintain the population are probably not the same for the native bom 
and the foreign bom 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 bom 
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 difierent from 
that of the native born, as Ta'ble 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).13 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 
laigest 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 replacementindexdoesnotvarymuchfrom the average 
for the United States (150) ex~pt on the Pacific coast. Here it is less 
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-bom 
rural women. 

When we come to oonsider 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 

11 No doubtthe specl1lc death rates of 1931 (the number dying per 1,000 at each aae> will drop aomewbat ID 
the fUture and as this bappena tbe number of chllclren nnder Ii needed tar pemument replacement (472) 
will becomelma. 
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that we a.re 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 la.st 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 u. 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 min'U8 or even 

u The crude rate Is merely the dUference between the birth rate and the death rate. Bee 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 ~arked 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 f.rom 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 pa.rt 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 l'atios has been strikingly set 
forth by calculations of the stationary populations 1 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 yea.rs 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 el<J)lalned, by "stationary population" Is meant a population which remains at a lliVBD 

number nnder certain conditions. These conditions are that a certain death rate remains fixed and that a 
deftnlte number of births oocor annually. Thus If the death rat.es for each age prevailing In 111m are used 
we ftnd that out of 100,000 white males born at a given time, 91,667 will be alive one year later, 89,967 will 
be alive at the end of the second year, and so on nntil all are dead. The sum of those smvivlng at each year 
of age from 100,000 births annually constitutes the stationary population arising nnder these conditions. 
By hypothesis, the deaths equal the births In this population and there is neither ~ nor ~. 
With any given number of births annually, the number of people that would ultlmat.ely be alive, when 
births Just equaled deaths, at any given death rate, 1920, for eumple, can be calculated, and that is what we 
have done here. 

175 
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children would maintain a stationary population of 32,964,000.1 • 

This is an enormous population and it shows the extent to which 
the decline of the birth rate in the cities has preceded it.a 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 arc higher in every size of community than those of 
native white women m 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 district.a 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-bom white 
women in the cities of over 100,000 where the foreign bom are most 
numerous (General Table I), and where the so-called "new" immi
grant.a 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-bom women 20 to 44 
are found in the rural district.a while 45.2 per cent of the native white 
women 20 to 44 are in the rural district.a. Furthermore, the foreign
bom women in the rural district.a 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 are, 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 ID the calculatlona 
of stationary populatlona, becaW18, from the standpoint of population growth, the ianure of a woman to 
marry amounts to much the same thing as her fallure to beer children after marrlap because Illegitimacy Is 
not very peat ID this country. Bee Chap. VI for a more complete definition of"statlonary population." 
••Married" should be understood as Including a1SQ ''widowed or divorced" and If the word flllll'l'W Is not 
used, all women ID the given age and nativity group are referred to. This Is an Important matter of U88lll 
ID this study and should be borne ID mind by the reader. 
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the rural population. It is well to remember the lacts just cited 
when disc~g the significance of the higher ratios of children 
among the foreign bom. 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 a.re not always in favor ol 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.-CmLDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 Wo:u:EN 20 TO 44 YEARS o:r AoE, BY 
NATIVITY AND MARITAL CONDITION, FOB COMMUNITIES 01' Dil'l'ERENT SIZES 
IN THE UNITED STATES: 1920 

CHILDREN UNDER Ii PER 1, 000 WOlllBN 20 TO '4 
YBARSOl'AGE 

Cities 
NATIVITY AND lllARITAL CONDmON 

100,000 25;:ioto 10,000 to 2,500 to kural 
lnhabl· 1 ,000 25,000 10,000 dlstrlcts 

tants and inhabl· lnhabl· lnhabl· 
over tan ts tan ts tan ts 

------------
Native white women: 

All women ______ ········-·-· __ --·- _______ ------- 341 390 434 477 721 
Married, widowed, and divorced women-------- 612 liM 608 646 8911 

l!'~=e:.~t_e_~~:. ________________________ 
679 766 861 873 9118 Married, widowed, and divorced women ________ 819 001 988 1196 1,11112 

25,000 inhabitants 2i:'a~:~~ Rural 
and over districts 

Native white women: 
All women-------·---···---------------·-------- 355 "9 721 Married, widowed, and divorced women ________ 525 630 899 

·~:g:e:_~~~-~~~: _________ -·-------------- 697 867 9118 Married, widowed, and divorced women ________ 836 991 1,092 
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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 wonien 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 ~mailer 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. 

110LD" AND 11NEW" IMMIGRATION 

It should be further noted· that the foreign-bom population of the 
cities of over 25,000 is more largely made up of new immigrants than 
the foreign-born population of the smaller cities and the rural dis
tricts. The domicile of the foreign. bom thus appears to be more 



SUMMARY A?lil> CONCLUSIONS 179 

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 th8.n. 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 rUTal 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 modem. city life. 

This is not to say, however, that the new immigrants do not hav~ 
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).8 On 

• T~ terms Unlporar11 and f>'l'tllllml'lt may need some further explBDation here. If a population bas 
many young people so that its death rate 18 low, it 18 obvious that fewer cbildren are needed to keep up 
I ts numbers tban would be needed by a population having a larger proportion of old people and, therefore, 
having a higher death rate. Now If the fonner of~ populations also bas a larger proportion of its 
women In the age group ~ to 44 than the latter, It may have a considerably lower ratio of cbildren under 
II to Its childbearing women than the second population and still keep up Its numbers. It ls the ratio of 
chlldten 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. 169). When they arrive at this stage they will 
need quite a ditierent ratio of children to women to maintain t'heir 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 18 no immigration or 81ftll!ration into or out of the group. 
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FIGURE 12.-PER CENT THE RATIO 01' CHILDREN UNDER 5 TO ALL NATIVE 
WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 YEABS 01' Ao:m IS IN ExCEss OF TEMPORARY AND 
PER¥ANENT RBPLACEMENT NJDEDs, AND PER CENT THE RATIO o• 
CmLDREN UNDER 5 TO ALL FOREIGN-BORN WHITE WOMEN 20 TO 44 
YEABS oF AoE Is IN Exc:mss OI' TEMPORARY REPLA.ClUIJDNT NnDS, ~a 
EACH STATE: 1920. (Su l>BT.A.ILJDD TABLE No. Ill) 
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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 fo.r per
manent increase among the natives was only 15 per cent, however. 
Not a very large excess.' 

These excesses ove.r 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 needs 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·bom group In the sense given to that term here. 
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and the Pacific States (75 per cent and 20 per cent), aild 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 
1'1.tral 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 1'1.tral 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, 
wit.h 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, a possibility that the ratio of children to 
Negro women in the cities in 1920 was a little lower than it would 
norm.ally 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. .AB 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. Butevenifthis 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 of ten quite high 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. There 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 theterm "urban suicide" is, to a certain extent, 
misleading. The present situation is perhaps best descnbed 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 rilalively 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 a way 
we can not now foresee. · 

RA<lIAL DIFFERENCES 

Before passmg 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 individ'Ual 
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 condi"'ti.ons, and to 
briiig 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 modem 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
centJy in human history, and chiefly in the history of what we may 
call the Western World, that a policy of 'laissezjaire 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 



• 

SUMKABY AND CONCLUSIONS 187 

wrongly called racial differences in referring to our foreign bom). 
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 
concem 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 in1luencing 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, becaus~ they tend to swamp the older stock with its 
low birth rate. The exclusion method is effective because the exclusion 
of the foreign bom, 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 
in1luence 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 p·art 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 p~cular 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 perm.anent meaning in life. 
Individual. or personal control of population growth in modem 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 88 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 
concemed 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, 88 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 f ailui-e 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 be in 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. Modem 
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. It is 
here that the c~ 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 
vetjr fa.ct 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 have given 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 inake 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 pa.rt 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 concems 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. .AJ.l.y 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 sufter 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 
ol 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 
Iully, completely, healthily. 

The problem then is that of getting childlile 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 ol reeducation 
and wider participation 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 onler to achieve this 
new equilibrium. have to do with the relieving of crowding and con
gestion in our cities and the altering ol the pace at which we live. 
We must undertake the development of an environment, or conditions 
of lie, in which practically all people can live what seems to them 
the good life, while they are raising families of the proJ;>er size. We 
must recognize that children are a normal adjunct ol human life; 
that without intimate contact with them we are less than human; 
and that we must organize so that the work ol 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 wr needs rather than attempt to make man adjust himself 
to an organization in which the production ol 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. It is like 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 modem 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 modem urban industrialism has uprooted man from 
the small-locality group in which his evolution took place, makes this 

1 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 (ban-ing 
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 Westem 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 modem 
life. When once we become fully aware of the way in which the 
human factor is subordinated to the purely material factors in modem 
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 aJJ, 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 possi\¥e 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. 
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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 home· 528 children per 100 couples, those in the skilled class 
(III) 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 bom 
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 t-0 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 a.JI 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.1 Here we see in the most marked 
manher 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 is 29.6.ll 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 ari.y 
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 ealculatlona will be found In Census of England and Wales, 1911, Vol. :xm, Fertility of 
Marriage, Part II, pp. 6 and 7. 

I For data- Cenaua of England and Wales, 1911, Vol. XIIl, FertWty of Marriage, Part II, p. cm:. 
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TABLJD A..-ENGLAND AND WALB&-MAJUUAGBB WnBu TBB W1r:m's CBNsus 
AGB Exc:m:mDBD 45 Y:mABB. CoKPABIBON roa EACH SocuL CLA88 AND roa 
ALL CLAssBs OI' TBB F'BRTIUTY OI' W1VBB MAJUU:mD AT SllllLAR Ao:ms BUT AT 
l>InBBJDNT DATBB I 

llOCu.L CL.A.118 I 
Duration Total Occa-DJ.DOI' of mar-

I:'&: = I I I I 
KABBU.GS rlageln lnc~1 yealll I C:St m IV v VI vn VIII 

ALL AGll8 01' WJl'll AT KABBU.GB 

CfaUdnn /Jom pa 100 eoupla 

1881-1888 •• 
2IHI() ____ 

Ml 6M 422 493 M6 llll2 60ll 613 8M 632 
1871-1881-. 

30-40 ____ 
805 611 WT rm 616 616 652 rm 717 667 

1861-1871--
«HIQ ____ 

662 673 lill3 6llO 6711 673 698 633 760 702 
18Sl-188L. 

151H!O ____ 
690 701 626 700 707 700 718 6M 7611 738 

1851 or ear- Over 60. fYi11 700 I 805 728 
Iler. 

681 I 7'0 1698 (4) (4) 746 

CflUdren "'""'1ifl{I pa 100 eoupla 

1881-1888--
2IHI() ____ 

Gil '28 Ma 893 CIC) 43' 461 379 4'¥1 621 
1871-1881-. 

30-40 ____ 
'64 '68 893 438 460 4M 470 406 002 534 

1881-1871--
40-lil) ____ 

473 482 440 4111 481 482 480 423 l!Oll 636 
181il-186L. 

l5IHl0 ____ 
4M 478 433 492 471 472 466 436 466 5%1 

1851 orear- Over 60. 482 436 I 378 "52 420 l{M I 40ll (') (4) 490 
lier. 

AGS 01' WJl'll AT ALL DtnU.'l'IONS 01' JUBBLLGB 

KABBU.GS C71114m1 IJom pa 100 eoupla 

-
l&-19 •• --- -- -- -- • - • -- • 799 801 637 734 801 804 834 767 904 Ma 
20-24-----·········-·- 620 619 488 rm 622 628 676 li66 747 704 
2&-29 ••••••••••••••••• '28 4211 361 404 482 431 470 380 rm 610 
3CHl4.. ••••.•.••••••••• 281 281 230 270 280 283 11111 244 349 344 
-----·-···-······· 108 lffl 83 99 108 108 120 w ™ 136 
46 and uv,·······-···· 3 3 2 3 3 3 4 4 6 3 
All ages crude) •••••• 4lrl 489 366 436 604 498 li33 457 826 m 
Afzec1~--~8~~~:- 4lrl 4lrl 389 451 489 492 528 444 ll8ll 556 

CllUdren IUl'llielfl{I per 100 eoupla 

l&-19. --- ------- -- ---- 6711 683 488 M7 684 688 687 rar 630 668 
20-24..---------------- 4.67 4.69 389 442 471 476 493 410 li33 llll2 
2&-29-------------···· 333 333 289 325 336 337 361 283 382 4611 30-34.. ________________ 

219 2211 193 219 218 222 228 183 251 276 
311-44... ------ ----- ---- M 85 70 81 M 88 91 73 100 111 
46 and uv,--·--------· 2 3 1 2 3 3 3 3 4 3 
All ages crude) •••••• 368 372 2IK 341 382 379 388 331 446 467 

Alllzed~--~~~:. 368 370 311 362 371 374 388 322 418 "' 
1 Census of England and Wales, 1911, Vol. Xlll, Fertlllty of Marriage, Part II, p. :i:cvill, Table XLIV. 
1 For deftnltlon of social class see Table D. 
a Rates bssed on less than 100 couples. 
' Less than 10 couples. 
•Standardized on all famllle1(1D England ¥-cl Walel (wives over 46_z..ean at C8DIWI) at eaoh marriage 

age ofwUe. · 
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TABLE B.-ENGLAND AND WALEe-DtsTRIBll'TION OJ' CoKPLETllD FAKILIEs BT 
SIZ11. CmLDREN BoBN To F AKILIEs OJ' Dul'l'ERENT SizEs, PER CENT OJ' TBll 
TOTAL BoBN TO CoKPLETED F AKILIES OJ' ALL SIZES 1 

[Only famllles having children are Included In this table] 

!IVJOIBB O• CJllLDBBN 
BORN 

1. --------------------- --
2. - ---------------- ------
3. -- -- -------- -- -- -------
4. - -- -- -- ---- --- ---- -- ---
6. ----------------------
&. -----------------------
7 - ----------------------
&. - --- -- -- -------- --- ----
9. ---- -- -- ---------------

10. --- ----------- --- --- ---
11. --- ---- ------- --- ------

Per cent of P:fi C::_'.>f 
all com- Dieted fam 

ft.~= Dies havin& 
given DUID· een DUID· 

NUKBBB 01' CJllLDBBN 
BOBN 

lier of chll- dre':f ~-
dren fewer 

1.62 
3.88 
6. 74 
7.fi3 
8.89 
9.73 

10.26 
10.87 
10.27 
9.84 
7.41 

1. 52 12. -----------------------
6.18 13. ----------- ------------10. 92 14 _______________________ _ 

18. 46 16. -----------------------27.14 18 _______________________ _ 

38. R7 17. -----------------------
47.12 18. -------------- ------ ---
67. 79 19. -----· ------- ·---------88. 06 20 ________ ; ______________ _ 

77. 70 Over 20-------------------85.11 All families ______________ _ 

Per cent of Per cent of 
all com- all com-

pleted tam- Dieted fam
ilies having llles having 
given num- ter~ :· 
lier of chll- dren and 

dren fewer 

6.111 91.08 
3.R3 94.91 
2.32 111.23 
l.* 98.61 
• 73 99.24 
.35 99.acl 
.19 99. 78 
.09 99.87 
.08 99.93 
.07 100.00 

100.00 ------------

t Census of Ellldand and Wales, 1911. Vol. XIII, Fertility of Marriage, Part II, p. :dvi, Table XVII. 
oolUIDD8 1, 8, ancf 16. 

TABLE C.-ENGLAND AND WALES-PERCENTAGES OJ' ALL (LEGITIKATE) 
BIRTHS RESULTING FRO'll V ABYING PERCENTAGES OF ALL MABBIAGES AR
RANGED IN ORDER 01' FERTILITY 1 

(Thia table Is to be read as follows: The least fertile 10 per cent of marriages of all durations produoed no 
blrtba, the least fertile 20 per cent produoed only 1 per cent of all births, etc.) 

l'BBCBNTA.GB O• JIA.B- l'BB CENT O• A.LL l'BB CENT O• A.LL 

BU.GBB A.BB.UIGBD BmTHB BBBULTING BmTHB BBBULTING 

IN OBDBB O• IN· ..OK KA.BBIA.GBB O• ..OK KA.BBIA.GB8 O• 

CBBA.11111'0 DBTILITY A.LL Dl!JIA.TION8 COJll'LB'IBD DBTIL-. ITY 

A.LL A.GB8 AT KA.BBIA.GB 

Dedla Quartlla .D«ilu Quartllu .D«ila Quartlla 
10 - - - - -
20 - 1.0 - 0.8 -- 25 - 2.4 - 2.1 
30 - 3.8 - ._ 2 -
40 - 8. 7 - 9.8 -
liO liO 16. l 16.1 17.7 17.7 
80 - 23. 7 - 27.9 -
70 - 36.3 - 4o. 7 -- 76 - 42.4 - 48.0 
80 - 5G. 5 - 58. 2 -
90 - 70.5 - 76. 2 -

100 - 100.0 - 100.0 -
KA.BBIA.GB8 o• WIVB8 KA.BBDED AT 20 TO 2' YEA.BB o• A.GB 

Dedla Quartllu Decllu Quarlilu Dedlu Quartlla 
10 - - - 0. 7 -20 - 2. 4 - 4.4 ·-- 25 - 3. 7 - 6. 8 
30 - 6.1 - 9.9 -40 - 11.1 - 17.2 -
liO liO 18.5 18. 5 26.2 26.2 
80 - 27. 7 - 36.9 -
70 - 39.3 - 49.4 -- 75 - 46. 4 - 56.2 
80 - 54.2 - 63.11 -
90 - 73.4 - 79.9 -

100 - 100.0 - 100.0 -
1 0111111118 of England and Wales, 1911, Vol. xm, Fertlllty of Marrlag e, Part II, p. :dvil, Table XVIII; 

ool11Dll18 1, 11, and 12. 
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TABLE D.-ENGLAND AND WALEs--FREQUENCY oF MARmAGE PER 1,000 
MALES AT V Amous AoEs IN SOCIAL CLASSES 1 

[This table Is to be read as follows: or each_!1000 men In Class Ia, aged ~34 Inclusive, only 399 were mar
ried while In Class VII, 11113 out of each 1,000 of this age were married) 

AGE 

CLA.88' Total 
l!'r 20- 25- 3li- 46- 56- 66- 7l'r over Ui 

(stand· 
ardized) 

-----------------
Tota) __ -------- ------ 2 145 612 812 824 780 683 W8 M5 

Ia. - --- ---------------- ---- 2 58 399 702 760 747 659 472 458 
lb ________ ----------------- 1 66 li38 817 8liO 819 721 M2 li38 
J __ - ----------- ---- -------- 1 66 522 797 829 797 690 489 523 
II. - -------------------- --- 2 112 585 822 849 817 724 525 556 
III. - _ ------------ -- -- -- -- _ 2 146 650 848 851 799 691 49' 577 
IV ____ --------------------- 2 135 61' 835 850 803 698 ~ li65 
v ______ -------------------- 3 196 615 758 758 715 632 482 633 
yr_ ____ -------------------- 2 168 656 835 842 783 662 450 573 VIL _________ -- ____________ 4 242 683 813 819 762 668 463 581 
VIII ... -- -- ---- -- -- -- --- -__ 1 115 517 708 735 711 6'49 509 487 

I Census of England and Wales, 1911, Vol. XIII, Fertility or Marriage, Part n. p. 1lllx. Table XXXIV, 
division 3. 

I The classes may be briefly defined as follows: 
Olass Ia, Chlelly professional. 

lb, Rest of upper and middle classes. 
I, Above two combined (upper and middle classes) • 

..!!. Retired and unoccupied living on private means. 
ill, Bk:illed artisans. 
IV, Intermediate between classes III and v. 

V, Unsk:illed workers. 
VI, Textile workers. 

VII, Miners. 
VIlI, Agricultural laborers. 
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TABLE 1.-CBILDBEN UNDER 5, WoMBN 20 to 44 YEA.BS OI' Ao11, AND CBILDBBN 
Co1111UN1TIEs OI' Dll'l'EBBNT S1211s, BY 

[Ratio not shown when 

WOlll!f ID 'fO " YB.lB8 OW .lOB 

All women Married, widowed, or dlvOJ'C8d women 
DIVIBIOlll .l!fD COii• 

lltnllTT GROUP 
White Colored White Colored 

Native l'orefgn Nl!lllO Other Native F~ Nl!lllO 
o~ 

boril colored col-
ored 

UHITBD 8TATJ:!l I .••.•.•.. 14,&M,..W 3, 190,820 '2,093,470 60,831 10,877,6116 2, 'l'ZI, 7153 1,746,9113 M,871 

Cities 100,000 and 
over·-············· 8, UOGl,"2 1, 891, !HIS '81,1'8 9,((17 2, S97, 700 1,'°3,0M 874, 1182 8,Ml 

25,000 to l~------ 1, 687,8211 '211,.SS 188,429 2,817 l,119,3M 364,227 1116,836 2,687 
10,000 to 25, ------- 1,062, 8lfO 226, mu 114,380 1,251 758,691 197,088 9',262 1, O'J1 
1500 to 10,000 •••••••• 1,478,803 236, 910 160,326 2, 780 1,092, 006 207, 158 122, 769 a::= ural •••••••••••••••• 6,621, 787 6118,(68 1, 179, 1811 44,626 S,309,845 556, 216 1,001,165 

NBW EHOL.l!fD •••••••••• 933,825 li06, 011 18, 114 ~ MD, 7153 410,'86 13, 775 8'7 

Cities 100,000 and 
over •••••••••••••••• 266,074 191,962 11,61111 128 148,'87 161, 787 9,052 107 

26,000 to 100,000 •••••• 213, 8lfO 138, 629 3,083 40 126, 918 110,896" 2,206 24 
10,000 to 25,000 ••••••• 138, 711 69, O'J6 1,= 28 83,866 6'1,482 838 21 
2,500 to 10,000 •••••••• 117, 256 51,806 99 75,486 42,519 871 72 
Rural •••••••••••••••• 199,.:H M,688 1,865 160 147,216 48, OO'J 1,014 128 

MmDLB ATL.l!fTIC ••••••• 2,967, 177 1,309,233 169,063 1,678 2,009,666 1, 106, 714 123,665 1,814 

Cities 100,000 and 
over •••••••••••••••• 1,1311,llGll 862,218 109, 179 61111 828,6811 702,948 84,496 MB 

25,000 to 100,000 •••••• M3, 100 129,865 16,062 65 230, 256 114, 027 12,299 47 
10,000 to 25,000 ••••••• 241,042 77,800 9,076 88 164,858 7D,812 7,375 29 
2,500 to 10,000 •••••••• =::: 81 M9 8,643 70 216, 701 73, 796 6,575 112 
Rural •••••••••••••••• 167,816 16,D 816 6611, 172 144, 131 12,811 888 

EAST NOBTK CBlll'rll.lL •• 3,287,607 691, 188 126,073 2,664 2,"6.331 615,292 107,803 2,189 

Cities 100,000 and 
over •••••••••••••••• 1188, 315 (08,5Ui 81,1144 80'J 685,764 867,686 7D,678 239 

25,000 to 100,000 •••••• 449,518 88,890 17,636 113 230, 783 79, 763 15,247 811 
10,000 to 25,000 ••••••• 2119, 723 38,640 7,791 73 190,289 34,822 6,666 51 
2,500 to 10,000 •••••••• 339, 189 41, 761 7,177 127 251, 708 37,648 S,960 96 
Rural •••••••••••••••• l,26D,812 113,362 10,626 1,949 118'1, 797 106,873 8,962 1,866 

WBST Noam CBKTBAL •• 2,0'Jll,314 227, 106 63, 983 S,629 1,MB,647 199, l!Ol 63,633 4, 786 
Cities 100,000 and 

over •••••••••••••••• 387,187 frl,81f1 87,432 102 266,437 67,IKS 31,824 SS 
25,000 to 100,000 •••••• 137,027 17,638 4,697 88 97,661 14,889 4,032 M 
10,000 to 25=------- 128, 622 11,891 5,857 118 91, 782 9,697 4,828 SS 
1500 to 10, •••••••• 200,268 19,028 5,333 106 142, 797 16, 411 4,865 84 

ural •••••••••••••••• 1, 173, 232 111,364 10,644 5, 256 911,080 101,669 8, 784 4,604 

Bo 'O'rll ATLANTIC ••••••••• 1,579,926 81,483 785,561 2,071 1,236,310 M,261i 649,901 1,7'8 

Cities 100,000 and -over ••••••••••••••• 199, 283 27, 190 74,321 29 142, 160 23, 61111 58,806 21 
25,000 to 100,000 •••••• llill,.SS 10, 1811 92,885 M 117,620 8, 778 76,4l!O 30 
10,000 to 25,000 ••••••• 77, 111 2,678 35,880 7 57,117 2,268 28,876 Ii 
2,500 to 10,000 •••••••• 126,809 4,237 57,878 21 96,861 3,817 46,582 16 
Rural •••••••••••••••• 1,0'Jl,264 17, 2811 1124,800 1, ll80 822,062 15,809 439, 187 l,fr16 

E .l&T 8o'O'rll CB!fTB.lL ••• 1,091,1134 11, 7811 486, 757 287 880,956 10,247 411,032 238 

Cities 100,000 and 
over ••••••••••••••• 104,842 4,873 SS, 39'J 9 77,014 4,006 47,400 8 

25,000 to 100,000 •••••• 69, 719 1,604 23, 790 4 43,78' 1,306 19,808 ------. 10,000 to 25,000. ------ 46, 776 886 29,945 6 35,825 7l!O 24, 736 

l:i~-~~~:::::::: 85, 389 1, 179 35, 282 3 66,211 1,048 28, S88 8 
795, 258 3,487 Mo,348 268 6511, 372 3, 141 290, 500 2211 

w BST SO'O'rll CB!fTB.lL.. •• 1,345, 182 89,667 409,028 9,332 1, 114, 994 76, 189 862, S9'1 8,078 
Cities 100,000 and 

over ••••••••••••••• 161,096 18, 173 51,'86 69 112, 3118 14, 944 42, 906 51 
25,000 to 100,000 •••••• 99,599 13,477 27,889 199 77,986 10,802 23, 768 175 
10,000 to 25,000 ••••••• 79,928 8,048 23,484 169 84,449 6,2611 19,932 133 

l:i~-~~:~:::::::: 14D,430 6,962 33,678 812 113,899 S,896 28,"8 506 
874, 129 42, 8119 272,11112 8, 2113 746,618 88,229 237,MS 7,211 

t From a special tabulation, Fourteenth Census. 

• 



DETAILED TABLES 201 

PER 1,000 WOMEN, BY COLOR, NATIVITY, AND MARITAL CONDITION, FOR 
DIVISIONS AND STATES: 1920 1 

base Is less than 100) 

CHILDREN UNDER 6 YEABB 01' AGE 

White mothers Colored mothers 
DIVISION AND COil• 

KUNJTY GROUP 

Other 
Native Foreign Negro col· born orcd -

-----
UNITED STATES'---·-··· 7,888, 191 2, 485, 730 1,143,699 M,610 -----

Cities 100,000 and over _______________ 1, 330,275 1, 149,607 118,442 6,963 
25,000 to 100,000------ 619, 811 328, 001 M,342 2,231 
10.000 to 25,000------- 461, 603 194,663 38, 634 899 
2,500 to 10,000-------- 705,266 206,061 55, 651 2,312 
Rural ..••• ----------- 4, 771, 246 607,398 875,630 43,205 

NEW ENGLAND _________ 367, 169 378, 104 7,415 342 

Cities 100,000 and over _______________ 
85, 674 134, 451 4,347 101 

25,000 to 100,000 ..•••• 74, 924 98, 336 1, 163 38 10,000 to 25,ooo _______ 52, 759 56,015 548 18 
2,500 to 10,000-------- 48, 416 41, 749 604 66 
Rural .••• ----------- 105,396 47, 553 753 119 

MIDDLE ATLANTIC .•••••• 1,272, 550 1, 033,448 47,306 l, 147 --
Cities 100,000 and over _______________ 

452, 726 579,625 27,862 443 
25,000 to 100,000 .••••• 13(),608 112,064 4,645 28 
10,000 to 25,000 ••••••• 103,907 80,364 3,545 29 

il~~-~~~:::::::: 142, 366 84, 364 3, 135 50 
442, 943 177, 031 8, 119 597 

EAST NORTH CENTRAL •• 1, 620, 540 560,203 36, 991 2,298 

Cities 100,000 and 
over ________ ------- 355, 977 306,6117 19,406 184 25,000 to 100,000 ______ 185,444 74,040 5, 709 76 

10,000 to 25,000 ••••••• 117, 147 32,633 2,920 41 

ii::J.'.'.~_o:~:::::::: 162, 143 35,229 2,937 84 
799,829 111, 604 6,019 1, 913 

WllST Noam CENTRAL •• 1, 123,379 192,866 19, 689 5,478 
Cities 100,000 and --over _______________ 

127,054 42,744 8,262 77 25,000 to 100,000 ______ 52, 751 11,811 1,480 43 
10,000 to 25,000 •.••••• 54,597 8,026 1, 995 36 

i::.i~ _1_0:~:::::::: 00, 700 14, 795 1,961 97 
798, 187 115,400 5,991 5,225 

Boum ATLANTIC.--·-·-- l, 125,817 51,075 519,620 2,421 
Cities 100,000 and over _______________ 

80, 919 :llJ,881 21,447 17 25,000 to 100,000 ______ 71,404 6,948 27, 985 32 10,000 to 25,000 _______ 38,058 1,825 13, 226 7 2,500 to 10,000 ________ 69,819 3,583 22, 645 29 
Rural.---·------·--- 865,617 17,838 434, 317 2,336 

EAST SOUTH CENTRAL ••• 801,832 8,369 277,670 263 
Cities 100,000 and -----

over _______________ 39,330 2, 921 14,024 6 25,000 to 100,000 ______ 24, 25.~ 846 6,326 1 10,000 to 25,000 _______ 21, 636 542 9,093 9 2,500 to 10,000 ________ 44,003 846 12, 287 7 Rural. ______________ 
672,608 3,214 235,940 240 

WEST SOUTH CENTRAL •• 916, 902 67,876 222, 582 9, 149 
Cities 100,000 and over _______________ 

55, 729 10, 513 13, 297 55 25,000 to 100,000 ______ 37,406 8, 132 7,332 144 10,000 to 25,000 _______ 37,250 4, 666 6, 937 89 2,500 to 10,000 ________ 71,943 4, 709 11,520 487 
Rural.-------------- 714, 574 39,856 183, 496 8,374 

CHILDREN UNDER 6 PER t,000 WOKEN 
20 TO 4" YEABB 01' AGE 

All women 

White 
Ne-

Na· For· gro 
tive eign 

born --
538 779 546 ----r---

341 679 257 
390 766 294 
434 861 338 
477 873 370 
721 998 743 

= --= 
393 747 409 --
322 700 375 
350 710 377 
386 811 484 
412 806 644 
528 870 552 

429 789 297 

342 672 2M 
381 863 289 
431 1,033 391 
466 1,034 367 
588 1, 122 501 

493 811 296 

360 751 237 
413 833 324 
451 845 375 
478 844 409 
639 984 566 

M4 849 308 ,_ 
328 632 221 
385 670 315 
424 705 341 
453 778 368 
680 1,037 563 

713 831 661 

406 768 289 
459 682 301 
494 708 369 
551 I 846 393 
848 1,032 828 

734 710 572 ,_ ----
375 625 249 
406 527 266 
463 626 304 
516 718 348 
846 927 693 

682 758 544 
~ ----

369 579 258 
376 603 263 
466 580 295 
512 676 343 
817 929 673 

. 

Married, widowed, 
or divorced women 

White 

Na- For· 

tlve eign 
born --

725 911 
----

512 819 
M4 901 
608 988 
646 995 
899 1,092 

= 
632 921 

577 886 
595 885 
631 974 
641 982 
716 991 

633 935 

546 825 
567 983 
630 l, 135 
657 l, 143 
778 1,228 

662 910 

519 857 
561 928 
616 937 
644 936 
810 1,059 

745 967 

478 749 
Ml 793 
595 836 
636 902 
876 l, 137 

911 941 

569 885 
607 792 
666 805 
725 939 

1,053 l, 128 

910 817 

Ne-
gro 

--
654 -
316 
3M 
410 
453 
875 

= 
538 

480 
527 
658 
899 
744 

383 

330 
378 
481 
477 
634 

344 

274 
374 
439 
49 3 
672 

367 

261 

•It 
44 

367 
3 
9 

682 

800 

4 

98 

365 
366 
58 

486 
9 

67 6 
I---

611 
555 
607 
665 

1,022 

822 
--

496 
480 
578 
633 
957 

730 
648 
723 
809 

1,023 

892 
--

704 
753 
744 
799 

1,043 

31 

81 

295 
9 

368 
430 

2 

63 

31 0 
309 
348 
405 
772 

' District of Columbia Included In United States but not In total for South Atlantic division. L 



202 RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN 

\ 
TABLE 1.-CBILDBl!lN UNDER 5, Wo:u:EN 20 To 44 YE.ABB oF AoE, AND CsILDBl!lN 

Co:u::u:uNITIEB op DIPl'EBENT 81zEe, BY 

WOllBN 20 TO .. YllABS or AOJ: 

.All women Married, widowed, or dlvcm.l women 
DIVJ810N AND COil• 

K'lllllTY OB011P 
White Colored White Colored 

Native Fi=n Negro Other Native Fi=n Negro v: 
colored 

~ . 
MOUNTAUll' ••••••••••••••• '90,512 86, 717 ll,835 13,091 3911, 907 78,438 6,UMI 11,GOll 

Cities 100,000 and 
over - -------------· 66,371 11,156 1, 767 168 48, 583 9,383 1, 515 1llll 

25,000 to 100&:>-••••• 211, 500 ~~ 1,~ 142 22, 196 6,628 888 132 
10,000 to 25, • •••••• .O,M7 212 30, 610 6,000 M7 172 
2,000 to 10,000. ------- 71, 123 12,419 867 257 56,518 11,022 792 230 Rural ................ 282, 971 49,809 1,MO 12,312 242,000 46,4211 1,428 10,918 

PACDIC •••••••••••••••••• 852,678 200,879 11,468 26,674 857, 385 172,toll 9,810 2',088 

Cities 100,000 and 
over ••••••••••••••• 336,393 93, 21111 7,524 7,861 245, 1141 76,427 6, 4811 7,332 

25,000 to 100,000 •.•••• 100, Oll4 21,848 1,375 2, 182 73,381 18,3'° 1,142 2,038 
10~ to 211=- ------ 52,390 10, 591 576 821 

~= 
9,090 479 ll48 It to 10, •••••••• :ri:= 16,9811 932 1,438 16,004 778 1,373 ural ................ 57,974 1,081 13, 1194 2211,833 53,1147 11211 12, 797 

NJ:W llNOL&!O) 

MADll'll ••••••••••••••••••• 108, 777 26, 771 2117 144 S0,853 21,045 176 114 

~~n::::::::::::: 4,5311 OM 411 2 U~& 726 33 1 
3,858 2, 733 17 ······•· 1,860 II --····3 Portland ••••••••••••• 10,111111 3,ao7 80 7, OliO Utt M 

25,000 to 100,000 •••••• 19,375 7,21K 142 8 . 12,144 94 4 
10~to2ll=······· 11,077 8,9113 28 2 7,5311 3,0IS 17 1 
¥£ to 10, •••••••• 13, 728 8,890 18 M 9,868 8, 2411 15 44 ural ................ 84, 60'J 10,884 74 81 51, llK 9,331 liO 85 

Ni:w B.ummm.I: •••••••• 67,519 22,872 108 9 89,433 18,849 M 6 

Manchester •••••••••• 8,91K 7,738 16 ------·· 4,932 6,7M 9 -------Nashua •••••••••••••• 3,807 2, 3511 2 ······-- 2,024 1,844 2 ................... 
211,000 to 1~-. ---- 12, 211 10,0llll 18 ......•. 6, 958 7, 599 11 ······3 
10,000 to~ ·····-- 11,996 4, 1128 411 7,851 a, 718 37 

i:.~-~~---:::::::: 11, 712 4, 197 18 4 8,131 3,412 14 2 
21,600 4,062 25 1 16, 4911 3,620 22 l 

VllBKONT •••••••••••••••• 50,850 9,lilrT 100 8 87,678 8,230 70 2 ,__ 
10~ to 211,000 ••••••• 7,ll'79 1, 865 26 ....................... 4,908 1,ll'79 21 -------
f{ural~-~~~:::::::: 9, 9211 u~ 25 ··-·-·3· 6, 715 2, 011 17 ······i 83, 142 49 25,9113 4,6'° 82 

MA884clro11J:TT8. ••••••••• 478,8211 2911,0l!8 10, 789 222 'Jf17,177 238, 141 8,0.0 166 

Boston. •••••••••••••• S::Wi 67,081 4,384 72 46, 599 50,852 8,822 81 
Brockton.. •••••••••••• 4, 795 128 11 11, 711 MW 92 2 
Brookline ••••••••••• 6,215 4,111 196 8 8, 191 . 85 2 
Cambridge ••••••••••• 18,849 9,184 1,331 10 tm tm 979 8 
C~ •••••••••••••• 8,D 4,887 77 8 61 2 
Chicopee ••••••••••••• 8, 2114 8,8117 1 ................... 2,084 8,169 1 ------· Everett •••••••••••••• 4,SM 2, 9liO 288 ······r 8,IK7 2,MO 1811 -·-···i Fall River ••••••••••• 12,748 11,180 71 6,684 tm 58 
Fitch=-··········· 4,61111 3, 701 4 -------- 2,631 2 -------Haver •••••••••••• 7,llliO 8,676 80 4,888 8,018 M 
Holyoke ••••••••••••• 7,4M 6, 82'1 39 -------- 8,628 4,330 32 -------Lawrence ••••••••••• 8,588 11,078 42 4,384 9,11111 82 
Lowell ••••••••••••••• 18,826 1~603 33 3 7,026 8,008 25 8 

~~:::::::::::::: 12,914 ,882 11111 3 8,075 6,265 185 2 
6,0ll4 8, 9811 110 ...... i" 8, 29'J 8,174 77 ...... i 

Medford ••••••••••••• 6,158 
1tm 

92 t= 2,008 69 
New Bedford •••••••• 10, 762 928 ...... i" 11, Olil 795 

_.., _____ 
Newton •••••••••••••• 6,862 u~ 188 8, 726 1,908 90 -------Plttsll.eld. •••••••••••• 6,809 911 ······:;- 4,082 1,P 77 ······i =C:V-----·········· ui: 8, 750 7 8,9112 8,HI 4 

vere ••••••••••••••• 2,882 9 •••••••• 2,082 2,338 8 --····-



DETAILED TABLES 203 
PllR 1,000 WOID!lN1 BY COLOR, NATIVITY, AND MARITAL CONDITION, Jl'OB 
DIVISIONS AND. BTATl!IS: 1920-Continued 

CIDLDRBN UNDER 6 YBARS or AGE 

White mothers Colored mothers 

D1VI8ION AND COX· 
KUNITY GROUP 

Other 
Native Foreign Negro col-born ored 

--
MOUNTAIN •••••••••••••• 309, 752 73,536 1,640 11,987 

Cities 100,000 and 
over--------------- 23,600 6,399 344 113 

25,000 to 100,000 •• ____ 11,494 4, 1611 273 109 
10,000 to 25,000 •••• ~-- 17, 146 4,588 161 150 

i~~ _1_0~~:::::::: 38,066 9,492 252 208 
219,446 48,891 510 11, 407 

p AClFJC •• ····-· ··-----·-- 331,096 116, 776 3, 112 22, 495 

Cities 100,000 and 
over ••••• __________ 90, 112 41,898 1,679 5,m'T 

25,000 to 100,000 ______ 31,525 11, 659 429 1, 760 
10,000 to 2110:::0------- l~ 103 6,004 209 520 
1600 to 10, -------- 3. 710 11,294 310 1,284 

uraL •••••••••••••• 152,646 45, 921 485 12, 994 

lO:W BNGLAND 

MAINlL.---------------- 56,057 18,860 113 110 

B~------·------- 1,4CK 531 26 1 Le ston ____________ 1,376 1,618 6 -----2· Portland. •••• -------- 3, 705 2,396 23 
25,000to1000:::0------ 6,485 4,M6 M a 
lOAl:l° to 25000 ------- 4,421 2,725 5 ----46-
~ to 10, -------- 6,212 2,968 4 

ural. -----·----· - -- - 38,939 8,622 49 61 

N1:w llAJIPSBIRB •••••••• 25,010 16,306 72 3 

Manchester •••••• ---- 3,092 5,094 10 -------Nashua ___ ••••••••••• 1,179 1,663 2 -------25,000 to 100,000 ______ 4, 271 6, 757 12 --·--3· 
10,000 to 260:::0------- 4,487 3,328 20 

i~_1_0~ ___ :::::::: 
5,084 2,986 19 -------ll, 168 3,235 21 -------

VJ:RKONT •• --·-- ---·---- 26,582 7,905 52 15 

10,000 to 25,000 .• ----- 3, 158 1,370 8 
___ .., ___ 

ll~~-1_0:~:::::::: 3,979 1,829 8 
19,4411 4, 706 36 6 

MA88ACHU8ETT8 •••••••• _ 172,007 209,277 4,30! 169 ---r---
Boston.----··· •••••• 27,261 42,312 1,212 61 
Brockton •••••••••••• 3,066 3,000 46 -·---4· Brookline ••••••••••• 1,696 898 6 
Oambrldge •• -------- 4,248 5,884 5315 6 
c~------------- l, 177 3,868 40 a 
Chi=---------··· 1,578 3,625 -------Ev t ______________ 

2,074 2,213 110 
Fall River ••••••••••• 4,832 8, 767 40 1 
Fitch=----------- 1,819 2,680 1 -·-----
Hav• ·---------- 2,493 2,523 23 --·-·2· Holyoke.. ••••••.••••• 2,412 3,787 14 
Lawnaoe ••• ----- ---- 2,584 7,930 12 ----·2· 
Lowell. ••• ----------- 4,866 6,897 12 

=m.:::::::::::::: 4,207 4, 779 96 3 
2,062 2,575 M -------

Medford. •• ------···· 2,582 1,456 60 ................... 
New Bedford •••••••• 3,683 8,547 747 -------Newton _____________ 

2,213 1, 6611 47 -------Pittsfield ____________ 2, 517 1, 799 29 -----ii-=ClY---··----·---- 2,530 2,821 2 
ere •••••••••••••• 1,311 2,007 7 .. ........... 

CIDLDRBN UNDER 6 PER 1,000 WOKl:N 
Ill TO 44 YBARS or AGI: 

All women 

White 
Ne-

For- gro Na- eign tive born -- --
631 848 264 

356 574 195 
390 648 270 
423 646 252 
536 764 290 
775 986 329 

388 582 271 

268 449 223 
315 534 312 
365 567 363 
407 666 332 
063 792 457 

515 732 440 

309 557 ------357 592 ·----337 664 ··337· 3311 623 
399 689 -----453 763 --om 811 ·-----
436 713 679 

347 658 ------
357 705 ------am 669 ·-· 374 735 ------434 711 --617 7118 ---
1526 829 520 

417 735 --· 401 T.l8 --fR1 906 ------
359 700 399 

304 631 276 
333 626 374 
2157 218 31 
318 644 402 
366 791 519 
485 991 --462-427 750 
379 784 563 
390 724 260 
330 686 288 
324 650 359 
301 716 286 
364 650 364 
326 610 604 
341 646 600 
419 60) 652 
342 601 809 
323 489 253 
381 848 306 
415 752 286 
414 774 778 

Married, widowed, 
or divorced women 

White 

For-Na- eign tive born --r-
775 938 

486 683 
518 740 
560 7611 
674 861 
907 1,053 

l!04 677 

367 MS 
430 636 
474 660 
520 753 
677 858 

695 896 

501 731 
601 870 
11211 842 
534 837 
1188 897 
630 915 
782 924 

634 889 

627 885 
583 902 
614 889 
572 895 
625 875 
677 894 

7111 961 

643 868 
593 909 
749 1,014 

621 886 

585 836 
5315 752 
600 634 
827 8153 
672 927 
766 1,148 
681 864 
723 989 
691 884 
510 836 
6611 875 
689 866 
691 861 
521 763 
626 811 
661 727 
571 773 
694 873 
617 995 
634 871 
630 872 

Ne-
gro 

--
298 

2Z1 
308 
294 
318 
358 

317 

259 
376 
436 
398 
524 

642 

·----·----------
-----------------
----
-------------· ............ 
--.......... 
.. ____ 

---------------
536 

36 5 
600 
92 

546 
656 

-----
582 
690 
600 
41 

lfl 

1 
438 

II 

71 
71 

1,01 
94 

480 
1 
4 
7 
0 

3 

87 

522 
77 

600 
5 
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TABLE 1.-CBILDBEN UN»:mB 5, WollEN 20 To 44 Y:mABS OP AoB, AND CRILDBBN 
. Co1111UNIT1:ms OP D&l'l'E1'ENT B1z:ms, BT 

WOllBlll 20 TO '" YtiB8 or AGB 

AD women Married, widowed, or dlvoroed women 
DIV1810lll Alll'D 0011• 

1111llllTY GROUP 
White Colored White Colonel 

F~ Negro Other F~ 
v ...... 

Native colored Native Negro col-
ored -

lll'BW BlllGLAllll>-COD. 

Milll.t.CJnJBBn.-Con. Salem... ______________ 
6,844 8,083 28 7 2,BM 2,478 25 2 

Somerville •••• ------- 12,865 6, 1183 78 _,.. .............. 7,861 
~= 

118 -------==ld. .. ________ 19,~ 11,061 705 ll 12,881 Mil ll ton _____________ 
4,452 u: 51 ·------- 2,446 ~111'7 8ll -·-----Waltham.··--------- 4,532 Ill .................. 2, 171 1, 7211 4 ----·--Woroest.er ____________ 

22,11118 14,431 268 9 12, 1148 11,866 212 7 lOOo::,ic> and over ______ J.82,3t0 136,8111 7,716 118 118,862 l(K,610 6,1186 86 
25, to 100=------ 1W;: 8ll, 1124 1,630 25 76,MO 67,4112 1, llrJ 13 
10,000 to 25, ------- 811,314 M6 13 46,6'6 82,3118 "867 10 illOO to 10,000 ________ ::= 30,6711 119' '¥1 88, 1191 M,11111 407 111 

oral----------·----- 7,851 8IK M 16,838 6, 730 2118 88 

RllODB Isr.ulD •••••• ; •••• 73,2'7 46,000 2,0'lll 211 48, '¥111 36, 11'12 1, 1182 20 
Cranston.. ___________ 

8,832 1, 9211 211 1 2,1171 1,6'6 13 ------i Newport _____________ 
3,827 l,M7 8liO 2 2,478 l,D 21111 Pawtucket __________ 
8, 06ll 6,475 611 1 4,1155 4,294 " 1 Providence __________ 

3t~ 18,801 1,2113 10 16, 788 16,0CM 1163 II Woomocltet_ _________ 4, 1611 11 2,486 8, 1111 10 .................. lOOo::,ic> and over ______ 

~= 
18,801 l,= 10 16, 788 16,0CM 11511 II 25, to 100,000 ______ 13, 116 4 12,080 10,294 m 2 

l~ to 211=·------ 10, 7lrJ 7,8&0 180 2 6,4311 6,472 144 2 
}: to 10, -- ------ 10, 02ll 6, 769 1119 12 tm 4, 7llO 125 6 oral ________________ 

1, 1196 464 66 1 412 88 1 

Collllll'llC!W'OT •• ·······--- 164,303 102, 772 4, 783 48 102,8811 811,748 8,823 811 

Bd~---····--· 16,3211 18,283 M3 2 10,lll!O 11,862 4811 2 
Hart -··-·······-· 17, 7311 11, li80 1,016 Ii 10,486 9, 1588 831 3 
Meriden.-·-·······-· 8,11'711 1,11211 23 2,813 1,11116 18 ................... 
New Britain ••••••••• ll,423 6,203 115 -------- l~g:: 6,614 liO ............... 
New Haven.. _____ --· 111,8111 12,907 1,088 8 10,738 868 7 
New London._------ u~ l,OlrJ 1211 2,380 1,389 1111 -------Norwalk ••••• ________ l,l!lll 162 1 2,423 1,418 187 1 
Stamford.----------- 8, 749 3,162 2liO ..................... 2,(00 2,816 203 .................. 
Waterb:3'--·-------- 10,839 8,017 2211 4 6,2'7 6, 1196 173 4 
100,000 an over •••••• 113,6119 37,470 2,647 15 82,8'3 82, 173 2,168 12 26,000 to 100,000 ______ 31, 186 rtm Sil 5 18,888 19,919 676 Ii 10,000 to 25,000 _______ 17,674 313 7 10,286 10,277 257 5 
2,llOO to 10,000. - ------ 8,Ml7 4, 7111 12' 1 6,216 4,110 113 1 
Rural •••••••••••••••• 118,147 26,41111 8118 3) 311,407 28,2811 684 16 

IDDDLll ATLAlll'TIC 

NBW YOBL.. •••••••••••• 1,346, 1177 764, 8117 l!ll,827 1,4511 872, 180 1119, 2114 48,807 1, l8ll 

±!n.~:::::::::: 21,380 4,058 301 2 12,481 8, 28ll 'Jfl1 2 
4,0llll 2,11'76 38 1 2,530 2,538 211 1 

Auburn------·-----·- 6, 182 i: 78 -------- 3,8llll 1,676 M -------
B!i1.ibamton. -------- ~2811 156 3 7,740 2,4118 13) 3 
B O--·-·-·-------- ,1134 28,886 1,210 30 ll0,538 M,781 1,03> 23 Elmlra.. ______________ 

8,486 1122 100 ................. 6, 7811 781 88 Jamestown.. __________ 
6, 490 2, 490 411 2 u: 2, 121 34 1 

:Kingston. - ---------- 4,873 MO 106 .................... 473 70 ................ Mount Vernon.. ______ 6, 1611 2, 72ll 448 ................. a, 774 2, 111'7 328 ................. 
New Rocbelle..------- 4, 6115 2,440 846 4 2,980 1,8111 678 2 New York ___________ 6'¥1,381 576,449 48,Mll 538 3711, O'.H 4116, 488 311,1182 417 

Manhattan Doro.. •• 226, 748 276, 116 36,487 "5 128,81l5 203, 6l!O 26,687 850 
Brom Doro •••••••• 8', 1'¥1 S0,049 1,215 12 51, 143 66,467 8lK 11 
Brooklyn Doro ••••• 232, 8'¥1 183, 1114 9,858 M 142,470 156,066 6,813 41 iueena Doro------- 71,307 28,330 1,402 21 49,572 :zi:= 1,0Bll 14 

icbmond Doro •••• 13,872 7,440 388 1 8, 1184 2118 1 
Newb:f······----- 6,104 1,081 147 1 a, 2ll8 11'75 lll 1 
Niagara alls •••••••• 6,3411 4,6115 123 3 a, 776 4,058 1(8 2 
~bkeepele ________ 11,688 1,413 203 1 a, 714 1,238 168 1 

tar •••••••••••• 46,380 17, '108 '68 12 28,581l H,1168 3lll • 



DETAILED TABLES 205 

PER 1,000 WOKEN, BT COLOR, NATIVITY, AND MARITAL CONDITION, FOR 
DIVISIONS AND STATES: 1920-Continued 

CJIILI>REN UNDER 6 YEARS or AGE CHILDREN UNDBR 6 PJ:R 1,000 WOKEN 
20 TO "' YJ:AR8 or AGJ: 

White mothers Colored mothers All women Married, widowed, 

DIVl8lON AND COK• or divorced women 

KtllllTY GROUP 

Other White White 

Native Foreign Negro col- Ne- Ne-
born ored Na- For- gro Na- For- gro 

tlve elgn tive elgn 
born ~ ----,_ -- --

NEW ENGLAND-COD. 

MA88ACBUSBT'1'8-Con. Salem _______________ 
1,952 2, (O'J 18 8 3811 779 671 8M 9811 640 Somerville ___________ 
4,637 4,415 32 -----7- 347 671 410 590 806 552 

Sprlngfteld •••••••••• 6,426 6,270 177 331 692 251 519 862 325 
Taunton.. __ ----- --- _ 1,674 2,190 41 ------- 376 812 804 8M 997 l, 171 
WalthalD. ••••• ----. - 1,303 1,437 1 288 608 67 800 833 250 Worcester ____________ 

8,010 11,016 l&D 4 349 764 4<11 619 928 614 
1000:::0 and over ••••• 119, 315 89,693 2,832 81 325 661 367 lill9 8li7 477 
211, to 100,000 ______ 46,777 68, 100 638 25 361 679 391 604 861 679 
10,000 to 25=------- 29,806 30,607 214 9 884 779 392 839 llfll 699 

i~!-~ ___ :::::::: 25,601 24,383 (O'J 14 {OS 795 677 867 '11'1 988 
11,608 6, 49' 222 40 461 827 730 683 966 933 

lbrOill: IBLAND __________ 
26,613 34, 726 997 21 363 7M 480 616 939 630 

Cranston •••••••••••• 1,433 1,469 3 374 762 ""369" lili7 892 ------
Ne:l:Jt·----------- l, 491 919 129 2 390 69' 60'l 764 ll06 Pa cket. _________ 

3,017 3,427 36 1 374 626 ------ 662 7118 
Providence __________ 9,060 13,859 632 8 :Kil 737 431 MO 9'M 668 
WOOll80cket. -------- 1,838 2,906 16 386 698 ------ 739 922 ------
100,000 and OV•---·- 9,060 13,859 632 8 :Kil 737 431 MO 924 lili8 
26,000 to 100,000 •• ---- 7,779 8, 721 183 3 m 666 40t 643 847 li68 
10:0 to 250:::0------- 4,620 6, li69 133 3 422 837 739 70'J l,OUi 924 
i to 10, -------- 4, 39' 5, 179 116 6 438 898 730 669 1,081 9'J8 ural.. _______________ 

870 397 33 ~ 436 8ti6 ·----- 613 964 ·-----
CONNBCTJCUT •••••••••••• 60,900 91,031 1,873 34 371 886 392 lill3 1,014 490 

Brld~---------- 5, 717 11, 117 175 1 360 837 322 li37 938 373 Hart ord _____________ 5,186 8,687 378 2 292 750 372 4116 907 468 Meriden _____________ 
1,416 1, 742 14 ------- 356 905 ------ 612 1,033 -----

New Britain.------- 1,936 6, 180 26 -----9- 367 996 ""396" 617 1,101 """496 New Haven _________ 6,406 11,095 430 326 880 546 1,033 
New London ________ 1,303 1,'01 41 369 766 325 M2 883 ---323 Norwalk _____________ 

1,30~ 1,243 45 3 3M 781 278 637 877 
Stamford._-------- __ 1,211 2,903 82 ------- 323 918 328 606 1,031 404 Waterbury __________ 3,441 6,918 67 4 317 863 298 Ml 1189 387 
1000::0 and over ••••• 17,309 30,899 983 12 322 825 371 fU1 960 464 
25, to 1000::0------ 10,612 20,213 275 7 MO 898 327 562 1,016 4<11 
10,000 to 25000 ------- G,367 11,416 168 3 360 991 637 619 l, 111 6M 
imo to lo, -------- 3,146 4,40t M 1 366 919 444 603 1,072 ---iiis 

ural... ------------- Zl,466 24,099 392 11 442 910 41'>7 663 1,036 

lllDDLB ATL&NTIC 
Nsw Yo!IJI: _____________ 487,023 607,661 14, 726 980 362 664 246 lili8 820 336 --Albany ______________ 5, 719 2, 931 81 3 267 722 269 468 892 367 Amsterdam.. _________ 1, 173 2,360 16 2 286 793 ------ 464 932 ----

Auburn.------------ 1,5C8 1, 756 46 291 940 ""308" 449 1,048 
B~ton _________ 3, 781 2,572 48 2 335 901 489 1,030 400 
B alo ••••••••.••••• 28, 187 23,616 277 13 364 818 229 lili8 963 272 

Elmira.------------- 3,121 676 41 ------- 368 733 410 639 866 ------1amestown __________ 1, 798 1,564 17 ------- 328 628 ""368" 493 737 ------Kingston ____________ 1,506 411 39 ------- 309 761 530 869 --·307 Mount Vernon ______ 2,008 2,006 100 325 736 223 532 913 
New Rochelle.------ 1,635 1, 558 176 1 MS 639 21.i 649 837 304 
New York ___________ 198,498 350,904 11, 147 320 316 610 228 li28 769 313 

Manhattan Boro •. M,156 147, 126 7,548 259 244 533 'Jif1 445 722 283 
Bronx Boro. ------ 28,248 48, 189 408 11 336 602 336 M2 725 489 
Brooklyn Boro .••• 80,568 130,465 2, S9li 33 347 711 277 566 841 381 
~ueens Boro _______ 28, 783 19,049 430 17 40t 672 307 681 764 415 

lchmond Boro ••• li, 743 6,085 166 ------- 414 818 433 839 954 631 

Newb~. --------- 1,629 829 44 1 319 767 299 500 850 396 Niagara alJs ________ 2,080 4,087 39 ------- 389 878 317 Ml 1,007 361 
P:eepsle _______ 1,956 1,260 67 ------- 344 885 330 527 1,010 399 
R ter ••••••••••• lli,458 13, 728 113 1 333 776 241 522 918 322 



206 RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN 

TABLE 1.-CBILDBllN UNDEB 5, Wo11EN 20 TO 44 Y11ABS OP AoE, AND CaxLDBEN 
COllllUNITIEB OP DIPPEBllNT SIZES, BY 

woxu ID TO .. YBABll or .A.OB 

All women Marrlad, widowed, or divorced WOllUlll 
DIVllll0111 A111D COX• 

K'D'1111TY OBOUP 
White Colored White Colonel 

Foreign Other Forelp oiliti' 
Native Negro Native Negro col· born colored born ond. 

JIIDDLB ATLA1llTJll-ilOll. 

NBW You:-Oontlnuad. 
Rome. ••••••••••••••• 8,4158 1,21M 27 

... _______ 
2,1115 1,121 ~ ·------

~~~~~~~~~ 
U,371 11,4112 108 1 9,621 4,887 • 1 211,rm 7,'12li :m 111 19,880 t: 2119 13 
U,887 2,497 1156 ------r 7, 2112 110 -------U,&117 Cl,"2 88 t= 11,419 7ll 1 Watertown.. ________ 11,088 1,428 22 2 1,189 17 2 

Yonkers ••••••••••••• 13,473 7,3113 621 8 ..::~ 6,296 398 2 
100,000 and over •••••• 814, 'IOS 8'1,214 111,8'8 11115 1112,53' 87, Illa 461 
211,000 to l=--··-- 1111, 7112 40, '136 2,888 19 74,4156 34, ll8ll 1,111111 15 
10,000 to = --·-·-· 114,883 21,169 1, 2118 18 116,'91 18,438 1,000 13 
iaoo to 10, • _ •••••• 711,801 18,434 1,587 44 

1=:=: 
Ul,658 1,104 33 

mal •••••••••••••••• 21ili,8811 43,344 2,818 783 37,8411 1,880 813 

NBW JBBBBY •• ---------- 404, 11111 1118, 'I08 28,888 91 276, 2111 1711,224 22,889 72 

Atlantic City •••••••• 6, 9'J5 1,1131 8,348 9 4,839 1,1187 2,1144 9 
Ba)'ODlle ••••••••••••• 7,088 7, 3211 1112 2 4,801 8, 78a 131 2 
Camden.-··-·-···--- 111,880 11,401 1,978 2 12,112 4, 9811 1,8'7 1 
Clifton.. •••••••••••••• 2,4115 2, 8911 12 1 1, 7711 2,11811 8 1 
Elllt Oranp ••••••••• 9,8711 1, 11113 728 -·····3· u: 1,8117 48' -------Elizabeth •••••••••••• 10,116' 7, 744 4611 7,069 381 8 
Hoboken. •••••••••••• 7, 773 Ii, 1141 49 ...... _ ... ____ 4,7411 4,llM 44 .................... 
Irvlngt;Qn ••••••••••••• 4, 181 1,8711 211 ..... ------ 3,0M 1,278 19 -------1flfflltY City •••••••••• 89, 792 1e,m 1,IMO 2 211, 138 17,71111 1,827 2 
KearntJaii,----------- 3,4119 2,048 24 2 2,238 1, 'IOS 17 2 
Mon ------------ 4,072 1,839 1,174 2 2,584 1,00'J 757 1 
New Brunswick.. •••• 3,849 2,841 2411 2,458 2,479 199 

_____ ... _ 
Newark •••••••••••••• 60,314 81,862 4,MS 18 82, 1211 28,083 3,800 10 
~-------------- 4,113 1,889 D'/8 2,405 1,1128 m 
p - ------------- 4,SM 8,977 1112 -------- 2,830 7,811! 122 ....... -........ 
Paterson ••••••••••••• 18,839 11,822 43' 4 9,1157 9,887 317 2 
Perth Amboy •••••••• 3,319 4,3111 118 2 2,238 4,080 108 2 
Plalnllald-------·---- 3, 8311 1,633 670 2 2,1187 1,842 rm 1 
Trenton •• ----------- 14,881 8,081 987 2 9,968 7,271 787 1 
West Hoboken ••••••• 4,880 3,8'8 4 1 3,0ll8 3,188 4 1 
West New York.. •••• 4,147 2,1118 2li ------- 3,117 2,HO SI ------· 1= and over •••••• 187,4158 78,877 9,872 89,299 67, llil 8,178 16 
211, to 100,000. - -·-- 85,327 118,249 8, 1611 24 116,1211 80,808 6,070 22 
10,000 to 26,000. ------ 311,2116 111, 789 2,699 11 23,8111 13, 743 2,072 8 
iaoo to 10,000. _ ------ 117, 2111 20, 2116 3,274 18 40,1141 17, '126 2,464 Ill 
ural-------------- 89,841 21,m 4,873 111 116,~ 211,006 3, GOii 11 

p B11111111YLVA111L.-••••••• 1,2111,B 3411, 828 76, 3113 128 881,2111 311,236 117,0l!ll 107 

Allentown ••••••••••• 12,6611 2,813 41 1 9,2311 2,1119 Bil 1. A.ltocna ______________ 
11, 1211 1, 169 190 7,929 1, 08ll 169 ................. 

Bethlehem.. •••••••••• 6, 7411 8, 184 78 2 11,022 2,916 62 2 
Cbelter •• -·---------- 7,149 2,844 1,618 Ii 11,371 2,474 1,310 5 
Easton.. •••••••••••••• Ii, ll68 1,082 8' ------i.i" 4,2156 914 llO .................... 
Erle.. •••••• ----------- 14,6'19 4,030 169 10,238 3, 729 142 1 Harrisburg ___________ 

14, 7llO 9117 1,261 .................... 10,846 888 1,182 
__ ... ____ 

Huleton ••••••••••••• 4,616 1,3119 1 ...................... 2,844 1,284 ---·-iw· __ ............. 
Johnstown ••••••••••• 9,'11'1 3,022 221 -----·:;- 6,458 2,878 ------i 
Laneaater. ----------- 10,4111 lfClil 190 7,C. 42S 1411 
Mc:Kemport ••••••••• 11,718 2, 8liO 212 ........................ t~ 2,6112 181! ................... New Caitle __________ 

8,Zl 2,261 D ...................... 2,094 191 ..................... 
NOl'l'lltown •••••••••• 11,182 Ullli 341 -----ii- 3,400 813 H4 -----35 Phlhldelphla. •••••••• 2t6, 976 10&,cm 37, 770 181, li30 88,448 30,091 
Plttsburilh..---------- 114,518 30,088 9,11112 19 114,SliO 211,782 8,136 16 Reading ______________ 

19, 1129 2,318 211 ...................... 14, 138 2,074 189 
Scranton ••••••••••••• 20,816 8,889 131 ...................... 12,640 8,181 108 -------
Wllk5-Barn..... •••••• ll, 1118 3,449 101 ..................... 8,816 3, 108 78 
Williamsport. •••••••• 7,014 388 1113 -------- 4, 784 282 138 -------York ••••••••••••••••• 9, 2114 229 328 ---··ai· 8, 770 11111 249 --·-·1i 100,000 and over •••••• 371,887 144,322 47,68' 2'3, 158 122,488 88,llO'J 26,000 to 100,000 ______ 142,021 30,870 11,214 12 :tfi: 28,230 4,230 10 10,000 to 211,000 _______ 120, 9113 46,842 11,079 9 88, 831 4,294 8 

i:i~-~~:~:::::::: 172, 1137 42,8'9 8,6112 8 123, 734 46,412 3,007 4 
407,921 86, 7411 8, 714 18 310,089 [81,480 7,C. 14 

.~ 



DETAILED TABLES 207 
PJIR 1,000 WOKEN, BY C~LOl}.z NATIVITY, AND MARITAL CONDITION, FOR 
DIVISIONS AND STATES: 192\r-\..iontinued 

CHILDREN UNDER 6 YEARS 01' AGE CHILDREN UNDER 6 PER 1,000 WOKEN 
20 TO 44 YE.lBS or AGE 

White mothers Colored mothers All women Married, widowed, 
or divorced women 

DJVJSION AND cox-
lltlKlTr GROUl' 

Other White White 
Native Foreign Negro col- Ne- Ne-

born ored Na- For- gro Na- For- gro 
tive eign tlve eign 

born born ----- ------- ,_ 
KIDDLE ATLANTIO-ilOn. 

NEW YoRx-Contlnued. 
Rome.-------------- 1,307 1,483 10 -----i- 378 1,232 ··349· 595 1,323 -----Schenectady _________ 

.. 205 .. 450 37 314 824 442 914 ---siii Syracuse _____________ 
9,689 6,601 74 11 339 842 249 500 967 Troy ________________ 
3, 759 1,552 37 ------- 272 622 239 518 783 336 Utica ________________ 
4.070 5,436 22 1 300 871 ------ 480 1,003 --Watertown __________ 
1,840 872 4 362 612 --278- 512 733 

Yonkers ••••• -- ----- - 4, 755 5, 621 145 3 353 760 579 893 366 
100~ and over _____ 262,306 403,300 11,837 351 322 629 229 529 787 313 25, to 100,000 ______ 37,376 32,862 743 8 323 807 277 502 939 372 10fff to 25,000 _______ 31,275 19,385 429 14 369 916 331 554 1,051 425 2, to 10,000 ________ 29,698 15, 750 503 31 392 SM 317 566 1,006 456 
Rural •••• ------------ 126,368 36,264 1,214 576 494 837 464 656 963 646 

NEW JERSEY----------- 162,963 165,518 10, 171 44 402 833 352 590 945 448 - --.Atlantic City ________ 2,143 1,010 591 7 309 526 177 443 645 232 
Bayonne.----------- 3,186 7,947 59 1 451 1,085 388 692 l, 172 460 Camden _____________ 7,192 5,016 750 1 453 929 380 594 1,010 455 
Clifton •• -- ---------- 1,123 2, 179 7 ------- 460 753 --249· 633 843 -·-372 East Ol'llllge _________ 2,943 883 180 ------- 298 457 446 651 
Elizabeth •• --------- .. 361 7, 137 185 1 402 922 398 606 1,011 486 
Hoboken •• ---------- 2,891 3,990 16 ------- 372 720 ............. 609 809 -----Irvington ____________ 1,590 857 6 ------- 382 623 --349· 516 672 ---4i6 Jersey City __________ 15,160 17, 547 677 1 381 888 603 988 Kearny _____________ 

1,388 1,458 5 2 401 713 ··227· 620 855 ---3& Montclair ___________ 1,375 937 267 ------- 338 572 532 858 New Brunswick _____ 1,518 2, 304 96 1 394 811 392 618 929 482 
Newark.------------ . 16, 709 26,377 1,467 6 332 828 323 520 939 386 Orange ______________ 1,662 1,627 334 ------- 404 871 342 691 1,065 459 
Passaic •• __ --- • _ ----- 1,469 7,133 45 ------- 323 795 296 559 937 369 
Paterson. __ --------- 5,393 7,335 127 ------- 324 631 300 542 743 401 Perth .Amboy. ______ 1, 589 .. 606 67 2 479 1, 0.~9 568 710 1, 134 620 
Plalnfteld. ---------- 1,418 1,209 206 ------- 370 740 307 552 901 406 
Trenton. ---_ -------_ 5,393 7,249 385 ------- 364 903 390 541 997 489 West Hoboken _____ 1, 744 1,966 -------3- ............... 361 540 .............. 571 617 ---West New York _____ 1,863 1,602 449 637 --345· 598 715 100,000 and over _____ 49,837 63, 524 3,406 8 363 829 558 935 416 25,000 to 100,000 ______ 32, 263 46,845 2,067 14 378 804 253 575 922 341 10,000 to 25,000 _______ 1 .. 120 13,590 931 6 400 861 345 593 989 449 . 
It~~-~~~:::::::: 23, 737 16, 704 1, 138 10 415 824 348 586 942 462 

43,006 24,855 2,629 6 480 896 540 647 994 673 

PENNSYLVANIA •••••••••• 622, 564 360,369 22, 409 123 512 1,043 319 723 1, 158 393 -----.Allentown ___________ 
6,038 2, 774 14 ------- 398 986 ------ 545 1, 101 --568 .Altoona.------------ .. 979 1,293 96 ------- 448 1, 106 505 628 1, 192 

Bethlehem---------- 3,373 3,209 26 -----3- 500 1,008 672 l, 100 ---407 Chester ______________ 
3,406 2,825 533 476 1,068 330 634 1,142 

Easton •• ---- ___ ----_ 2,248 936 20 -----1- 377 907 ""3ii7" 528 1,0U ----
Erle.---- ---- ----- -- - 6,145 4,407 62 419 1,094 600 1, 182 437 
Harrisburg.--------- 5, 155 689 388 ------- 349 720 308 475 822 376 
Hazleton.----------- 2,325 1,625 --------- 1 504 1, 196 818 1,266 ------Johnstown •• -------- .. 943 ·3,692 107 ------- 533 1,222 484 765 1,283 543 
Lancaster. __ -------- 4.386 800 1111 ----- -- 418 7113 621 821 1143 8611 McKeesport _________ 2,632 3,061 70 ------- 460 1,074 330 663 1,141 378 New Castle __________ 2,853 2,517 67 ------- 460 1, 113 322 606 1,202 351 Norristown _________ 1,919 939 133 ----72- 370 953 390 564 1, 155 545 
Philadelphia •• ------ 91,423 77,405 9, 769 370 737 259 li66 875 325 
Pittsburgh.--------- 33, 114 26, 148 2, 732 12 392 869 286 604 1,014 336 
R611dlng ••••••••••••• 7,612 2,429 82 ------- 390 1,048 389 538 l, 171 485 
Scranton._---------- 8,434 6, 819 36 ------- 405 990 275 667 l, 103 340 Wilkes-Barre. _______ .. 841 3,533 28 ------- 432 1,024 277 710 1, 137 Williamsport_ ____ ._. 2, 728 310 65 ------- 389 809 337 570 1,099 471 York _________ ------- 4, 019 148 127 1 434 646 387 594 767 510 100,000 and over _____ 140,583 112, 801 12, 619 84 378 782 265 578 921 328 25,000 to 100,000 ______ 60, 969 32, 357 1,835 6 429 1,048 352 612 1, 146 434 10,000 to 25,000 _______ 58, 512 47,389 2, 185 9 484 1, 160 430 692 1,227 509 

~~~-1~:~:::::::: 88, 931 51, 910 1,494 9 515 1,211 406 719 1,285 497 
273,569 115, 912 .. 276 15 671 1,336 491 882 1,423 609 



208 RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN 

TABLE 1.-CaILl>REN UNDER 5, WoKllN 20 To 44 YEARS OF AoE, AND CHILDREN 
Co1111uNITIEB OF DIFFERENT SizEs, BY 

WOllJ:N 30 TO 4' YJU.B8 01' AGI: 

All women Married, widowed, or dlvoroed women 
DIVlSION AND COil• 

llUNITY GROUP 
White Colored White Colored 

Foreign Other Foreign other 
Native Negro Native Negro col-bom colored bom ored ---

EAST NOBTB CJ:NTBAL 

Omo •• ------------------- 913,006 152,032 43,082 85 690, 113 138,380 36, 908 63 

Akron •••• ----------- 33,051 8,352 1,250 2 26, 129 7,815 1,lla 1 
Canton.------------- 14,621 2,659 281 3 11, 371 2,481 243 3 
Cincinnati ••• _ ••• ____ 74,550 7,349 8,077 12 49,055 6,009 6, 777 9 
Cleveland ______ ------ 98,305 63,071 9,379 21 68, 947 57,098 8, 246 14 
Columbus ••••• ------- 44, 377 3, O'Jl 5,436 7 31,866 2,560 4,618 6 
Dayton. ___ ---------- 28, 239 2,735 2,1~ 8 21,432 2,498 1,923 4 
East Cleveland •••••• 6,02( 919 55 ------i" 4,362 721 28 ------i 
Hamilton.------.---- 7,105 407 272 5,305 379 252 
Lakewood •• ------- __ 8,097 2, OO'J 31 1 6, O'Jl 1,774 23 1 
Lima.--------------- 8, 156 359 245 -------- 6,406 313 210 -------
Lorain.------ ____ ---- 3,699 2,904 116 -------- 2,970 2, 797 101 -------
Mansfield •••••••••••• 4,974 646 43 -------- 3, 746 585 34 ............... 
Marlon.------------- 5,496 135 43 -------- 4,455 125 35 -------
Newark ••.• ---------- 5,017 262 115 -------- 3,837 239 99 -------
Portsmouth ••• _------ 6,601 85 271 -------- 5,031 74 240 ................ 
Springfield ••••••• ---- 10, 573 427 1,509 1 7,881 383 1,331 1 
Steubenville •• ------- 4,085 1,259 266 2 3,070 1, 175 230 2 Toledo. ___ • _____ • ____ 42,396 7, 799 1,472 5 31,667 7,026 1,282 5 
Warren •• ------ -- ---- 4,436 1,001 171 -------- 3,421 922 145 ------i Youngstown _________ 17,028 8, 108 1,617 1 12,686 7, 50'J 1,456 
Zanesville ••• ------ --- 5,471 221 297 ................. 4,130 205 248 --·-·40 100,000 and over ______ 337,946 100,435 29,413 56 241, 782 go, 508 25,414 
25,000to 100,000 ______ 94,355 13, 286 3, 715 8 72, 006 12, 173 3,219 8 10,000 to 25,000 _______ 79,337 11, 091 2,270 2 59,828 10,064 1,940 -------2,500 to 10,000 ________ 87,589 6,848 2,874 7 68,016 6,383 2,338 4 
RnraL ••••••••••••••• 313, 779 2Xl, 372 4,810 12 250,481 19,252 3,997 11 

INDIANA ••••••••••••••••• 496,609 28, 914 18, 593 31 39,904 26, 52Xl 15,833 22 --Anderson ••• ------- __ 5,689 171 183 4,560 145 164 -------- -------East Chicago ________ 2,284 3,595 311 ................ 1,847 3,464 286 -------
Evansville.---------- 16, 725 311 1,590 -------- 12, 050 263 1,272 -------
Fort Wayne •• ------- 17,936 1,030 370 12, 289 889 330 -------
Gary ______ -- -- -- ----- 5,286 4, 156 1,327 2 4,423 3,989 1,214 2 Hammond ___________ 

4,968 2, 010 26 2 4,017 1,912 22 2 
Indianapolis_-------- 59,443 3,223 8, 790 2 45,537 2, 777 7,484 1 
Kokomo .•• -------- __ 5,614 2Xl9 20'J -------- 4, 750 179 173 -------
Muncie.------- __ ---- 6,852 131 473 -------- 5,669 116 429 -------Richmond •• --- ______ 4,841 162 316 -------- 3,707 144 288 -------South Bend __________ 10, 715 3, 172 282 -------- 7,922 2,909 253 ------i 
Terre Haute.-------- 12, 558 621 912 1 9,610 540 766 
100,000 and over ______ 59,443 3,223 8, 790 2 45,637 2, 777 7,484 l 
25,000 to 100,000 ______ 93,468 15, 568 5,992 5 70,844 14, 550 5, 197 II 
10,000 to 25,ooo _______ 52, 716 4,246 1,421 16 41,052 3,895 1, 199 9 2,500 to 10,000 ________ 56, 630 1,414 959 1 43, 920 1,264 757 1 Rural •• ______________ 

234,352 4,463 1,431 7 189,551 4,034 1,196 6 

ILL!NOIS •••••••••••••••••• 965, 723 283, 159 47,476 215 691,097 246, 137 40, 612 173 --Aurora ______ ------ --- 6, 141 1,352 141 -------- 4,240 1,210 121 ------ii Bloomington _________ 5,487 445 176 8 3, 784 364 118 
Chicago •• -- ---••••••• 360, 109 205, 786 31,864 164 235,055 177, 179 27, 254 137 
Cicero--------------- 4,832 4,366 1 -------- 3, 513 4,047 1 ------5 
Danville.------------ 6,233 303 647 5 4,907 257 482 
Decatur ________ ------ 8,475 449 267 2 6,475 399 226 1 
East St. Louis ••••••• 10, 560 1,546 1, 775 2 8,460 1,442 1,594 2 
Elgin ___ ------------- 5,223 924 24 -------- 3, 142 721 2Xl -------
Evanston.----------- 6,447 1,868 72Xl 2 3, 922 1, 251 583 ----- --Joliet _____ -------- ____ 5, 644 1,893 191 2 3,568 1, 728 169 2 
Moline .•••••••• ______ 5, lO'J 1,255 75 ------i- 3, 799 1, 112 72 -------
Oak Park .••••••••••• 8,200 1,324 59 5,425 877 39 -------Peoria.. •••••••••.• ____ 15, 030 1, 351 540 -------- 10, 6&I 1,076 4i2 ------ -Quincy _______ • __ ••••• 6,895 2Xl9 261 ------i- 4,673 157 2Xl3 -------Rock Island. _________ 6,461 970 162 4,839 850 145 1 
Rockford. ____________ 10, 213 3, 739 122 -------- 6, 783 3,247 110 -------
Springfield ••• _------- 10, 956 1,282 603 ----i64" 7,414 1, 109 481 ----i37 100,000 and over ______ 360, 109 205, 786 31,864 235,055 177, 179 27,254 
25,000 to 100,000 ______ 121,899 23, 276 5,664 23 85, 624 19,847 4,836 17 
10,000 to 25,000_ - ----- 66,368 ll, 108 3,623 11 47, 763 10, 139 3, 109 8 
2,500to 10,000 ________ 94, 8ZI 16, 709 2,802 7 70,890 14, 880 2,398 5 
Rural •••••••••••• ---- 322,~ 26, 190 3, 623 10 251, 775 24,092 3,015 6 



DETAILED TABLES 209 

PER 1,000 WOMEN, BY ·c~LO~ NATIVITY, AND MARITAL CONDITION, FOR 
DIVISIONS AND STATES~ 1921.r-\jOiltinued 

CHILDREN UNDER 6 YEARS or AGE 

White mothers Colored mothers 
DIVISION AND COK• 

)(UNITY GROUP 

Other 
Native Foreign Negro col· born ored 

--------
EAST NORTH CBNTBAL 

Omo •••••••••••••••••••• 440,223 131,638 14,227 48 

Akron •••••••••.••••. 13,499 7,073 --aoo 1 
Canton •••••••••••••. 6,343 2,478 83 -------Cincinnati.. ••••••••• 25,039 3, 697 1,995 5 
Cleveland ••••••••••• M, 1158 51,092 2,371 12 
Columbus •••••••.••• lS, 584 2,087 1,638 6 
Dayton. •••.••••••••• 11,236 2,084 704 -------East Cleveland ••.••• 2,022 347 1 -------Hamilton •••••.•••••• 3,231 352 88 1 
Lakewood ••••••••••• 2, 777 1,467 7 --···2· Lima ••••••••••••••.• 3, 726 310 106 
Lorain ••••••••••••••• 1, 759 2,980 45 -------Mansfield •••.•.••••• 1,868 611 19 -------Marlon. •••••••.••.•. 2,679 103 14 -------
Newark •••••••••.••. 1,961 234 45 -------Portamouth .•.••••.. 3,349 63 80 -------
srerlngfteld. ••••••••• 4,640 273 563 -----i-8 ubenvllle ••••••••• 1, 758 1,494 84 
Toledo.------------· 15, 770 6,620 346 3 
Warren •••••••••••••• 1,983 989 49 

-----.-Youngstown ________ 7,511 8, 519 443 
Zanesville •• --------- 2,365 208 158 -------
100,000 and over----- 123, 597 81, 172 7,803 31 
25,000 to 100,000 •••••• 40, 461 11, 909 1,342 4 
10,000 to 25,000 ••••••• 35, 972 9,957 1,001 -------
i:!i~-~o:~~::::::: 41,453 6,858 1,211 5 

198, 740 21, 742 2,870 8 

INDIAN.L •••••••••••••••• 257,565 25,682 5,922 26 
Anderson •••..••••••• 2,459 151 81 -------East Chicago •..••.•• l, 122 4,343 120 
Evansville •••..•••••. 6,615 142 375 4 Fort Wayne _________ 6,948 659 113 -----3-
OB!'Y. --------------- 2,633 4, 281 378 
HBnllnond •• -------- 2,374 2,032 Ii 3 
Indianapolis ••••••••• 21,058 1,965 2,480 1 Kokomo _____________ 

2,800 151 79 ------ ... 
Muncie •••• ----•• _ --- 2,940 73 162 -------Richmond ___________ 1,902 148 104 -------South Bend _________ 4, 727 2,922 104 -------Terre Haute •••.••••• 4,827 395 246 1 
lOOo::l° and over ••••• 21,058 1,965 2,480 1 
25, to 100,000 •••••• 39,397 15, 297 1, 767 11 10,000 to 25,000. ______ 24, 612 3, 736 524 6 
2,500 to 10,000 .••••••• 26, 830 906 389 -----jj· 
Rural •• ---··-------- 145,668 3, 778 762 

lLLIN018 ••••••••••••••••• -IM,899 207, 717 12,333 124 --
Aurora •• -----·------ 2,308 1,066 46 -----i-Bloomington ________ 1,934 266 M 
Chicago •• ----------- 119,445 146,498 6,404 108 
Cicero ••• -------- •••• 2,270 3,348 -----200- --·-·:z-Danville ••••••••• --·· 2,643 148 
Decatur.·-··-------- 3,417 312 98 ---··r East St. Louis •••••.. 4,566 1, 366 6611 
Elgin. •••.•••... _ .. _. 1,386 339 10 -----i-Evanston •••.• _. ___ .. 2,266 939 196 Joliet •• __ ._._ •• ____ .. 2,037 1,818 42 1 
Moline •• ---------- •• 1,861 676 17 .................... 
Oak Park ••••.•••.•.• 2, 766 483 6 -------Peoria..··-------- .••• 4,834 718 114 -------
i~°LiiiiiiL::::::: 2,482 69 66 -------

2,328 522 64 -------Rockford.·-·-------- 3,264 2, 565 47 -------Bpringfteld .• ---·---· 3,856 873 196 """i08" 100,000 and over_ .••• 119,445 146,498 6,404 
25,000 to 100,000 ••.••• 44,207 15, 008 1,831 6 
10,000 to 25,000 ••.•••• 27, 913 9,037 1, 197 6 
2,500 to 10,000 •••• - - - • 44,099 13, 647 1,075 4 
Rural·-------------- 199,235 23, ()27 1,826 -------

CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 WOKEN 
20 TO 44 YEABS or AGE 

All women 

White 
Ne-

Na· For· gro 
elgn tlve born ------

482 866 330 
408 847 245 
434 932 295 
336 603 247 
356 810 253 
361 691 301 
398 762 323 
336 378 
455 865 324 
343 733 ""4,;3" 457 864 
476 1,026 388 
376 946 -----487 763 ------
391 893 391 
507 295 
439 639 373 
430 1, 187 316 
372 849 235 
447 988 287 
441 l,~ 274 
432 532 
366 808 265 
429 896 361 
453 898 441 
473 1,001 421 
633 1,067 597 

519 888 319 

432 883 
,_ 

443 
491 1,208 386 
396 457 236 
387 640 305 
498 1,030 285 
478 1,011 ------
354 610 282 
008 722 391 
429 557 342 
393 914 329 
441 921 369 
384 636 270 
354 610 282 
421 983 295 
467 880 369 
474 641 406 
622 847 532 

400 734 260 
376 788 326 

362 598 307 
332 712 201 
470 767 ··3r;-424 488 
403 695 367 
431 884 377 
265 367 ""272" 351 603 
361 960 220 
365 539 ------
337 365 ------322 531 211 
360 330 253 
360 538 395 
320 686 386 
352 681 325 
332 712 201 
363 666 323 
421 fllYl 330 
465 817 384 
618 879 518 

Married, widowed, 
or divorced women 

White 

Na· For· 
elgn tlve born ,_ --

638 951 

517 "906 
6511 999 
510 615 
507 895 
489 815 
524 834 
464 481 
609 929 
461 827 
582 990 
592 1,065 
499 1,044 
601 824 
511 979 
666 ···1ia· 589 
573 1,271 
498 942 
580 I,073 
592 1, 136 
573 1,015 
511 897 
562 978 
601 989 
628 1,074 
793 1,129 

659 968 ----539 1,041 
607 1, 254 
Mii MO 
565 741 
695 1,073 
591 1,063 
462 708 
600 844 
519 629 
513 1,028 
597 1,004 
502 731 
462 708 
556 1,051 
600 959 
611 717 
768 937 

629 844 
M4 881 
!ill 731 
008 827 
646 827 
539 576 
628 782 
538 1147 
441 470 
578 751 
571 1,052 
490 ~ 
510 551 
453 667 
531 439 
481 614 
481 790 
520 787 
008 827 
516 781 
585 891 
622 917 
791 956 

Ne-
gro 

--

386 
275 

342 
294 
288 
355 
366 

------
349 

505 
446 

---·--
333 
423 
365 
270 
338 
304 
637 
307 
417 
516 
518 
718 

374 --
494 
420 
295 
342 
311 

331 
457 
378 
361 
411 
321 
331 
340 
437 
514 
637 

--304 
380 
365 
235 

------
427 
434 
420 

------
336 

9 24 
------------

258 
325 

1 44 
4 

3 

27 
4J11 
235 
79 

386 
448 
606 



210 RA.TIO OF CBILDREN TO WOMEN 

T.ABLJ11 l.-Ca1LDRBN UND11a 5, WoMZN 20 to 44 Y:m.a.BS OI' Ao11, AND CBILDRBN 
Co1111UN1T111s o• DIPDRBNT Sxz:ms, BT 

WOKD IO TO " Ytill8 01' .A.OB 

All women Married, widowed, or divorced women 
DIVJBION .um COK· 

K'OJllTY GROUP 
White Colored White Colored 

Native "ci:n Negro Other Native "g:t:n Negro v~ colored ored 

B.A.llT NO RTll CBNTB.llr-
continued 

Mrcmo.A.N •••••••••••••••• 512,002 162,82f 14, 757 1179 811&,0llt 137, 290 13, 1110 78' 

Battle Creek ••••••••• 7,161 714 257 a 6,496 808 218 1 
Bay Cit:V------------ 7,1129 1,369 211 a 6,812 1, 188 22 1 Detroit _______________ 132, 181 70,882 10, 1136 61 98,332 62, 281 9, 71111 48 
l'JIDt __ --------------- M::t 3,060 371 7 12,00ll 2,822 343 a 
Grand RaJ!(ds •••••••• 11, 9111 2M 6 16, 731 a, rro 216 4 Hamtramct _________ 

1,336 6,912 497 -------- 1, 137 6,675 4112 -------=:-d Park _______ 7,274 3,0d 103 6 6,674 2,681 SS 5 
1 -------------- 8,llm 1, 161 163 8 6, 780 1,026 137 a Kalamuoo ___________ 8,448 1,618 142 2 6, 2116 1,314 119 2 

~::::::::::: 10,603 1,270 146 -------- 8,619 1, 171 128 ------ .. 11, 9911 1,'1t11 49 6 4,476 1168 46 a 
PontlaC. ------------- "6,672 ll'J8 137 -------- t: 816 117 ·------Port Huron __________ 

8, 1162 l,Q 107 -------- 1,088 119 ............... 
Saginaw------------ -- 10,341 1,890 64 8 7, 1162 J.:t M 8 
100,000 and over •••••• 164, 762 ~r: 11, 190 67 114,062 1t:l 62 
211,000 to 100,000. - ---- 91,260 2,060 38 70,677 21,953 80 
10,000 to 211,000 _______ 211,MB 7,011 288 22 18,620 6,221 220 16 

1:.~-~~~:::::::: 62,868 10,847 603 89 89,649 9, 704 441 68 
186,664 34, 175 748 668 162, 186 31,961 6113 668 

WIBCONllIN ••••••••••••••• 4IXI, 167 74,2119 1,166 1,BM 279, 188 66,965 1,000 1,147 

Green Ba:r----------- 6,898 472 4 19 8,M4 385 8 14 
Kenosha.------------ 4,819 2,863 211 -------- 8,383 2,621 18 -------Lac------------- a,oao 52' 10 -------- 8,676 4311 7 -------Madlaon _____________ 

7,111111 11112 aa 1 4,817 778 47 l Milwaukee.. __________ 76,0M 22,m ., 18 49,328 19, 771 621 9 
Oahkollh. ------------ 11, 748 9 6 8,6611 699 8 5 Racine--------------- 8,81111 8,222 76 2 6,694 2, 9111 1111 2 
Sh~----------- 4,342 1,Ml -------27- -----i2- 2,886 1,427 ------ii" ------7 
Su ------------- 6,893 2,3'7 8,887 1,111111 
100,000 and over •••••• 76,0M 22,2112 1187 18 49,328 19, 771 m 9 
211,000 to 100,000 ______ 

~= 
12,«llB 314 89 Bl, 732 11,3'0 166 29 

10,000 to 211o::i------- 11,0M D 22 23,036 4,603 188 18 laoo to 10, __ ------ 4 ,234 6,148 89 28 81,288 6,417 211 17 uraJ ________________ 193,6118 28,162 1211 J,2117 143,11114 211,0M 101 1,074 

WBST lfOBTll CBlfTBA.L 
MDINuoT.1. ______________ 

all6, 105 81,884 2, 16'1 1,828 286,219 70, 949 J,876 1, 1118 

Duluth •• ------------ ]4, 188 6,Mll 127 10 9,008 6,427 119 7 
M~--------- 89,346 19,671 1,070 28 :::r 16,819 909 21 
St. P ----------- -- 41,875 10,051 812 18 8,277 727 14 
1:.'o::' and over •••••• 111, 221 29,622 1,882 44 89,297 llt,096 1,686 811 25, to 100,000 ______ 14,188 6,668 127 10 9,008 u: 119 7 10,000 to 211,000 _______ 18, 80ll 8,882 211 5 11, 2119 22 II 

~~-~~:~:::::::: 88,685 8,831 46 16 21, 744 7,721 37 11 
1'18,406 83, 192 77 1,251 124,911 311,876 62 1,100 

IOWA •••••••••••••••••••• (()8, 620 82,589 4,095 108 304,837 28, 762 8,574 90 

Cedar ~Ids •••••••• 8,824 1,096 162 8 6,336 947 147 1 
Council ulfs ••••••• 6,644 704 188 2 4,878 619 122 2 
Davenll!IR----------- 10,961 1, 157 142 -------- 7,777 9116 128 ------Des Moines •••••••••• 

~= 2,= 1,369 2 18,2118 l,= 1,172 1 
Dubu'l,ue·----------- 12 4,671 11 
Slowc it:V----------- 12,924 2,276 2119 12 8, 961 1,929 267 12 
Waterloo ••••••••••••• 7,314 M7 20'J 1 6,489 494 11111 1 
100= and over •••••• l:;:l 2,824 1,369 2 18, 2118 1,909 1, 172 1 
211, to 100=------ u: oao 18 38,062 li,«K 888 16 
10,000 to 211000::------- 811, 1136 763 9 25,268 2,359 661 8 
fL600 to 10, ------- 48,891 2,997 389 5 88,630 2,618 833 2 uraJ ________________ 

244,842 18,206 02' 72 189,389 16,1177 MO 1111 



DETAILED TABLES 211 

PBB 1,000 Wo1111N, BT q~LO!!z NATIVITY, AND MARITAL CONDITION, POa 
DIVISIONS AND STATES: 19:.ro---\.iontinued 

ClllLDllB1' UlmBB II YBAB8 OJ' AOB ClllLDBBN utmBB II PBB 1,000 WOJIBN 
llO TO " 1'BAB8 OJ' AOB 

White :motherB Colored mothers All women Married, widowed, 
DIVlllION .lJQ) COii• or divorced women 

JIUJll'IY OBOtll' 

Other White White 
Native Foreign Negro col· Ne- Ne-

born ored Na- For· gro Na-

[ 
gro 

tive = tlve ,_ 

BAST NOBTB CBNTBAL-

lgn. 

continued 

MlcmOAN ••••••••••••••• 2118, 492 131,DI 4,141 745 524 859 281 680 938 315 -
Battle Creek •••••••• 2,4611 371 68 2 345 520 265 449 610 312 
Bay City •••••••••••• 4,139 956 11 --··32· 650 898 --227· 770 . UI -··w Detroit .............. 113,919 M,6M 2,482 (()8 786 li48 8IK 
Flint •••••••••••••••• 7,03& 2,423 95 6 474 792 2li6 li86 859 277 
Grand Rapids ....... 9,011 4, 1589 95 1 399 770 374 673 888 440 
Hamtramck.. ••••••••• 1, 1111 8,826 196 ·····6- 8211 1,277 39i 974 1,822 ~ 

}1J.l!a:~.~-~~:::::: 2, 792 1,923 22 384 632 214 492 717 
3,486 99'1 60 1 409 866 327 616 972 366 

Kalamvoo ......... __ .... ___ 3,281 1, 127 87 2 388 746 613 524 868 731 
Lanafnl ••••••••••••• 4, 'llM 918 70 ------- 444 723 483 646 784 M7 
Muskegon ••••••••••• 2,944 867 7 2 491 790 ------ 658 896 -·----Pontiac •• _ •••••••••• 2,6114 Ml 45 ................... 462 694 328 667 676 385 
Port Huron •••••••••• 1,822 744 43 ·····;;· 512 617 402 676 717 ------
Saginaw---·-··-···-- 4,666 l,4M 29 451 769 ""2:iij" 617 871 """2S8 100,000 and over ••••• 62, 930 60, 273 2,677 33 4111 784 li52 8IK 
25,000 to 100,000 •••••• 40,993 21, 157 723 26 449 876 352 au 964 39li 
10,000 to 25,000 ....... 12, 728 6,035 109 17 479 861 4111 6M 970 496 

l:.~~~:::::::: 27, 175 8,896 243 63 514 836 483 68li 917 Ml 
12',666 M,847 4811 606 668 1,020 6lili 819 1,0llO 749 

Wll!CONlll1' •••••••••••••• 219,861 63,958 368 1,355 MB 862 316 786 9M 868 

Green Bay •••••••••• 2,832 332 2 Ii 480 703 ................ 718 862 ------Kenosha ••••••••••••• 2,217 2, 619 1 460 883 ------ 6lili 961 ------La C~ ••••••••••• 2,399 289 6 ::::::: 403 li52 653 664 
Madlllon. •• - •••••••• 2, 748 632 17 6 344 678 670 812 ------Milwaukee •••••••••• 23,947 16, 7811 142 11 381 755 242 587 849 273 Oshkosh. ___________ 

2, 261 662 6 7 392 810 ............... 616 947 ... ............. 
BaclDe ••••••••••••••• 3,1131 2,570 12 .................... 421 798 ................ 620 882 
She~---···---- 1,868 1,472 ·······a- 480 955 ------ 645 1,032 ------Su or ••••••••••••• 2, 640 1,693 11 4n 7113 693 BM --~---
l~andover ••••• 28, 947 16, 789 142 11 381 7lili 242 687 849 273 
2S, to 100,000 •••••• 20,386 10, 169 46 29 420 8111 226 642 90ll 278 
10,000 to~--·-··- 16,922 3,868 89 12 458 769 426 691 858 473 

~:i~~~---==:::::: 22,586 4,922 19 12 478 801 ""67i" 723 909 ------131, 520 23, 210 72 1, 291 679 1,002 915 1,084 713 

"WBllT JfOBTIJ CBNTBAL 

MIJf!llBSOTA ••••••••••••• 191,458 68,029 522 1,386 638 831 242 811 969 278 

Duluth •••••••••••••• li,886 4, 193 32 2 4111 638 252 6S3 773 269 
Mlnnea~----·-··- 23,227 12, 126 217 16 335 620 313 586 766 239 
St. Pa ••••••••••••• 16,471 6,289 196 11 369 626 241 696 760 270 
100= and over ••••• 88, 8118 18,414 413 27 347 622 DI li58 764 252 26, to 100,000 ______ li,886 4, 193 82 2 415 638 252 653 773 269 
10,000 to 26=------- 8,169 3,005 4 3 489 774 ------ 726 903 ............ 
~IJllO to 10, -------- 16, 181 7,618 80 18 480 884 ............. 744 987 ------ural---·-········· 122, 624 84, 7911 43 1,336 687 1,048 ------ 981 1,146 

IOWA •••••••••••••••••••• 222,988 26,279 1, 5liO 70 646 806 379 732 914 434 

g~RaiH~_:::::: 8,316 647 67 -····i- 863 690 362 606 683 888 
2,873 491 36 432 687 263 1189 7113 287 

Da~----------- 3,873 M9 69 ................ 8S3 476 4111 498 651 461 
Des Olnes ••••••••• 9,2114 1,434 472 862 617 845 6111 7111 403 
Dubuiue •••••••••••• 8,278 327 8 ••••••• 426 631 ··zr 70'J 780 ..... ___ 
Slowe lty ••••••••••• 6,000 1,682 76 12 387 739 li58 872 281 
Waterloo.----------- 2,946 376 84 ............... a 687 416 M2 761 436 
1ooc and over.-··- 9,264 1,434 472 862 617 845 6111 751 403 
26, to 1~------ :!l, 176 4,072 318 13 390 647 336 5li6 7M 866 
l~ to 26 ------- 14,808 1,937 274 II 417 700 369 586 821 416 
j to 10 --·····- 20, 741 1,982 169 8 429 661 434 617 7811 608 
ural..--··········· 1116, 9118 10,SM 817 49 641 926 608 829 1,017 587 



212 . RATIO OF ClULDREN TO WOMEN 

TABLE I.-CBILDREN UNDER 6, Wo1111N 20 TO 44 YEARS ol' AoE, AND CmLDREN' 
COMMUNITIES 01' Dil'l'EJUllNT SIZES, BY 

-
WOJIP 20 TO " YliB8 OJ' AGB 

All women Married, widowed, or divorced women 
DIVl8ION AND COii• 

JltlNITY GB0'11l' 
White Colored White Colored 

Fi=r Other Foreign Other 
Native Negro colored Native bom Negro col-

ored 

WBST NOBTll CBlllTBAL-
continued 

Mll!80UJU ••••••• _. _______ 880,SM 32,822 42,477 87 4411,Mll 28,384 36, 148 &5 
Joplln ________________ 

6, 161 128 210 6 6,080 110 177 8 
KllllS8S City ••••••••• 84,872 6,598 9,000 14 48, 161 4,808 7,31K 11 
St. ~h •••••••••••• 14,827 1, 134 1,032 2 10, 776 1196 881 2 
St. s ••••••••••••• 138,9114 20,346 19, 080 u 96,480 17, 1196 16, 9113 21 
S~eld ••••••••••• 8, 189 129 382 2 6,237 100 308 1 
1 ,000 and over •••••• 203,838 26,943 ~ 28,080 38 143,841 22,401 23, 377 32 
26,000 to 100=------ 28, 977 1,389 1, 604 10 22,073 1,205 1,384 9 
10,000 to 26000 ------- 19,928 394 2,182 4 16,0U 333 1,698 4 
iliOO to 10, -------- 41,632 973 8,383 4 31, 158 784 2,689 3 

oral •••••••••••••••• 288,483 4,123 7,268 11 233,838 8,881 6,018 7 

Noam DAKOTA ••••••••• S0,228 26, 707 92 8711 li8, 703 24,023 72 740 

10,000 to 26=------- 8,836 1,838 36 II 6,637 1,489 211 II 

i:i~-~~---:::::::: 6, 867 :J:= 33 13 4,1110 1,379 28 9 
84, 6311 u 8117 48, 858 21, 1711 19 726 

Soum DAKOTA.--------- 96, 722 13, 6311 148 2,400 72,478 12,032 119 2,019 

Sioux Falls ___________ 4,961 581 u II 8,483 470 19 4 
25,000 to 100=------ 4,961 581 u II 8,483 470 19 4 
10,000 to 26000 ------- 2, 7711 496 7 -------- 1,891 405 7 -------
iliOO to 10, -------- 11,421 1,Ul 411 30 7,923 9M 89 26 
ural-~-------------- 76,11711 11,237 72 2, 3811 1111,201 10, 193 114 1,990 

NBBBASB:A. •••••••••••••• 211,678 23,UO 3, 2117 1174 18o, 112 20,671 2,1189 1111 
i--

Lincoln •••••••••••••• 10,400 l,lilll 200 3 7, 06ll 1,319 171 3 
Omaha.. •••••••••••••• 31, 914 7,344 2,688 111 22, 388 6,371 2,380 14 
100.000 and over •••••• 31, 914 7,344 2,688 111 22,388 6,371 2,ffl 14 
2-~,000 to 100,000 •••••• 10,400 1,lilll 200 3 7, 06ll 1,319 3 
10,000 to 26=------- 6, 1187 1171 84 18 4,879 488 57 16 
illOO to 10, -------- 22, 2311 1,7M 128 16 16, 173 1, 1123 114 16 oral ________________ 

14o,M2 12,020 174 1122 109,600 10,970 147 482 

KAlllsAa •••••••••••••••••• 293,407 16,329 11, 7117 281 230, IM9 14, 700 9,977 212 -Kansas City ••••••••• 14, 796 2,454 8,433 3 11,826 2,268 3,0llll 3 
To=-----···-·-·-- 9,269 707 9t4 10 6,491 806 763 8 w Chlta.. _____________ 

14, 991 1182 8411 12 11,389 4118 738 7 
100.000 and over •••••• U,796 u~: 3,433 3 11,826 2,268 3, Oll9 3 
26,000 to 100,000 •••••• 24,260 1, 789 22 17,880 1,0IK 1,491 111 

~o~ t!°1:=::::::: 
36, 3117 1,444 Ul& 117 27,907 1,214 2, 3158 20 
36, 1411 1, 71111 21 1~:;~ 1,1147 1, 126 18 ilura1 ________________ 

181,849 9,407 2, 40ll 178 8,607 1,9" 158 

80UTll ATLANTIC 

DELA WABB •••••••••••••• 31,484 4, 718 11,814 1 23,939 4,227 4, ll07 1 

Wilmington_ ••••••••• 16, 148 8,972 2, 1129 1 11, 6311 8,1173 1,843 1 
1~000 and over •••••• 16, 148 8,972 2, 1129 1 11,8.'lli 8,1173 1,843 1 

ilura1~-~~~:::::::: 1,400 110 488 -------- 1,003 105 3811 
13, 938 834 2,819 ....................... 11,301 Mii 2,299 -.......... -.. 

MARYLAND •••••••••••••• 208, 193 211,002 49,927 ~ 161,481 19,810 39,678 111 

Baltimore. ••••••••••• 111,038 19,698 28,384 18 77,322 16,9114 22,004 19 
Cnmberland ••••••••• 6, 718 194 233 4,077 164 181 ........ -......... 
Hagerstown •••••••••• 6,396 80 341 -----ii" 4,107 88 2117 --·--io 100,000 and over ••••• 111.038 19, 8118 28,364 77,822 16,9114 22,004 
211,000 to 1~----- 11,112 274 1174 8,184 230 438 
10,000 to 211000 ------- 3,IK7 138 881 ---·-·2· 2,181 118 8114 -------i:: to 10, -------- 8,797 3111 1,914 8,488 287 1,496 1 urar ••••••••••••••.• 74,199 3,677 18,194 • 117,300 3,HI lf,8118 4 



DETAILED TABLES 213 

PER 1,000 WOKEN, BY COLOR, NATIVITY, ,\ND MARITAL CONDITION, FOR 
DIVISIONS AND STATES: 1920--Continued 

CIDLDRJ:!ll UlfDEB 6 YEARS or AGE CIDLDBE!ll UlfDEB 6 PICB 1,000 WOKEN 
20 'IO " YJ:ARll or AGE 

White mothers Colored mothers All women Married, widowed, 
1>1V1810!11 AN!> COK• or divorced women 

KU!llJTY GBOllP 

Other White White 
Native Foreign Negro col· Ne-

For· 
Ne-

bom ored Na- For· gro Na· gro 
tlve elgn tlve = bom ------,_ ----

WEl!T !llOBTB CE!llTllAL- ~ 
continued 

M1880UJU.. ••••••••••••••• 2115, 936 19,980 11,0M 37 510 609 281 664 704 340 ,_ 
JopllD ••••••••••••••• 2,439 66 36 3 396 524 171 482 600 3111 
KiDBas City ••••••••• 18, 115() 3,579 1,462 9 293 639 162 393 74.5 1118 
St. t:&h ••••••••••• 5,352 756 270 ----iii" 366 667 262 497 760 306 
St. ··-·-------- 42, 756 11,785 4, 143 308 679 217 448 670 2511 
Sprlngfteld. --------- 3,230 511 122 31K 457 337 618 590 399 
100,000 and over ••••• 61, 706 15, 364 5,606 28 303 5112 3)() 430 686 240 25,000 to 100,000 ______ 11,021 881 428 3 m 634 267 499 731 314 
10,000 to 25,000 ••••••• 8,355 192 674 -----3- 419 487 312 556 ll77 397 

i~~!~:~:::::::: 18, 528 499 1,065 446 513 317 596 653 396 
196, 328 3,044 4, 184 3 685 738 676 840 831 696 

Noam DAKOTA ••••••••• 57, 950 32,014 20 905 722 1, 199 ------ 1187 1,333 ------,_ ----
10,000 to 25,000 ••••••• 3, 765 1,206 6 1 426 656 ............ 680 820 ------
i~~-1_0:~:::::::: 3,333 1,385 7 12 486 820 ------ 739 1,004 ------50,862 29,424 8 8112 788 1,269 ------ 1,046 1,390 ............... 

8011TB DilOTA ••••••••• 64, 173 13, 268 70 2,330 670 980 473 885 l, 102 6!!0 

Sioux Falls •••••••••• 2,066 354 
_____ .., ___ 

6 417 631 ------ 597 753 ------25,000 to 100,000 •••••• 2,066 354 6 417 631 ................ 597 763 ------10,000 to 25,000 ••••••• l, 1511 403 2 1 418 813 .................. 613 995 ------2,500 to 10,000 •••••••• 5,252 723 17 31 460 683 ................. 663 750 ------Rural •••••••••••••••• M,696 11, 778 61 2,292 727 1,048 .............. 941 1,165 ------
NEBll.Uli •• ·-·----•-- •• 122,31K 19,437 878 531 678 836 270 764 940 306 

Lincoln ••••••••• ----- 3,584 1,404 60 3 m 905 296 rm 1,064 351 
Omaha ••••• ------··· 10,609 5, 237 652 20 332 713 243 474 822 274 
100,000 and over ••••• 10,609 5,237 652 20 332 713 243 474 822 274 
25,000 to 100,000 •••••• 3,584 1,404 60 3 m 905 296 rm 1,064 351 10,000 to 25,000 _______ 2,947 411 21 12 447 720 ""4i4" 604 842 

i~~-1~:~:::::::: 10, 113 1,369 53 14 455 781 625 899 465 
95, 141 11,016 92 482 677 916 529 868 1,004 626 

K.i!llSA.11 •• ----·-·-------- 168,480 13, 869 4,693 220 674 849 399 730 943 470 ,_ 
Kansas City _________ 6, 777 2,296 l, 120 2 4.58 936 326 573 1,012 366 
To=-------------- 3, 516 664 322 11 379 7118 341 542 931 428 w chlta _____________ 

5,503 343 320 5 367 610 379 483 749 434 
100,&:> and over ••••• 6, 777 2,295 1,120 2 4.58 1135 326 573 1,012 366 211 to 100,000 ______ 9,018 907 642 16 372 715 3511 504 862 431 
10~ to 211,000 _______ 15, 31K 873 1,015 14 423 606 363 652 719 430 i to 10,000 ________ 16, 642 1,219 620 16 460 696 466 602 788 Ml 

ural •••••••• -- -· -- - - 13>,6'9 8,675 1,296 172 663 912 539 828 996 667 

8011TB ATL.UITIC 
DELA w ARJ: ______________ 15,450 4, 702 2, 776 1 491 997 477 645 1, 112 616 - ---

Wilmington ••••••••• 6,851 4,010 679 1 424 1,010 268 689 1,122 368 
100,000 and over •• ___ 6,851 4,010 679 1 424 1,010 268 689 1, 122 368 
2,500 to 10,000 ________ 645 126 191 ------- 461 l, 14.5 410 643 1,3)() 623 
Rural •••••• ---------. 7,llM 668 1.- ------- ll71 8113 676 704 1,031 8211 

MABYLANI> •••••••••••••• 106,626 17,318 :H, 14.5 16 rm 758 484 fN1 874 618 

Baltimore ••••••••••• 46,228 14, 753 8,366 9 416 749 295 008 870 m 
Cumberland •.••••••• 2, 612 147 108 

___ ... ___ 
4.57 768 464 641 896 597 

Hagerstown ••••••••• 2, 789 73 121 617 ""74il 365 679 ---870- 471 
100,000and over ••••• 46,228 14, 753 8,366 9 416 296 008 380 
2/l,000 to 100,000 •••••• 5,401 220 229 ------- 486 802 399 660 966 622 
10,000 to~------ 1,405 85 323 --·-·2· 461 616 367 644 783 494 

i~'?-~o: ___ :::::::: 
4,306 272 788 4811 863 412 666 1,019 627 

411, 187 1,1188 H,439 ~ 6'11 771 ™ Bil 886 963 



214 RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN 

TABLE !.-CHILDREN UNDER 6, Wo1111H 20 TO 44 YEARS OF AoE, AND CHILDREN 
CollllUNITillB OF Dll'l'llBllNT Su11s, BY 

WOJIJ:N ID TO " YllAllS OJ' .A.GB 

All women Married, widowed, or divorced women 
DIVIBION AND COii· 

lltnnTY GBO'IJl' 
White Colored White Colored 

F=:n Other F:n otbel' 
Native Nl!lllO colored Native Nl!lllO col-

ored 

BOtlTJIA~. 

DIBTlllCT Olr CoLUJIBU. •• 79, 903 7,'117 29,1588 l!O 43,fll7 5,2114 22,021 37 
Washington. •••••• -- - 79, 903 7,'117 29,1588 l!O 43,677 6,2114 22,021 -a7 

VmoINIA •• --------------- 'Zrt,858 6,396 127,M2 126 212,638 6, 705 101,668 l1l 
Lynchburg ••••••••••• 4,883 75 2,072 l 3,236 62 1,514 1 
Newport News ••••••• 3,737 439 3,513 l 3,11117 397 2,875 1 
NorfOlk. ------------- H,521 1,345 11,383 6 11,306 1,211 9,191 6 
Petersb:ri----------- 3, 6811 111 3,4Ui 2,688 97 2,885 ------2 
Portamou h---------- 5,870 393 6,651 2 4,fll7 365 4, 773 
Richmond ••• -------- 26, 7l!O 1,085 14,291 5 17,742 904 10, 731 4 
Roanoke.---- ________ 8, 794 190 2,399 6,671 166 1,847 -----io 100,000 and over •••••• 4D,271 2,430 25,674 11 29,048 2,115 19,922 
25,000to100=------ 26,973 1,208 17,0l!O 4 20,369 1,087 13, lllK 4 
10,000 to 25diiii ------- 10, 603 188 3,722 1 7,549 166 2,809 1 

ii::i~-~~: ... :::::::: 17,215 337 6,071 4 12,918 312 4, 721 3 
182, 796 2,233 75,03& 106 142,754 2,025 S0,622 93 

WBBT VmoINJA •••••••••• 218,407 12,195 17,649 10 176,486 11, 1169 15,225 9 
Charleston ___________ 7,524 308 1,199 1 5,805 261 1127 ~ 
Clarksburg ••••••••••• 5,181 438 290 4,019 398 'Bl -------Huntington •••••••••• 9,907 144 722 7,816 118 567 ------1 
Wheeling.----------- 10, 134 1,229 439 1 7,IK7 1,070 347 
25,000 to 100,000 •••••• 32, 746 2,119 2,6l!O 2 24,687 1,847 2,068 2 
10,000 to 25=------- 16,221 817 1,387 2 11,1187 737 1,088 2 

i:i~-~~: ... :::::::: 18,022 1,22'1 1,278 1 14,186 1,143 1,CXU 1 
151,418 8,032 12,334 5 126,626 7,842 11,03& 4 

Noam CABOIJNA _______ 301,462 1,496 133,397 1.727 2H.907 1. ll03 105,796 ~ ·-.4.shevflle ••••••••••••• 4,860 1(6 1,923 ................ 3,522 96 1,480 ............... 
Charlotte •• ---------- 7,00 125 3,726 ------3- 5,123 109 2,956 ------2 Wilmington •••••••••• 4,130 llK 3,246 3,106 91 2,603 
Winston-Salem •••••• 5,864 74 6,395 1 4,184 64 4,200 1 
25,000to100,000 ______ 21,896 449 14,290 4 16,935 360 11,209 3 
10,000 to 25,ooo _______ 21, 737 292 12,32'l 1 lli, 731 247 9,613 ------, 
i:i~-~~:~:::::::: 25,941 198 10,00 5 19,607 176 7,762 

231,888 M7 96, 743 1, 717 183,634 421 77,214 1,448 

Soum CABOIJNA •••••••• 141,807 1,162 154,443 M 111.037 1,010 127,474 411 
Charleston •• -••• -•• -• 7,043 371 8,701 Ii li,081 323 7,132 --a 
Columbia •••••••••••• 5,342 138 4,m2 ------5- 3,753 116 3,187 ------3 25,000 to 100,000 ______ 12,385 609 12, 733 8,834 439 10,819 
10,000 to 25=------- 9,517 146 5,972 ------7- 7,101 129 4,861 ------5 i: to 10, -------- 15,011 190 10,MO 10,919 166 8,29'J 

ural---------------- 104,894 317 126,198 42 84,183 276 104,002 40 

Gi:oaou. ................. 295,4115 3,205 S,904 22 237, 773 2, 727 195,469 20 --Atlanta.------------- 17, 763 24,lM 953 lli,037 31,828 1,090 1 ------. A=------------- 6,408 172 6,lM 4 4,873 121 6,llK 
Co umbUS----------- 4, 714 M 2,386 ................... 3,690 61 1,91111 ................. 
Macon _______________ 6, 5li8 161 6,157 ------2- 11,094 134 6,424 ------2 Savannah ____________ 

8,985 646 11,:m 6, 777 1121 9,305 
100,000 and over •••••• 31,828 1,090 17, 753 l 24, 156 953 16,m7 ------9 
215,000to100=------ 26,665 1,033 25,900 6 2D,434 UT 21,m 
10,000 to 25diiii ------- 12,009 240 10,182 1 9, 638 217 8,649 1 

ii::i~-~~: ... :::::::: 26,478 283 17,256 -----ii" 2D,401 260 14,332 -----ii 198,605 569 166,813 163,245 470 135,6SD 

J'LoBIDA ••••••••••••••••• 105,229 9,311 68,876 109 87,069 8,0H 6D, 182 87 ----JaclmonvfJJe •••••••••• 10, 769 949 11,351 6 8,888 837 9,972 6 Miamf _______________ 
3, 797 638 2,498 4 3, 131 500 2,082 3 

Pensacola------------ 8,910 190 2,S85 1 3,186 1111 2,223 1 
Ta~-------------- 5,205 2,820 3, 264 2 4, 172 2,500 2, 753 2 
26, to lfC------ 23,681 4,597 19,688 13 19, 177 8, 1188 17,030 12 
10&:::° to 25, ------- 3,977 767 1,414 2 3,030 6M 1,202 1 
j to lOiJIOO-------- 18,945 1,577 10, 109 2 10,849 1,389 8,580 l 

ural--------------- 03,630 2,380 37,0M ~ 54,013 1, 983 38,370 73 



DETAILED TABLES 215 

PllB 1,000 Wo1111N, BT CoLO~ NATIVITY, AND M.unTAL CoN»l'l'loN, Poa 
D1VI810Ns AND 8T.&.TEs: 19~ontinued 

CBILDBBN 11lllDBB 6 YLUlll or A.OB I CBILDBB!f 11lllDBB 6 PBB 1,000 WOllD 
llO TO " YBABll or A.OB 

White mothers Colored mothers All women Married, widowed, 
DIYJlll01' AlllD COii• or divorced women 

11111f1'1Y OB0171' 

Other White White 
Native Foreign Negro col· Ne- Ne-born ored Na- For- gro Na- For- gro 

tive eign tive eign 
born born ----- --,_ --------

B011TR ATLA.lft'IC-COn. . 
DlllTB1CT or COL1111B1A. 19,lM 3,478 7,774 30 240 491 263 439 661 358 

W llllhiDgton ••••••••• 19,lM 3,478 7,774 -so 2iO 491 :iii3 439" r--e6r 363 
VIBGINU.., •••••••••••••• 191, 138 4, 62'1 

. 
81, 263 Ui6 888 723 637 899 811 71111 

Lynchburg •••••••••• 2,081 ~ -- """'iii" -- 358 li28 ~ M 490. 
Newport News •••••• 1,633 m k~ 1 437 621 312 rm 6811 381 NorfOJk •••••••••••••• 6,&14 874 6 380 680 287 488 722 w 
Petersburg.------·-· 1, 709 76 1,213 1 483 6811 355 636 ---......... 4611 Portamonth ••••••••• 2,9A2 277 2,168 ~ 70li 384 631 71i9 4M 
Bichmond ••••••••••• 10,321 660 4, ll87 1 401 808 321 682 730 427 Roanoke. ___________ 

4,576 131 903 531 689 376 686 789 4811 =and over ••••• 16, 83ll 1,~ 7,868 6 393 831 306 M5 725 BM 
2li, to 100,000 •••••• 12,901 6, 121 2 478 671 358 633 7t6 UC) lD,000 to 211,000 _______ 

4,8711 111 1,335 3 480 SKI 358 6t6 8611 475 
2,800 to 10,000 •••• ··-· 9,647 301 2,616 3 li60 893 431 747 1166 llM Rural ••••••••••••••• 147,876 1,870 63,333 142 809 837 844 1,036 9211 1,00I 

Wlift VIBODIIA.. ••••••••• 172,060 15,011 8,SM 9 788 1,231 llO'l 976 1,2118 ll82 
Charleston •••••••••• 3,467 311 30f 

--2- 461 ---2M '697 """770 828 Clarksburg •••••••••• 2,687 449 89 ------- 619 1,02& 307 60ll 1,Ulll 89'J BuntiDgtc)n ••••••••• 6,089 67 211 ................ 512 4611 2112 649 ll68 &72 Wbeellng ____________ 
4,071 1,CM9 114 402 SM 260 578 ll80 329 211,000 to 100,000 •••••• 16,2Df, l,~~ 718 2 467 833 271 619 11116 347 10,000 to 2&,000 ••••••• 7,684 rm 1 474 914 362 641 l,OH 461 

i:i~-~o:~:::::::: 10, 670 1,311 ll22 3 ll87 1,068 408 7411 1,147 llOll 138, 612 11, 187 7,112 3 915 1,893 rm 1,108 1,427 8" 
Noam C.t.BOL11'J... •••••• 249,388 906 106,480 2,0M 827 ll06 7118 1,~ 7611 1,008 

Asheville •••••••••••• 2, 161 llO 679 2 446 342 353" "6i'i'" ...... 
Charlotte •••••••••••• 8,618 77 1, 3ll8 514 616 364 706 706 4li9 WllmlDgton ••••••••• 2,083 46 1, 2911 3 liM 442 400 671 ------ 41111 Winllton-Salem •••••• 3,0'13 42 k:= 2 1124 ............ 314 734 ------- '°' 2li,OOO to 100,000 •••••• 10,936 215 7 499 478 3ll2 6811 li97 449 lD,000 to 211,000 ••••••• 11,208 1611 4,977 1 616. 679 '°' 712 684 61& 
~to 10,000 •••••••• 16, 166 167 4,967 11 623 '193 4IK 825 897 839 uraJ _______________ 

211,079 365 91, 496 2,00 910 656 M6 1, 1411 867 1,186 
8o'UTll C.t.BOL11'A ••••••• 110, llK 7118 117, 1528 63 777 687 761 992 7llO 022 

Charleston.-·······- 8,264 248 2, 761 ~ ti3" 6ii8 317 lid" 7ii8 387 
Colnmbia. --·------- 2,106 76 1,0'11 -----,- 3tK MS 266 661 647 -26,000 to 100.000-~--- li,370 323 8,832 434 6M 301 808 736 371 10,000 to 211,000 ______ 4,967 102 2,166 --··u· 1121 61111 383 6tl8 '191 4411 . 1800 to lD,000 •••••••• et~ 138 4,133 6li9 726 392 768 881 4118 uraJ _______________ 

2315 107,396 411 872 741 868 1,087 861 1,083 
GJ:OBOU. •••• ____________ 

216,070 1,794 145,332 33 
~~ li60 638 909 8158 744 

Atlanta_ •.......... 12,006 684 ~ --1 1536 256 WT 613 am 
A:u---·······-· 2,642 86 1, 1127 8 412 800 248 M2 711 21111 
C ambus~-----·-··· 1,972 30 60ll 418 280 1134 ---682- 342 
Macon.--·-·····-··· 2, 701 78 1, 1563 ------- 412 4M 2M 630 -Savannah~---------- 4,086 3611 2,684 6 449 671 231 liU6 7IB 278 =and over ••••• 12,006 684 4,544 1 377 1536 256 WT 613 am to lOD,000 •••••• 11,3111 1563 6,343 13 426 M5 Ma 1156 881 291 
fCto~---···· 1ll't: 

UIO 8,llOll ···-·r - llCIO 816 818 6159 871 
2, to 1D, -------- 217 6,281 1124 767 364 680 8311 438 Bmal _______________ 

172, 8611 310 124, 9li9 18 869 566 797 1,067 660 m 
J'r.oBIDJ... •••••••••••••••• 65, 991 li,919 38,264 89 627 636 4113 .. 7118 739 1163 

Jllllkllonville. - ·-·-·-· 4,366 6li6 8,067 1 406 ---270 ~ 6ii" 'Iii Miami •••••••••••••• 1,1133 278 1, 108 4 '°' 436 442 490 6li6 l5llO Penaaoola.. ••••••••••• 2,085 108 763 1131 1168 291 839 716 339 
~oocrioioo,000:::::: 2, 218 2,108 788 1 426 748 242 632 8'll 286 

10, 1112 3, 080 6, 711 6 429 664 290 -766 3311 10,000 to 211,000 ••••••• 1.651 491 719 2 415 649 li08 Mii 751 698 i: to 10,000 •••••••• 6,221 1,061 8,1117 3 4t6 673 312 573 764 368 uraJ. ______________ 
47.967 1,317 28,677 78 7M 1163 029 888 OM 710 

6621°-31--15 



216 RATIO OF CBILDBEN TO WO.MEN 

TABLE 1.-CBILDUN lJHDEB 5, Wo1111H 20 TO 44 YE.A.Ks OP Ao:m, A.ND CBILDBllN 
• • COIOIUNITlllB 01' Dll'l'llBllNT SIZES, BT 

WOllD IO TO " YIU.BS or A.OJ: 

All women Married, widowed, or dlvoroed women 
J>IVJ8ION A.NJ> COJl• 

Jl11JllTI' OliOlll' 
White Colored White Colored 

Foreign Other Foreign oifui 
Native Nef!l'O Native Nef!l'O col-bolQ colored bolQ ored 

llillT BOUTB CJ:NTBAL 

XJIN'fUCEY ••••••••••••••• 371,•72 4,070 48,MK 13 298,620 3,423 39, l530 10 

Covington ••••••••••• 11,'60 302 zro ------i- 7,908 2'1 831 -------
~~::::::::::: J;:: 12t 8,110 4,480 100 t= ----··3 1,&M 10,= 4 28,679 1,338 
Newport.. •••••.•••••• 6,921 2'31 4,162 2« 199 
l~andover •••••• tl,'21 1,~ · tt= • 28,679 1,338 11,686 3 
211, to iooo:i-••••• 23,673 1 16, 620 1185 8,286 ------i 
10,000 to 2ll, ------- 11, 1138 103 2, INK 1 9,073 86 2,330 

1:.~-~~:::::::: 32,379 '67 11,052 ------7" 2',633 4111 6,331 ----··a 2G2,061 1, 143 22,636 219,61/S 1,006 111,899 

TliNlflillllD •••••••••••••• 33o,249 2,897 92, 104 16 266, 166 2, l530 77,011 11 - --Chattanooga ••••••••• it~ 263 6,0M 6,686 228 4,329 -------Knoxville •••••••••••• 137 1~~ 1 11,036 113 2,319 ----··3 Mempbls •••••••••••• 22, li80 1,240 4 17, 147 1,076 14,962 
Nash Ville •••••••••••• 17,999 430 9,267 1 ~~A 369 7,1125 ----··3 100,000 and over •••••• (0,679 1,670 ~002 IS 1,436 22,487 
2/l,000 to 100,000 •••••• 23,23' .fOO ,882 1 ,621 Ml 6, 8411 ------i 
10&:° to 21lo:i------- 6,toli '6 2,147 1 it= 43 1, 713 i to 10, -------- ~m 176 'l 66li 1 163 6,137 1 

ural •••••••••••••••• 608 •7.o 8 11111,707 MB to,026 6 . 
.!LA.BAKA. •••••••••••••••• 24.'1983 3,386 170,toli 63 200, 9'Al 8,012 143,831 llll 

Blrmlugbam ••••••••• 22,8'2 1, 3611 111,m ..................... 111, 117 1,232 16,228 -·-----Mobile ••••••••••••••• 7,601 M6 6,386 2 6,696 261 6,417 
M~~------·- 6,211 136 6,418 1~ffi 118 4,'611 
100, and over •••••• 22,Mll 1,808 111,422 1,232 16,2211 
211,000 to l=------ lt~ 481 11,804 2 9,693 379 9,875 
10,000 to 26, ------- 238 9,6'6 9,631 a 11, 11111 
2,600to 10,000 •••••••• 16,410 228 9, 721 13,263 :m 11,138 -----63 Rural •••••••••••••••• UKl,823 1,070 131,912 61 lSl,'16 990 101,391 

MllllllllllIPPJ •••••••••••••• 146,230 1,436 174,88' 196 116,360 1,282 lSl,660 182 

1~ to~------- 16,337 479 16,MB 3 12,013 412 12,49' 2 i to 10, - - ------ 12,660 309 9,8'4 2 9,713 273 7, 1182 2 ural ________________ 116,243 8411 149,492 190 114,63' 697 130,184 158 

WliST BOUTB CliNTBAL 

ABICA.NllA.8. - - ------------ 210,378 2,137 92,880 29 18Q, 912 1,79' 82, 82/S 26 

Fort Smith •••••••••• 6, 23/S 1M 843 2 4,104 121 897 1 
Little Rock •••••••••• 10, 971 321 4,863 1 11,480 26/S 4,096 1 
2/l,000 to 100,000 •••••• 16,m& •76 6, 706 3 12, ISM 386 4, 793 2 
10&:° to 2/l,000 ••••••• 7,658 229 

~= 
2 6,3M 182 3,839 2 i to 10,000 •••••••• 2o,968 2'18 1 17,169 209 7, t'l3 1 ural ________________ 

166,6'6 l,lM 74, 197 23 144,80/S 1,017 86,620 21 

LoUillLUU ••••••••••••••• 190,490 11,010 138,861 17•. 148,28' 6,807 116, 747 144 

New Orlllanll.. •••••••• 66,2811 4,218 211,69/S 21 39,034 8,390 21, 19'1 18 
Shreveport ••••••••••• 6,MB 29il 4,873 1 a:::: 240 f, 166 1 
lOOol:' and over •••••• IS6, 2811 4,218 2t~ 21 3,390 21,197 18 
211, to 100,000. - - -- -

~= 
29il 1 4,628 240 4, 166 1 

10,000 to 211o:i- - ----- 466 6, 'l07 1 6,019 386 6,529 1 
lllOO to 10, -------- 16, 180 672 9, 966 12 12,343 693 11,291 9 ural ________________ 

104,279 2,371 90, 721 1311 86,360 2,198 77,1S61i 116 

OnAllOKA •••••••••••••• 308,2'6 6,676 28,616 11, 709 266,396 6,999 26,048 7,680 

MIJ8kope ••••••••••• 6,071 98 1,7'3 611 4,120 M l, 501 60 
Oklahoma City •••••• 18, 903 649 2,210 14 14, 792 658 1,919 11 

Tulsa. --------------- 14,861 478 2,387 44 11,686 389 1, 1186 41 
211,000 to 1ooo:i------ 38,&14 1, 2215 6,MO . 127 ao, 1198 1,031 6,406 112 
10,000 to 211600 -----·- 22,341 '69 3,119 160 111,346 '13 2,683 126 

l:i~-~~---=::::::: 39,971 923 2,223 692 33,699 M2 l,'l'Zl 489 
'JIYl,098 a, 9611 16, 834 7,830 183, 753 3, 713 16,082 6,808 
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PER 1,000 Wo:annN, :eY COLOR, NATIVITY, AND MARITAL CONDITION, POR 
Dms10Ns AND STATES: 192~ontinued 

CBILDBEN tJNDEB 6 YEAll8 or AGE 
CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 WOMEN 

20 TO " YEABB or AGE 

White mothers Colored mothers All women Married, widowed, 

DIVIBION AND COM• 
or divorced women 

llt1NITY GBO'Ol' 

Other White White 

Native Foreign Negro col· Ne-
For-

Ne-
born ored Na- For- gro Na- gro 

tive elgn tlve elgn 
~ born ----- -- ---- --

EAST 80t1Tll CENTRAL 

KENT'OCltY - • - ••••••••••• 268,386 2, 758 20,468 14 722 678 421 899 806 618 
'------,_ --,_ 

Covington ••••••••••• 4.liM 156 174 ------- 398 513 226 576 IM3 276 
Lexington •••••••••.• 2,059 52 804 ------- 327 419 259 462 520 327 
Louisville ••••••••••• 14,834 884 2.353 ------- 358 541 215 517 661 271 
Newport •••••••••••• 2,305 162 65 ------- 389 545 290 556 6M 327 
100,000 and over •••.• 14.834 884 2,353 -- ----- 358 Ml 215 517 661 271 
25,000 to 100,000 ••.••• 8,918 369 1,043 ·····ii· 377 611 2M MO GSl 318 
10,000 to 25,000 ••••••. 6,307 64 781 446 524 269 586 ·-·iiii 336 

i:!i~-~~~:::::::: 16, 516 341 2, 601 ·····a· 479 730 323 630 411 
223, 810 1.110 13,690 864 971 607 1,019 1, 103 724 

TENNESllD ••• ········-· 233.301 1, 778 46,663 7 706 614 496 880 703 693 -------
Chattanooga •••••••• 3,097 137 1,253 ------- 348 521 248 470 601 289 
Knoxville •••••••.•• _ 6,912 73 801 ------- 482 633 283 626 646 346 
Mempbi, •••••••••• -• 7,663 774 3,630 3 339 624 206 446 719 243 
Nashville •••••••••••• 7,007 198 2.424 1 389 460 262 636 662 322 
100,000 and over ••••• 14.660 972 6,064 4 361 582 224 486 677 269 
26,000 to 100,000 •••••• 10,009 210 2,064 ------- 430 526 261 668 616 30I> 
10,000 to 25,000 ••••••• 3, 192 22 716 ------- 498 --600- 333 637 ---640- 41S 

i:!i~-~~·~:::::::: 12,819 88 2, 726 ------- 636 3.56 689 444, 
192,621 486 34, 103 3 816 802 719 994 887 863 

ALABAMA ••••••••••••••• 192, 679 2, 611 104, 156 77 786 771 611 969 867 724 - -------- - ---
BinniDgham •••••••• 9,836 1,066 5,617 2 431 778 305 543 864 346 
Mobile •••••••••••••• 3,246 179 1, 796 1 427 517 281 670 686 333 
Montgomery •.•••••• 2,082 88 1,433 ------- 400 662 264 634 746 321 
100,000 and over ••••• 9,836 1,066 6,617 2 431 778 306 543 864 346-
25,000 to 100,000 •••••• 6,328 267 3,229 1 416 656 274 656 706 327 
10,000 to 25,000. •••••• 8,281 152 3, 370 ·····i" 519 639 353 659 727 411 

i::U~-~~~:::::::: 9,523 180 3,836 580 789 396 718 891 471 
161, 711 947 88, 103 73 894 886 729 1,076 967 861> 

MIBSISSlPPI •••••••••••••• 107,467 1,222 107,394 165 740 851 615 1124 963 71~ - ------- ----
10,000 to 26,000 ••••••• 6,866 314 4.226 3 420 656 275 571 762 33S 

i:!it_"_~~~~=:::::: 6,145 237 3, 124 6 486 767 317 633 868 391 
94,466 671 100,044 156 813 1,035 669 998 1, 124 768. 

WUT 80l1TJI CJ:NTBAL 

ABUNSAS ••••••••••••••• 167,975 1,545 61,274 17 798 723 562 928 861 621 

Fort Smith ••••••.••• 2,420 72 241 1 462 468 286 590 696 346 
Little Rock •••••••••• 3,922 166 1, 186 1 357 514 244 463 823 290· 
26,000 to 100,000 •••••. 6,342 237 1,427 2 391 499 260 504 614 298 
10,000 to 25,000 •••••• - 3,829 109 1,099 474 476 251 571 599 286-

i=-~~·~:::::::: 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 

LO'OISIANA. •••••••••••••• 125,456 6,289 77,296 172 659 786 567 846 1124 662' ----,_ --,_ --
New Orleans ••••.••• 22, 268 2.296 7, 798 n 396 644 293 570 677 368 
Shreveport •••••••••. 2. 026 198 1, 210 3 346 676 248 438 826 291 
100,000 and over •••.. 22,268 2,296 7, 7118 21 396 M4 293 670 677 808 
25,000 to 100,000, ••••. 2, 026 198 1, 210 3 346 676 248 438 826 291 
10,000 to 25,000 •• -•••• 3, 536 338 2,006 ------- 448 741 299 587 876 383 
2,500 to 10.000 •••••... 8,627 632 3,868 15 633 940 388 706 1,066 467 
Rural •••••.•.•• ., ... 89,000 2.826 62.414 133 863 1,191 688 1,031 1.286 804 

OKL.UIOKA •••••••••••••• 222,488 6, 310 16, 214 8,566 722 8(ff 569 835 886 647 

Muskogee ••••••••••• 2,068 52 808 42 406 349 500 ---610· 406 
Oklahoma City .••.• _ 6,524 374 561 9 345 576 2M 441 2112 Tulsa ________________ 

5, 383 227 730 44 362 475 306 461 584 368 
25,000 to 100.000 •••..• 13. 965 663 1,899 96 360 633 299 456 633 351 
10,000 to 25,000 •• - -.•. 10, 260 292 1, 121 86 459 623 359 569 707 (18 

i:!i~-~~~:::::::: 21, 636 647 810 462 539 701 364 639 768 420• 
176, 737 3, 718 12, 384 7,923 863 939 736 962 1, 001 824 



218 RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN 

TABLE 1.-CBILDBEN UNDER li WOllllN 20 to 44 Y:m.ABS 01' AGB, AND CBILDBBN 
CoKKUNITIBS OP D1rnBBNT Bu•s, BY 

WOllJUr llO TO " YL\88 01' .AOli 

All WODlllD Mmfed, widowed, or divorced WOlll8D 

DIVlllI01' J.10> COK· 
KVJllT1' OBOVP 

White Colored White Colored 

Forelp. Other ~ 
vmer 

Native boni Nepo colored Native Necro col-
ored 

WUT SOUTH ClilfTBA.L-
continued 

Ts:u.a ••••••••••••••••••• 8311,oeD 72,83' us,m '20 &19,{02 81,11311 128, 177 378 

Austin ••••••••••••••• 6,8'11 {7{ 1,738 2 a. 7{{ 3118 1,373 1 
Beaumont.---------- 6,fl.6 '20 3,482 2 ... 382 a.arr 2 
Dallas. - ------------- 31,015 1, '1111 8,8"2 9 23,813 1,628 8, 113 8 
El Paso.------------- 8,578 8, 760 376 81 8,7M 8, 788 Ma M 
Fort Worth •••••••••• 18,MO 1,(09 4,487 8 16, 131 1,221· t= 8 
Galveston •••••••••••• 6,8811 1,232 2, 7&0 2 4,2l!O 1,074 2 
HOUiton •• ----------- 21,321 2,839 9,589 8 18,8"& 2,323 8,374 8 
Sao Antoolo ••••••••• 23,836 8,118 a. 9112 16 17, 776 8, "81 3,t18 13 
Waco. - - ------------- 8,42{ 3&7 1,lllK ------r 6,0IK 310 1, 717 ------i Wlcblta Falla •••••••• 8, 11&7 2'1 833 &,874 21& &86 
=and over ...... 9',811 13,965 24,81111 38 73,88" 11,liM 21, '/OD 33 

l&l:::: Fe:::::: 311, 710 11,tM 10,970 88 30, 125 9,146 Urf 80 
42,0lll 8,89'J 9,2'11 8 33, 780 6,288 4 

flmal~-~~: ... :::::::: 83,311 6, 11811 12,800 7 ao, 1188 4,251 10:781 7 
11111,200 36,fl.4 9G,8t0 301 331,11811 31,801 78,all 2'12 

KOUNTAIN 

MOD.Alf.A ••••••••••••••• 79,910 18,887 M8 I,878 84,111111 17,086 802 1,1138 

Butta _____ ·-------- 8,121 2,616 "7 13 4,622 2,2M 42 18 
25,000 to 100=------ 8, 121 2,616 47 13 {,622 2,2M 42 13 
l&l: to 25000 ------- 13,832 2,IMll 157 28 9,748 2,"91 138 24 fl to 10, - - • ----- 9, 80ll 1, 7211 7& 33 7,468 1,637 M 82 mal---------------- acl,SM 11,SOll 87 1,802 Cl,3118 10,SOI 80 1,467 

IJ>.A.BO ••••••••••••••••••• 811,377 8, 2511 188 7" 118,CMll 6, 782 1611 888 

l&l: to 211=------- 8, 71111 738 100 89 6,26" 836 90 39 
~ to 10, -------- 14,""6 1,273 38 "8 11,&18 1,128 38 46 

mal. --------------- 46, 187 4,2t8 30 867 39,278 3,971 ~ 8118 

WYOJIDIO •••••••••••••••• 30,460 {,637 30{ 388 25,880 {,280 281 38& 

10=to26=------- {,788 885 161 16 3,962 1188 1~ 16 
~ to 10, -------- 6,291 951 M M {,317 888 80 30 

mal. --------------- 21,390 2,921 89 38' 17, 1191 2,78{ 74 831 

COLOlllDO--------------- 149,MO 21,1l811 2,8811 882 118,Ma 19,818 2,813 &rt 

~~-~~::::: 8,0&2 4113 2511 8 4,086 376 200 3 
48,817 7,228 l,&71 78 811,448 8,087 l,MO 72 Pueblo _______________ 
8,700 1,678 330 18 6,206 1,tM 300 18 lOOo.«::° and over ______ 48,817 7,228 1,671 78 33, 448 8,087 l,MO 72 

25, to 100=------ 12, 762 2,071 589 19 9,270 1,829 &08 19 
10,000 to 25, ------- 8,0'1 589 55 2 {,373 614 " 2 
2,llOO to 10,000-------- 16,822 1,871 119 21 12,Mli 1,681 110 19 
Rural •••••••••••••••• 88,908 10,428 3M M2 118,907 9,877 313 112& 

Nsw MliXICO. ----------- ao, 783 8,079 851 2,913 
42, °"° 6,41111 8111 2,'20 

l&l:to 25,000 _______ 2,957 82{ M 14 2, 178 270 46 8 

flmal~-~~~:::::::: 8,846 901 lM 87 8,8ll0 778 13" 22 
311, ll80 {,SM ""8 2,882 83,014 U52 42{ 2,892 

ABDON.A ••••••••••••••••• 87,0&2 17,217 1, 20 6,00ll 81,079 16,888 1,142 4,"98 
PhoeDb; ______________ 

6,248 912 30ll 47 {,133 788 278 39 
26,000 to 100=------ 6,248 1112 30ll 47 {, 133 788 278 39 
10,000 to 25000 ------- 2, 1122 1,273 100 76 2,252 1,024 88 M 
illOO to 10, -------- 8,857 4,888 418 67 7,3211 {,OZI 38{ M 

mal. -----·--------- 2o,025 10,88" '20 4,83) 17,389 9,533 ~ 4,339 

----



DETAILED TABLES 219 

PBR 1,000 WOMEN, BY C~LO" NATIVITY, AND MARITAL CONDITION, ll'OB 
DIV18IONB AND STATES: 192\l"-\.iontinued 

CHILDRJ:N UNDER 6 YEARS or AGE CHILDREN UNDER 6 PER 1,000 WOJH!f 
20 TO " YBAllS or AGE 

White mothers Colored mothers All women Married, widowed, 
DlVl8ION AND COJI• or divorced women 

JIUNITY GROUP 

Other White White 
Native Foreign Negro col- Ne- Ne-

born ored Na- For- gro Na- For- gro 
tive elgn tive elgn 

born born ----------,_ 
WBST SOUTH CIUITRAL-

continued 

TEXAS •• ------··--·----- too, 1183 M,732 Tl, 7118 394 630 751 523 772 889 rm 
Austin ••• ----------- 1, 792 271 390 1 317 672 225 479 684 2114 Beaumont ___________ 2,457 327 1,085 3 454 779 312 547 gm 353 
Dallaa ••••••••••••••• 10,278 1,062 1, 4li8 2 331 593 213 435 696 239 
El Paso------------- 2,933 5, 2112 80 38 342 604 213 434 780 233 
Fort Worth--------- 6,621 90l 1,009 6 351 644 226 438 742 265 
Galveston •• --------- 2, 196 792 673 1 386 643 208 617 737 246 Houston _____________ 

7,374 1,616 2,067 6 346 612 216 438 696 247 San Antonio _________ 
9, 188 4, 631 966 21 389 671 242 517 716 282 W aoo _______ • _. _ ----- 2,573 228 560 ---··1· (()1 639 281 514 735 326 

Wicblta Falls •••••••• 3, 123 134 108 449 666 171 632 623 191 
1000:::0 and over •••.• 33,461 8, 217 6,499 34 353 689 221 466 711 263 26, to 100,000 ______ 15,074 7,044 2, 796 44 389 613 266 600 TlO 297 
10,000 to 26~------- 19,835 3,927 2, 711 3 472 670 2112 688 743 344 

i~~-:~ ___ :::::::: 30,840 3,270 4, 166 7 487 643 326 610 769 387 
301, 773 32,274 62, 626 306 760 911 689 910 1,031 799 

JlO"OlftAIN 

MONTANA ••••••••••••••• 49,522 16, 978 109 I, 763 620 866 316 762 938 361 

Butte •• ------------- 2, 138 1,350 10 17 349 637 -----... 473 613 .............. 
ro·~ ~ W~:::::: 2, 138 1,350 10 17 349 637 473 613 

6,639 1,90! 60 22 415 648 318 668 766 368 

i~~-:~~:::::::: 4,671 1,227 26 38 476 712 ------ 613 7ll8 ------37,274 11,493 24 1, 686 733 999 ·----- 861 1,064 ------
IDAllO ___________________ 

48,389 6,443 65 649 729 870 327 863 950 355 ,_ -----10,000 to 26,000 ••••••. 2,998 606 26 19 443 686 260 571 796 -----· 
i:!.i~. :~~:::::::: 8, 174 868 14 (() 566 674 ------ 710 762 ------37,217 4,080 16 690 824 961 .............. 948 1,027 .............. 

WYOJIING. ______________ 
18, 059 4,0tO 59 366 593 890 194 698 948 226 

10,000 to 25,ooo _______ 1,870 478 31 16 391 719 205 473 813 244 

i:!.i~.:~~:::::::: 2, 521 699 19 20 476 735 ------ 584 787 ------13, 668 2,863 9 331 670 980 ------ m 1,028 ------
COLORADO •••••••••••••• 77,369 18,270 693 726 616 831 258 663 922 300 

Colorado Springs ____ 1, 7ll8 179 73 3 297 363 282 442 4Tl 354 
Denver •• : ••••••••••• 13,607 3,689 305 60 294 510 194 407 608 228 
Pueblo •• ------------ 2,604 1,351 102 15 389 866 309 600 929 3(() 
100,000 and over •• ___ 13,607 3,689 305 60 294 610 194 407 608 228 25,000 to 100,000 ______ 4,402 1,630 175 18 346 739 297 475 836 346 10,000 to 25,000 _______ 2,539 412 16 2 420 699 681 80'l 

i~.:~~:::::::: 7,570 1,338 41 24 478 801 346 603 874 373 
49,251 11,301 166 632 715 l,08f 441 836 1,144 498 

NBW MEDCO ••••••••••• 38,452 5,321 181 2,446 767 876 278 916 968 300 -10c to 250:::0------- 1,296 171 16 6 438 528 ------ 595 633 i to 10, -------- 4,562 631 43 18 515 700 279 665 816 321 
ural. - ------------ - 32, 60ll 4,619 122 2,421 1136 931 276 988 1,016 288 

ARIZONA.. •••••••••••••••• 21, 474 14, 290 333 4, 710 680 830 268 691 930 292 

Phoenix ••••• -------- 1,882 546 72 27 359 599 233 465 693 269 25,000 to 10,000 _______ 1,882 546 72 27 359 599 233 465 693 269 10,000 to 25,000 _______ 1, 184 838 21 66 405 668 210 526 818 

it~~-1-~:~::::::: 4, 186 3,678 107 52 473 766 269 671 889 279 
H,222 9,328 133 4,566 710 900 317 819 978 339 



220 RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WO.MEN 

TABLlll 1.-CBILDBBH UND:m:a 5, WollBH 20 TO 44. TJJA:as or Ao•, AND C'BILD:aa 
ColOIUNITIJDB or DD'nBBHT Sums, BT 

wom IO 'fO '" T&A88 cw AO• 

All women r----DIVllllON AND COJI• 
JIUlllTT OBOUP 

White Colored White Colored 

Native Foreign Negro Other Native Foreign Negro 
OUler 

bom colored bom col· 
ored --- ~ 

JIOUNTAJN-«>Dtlnued 

UT.A.JI •••••••••••••••••••• 66,Mll 9, 7li0 881 MS 62,818 8,871 327 715 

25den ••••••••••••••• 6,379 1134 88 83 4,271 81.YT 80 81 
t Lake City ••••••• 20,0M 3,928 UNI 90 16, l3S 3,298 175 83 

l~aodover •••••• 20,0M 3,928 190 90 16, 135 3,298 176 83 
25, tol~-·-··· 6,379 1134 88 83 4,'71 81.YT 80 81 
10,000to= ••••••• 1, MIO 1511 2 ----···· 1,Ul2 123 2 ---···· 
~to 10, --······ 7, 786 1, 121 3 7 8, lO'J 1,038 2 7 

ural •••••••••••••••• 31,otO 3,808 112 885 ll&,118 3,407 88 1584 

N•vADA ••••••••••••••••• 10.232 2,Z'T 7& 8811 8,628 2, OllO 83 748 

l~to~···---· 2,152 41111 19 39 1,885 355 15 32 
~ tolO, ···-·-·· f73 111 1 10 407 108 ·-------- 10 

ural. ·------------·· 7,807 1,887 55 810 8, ffi8 1,11118 48 708 

r.\CDIC 

W A.8111NOTON •••••••••••• 909, 1511 f7,286 1,487 4,8&8 181,052 fl,ffi& 1,320 4,l!80 

Belll.:fibam •••••••••• 3,983 Kl 9 18 2,980 320 9 18 
Ev t •••••••••••••• 4,347 1,0llll 25 13 3,41111 970 21 13 
Seattle ••••••••••••••• 52,5" 111.282 m 1,8811 39,358 13,888 M7 1, 'l!IO 
~lame.····-·-·--·· 19,b 3,348 161 44 14, lf2 2, 791 1@ 39 

aeoma .••••••••••••• 14,982 4,038 197 '7A 11,f13 3,512 173 267 
100,000 and over •••••• 71, 7li0 19,810 888 1,913 Sl,f98 18, 181 790 1,819 
211,000 to 100,000 •••••• 23, 2112 8,071 231 308 17, 782 6,302 203 2118 
10,000 to 211,000 •• ----- 11,839 2,391 76 611 9, 182 2, 128 67 83 

~~~-~~~:::::::: 17,612 2,868 129 122 14,0fa 2,686 111 117 
711,- 18,8'8 UK l,'80 88,1147 16,:118' 149 ll,ll68 

ORJ:OON ••••••••••••••••• 1211,221 17,972 488 1,M8 102,213 16, 681 - 1,389 

Portland ••••••••••••• f7,379 

~= 
389 482 8&,llM 7,GllO 350 f48 

100,a:o and over •••••• 47,379 8811 482 8&,llM 7,GllO 350 f48 
JO to 211,000 ••••••• 7,122 1,M8 16 66 11,063 1, lf7 8 f9 

i:i~-~~:~:::::::: 18,'98 1,182 f5 88 13,081 1,00 38 83 
67.~ 6,818 88 IMO fll,616 6,8811 33 829 

C.lUl'OallL\.. ••••••••••••• 621, 2ll8 1311,m 9,4116 19,272 SIK,100 1111,391 8,081 18,137 

Alameda ••••••••••••• 4,MS 1,230 51 148 3,673 1,078 39 If& 
Berkeley----------- -- 10,216 2,13S 148 2113 8,668 1,887 111 236 
Fresno ••••••••••••••• 7,t43 1,971 116 279 11,723 1,767 97 ZI 
Lonc BeRch.. ••••••••• 9,8811 1,232 40 86 7,388 1,000 ao 82 
Loe~---------- 1111,IMll 211.m 4,2112 2,8111 73,318 20,878 3,878 2,657 
Oaklao ••••••••••••• 8&,387 9,178 1,321 873 28, 721 7,111111 1,183 80ll 
Pasadena.---------·· 7, 'l!IO 1,887 280 78 4, 9811 1,001 203 73 
Saerameoto •••••••••• 11,@7 2,119 168 523 8, 795 1,887 134 487 
Sao Diego •••••••••••• 12, 253 2,854 240 182 9,098 2, 11111 900 151 
Sao l'rllllclsco •••••••• 81,931 29,391 829 1, 902 68,440 23,823 QI 1, 705 
Sao Jose ••••••••••••• 8,267 1,528 88 76 4,lllM 1,333 32 72 
Stockton ••••••••••••• 8, 6113 1,239 98 :.M2 6,183 1,118 M II'» 
100,000 and over •••••• 217,3114 84,081 8,247 6,488 168,•79 52,280 6,M& 6,0611 
25,000 to 1~- ••••• 78, 762 16, 775 1, 144 1,8&8 115,579 13,038 939 1,738 
10,000 to 211, ••••••• 33,829 8,864 486 600 ll&,080 6,815 4M 436 

i:i~-~~~:::::::: 58,844 12,919 758 1,2t6 f6,fll 11,37• 8211 1,193 
134,11119 8&,812 881 10,2M 110,671 32,87f 7'4 9, 705 
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PllR 11000 WOJllEN1 BY COLOR, NATIVITY, AND MARITAL CONDITION, FOR 
DIVISIONS AND STATES: 1920--Continued 

CHILDREN UNDER 6 YEARS or AGE CHILDREN UNDER 6 PER 1,000 WOKEN 
20 TO 44' YEARS or AGE 

White mothers Colored mothers All women Married, widowed, 

DIVISION AND cox- or divorced women 
KUNITY GROUP 

Other White White 
Native Foreign Negro col- Ne- Ne-

born ored Na- For- gro Na- For- gro 
tive elgn tive elgn 

born born ----- --------- --
KOUNTAIN--contlnued 

UT.All ••• - -- -- -- -- - - -- -- -- 51, 910 8,607 95 763 788 883 263 983 993 291 
~ --- --Ogden ••• ____________ 3,072 739 16 47 571 791 719 916 

Salt Laite City_----- 9,993 2, 710 39 63 498 600 199 660 822 223 
100&:' and over _____ 9,993 2, 710 39 63 498 600 199 660 822 223 
26, to 100,000 ______ 3,072 739 16 47 571 791 ------ 719 916 -----
10,000 to 26&:>------- 1, 139 97 -------:i" ------- 716 610 ............. 956 789 -----iii()() to 10, -------- 6,282 1,078 9 807 962 ------ 1,029 1,039 ------

ural. - - ------------ 31,424 3,983 37 644 1,012 1, 104 ------ 1,203 1, 169 ------
NEV ADA... --- ---- -- ---- -- 4,577 1,586 15 565 447 719 ............. 537 770 ------.---

10,000 to 26,000 _______ 582 179 1 20 270 438 ·---- 350 504 -----
i=.f~-~0:~:::::::: 210 83 ---·----- 7 444 748 ---- 516 783 ------

3, 785 1,324 14 538 498 785 ----- 586 829 ---· 
PACinC 

W ASllINGTON •••••••••••. 93,853 27,954 399 4, 228 462 591 268 583 674 302 ---- ,_ __ ,__ ---~--Bellingham __________ 1, 635 578 1 18 410 613 ............ 552 706 ---Everett ______________ 
1, 785 595 24 7 411 545 524 613 """20i Seattle _____ ------ ____ 15, 747 6,987 130 1,334 300 430 179 400 523 

~kane _____________ 6,649 1,675 50 28 346 500 311 470 600 350 
acoma. ------------ 5,458 2,330 53 184 365 577 269 478 663 306 

100,000 and over _____ 22,396 8,662 180 1,362 312 442 203 419 536 228 21l,000 to 100,000 ______ 8,878 3,503 78 209 381 577 338 499 661 385 10,000 to 25,000 _______ 5,009 1,418 29 51 430 593 "318" M6 666 """369 
1t:i~!-~~:::::::: 8, 016 1, 714 41 98 458 598 571 663 

49,554 12, 657 71 2, 5(11 628 774 433 745 828 477 

0UGON •••••••••••. --- __ 59, 412 10, 473 117 1,316 463 583 241 581 673 273 
-· ~ 

Portland.----------- 14, 771 4, 747 82 370 312 493 211 415 595 234 
100,000 and over _____ 14, 771 4, 747 82 370 312 493 211 415 595 234 
10,000 to 25,000 •. ·---- 2,376 690 2 53 334 513 ............ 470 60'l ----2,500 to 10,000 ________ 6,869 633 12 55 416 536 ------ 525 606 ----Rural ••••••••••••. --- 35, 396 4,403 21 838 619 757 ------ 730 817 ------

OALIJ'OllNIA •• ---------- - 177, 831 78, 349 2,696 16, 951 341 579 273 451 679 322 --
Alameda._---------- 1,655 616 26 138 342 501 ""264" 463 571 

-- 351 Berkeley ••• --------- 2,995 867 39 155 293 406 457 514 Fresno _______________ 
2, 285 1,377 47 202 3111 699 409 399 784 -----Long Beach _________ 2, 727 . 440 5 79 276 357 -·230· 369 440 --2ijjj 

Los Anfles·-------- ·23,384 11, 526 988 2,230 234 4li2 3111 557 
Oaklan ------------- 10, 863 4,625 296 623 3111 504 223 4.{11 579 255 Pasadena. ___________ 2,079 611 81 71 267 307 312 418 1110 399 
Sacramento ••• _______ 3,476 l, 197 40 442 304 565 266 395 641 299 San Diego ___________ 3,476 1,404 81 147 284 529 338 382 638 388 San Francisco _______ 18,698 12, 338 133 1,352 228 420 211 331 522 263 San Jose _____________ 

1,847 1,063 16 85 295 696 ---- 430 797 ----Stockton_ ______ ------ 2, 107 681 17 232 317 550 4.{11 610 ---265 100,000 and ove.r _____ 52,945 28, 489 1,417 4,205 244 445 227 338 545 
26,000 to 100,000 ______ 22, 647 8, 156 351 1,551 295 517 3111 4.{11 626 374 10.000 to 26,ooo _______ 11, 718 3,896 178 416 348 568 367 450 670 441 

i~~!-~~:::::::: 22, 825 8,947 267 l, 131 3811 693 339 5m 787 409 
ffT,696 28, 861 393 9,648 601 SOii 4M «112 878 15211 



222 RA.TIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN 

TABLE 11.-PE:a CENT Oll' WOKEN 20 TO 44 YEARS Oll' AGE MARRIED, WIDOWED, 
OR DIVORCED, BY COLOR, NATIVITY, AND PARENTAGE, AND TOTALS ll'OB NATIVE 
WmTE Wo11EN BY PARENTAGE, ll'OB Co1111UNITIEs Oll' Dill'll'EBENT SIZES, BY 
STATES! 19201 

PD CJ:NT JLUIBIJID, WIDOWED, OB I NATIVB WHITE WOKEN 20 TO 44 YEABB 
DIVOBCJ:D OP AGE 

Native white ..-ii For- Native parentage Foreign or mixed 

DIVlSION AND OOJOIU• 20 '° 44 )'88lll ofage elgn- Negro parentage 

NITY GBOVl' born wom· 
white en 20 

For- wom- to44 
M~ Married. Native ~lgn or en 20 7ears All wid ' All wld· Total parent- mixed to44 of age women or women owed, or age ~t- years dlvoroed divorced age of age 

---- ------
UNITED STATES... •••••••. 74.2 77.0 67.3 85.5 83.5 '10, 437, 051 18.00S.Mli 4,217,406 2, 838, 951 

Cities 100,000 and 
over •••• __ -------·-- 66. 5 69.6 62.9 82. 9 81. 3 2, 121,679 1,477,400 1, 781, 763 1, 1:11, 297 

25,000 to 100,000 ______ 70.5 73. 5 64. 5 85.0 82. 7 1,061, 141 779,863 626, 684 339, 491 
10,000 to 25,000 _______ 71.4 74. 0 66.2 87.2 82. 4 744, 215 550, 918 318, 635 207, 773 

i~~-~~:~·.::::::: 73.9 76.8 68. l 87.8 81. 7 1, 1111, 246 839,683 37o, 357 252,323 
S0.2 81.3 76.3 GU 84.9 6,401, 770 14. 39o, 778 1,219,967 919,067 

NEW ENGLAND •••••••••• 62.2 67. 7 56.1 81.1 76.0 492, 738 333,539 44o,487 247,214 
Cities 100,000 and 

over._.------------ 56. 8 60.1 52.8 79.1 78.1 109, Oil 66,513 156, 993 82, 954 
26,000 to 100,000 ______ 58. 9 64.2 54.3 79.9 71.5 98, 673 63,348 116, 177 62, 670 
10,000to 211~------- 61.2 66.3 56. 9 83.3 73. 5 69, 749 46, 216 66, 962 37,450 
2,500to10, ----··-- 64.4 68.8 58.4 82.1 71.6 68, 739 47, 164 48,517 28, 32'l 
Rural.------·-------_ 73.8 76.0 67.8 87.8 74.3 146,496 111,2118 52, 1138 36, 918 

MIDDLE ATLANTIC ••••••• 67. 7 70.8 62.8 84.6 77.7 1,826,061 1, 292,621 1, 141, 116 717,135 
Cities 100,000 and 

over ..•• _____ ------- 62. 6 66.2 60.2 81.11 77.4 626,661 408,832 697,337 419,837 
26,000 to 100,000 •• -·-- 67.1 69.6 62.8 87.8 76. 6 218, 199 151,818 124, 901 78,438 
10,000 to 25,000. - - ---- 68. 4 70. 3 64. 5 91.0 81.3 100, 748 113,040 so, 294 61,818 
2,500 to 10,000 •• ----·- 70. 9 72. 4 67.2 90. 5 77.0 216, 706 156, 949 88,883 69, 752 
Rural .• _ ••••• __ •• __ •• 76.5 76.5 71. 7 91. 3 79.1 600, 747 461,882 149, 701 107,290 

EAST Noam CENTRAL ••• 74. 7 76. 7 70. 2 89.0 86.0 2,122,236 1,628,091 1, 166, 271 818,240 
Cities 100,000 and over __ . __________ ,. 69.4 72. 5 66. 3 87.6 86.4 4114,029 358,028 494, 286 azr, 1211 
26,000 to 100,000 ______ 73.6 76. 7 6G. 6 89. 7 86.5 292,337 221,409 157, 181 109,374 
10,000 to 211,000 _______ 73.3 76.4 68. 9 90.1 85.4 174, 273 131,377 86,450 68, 912 

i~~-~~~:::::::: 74. 2 76.0 69. 9 90.2 83.0 239,448 181, llllO 99,691 69, 728 
79.0 '19. 7 76.8 93.0 84.3 922, 149 736, 297 328, 663 252, 500 

WllST NOBTH CENTRAL •• 74.5 77.1 119.9 88.0 83.6 1,279, 795 986, 530 746, 519 622, 117 
Cities 100,000 and over ________________ 

68.6 71.6 64. 4 84.3 84.4 222, 360 169,305 164,807 106, 132 
25,000&o l~------ 71.2 73. 9 65. 7 84.4 85.8 91, 724 67, 779 45,303 29, 772 
10,000 to 25, ------- 71.4 74.2 65.6 84.3 82.4 86,841 64,424 41, 781 27,358 
2,500to 10,000 ________ 71.3 73.9 65. 6 86.2 81.8 136, 994 101, 281 63,272 41,616 

Rural •. --- ---- ------ - 77. 7 so.o 73. 6 91.2 82. 5 741,876 593, 741 431,356 317,339 

SOUTH ATLANTIC ••••••••. 78. 2 78. 7 6G. 6 88. 3 82. 7 1;496, 002 l, 176, 855 83, 993 68,455 
Cities 100,000 and 

over_.----·- _______ 71.3 72.6 66. 6 86. 7 79.1 lSQ,590 115, 729 39,693 26, 431 
25,000 to 100,000 ______ 76. 7 76. 4 68. 8 86.2 82.3 14Q,5111 107,335 14, 980 10, 28.~ 
10,000 to 26,000 _______ 7._ 1 74.2 72. 7 87.9 so. 5 72,862 54,029 4,249 3,088 
2,500to 10,000 ________ 76.0 76.2 71.6 90.1 so. 8 121,074 92, 245 6, 735 4, 106 
Rural ••••.••• --- . __ . _ S0.5 so. 6 76.1 91.4 83. 7 1,001,898 807,617 19,366 14,MS 

EAST SOUTH CBNTBAL. __ so. 7 81.2 67.9 86.9 84.6 1,049,047 851,838 42,887 29, 118 
Cities 100,000 and 

over •..•••••. _______ 73.6 75.0 65.2 85. 7 84.1 88, ll7 66, 106 16, 725 10, 9111 
25,000 to 100,000. - - --- 73.2 74. 9 63.5 81.4 83.3 6Q, 941 38, 169 8, 778 6,575 
10,000 to 25,000. - ----- 76. 2 76. 6 68. 7 86.6 82. 6 44,060 33, 760 2, 716 1,865 
2,500 to 10,000 ________ 77.6 78.0 7o.1 88. 7 81.0 81,053 63,'JJll 4,286 3,004 
Rural ••••••••••••• ___ 82.8 82.9 74.8 90.6 86. 4 784,876 650,606 10,382 7,766 

WBllT SOUTH CBNTBAL ___ 82.9 83.6 76. 5 86.0 86. 2 1,216, 000 1, 016, 184 129, Ul2 98,810 
Cities 100,000 and 

over ___________ ----- 74. 4 74. 9 72. 3 82. 2 83.3 120,005 89,920 31, 091 22,478 
25,000 to 100,000 ______ 78. 2 79.0 73. 6 so. 2 86. 2 86, 158 68,046 13, 441 9,889 
10,000 to 26,000. - ----- so. 6 81. 3 74. 9 77. 9 84.9 71, 798 58,359 8, 130 6,090 

2,liOO to 10,000. - ------ 81.0 81.3 77.4 84. 7 84. 7 129, 722 106,406 JO, 708 8, 2113 

Rural. -- ----- ----- -- - 85. 4 85.9 79.1 89.l 87.1 808,347 694, 4.53 66, 782 52, 060 

t From a special tabulation, Foorteenth Census. 
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TABLE 11.-PER CENT ol' WOKEN 20 TO 44 YEARS OP AGE MARRIED, WIDOWED, 
OR DIVORCED, BY COLOR, NATIVITY, AND PARENTAGE, AND TOTALS l'OB NATIVB 

1 WBITB WoKEN BY PARENTAGE, roR Co1111UNITIES ol' Dil'l'ERBNT SIZES, BY 
STATES: 19~ontinued 

PBB CBNT KABllIBD, WIDOWllD, OB NATIVJ: WBITll WOlllllN 20 TO '6 YllABS 
DIVOBCBD OFAGll 

Native white women For· Native parentage Foreign or mixed 

DIVlllION AND COKJlU• 20 to 44 years of age =· Negro parentage 
NlTY GROUP wom-

white en 20 

1:·~ 
wom· to« Married Married, Native gn or en 20 
~ All widowed, All widow· Total parent- mixed to« women or women ed, or 

age parent- years divorced divorced age of age 

---- ------
MOUNTAIN ••••••••••••••• 81.6 82. 7 78. 9 90.4 88. 5 340,378 281,439 100, 134 118,468 

Cities 100,000 and 
over •••••••• -······· 73. 2 74. 7 70.9 83.9 85. 7 39,964 29,869. 26,407 18, 72' 

25,ooo to 100,000 •• ____ 75. 2 76. 3 73.4 87.5 87.5 18, 959 14, 463 10,Ml 7, 733 
10,000 to 25.000------- 76.6 77.3 71.8 84. 5 85. 7 27, 196 21,030 13,361 9,580 

i~-~~~-.::::::: 79.6 80.2 77.8 88. 8 91. 3 49,81111 40, 012 21,226 16, 506 
86.6 86. 2 83.9 93. 6 92.0 3H,361 176, 075 78, 610 06, 9211 

p ACIJ'IC _____ -- ------------ 77.1 79.2 73. 2 85. 9 85.6 649,874 435, 776 302,804 221,589 
Cities 100,000 and 

over.-------------- 73.0 75.3 69.8 81.9 86.2 196, 912 148,239 139, 481 97,aaJ 
25,000 to 100,000 ••• - - - 73. 3 74. 6 71.0 84.0 83.1 63,642 47,506 36,412 25,865 
10,000 to 25,000 _______ 76. 9 78.2 74.0 85. 8 83.2 36,688 28, 683 15, 702 11,612 
fl500 to 10,000. ---···· 78. 3 79.6 75.2 88. 4 83.6 64,612 61,439 28, 040 21,096 

ural •• -- -- -• -•• ···-- 83.2 85.0 79.0 92. 4 87.3 188,020 159,909 83, 1611 06, 724 

NllW llNGLAND 

MAINll ••••••••••••••••••• 74.1 76. 7 65.9 81. 7 68. 5 82, 942 63, 625 25,835 17,028 
B::f:o·········-·--- 61.8 64. 6 64. 0 76.1 ------- 3,325 2, 149 1,244 656 
Le n ••••••••••••• 59.4 65. 7 53. 8 68.1 ------- 1,809 l, 188 2,047 1, 101 
Portland ••••••••••••• 64. 2 67.8 57.1 78. 9 ------- 7,301 4,950 3,679 2, 100 
25,000 to 100,000 ..•••• 62. 7 66. 6 55.6 74. 5 ------- 12,435 8,287 6,940 3,857 
10,000 to 25,000 •• _ •••• 68.1 72.4 59.9 76. 9 ------- 7,243 6,243 3,834 2,296 

i~?-~~~:::::::: 71.9 75.5 63. 2 83.4 ------- 9,677 7,300 4,046 2,557 
79.1 79.8 75. 5 87. 7 ------- 63, 587 42, 786 11, 016 8,318 

NJ:W HAKPSBIBJ: •••••••• 68.6 73. 2 60. 6 80. 2 79.2 36, 481 26, 6112 21,038 12, 741 
Manchester •••••••••. M.4 63. 9 50.1 74.4 ------- 3,414 2, 181 6,490 2, 751 
N88hua. --·-----····· 61.2 67.3 56. 2 78. 2 ------- 1,494 1,006 1, 813 1, 018 
25,000 to 100,000. - •••• 57.0 64. 9 51.6 75.3 ------- 4,908 3, 187 7,303 3, 7611 
10,000 to 25,000 •• -·--· 66.4 611. 8 59.0 82.1 ------- 7,204 5,025 4, 792 2,826 
2,500 to 10,000 ••••••.. 611.4 73. 2 62. 7 81.3 ------- 7,501 5,492 4,211 2,639 
Rural ••••••••••••••.• 76.4 77.0 74.1 89.3 ------- 16,868 12, 988 4, 732 3,507 

VUKONT ____ -•.• -·-· ·--- 74.2 75. 5 70. 4 86. 3 70.0 37, 783 28,515 12,867 9,061 
10,000 to 25,000 •••.... 64.8 65.6 63. 3 84. 7 ------- 4,868 3, 192 2, 711 1, 716 

i~~-~~:~:::::::: 67.6 70. 3 62.1 81.1 ------- 6, 739 4, 735 3, 190 1,980 
78. 3 78. 7 77. 0 89.4 ------- 26, 176 20, 588 6,966 6,365 

MA88ACllU8J:TTS. - ···-··· 57.9 63.0 53. 5 79.0 74. 5 222,400 14o,043 256,426 137, 134 
Boston ••••••••••••••• 51.9 65. l 49.8 75.5 75. 8 35, 128 19,355 54, 652 27,244 
Brockton ••• --------- 62. 3 68.6 55.2 83. 2 74. 8 4,856 3,330 4, 315 2,381 
Brookline ••••••• ----- 51. 3 55.9 45. 3 34. 5 33. 2 3,542 1,980 2,673 1, 211 
Cambridge ••••••••••. 50. 7 53.8 48. 4 75.5 73. 6 6, 726 3,083 7,623 3,689 
Chelsea.·--··-------- 53.0 55.8 51.6 85.4 ------- 1, 118 624 2, 184 1, 127 
Chloori'.'--··········· 63: 4 64.0 63. 2 86. 4 ------- 998 639 2,256 1,425 
Everet •••••••••••••• 62. 8 67.3 59.2 86.8 79.4 2, 144 1,443 2, 710 1,604 
Fall River ••••••••••• 52. 5 54. 7 51.8 79.3 ------- 2,941 1,609 9, 80'A 6,075 
Fltchb~-----------· 56. 5 61.7 53.0 81.9 ------- 1,840 1, 136 2, 819 1,495 
Haverh __ •••••••••• 64. 7 611. 5 58. 9 82.1 ------- 4, 147 2,882 3,400 2,006 
Holyoke.·---·-····-- .48. 7 66. 3 48.0 7L3 ------- 1,934 I, 08ll 6, 621 2, 6311 
Lawrence ••..••••••.. 51. 1 57.8 48.9 82. 7 ------- 2,~ 1,206 6,498 3, 178 
Lowell ••••••••••••••• 52. 7 59.2 49.6 75.5 ------- 4,300 2,683 8,966 4,443 
Lynn ••••••••••••••.• 62.5 67.2 57.9 80. 0 84.9 6,387 4,295 6, li27 3, 780 
Malden •••••••••••••• 54. 4 60.0 49.4 79.6 70. 0 2,842 1, 705 3,212 1, 587 
Medford •••••.•.....• 64.4 68.1 60. 7 83. 7 ------- 3,036 2, 069 3, 122 1,895 
New Bedford •• ------ 60.0 66.1 56. 9 77. 6 86.1 3,578 2,364 7, 184 4,088 
Newton. ••••••••••••. 64. 3 60.4 46.1 56.0 48.4 3, 914 2,366 2,948 1,300 
Pittsfield •••••••••• ___ 61.8 64. 7 57.9 85. 2 ------- 3, 771 2,439 2,838 1,643 
Quincy __ •••••••••••• 66. 5 72.2 li0. 6 86.4 ------- 2,871 2,073 3,222 1,919 
Revere ••••••••••••••• 65. 8 67.9 64.3 88. 8 ------- 1, 337 908 1,827 1, 174 
Salem •••••••••••••••• 53.4 55.6 51.8 80. 4 ------- 2,233 1,241 3, lll 1, 613 
Somerville ••••••••••. 58. 8 63.3 64.8 83. 2 

··77~jl 
6,267 3,968 7,098 3,893 

Sprlngtleld •••••••• ___ 63. 7 67.2 311.9 80. 2 10,227 6,873 9, 195 6,508 

• 
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224 RATIO OF CHILDREN TO WOMEN 

TABLJD 11.-PllB CJlNT or Wo:amK 20 To 44 YBABS or Ao• MABBIB», WmowJD», 
OB DIVORCBD, BY CoLOB, NATIVI'l'Y, AND P.&BllNTAGJD, AND TOTAL'l l'OB NATIVB 
WBITll WoKBN BY PABBNTAGB, l'OR Co1111UNrru:s or Dil'l'JllBJDNT Sun, BY 
STATES: 1920--Continued 

PU CSJIT JUBBISD, WJDOWJID, OB JfA TJVB WBITB WOJIB!f IO TO 44 YBAll8 
DIVOBCBD OPAOB 

Native white women For- N atlve pareDtage Foreign or mbed 
DIVWOJf AJfD IJOJIJIU• 

3l to 44 years of age elgn- Negro 
parentage 

JllTY GBOVP bom 
white wom-

en 3l For- wom- to44 Marr!~ ~ Native "lgn or en 3l years AD wldo , AD Total paient- mlsed to44 
otaae women or women ed,or 

11&'8 pirent- years divorced · divorced age of age 

------
OW BJfOLAlll>-OOD. 

~C!IUHTTll-COD. 
Taunton ••••••••••••• M.9 69.6 li0.5 81.4 ............. 2, 11111 1,293 2,283 1,163 
Waltham •••••••••••• 47.9 51.6 44.. 7 73.1 

--:;g~r 
2, 120 1, 093 2,412 1,078 

Worcester •••••••••••• 511.4 62. 5 62.1 82.8 9,463 6,916 13,4116 7,083 
100,000 and over •••••• M.2 58. 5 61.6 77.1 76.9 71,428 41, 782 110,917 67,080 
26,000to 100,000 ______ 58.1 63.4 63. 6 78.9 67.6 69,611 37, 779 70, 979 38,061 
10,000 to 26,000. ------ 60.0 M.9 55.8 82.4 66.4 38, 573 25,1124 39, 110 21, 1122 

i~~-~~~:::::::: 6L6 115. 7 511. 4 8L3 68.5 36, 688 23,441 27,681 16,660 
67.5 70.2 8L5 85. 7 78.8 17, 108 12, 017 7, 8311 f,821 

RIIODB lsL.Un>. --------- 841.1 M.4 55.3 811.4 74.1 30, 7211 19, 778 42, 522 23,497 
Cranston.. •••••••••••• 67.1 70. 7 62. 7 85.8 .............. 2, 120 1,498 1, 712 1,078 
Newport ••• ---- -- ---- M.8 70.3 60.0 77.8 72. 9 1, 782 1,262 2,00 1,228 
Pawtuek:et •• ______ • __ 56.6 ll0.9 M.8 78. 4 ------- 2,639 1,680 6,430 2,975 
Providence.. •••• ______ M.8 60.2 52.6 79.8 77.3 12,600 7, 5ff1 17,436 9, 176 
W ooDBOOket ••.•• _____ 52. 2 52.9 52. 0 75. 7 .............. 1, 142 6CK 3,618 1,882 
100,000 and over ______ M.8 60.2 52.6 79.8 77.3 12,600 7, 5ff1 17,435 9,176 
26,000to100,000 ______ 841. 0 M.2 M.9 78. 5 7L2 7, 1183 f,UM 12,805 7,lM 
10~ to 26,000 _______ 60. 1 66.8 511.1 82. 4 80.0 f,012 2,680 6. 600 3, 756 

iura1~-~~:~:::::::: 115.5 7LO 60. 1 83.0 78. 6 4,945 3, 511 6,081 3,056 
7Ll 7L8 69.1 88. 8 ------- 1,486 1,066 511 353 

Oo:wwzcnCUT •••••••••••• 82.15 88. 8 68. 3 87.8 711.9 112, '<>' M,888 81,890 47, 753 Brldy:port ___________ 66. 2 69. 7 6L5 89.2 86.4 7,530 6,245 8, 795 6,(06 Bart Ord _____________ 
841.0 61. 5 56.6 82.8 81.3 8,612 6,296 9,127 6,170 

Meriden •• ----------- 58.2 62.3 55.9 87.6 ............... 1,431 89'J 2,644 1,421 
New Britain ..••••••• 57.9 61.1 M.8 90. 5 

--79~g-
2, 126 1,300 3, 2117 1,840 

New. Haven.--------- 841.7 62. 8 57.1 85.2 8,918 6,600 10, 719 6, 123 
New London.~------- 64.9 7L2 61. 5 86. 7 75.4 1,952 1,390 1,576 970 Norwalk _____________ 

64.1 7LO 841.7 811.1 M.6 2,095 1,487 1, 577 941 
StamforcL •••••••••••• 64.0 115.9 62.2 811.1 81.2 1,851 1,219 1,898 1, 181 
Waterbury ______ -- --- 67.6 62. 7 63.9 87.3 76.9 f,681 2,873 6,268 3,374 
100,000 and over •••••• 61. 2 M.4 58. 3 85.9 8L7 25,058 16, 144 28,641 16,8118 
25,000 to 100,000 •• ---- 60.6 115.3 511. 7 88. 5 80. 4 14,006 9, 181 17, 160 9, 72'1 
10,000 to 25,000. - ----- 58. 2 M.4 63. 3 89.2 82.1 7,849 6,052 9,825 6,234 

i:i~-~~:~:::::::: 60. 7 63.9 57.6 85.8 75. 0 f,189 2,676 f,408 2,MO 
00. 6 69.9 62.0 87.8 73. 9 31,272 21,853 21,876 13, 554 

JllDDLB ATLANTIC 

Naw YORK ______________ M.8 68.0 6Ll 81.0 73.2 717,082 487,326 629,8116 384,855 
Albany.------------- 58.4 841.3 66.9 8LO 75.4 12, 958 7,687 8,422 f,794 Amsterdam __________ 

81.8 65.2 57.6 85.1 ·------ 2,285 1,489 1,811 1,0U 
Auburn ______________ 

M.7 67.4 60.9 811. 7 ""76."9" 3,067 2,067 2,115 1,288 
B:l!\amton •• ------- 68.6 71.1 60. 5 87.5 8,601 6, 116 2, 1184 1,624 

B 0------------·-- 66.2 66.2 M.3 85.8 M.3 35,340 23,396 42, 194 'n, 137 
Elmlra... ---- -- ---- --- 68. 2 72.3 57. 7 M.7 83.0 6, l()i f,414 2,382 1,376 
1amestown. ___ • __ • __ • 66.4 72.1 61. 3 85.2 ··oo:-;,· 2,626 1,893 2,llM 1, 755 
Kingston •..•• -------- 58. 3 841.3 55.9 87.6 3,398 2,015 1,475 825 
Mount Vernon _______ 61.2 60. 5 61. 9 80. 6 72.8 3, 281 1,973 2,908 1,801 
New Rochelle. _______ 63. 5 66.0 60.9 76. 3 68. 3 2,360 1, 557 2,335 1,428 
New York ___________ 511.9 61.9 58. 7 79.3 72.8 246,495 152, 684 380, 886 223,440 

Manhattan Boro ••• M.9 57.4 63.1 73. 8 73. 0 92, 594 53, 148 133, 154 70, 707 
Brom Boro •.•••••• 60. 8 64.0 841.3 83.0 68. 6 26, 806 17, 149 57, 821 33, 994 
Brooklyn Boro ••••• 81.3 63. 2 60.1 84. 5 72.8 92, 290 58, 287 14o,037 8f, 183 
~ueens Boro _______ 69.5 69.8 69.3 88.0 73. 8 28, 113 19, 624 43, 194 29,948 

lchmond Boro.... •• M.8 115.4 64. 2 85. 7 68. 7 6. 69'l 4,376 7,180 f,808 
Newburgh.---------- 63. 8 68.0 67.2 90.2 75. 5 3, 124 2, 126 1,980 1, 133 
Niagara Falls._---·-· 70.6 73.4 67.3 87.2 87.8 2,944 2, 160 2,401 1,616 

Po~hkeepsle. ------- 66.3 67.6 60. 3 87. 6 82.8 3, 9113 2,668 1, 735 1,00I 

Roe ester ••• -------·- 63.8 65. 4 61. 9 ~~ 1--'.~~- 2f, 945 16,326 21,415 13,260 
Rome ••• ___ .---- __ --- 63. 6 62. 6 65. 7 2, '17 1,612 1,039 1183 
Schenectady _________ 71.2 72. 5 69. 3 90. 1 86. 8 8,097 6,868 6,'n4 3,653 
Syracuse ••••••••••••• 67.8 70. 2 64.1 87.0 80.6 17,40i 12,214 11, 173 7,168 



DETAILED TABLES 225 

TABLE II.-PBa CliNT ol' Wo11EN 20 TO 44 Y11ABS or Ao11 MABJUEo, W1oow110, 
oa D1v0RCJ:D, BY CoLOa, NATIVITY, AND PARBNTA011, AND TOTALS l'OB NATIVll 
WmTJC WOMEN BY P ABENTA011, l'OB CoMMUNITIJDS OI' Dil'l'EBENT Sums, BY 
STATES: 1920-Continued 

PU CKllT JUBRIBD, WIDOWBD, OB 
DIVOBCJ:D 

Native white women For-
DIVllllON A.ND C0llll17• 20 to 44 years of age eign- Negro 

NITY GBO'Ol' bom 
white wom-

For- worn- en 20 
to« Native elgn or en 20 

Total parent- mixed to« years 
of age age parent- yean 

age of age 

------
lllDDLB A. TLillTW-OOn. 

NBW Yoa11:-<;:ontlnued. 
Troy----------------- 62. 4 M.4 50.3 79.4 7LO 
Utica...----···-------- 62.6 M.4 60.0 86.8 -------Watertown ••••••••••• 70. 7 7L8 68.4 83.4 
Yonkers ••..•••••.•••. 60.9 M.3 58. 2 85. 2 76.0 
100,000 and over •••••• 60. 9 G3.0 li9.4 79.9 73.2 
25,000 to 100,000. - ---- 64.3 66.9 60.4 85.9 74.5 
10,000 to 25,000 •• ----- 66. 6 68. 7 62.6 87.1 77.7 

i::l°_ ~~:~:::::::: 69.2 70. 7 65. 7 84.9 69.6 
76.3 76.2 72.3 86.9 7L9 

NBw JERSEY_ ••••••••••• 68. 2 71.1 64. 4 88. 2 78. 6 
Atlantic City __ .•.••• 69.9 70. 6 68.1 81. 6 76.0 
Bayonne .•••••••••.•. 65.1 70. 3 62. 5 92.6 86.2 
Camden.------------ 76. 3 77. 7 73.2 91.9 83.4 
Clifton ..•••••••• ----- 71.1 76.1 611. 0 89.3 -------East Orange ••• • .•••.• 66.8 67.2 65.9 70. 2 66.9 
Elizabeth ••••••••.•• _ 66.3 67.9 65.0 91.2 81. 9 
Hoboken ••••••••••••. 61.1 64.2 59.5 89.0 -------Irvington. ______ ------ 74.1 76.6 72.9 92.8 ""8i"9" Jersey City •••••••••• 63.2 65.6 61.5 89.8 
KeaniiJair.··-.... ---.. 64. 7 66. 8 63.1 83. 3 -------
Mon ------------ 63. 5 65.9 58. 5 66. 6 64. 5 
New Brunswick •••••• 63. 9 65.1 62.0 87.3 8L2 Newark •••••• _____ •• _ 63.9 66.1 61.8 88.2 83.6 
O=e ••••••••••••••. 58. 5 60. 7 56.5 81.8 74.3 
p C---········---- 57.8 58. 3 57.4 84.8 80.3 
Paterson ••••••••••••• 69.8 64. 8 56. 8 84. 9 74.8 
Perth Amboy •••••••• 67.4 71.0 65.6 93.3 91.5 
Plainfield •••••••••••• 66. 9 67.4 66.1 82. 2 75. 7 
Trenton •••••••••••••• 67.2 Oii. 5 63. 5 90.5 79. 7 
West Hoboken. •••••• 63.3 67.1 6L3 87.5 .............. 
West New York-••. 75.2 76.6 74.3 89.0 
100,000 and over •••••• 65.0 68.2 61.9 88.6 82.8 
25,000 to 100,000. ----- 65. 8 67.8 63. 9 87.2 74.3 
10,000 to 25,000. - ----- 67.5 70. 2 63.4 87.0 76.8 

i:'ai~-~~:~:::::::: 70. 8 72. 7 67.4 87.6 75.3 
74.2 76. 7 70. 3 90.2 SO. l 

PBNNBYLV A.NIA..--------- 70.9 73.0 65.3 90.0 81.1 
Allentown ••• --- ----- 72.9 74.4 64. 3 89.5 ··ss:i· Altoona ••••• __ • -- ---- 71.3 72.9 63.8 92.8 
Bethlehem •••• ___ ---- 74.6 77.6 62.8 91.6 ··si:i-Chester ______________ 

75.1 77.6 •69.3 93.6 
Easton.-------------- 71.4 72.0 68. 7 88.6 --84:i) Erie ____ ---· ••. -- ••• -• 69.7 72.3 66.2 92.5 
Hanisburg .•• --- _ -- . _ 73.5 73.9 69.4 87.6 81.8 
Hazleton ••• ------ ____ 61.6 61.2 62.0 94.6 ""8iff Johnstown ___________ 

69.6 70.9 66.3 95.2 
Lancaster---------- -- 67.0 68.0 61. 2 84.1 77.9 
MoKeeeport •••• ----- 69.• 73.6 64. 4 94.1 87.3 New Castle __________ 75.9 77.0 73.0 92.6 91.8 
Norristown. ••• ------- 65.6 66.3 63.2 82.6 71.6 
Philadelphia.-------- 66.4 67.8 61.9 84. 2 79. 7 
Pittsburgh_---------- 64.9 67.2 62. 3 85. 7 85.2 
Reading_ - - ----- ----- 72.4 73.4 65. 7 89.6 80.1 
Scranton. ------- --- -- 60. 7 63.1 58.8 89. 7 80.9 
Wilkes-Barre ••••••••• 60.9 62. 7 59.2 90.1 77.2 
Williamsport ••••••••• 68. 2 69.2 63.1 73.6 71.6 York _________________ 

73. 2 73. 7 66.1 84. 3 75.9 
100~ and over •••••• 65.4 67.9 61.8 84.9 80.8 26, to 100,QOO ______ 70.2 72.0 M.6 91.4 81.1 10,000 to 26,000 _______ 69.9 71.5 66.6 94.6 84.6 

i:!i~-~~~::::::::. 71. 7 73.0 67.9 94. 3 81. 7 
76.0 76.8 7L6 93.9 80.6 

NA.TIVB WBITB WOllBN llO TO 6' Y.LUlll 
or A.GB 

.Native parentage 

Married 
widowed, All 

women or 
divorced 

7,232 3,932 
7,634 4, 913 
a, 418 2,455 
6,069 3,893 

343, 201 216,099 
70,621 47, 157 
66, 076 38,502 
52, 340 37,020 

194, 944 148,547 

280,037 163, 618 
4,886 3,451 
2,396 1,684 

10, 962 8,612 
887 666 

6,329 4,254 
4,846 3,289 
2,589 1,662 
1,898 1,436 

16, 399 10, 746 
1,473 984 
2, 725 1, 796 
2,299 1,497 

23, 700 15,671 
1,932 1, 173 
1,850 1,079 
6, 358 4, 117 
1, 143 811 
2,404 1, 621 
9, 131 6,344 
1, 610 l,~l 
1, 629 1, 171 

66, 553 45,390 
40, 796 27,654 
21, 261 14, 931 
36, 983 26,876 
64,444 48, 767 

878,942 641, 578 
10, 873 8,086 
9,132 6,657 
6, 326 4, 131 
5,083 3,939 
4,826 3,474 
8, 581 6, 201 

13, 500 9,978 
2, 179 1,334 
6, 742 4, 778 
8,979 6, 107 
a, 12• 2,2911 
4, 581 8,626 
8,998 2,662 

146,272 98, 538 
45,200 30,376 
17,047 12, 507 
9,385 5, 922 
6,442 3,410 
5,850 4,049 
8,666 6,387 

216, 907 147, 343 
106,882 77,007 
83, 411 59,607 

127,383 93, 063 
344, 369 264,568 

Foreign or mlsed 
parentage 

All 
women 

---

6,606 
5,963 
1,670 
7,414 

471,604 
45,231 
28, 767 
23,461 
6o,942 

174,894 
2,lm 
4,670 
4,918 
1,eo& 
3,546 
6,008 
5, 184 
2,263 

23, 393 
.1, 986 
1,347 
1,550 

26, 611 
2, 181 
2, 704 

10,281 
2,176 
1,431 
6, 700 
3,220 
2,618 

70, 903 
44, 531 
13, 995 
20,268 
25, 197 

336,327 
1, 796 
1,994 
1,419 
2,066 
1, 137 
6,098 
I, 200 
2,436 
2,535 
1,502 
2,694 
1,620 
1, 184 

101, 700 
39, 315 
2,482 

11,430 
5, 756 
1, 164 

588 
154, 930 
25, 139 
37,542 
46, 154 
63,562 

Manied, 
widow-
ed, or 

divorced 

---

3,320 
3,673 
1, 142 
4,316 

280, 113 
27,298 
17, 989 
16,406 
44,049 

112, 643 
1,388 
2,917 
a, 
1, 109 
2,338 
3,900 

086 t649 
14, 3112 
1, 254 

788 
961 

16,4 55 
232 1, 

1,55 1 
840 
427 
946 
62'A 

5, 
1, 

3, 
1,97 5 

946 
909 J: 

28,4 72 
87'1 
66& 
72() 

it 
17, 

219, 
1, 

637 
154 

1,272 
89 1 
432 

1, 781 
4, 037 

868 
1,51 0 

680 
9 
0 

182 
48 

1, 
91 

1,67 

1, 7 

62, 
24,47 

993 
4 
1 
8 

1,63 
6, 71 
3, 400 

735 
383 

96,81 5 
668 
962 
681 
521 

:t 
:J: 
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TABLlll 11.-Plm CllNT OI' WolDIN 20 TO 44 Y:uBS OI' Aom MAIUUED, WmowmD, 
OB DIVOBCllD, BY CoLO:a, NATIV1'1'Y, A.ND PA.BBNTAom, AND TOTALS l'OB NATIVll 
WBITll Wo11mN BY PA.BBJNTAGm, l'OB Co1111UN1TllllS OI' Dil'l'JIUNT Bums, BY 
8TATms: 1924}-Continued 

PD Clift JIAIUIDID, WIDOWBD, OB NA.TIVB WBITB WOKBN llO TO 44 YBABll 
DIVOBCllD Ol'AOB 

Native white women J'or- Native p&19Dtage Foreign or mb8d 
DIVIBION AND COJDIU• 31 to 44 ;vean of BIB elgn- Nelll'O Jl8l'8Dtaae 

lllTY GROUP born wom· 
white enZ 

J'or- wom- to44 
~ ~ Native '911n or enz ;vean AD AD Total pirent- mbed to44 ofap women or WOlll8ll ed,or age parent- ;vean divorced dl'Vorced BIB Of BIB 

BAST NOBTll CENTRAL 

Omo ••••••••••••••••••••• 76.6 77.1 70.8 91.0 86. 7 691,246 638,001 221, 780 16'1, 112 
Akron ••••••••••••••• 79.1 79.9 76.8 98.6 89.0 28, 1111 20,8'5 6,970 6,28' 
Canton •••••••••••••• 77.8 78.4 76. 3 98.8 86.6 11,619 9,036 8,Ul'J . t.386 
Cluclmlatl.. ••••••••• 66.8 68.0 62.1 81.8 83.9 te,278 31,490 28,272 1 ,8611 
Cleveland •••••••••••• 70.1 72.2 68.4 00.6 87.9 46, 709 32,997 62, 5116 81, 9llO 
Columbus ••••••••••• 71.8 72.8 67. 7 8U 86.0 81,8'8 28,091 8,629 6, 776 
Dayton •••••••••••••• 76.9 77.4 70.8 9L8 88.1 ll'l,28' 17,247 6, 11511 4,186 
EaR Cleveland •••••• 72.4 73.1 71.4 78.11 .............. 8,600 2,631 2,421 1, 731 
Hamilton •••••••••••• 74. 7 76.6 71.7 98.1 ll'J.6 t~ ~= 

1,81111 1,219 
Lakewood ••••••••••• 74.4 76. 7 72.11 88.6 .............. 8,338 2,418 
Lima •••••••••••••••• 78.11 80.1 70.2 87.2 86. 7 6,887 6, 6111 1,269 8111 
Loraill. ··-··· •••••••• 80.8 82.6 77.2 96.3 87.1 2,166 1, 778 1,5H 1, lll'j 
M811811eld. ••• -•.••••• 76.8 77.4 87.2 90.6 .............. 8,965 8,069 1,009 877 
Marlon •••••••••••••• 81.1 81.6 77.11 112.6 .............. 4,818 8,928 683 629 
Newark ••••••.••••••• 76.11 78. 2 66.6 9L2 86.1 4, 319 8,379 61111 41111 
Portsmouth •••••••••• 76.2 77.1 69.1 ··39:r 88.6 6,864 4, 1122 737 609 
Sprlugfleld. ••• -• -•••• 74.11 78. 6 66.0 88.2 8, 709 6,669 1,864 1,212 
Steubenville ••••••••• 76.2 76.6 71.11 98.8 86.11 2,977 2,278 1, 1111 792 
Toledo ••••••••••••••• 74. 7 76.6 71.6 90.1 87.1 211, 197 20,069 16, 199 11,6118 
Warren ••••••••••.•.• 77.1 76.8 78.2 ll'J. l 84.8 8,492 2,683 944 788 
Youngstown ••••••••• 74.11 77.8 70.9 ll'J.11 00.0 9, 1139 7,873 7,= 6,318 
ZauesVllle •••••• ·-·· •• 76.11 76.4 69.2 ll'J.8 83.11 4, 796 8,663 487 
100~ and over •••••• 71.11 73. 7 68.0 00.1 86.4 21~= llill,112 126,010 81,870 
26, to 1~---·-· 711.3 77.CI 71.9 91.CI SCI.II M,8llll 21, 092 16, 1118 
10,000 to= ••••••• 76.4 76.6 71.4 90. 7 86.11 60,823 46, 614 18, 614 13,214 

1:.~-~~: ... :::::::: 76.4 76.3 71.3 98.2 81.4 71,846 114, 791 16,743 11,225 
79.8 80.0 78.8 94.11 83.1 273,378 218,646 4D,401 31,836 

INDL\NA. ••••••••••••••••• 78. 7 79. 7 72.9 9L7 86.2 427, 178 34D, 3111 1111,431 ll0,5811 
Anderson •••••••••••• 80.2 81.1 71.0 84.8 89.6 6, 172 4, 1113 1117 367 
East ChlClllO---····· 80.9 83.6 78. 2 96.4 ll'J.O 1, 139 9112 1, 146 81111 
Evansville.--·· •••••• 72.0 72.6 69.9 84.6 80.0 13, 124 9, 1132 8,601 2,618 
Fort Wll)'lle ••••••••• 68.11 69.6 116.6 86.3 811.2 1u: 9,001 6,010 8,2118 
Gary ••••••••••••••••• 83. 7 84.3 82.6 96.0 91.6 2, 774 ~rJ 1,649 
Hammond ••••••••••• 80.9 83.3 77. 7 96.1 ............... 4t~ 2,31111 1,662 
Indianapolis. ••••••••• 76.8 78.1 69.1 86.2 86.1 38,605 lo, 08ll ll,932 
Kotomo ••••••••••••• 84.8 86.4 71i. 7 86.6 85.11 6,132 4, 3811 482 365 
Muncie •••••••••••••• 82. 7 83.4 76.6 88.6 90. 7 ll,278 ll,236 1174 434 
Richmond ••••••••••• 76.6 77.9 69.3 88.9 91.1 4,076 8,176 7116 631 
South Bend •••••••••• 73.9 76.11 69.4 91. 7 89. 7 6, 8111 6,270 3,824 2,862 
Terre Haute ••••••••• 76.11 78. 7 86.6 87.0 84.0 10, 3liO 8, 141 2,2111 1,4811 
1~ and over •••••• 76.6 78.1 69.1 86.2 86. l 49,4111 38,606 10, 08ll 6,932 
26, to 100,000 ••• ___ 76.8 77.8 71.1 93.11 86. 7 71,204 116,014 '-= 16,830 
l~ to 26,000 ••••••• 77.9 79.4 71.1 91. 7 84.4 48,044 34, 179 6,873 
2, to 10,000 •••••••• 77.6 78.8 72.1 89.4 78.9 ll0,068 39, 190 6,662 4,730 
Rural.·-············· 80.9 81.2 77.6 90.4 83.6 218,4114 173,327 20,898 lll,224 

11.LINOIS .••••••• --········ n.6 76.0 86.8 sil.9 86.6 6li8, 739 419, 1111 406,984 271, 9811 
Aurora ••••••••••••••• 69.0 71.2 86. 7 89.6 85.8 8,219 2,292 2, 1122 1,948 
Bloomlngton ••••••••• 69.0 71.1 64.6 81.8 84.1 8,678 2,616 1,809 1,168 
Chicago •••••••••••••• 116.3 CIB.2 63. II 86.1 86.6 13D,866 811,= 229,2'4 146,846 
Cicero. ••••••••••••••• 72. 7 74.1 72.4 112.7 .. .... ___ 8116 8,976 2,8711 
Danville ••••••••••••• 78. 7 80. 6 72.4 84.8 88.1 4,862 8,914 1,371 1193 
Decatur ••••••••••.•.• 76.4 77.4 72.0 88.9 84.6 ll,877 6,324 1,6118 1,161 
East St. Loula ••••••• 80.1 81.9 74.6 93.3 89.8 7,987 6,MO 2, 1173 a: Elgin •••••••••••••••• 60.2 118.9 61.6 78.0 ............... 2,674 1,1174 2,Mll 
Evanston •••••••••••• 60.8 64.0 116.9 87.0 81.0 8, 1183 2,2118 2,864 t: Joliet ••••••••••••••••• 63.2 66. 4 61.6 91.3 88.6 2, ll06 1,638 3, 138 
Moline ••••••••••••••• 74. 6 79. 7 69.4 88.6 

.. _____ 
2,liO'J 1, 9911 2,600 1,804 

Oat Part ••••••••••.• 86.2 67.4 64.9 116.2 .............. 4, 1114 2, 8211 4,006 2,6119 
Peoria •••••••••••••••• 71.1 73.6 116.6 79.6 81.9 10, lll'j 7,604 4,838 8,176 

t::kck········--·-· 87.8 69.9 63.11 76.1 77.8 4,624 8,231 2,271 t= land •••••••••• 74.9 77.9 70.9 87.6 89.6 8,llM 2,871 2, 777 

Rocttonl.--···--···· 66.4 69. 7 63.0 86.8 90.2 6,170 8,606 &,IKB a, 177 
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TABLE 11.-Pl:R CENT oF WoMEN 20 To 44 YEARS OF Ao11 MABRIED, W1Dow11D, 
OR DIVORCED, BY COLOR, NATIVITY, AND PARBNTAGlll, AND TOTAUI FOR NATIVll 
WRITE Woio:N BT PARENTAGE, FOR ColOIUNITilllB OI' Dil'l'ERlllNT S1111s, BT 
STATlllB: 1920--Continued 

PBB CJ:NT JIABRDD, WIDOWll:D, OB NATIVll: WBITB WOJIBN 20 TO .. Yll:.&JIS 
DIVOBCJ:D orAGB 

Native white women For- Native parentage Foreign or mbed 

DIVlSION AND OOllKU• 20 to 44 years of age eign- Negro parentage 

JiffY GBOVP born wom-
white en20 

For- wom- to44 Married Married, Native elgn or en 20 years AD widowed, AD widow-Total parent- mixed to44 of age 
age parent- years women or women ed,or 

age of age divorced divorced 

---
BAST NORTH CBNTBAL-

con tinned 

ILUN01-Continued 
S£rlngfleld ••• _ - •• -- - - 67. 7 611. 9 62. 5 86. 5 79.8 7,624 6,331 3,332 2,083 
1 ~and over •••••• 65.3 68.2 63. 6 86.1 85.5 130,866 119,209 229,244 146,846 
26, to 100,000 •• ···- 70. 2 73.0 65.9 85. 3 85. 4 74, 232 M,189 47,667 31,435 
10,000 to~------- 72.0 73. 7 68. 6 90.6 85.8 43, ll48 31, 892 23, 120 16,861 

i=-~~: ... :::::::: 74. 8 76.6 70. 8 811.1 85.6 67, 767 61,870 27,066 19, 
78.1 79.1 74.9 92.0 85.6 242,637 191, 948 79,887 611,827 

MICRIGAN ••••••..•••••••. 77.2 79. 7 74.0 119.8 119. l 282,834 226,527 229, 168 169,657 
Battle Creek •• ------- 76.9 77.4 74.8 85.2 84.8 6,6114 4,331 1,657 1,1 
Bay City·····--··-·- 71.4 76. l 68. ti 85.2 2,MS 1,953 4,961 3,41 Detroit. ______________ 

74.4 76. 9 71.tl 87.9 89.5 66,652 50,413 66,629 47,91 
Flint ••••••••.•••••• -- 81.0 81.6 80.1 92.2 92. 5 9,473 7, 721 6,361 4,284 
Grand Rapids •••••••• 611. 6 73.4 66.1 86.8 85.0 10,844 7,9611 11, 737 7,'I 
Hamtramck •••••••••• 85.2 86. 8 84.9 96.6 93.0 190 166 1, 146 
~d Park _______ 78.0 80.1 75.1 88.1 82.6 4,262 3,412 3,012 

t901 J n ••••••••.••... 79.3 80.0 77. 6 119. l 89.6 6,076 4,869 2,461 
Kalamawo ..................... 74.1 76.0 70.1 86.8 83.8 6,670 4, 314 2, 772 1, 
Lansing _______ -- ----- 81.3 82. 3 78. 7 92.2 88.3 7, 6118 6,334 2,906 ~l!Of Muskegon ___________ 74. 7 80.2 70.8 88.2 

--~·-
2,460 1,972 3,636 

Pontiac.------------- 79.8 81.1 77.3 87.8 3, 763 3,042 1,919 1, 
Port Huron •••••••.•• 75. 7 76.8 74.8 86.1 92.6 1,517 l, 165 2,046 1,630 

~~ci-iiviir:::::: 73.1 76.0 71.8 88. 3 ··s.·ff 4,360 3,262 6,991 4,300 
73. 7 76. 4 71.1 87.8 76, 396 63, 371 78,366 66,681 

26, to l~------ 77.3 79.3 74. 6 90.9 89.3 63,616 42,630 37,644 28,047 
10,000 to 25, ••••••• 70.1 73. 3 67.2 88. 7 82.1 12, 631 9,258 13, 922 9,362 

~~~-~~:~:::::::: 75. 0 78. 4 10.6 91.1 87. 7 29, 6113 23, 293 23, 110 16, 366 
81.6 83.3 79.0 93. 5 87.6 110,498 92,075 76,066 60, 111 

W18CON81N ••••••••••••••• 69.8 67.9 71. 0 90.2 85.8 162, 239 110, 140 237,928 168, 993 
Green Bay ••••••••••• 66.9 62. 8 69.8 81.6 ------- 2,466 1,648 3,432 2,396 
Kenosha ••••••••••••• 70.2 69.9 70.4 91.9 ------- 2, 102 1,470 2, 717 1,913 
La Cr0688 •••••••••••• 61.8 60.4 62. 7 83.0 --·---- 2,386 1,430 3,684 2,246 
Madison ••••••••••••• 60.3 611.9 60. 6 83. 5 ------- 4,344 2,604 3,661 2,213 
Milwaukee ••••••••••• 64.9 61.9 66.4 88.9 88.6 25,424 15, 731 50,631 83,11117 
Oshk08h ••••••..••••• 63. 6 62. 7 64.1 85.6 ------- 2, 104 1,319 3,642 2,834 
Racine __________ - -- -- 67.8 68. 2 67.6 90.6 ------- 3,286 2,241 6,107 3,453 
Shebo~---------- 66. 7 61.1 611. 7 92.6 ------- l,tnl 921 2,835 1,9711 
Super or ••• __________ 68.0 10. 7 66.6 88.1 ""88:"6" 1,847 1,305 3,546 2,362 
100,000 and over •••••• 64.9 61.9 66.4 88.9 25,424 16, 731 liO, 631 33,11117 
25,000 to 100~- ••••• 65.4 64.1 66. 3 89.2 80.9 20, 02'l 12,838 28,614 13,8114 
10,000 to 25, •• -···· 66.3 64.9 67.3 88.{ 9o.O 14,527 9 434 20,222 13,602 
2,500 to 10,000 •••••••• 66.1 63.9 67.8 88. 2 ------- 20,08f la:836 27,150 13,3117 
Rural •••••••••••••••• 74.3 72.2 75.8 92.4 80.2 82, 182 611,301 111,411 84,503 

Wll:8T NORTH CENTRAL 

MINNll:llOTA.. •••••••••••• 66. 3 68.0 65.4 86.6 87.0 123, 106 83, 742 232, 999 152,47? 
Duluth •• - - --· -- -· -·- 63. 6 70.6 60. 3 82. 6 93. 7 4,414 3, 116 9, 774. 6,892 

M~------·-· 62. 6 65. 9 60. 3 80.8 85.0 27, 314 18,004 42,032 25, 362 
St. Pa ------------- 61.9 64.{ 60. 6 82.. 89.5 14, 767 9,516 27, 108 16,426 
100,000 and over ______ 62. 3 66.4 60.4 81.3 86. 9 42, 081 27, 519 69, 140 41, 778 
25,000 to 100,000 •• ____ 63. 5 70.6 60.3 82.6 93. 7 4,414 3,116 9, 774 6,892 
10,000 to 25~------- 60.6 611.2 61.4 85.8 ------- 7, '104 4,563 10,901 6,6116 
2,500to 10, -------- 64.6 66.3 63.6 119.6 ................ 12,066 8,002 21,620 13, 742 
Rural •••••••••••••••• 70.0 71.3 611.4 91. 6 ------- 66,842 4Q,M2 121,664 84, 3611 

IOWA •••••••••••••••••••• 74.0 75.9 72.1 88. 3 87.3 262,304 199, 152 146,316 106,486 
Cedar Rapids.------- 7L8 72. 5 70.6 86. 4 go. 7 5, 6i8 4,IM3 3,246 2,293 
Council Bluffs. - ••••• 73.4 77.3 65. 2 87.9 91. 7 4,522 3,494 2, 122 1,384 
Davenport __________ • 71.0 72.0 69. 7 86.1 90.1 5, 986 4,310 4,975 3,467 
Des Moluee •••.•••..• 71.4 73. 4 66.0 82.1 85. 6 18,889 13,858 6, 711 4,430· 
Dubuque •••••••••••• ! 60. 7 611. 7 6L8 so. g ------- 3,880 2,316 3,814 2,366 
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TABLE 11.-PB:a C11NT o• WoMJDN 20 TO 44 YIWl8-0P Aa11 MARBDDD, Wmow11n, 
o:a l>Ivo:ac11n, BY CoLo:a, NATIVITY, AND PABllNTAGll, AND TOTALS POB NATIVll 
WBITll WOKEN BY PAB11NTAG11, POB Co1111UNITI11S o• l>InmuNT Su:ms, BT 
STATllB: 1920-Continued 

PD CBMT JIABlllJiD, WJDOWJID, OB !f.HJVB WBITB WOJIBN IO 'fO <H YB.U18 
DIVOBCBD or J.oa 

Native white women For- Nathe puentap Fozelgn or mb8d 

DIVISION AND COJIJIU• 20 to '4 J88IS of aae elgn- Negro Jl8ft!lltll&e 
l!o°JTY OBOUP born wom· 

white en20 
For·· wom- to'4 

~=. Married, Native elgn 01 en20 years All All Total IJl8ft!ll&- mind to'4 of age widow-
women or women ed,or age pmm&- years dlyoroed divorced age of age 

WEST NOBTll CBNTBAL-
OODtfnued 

IOWA-Continued. 
Sioux City····-···--- 69.3 n.4 86.0 8U 89.3 8,062 ll,7t6 f,B'lll 3,2111 
Wat.erloo ••••••••••••• 76.11 76.3 76.0 90.3 96.11 4, 1172 3,742 t,232 1,8117 
l~ and over •••••• 7L4 73.4 86.0 82.1 86.6 18,8811 13,888 6,711 f,430 
21!, to 100.000 ______ 70.2 n.7 87.8 86.8 9L4 . 32,llllO 23,6&0 21,281 14,412 
10,000 to·26o::o------- 7Ll 73.2 87.2 86.3 1111.6 22, 9211 18, 7113 12,llO'I 8,476 
~to 10, -------- 611.11 7L4 66.0 83.9 86.6 34, 116 24,3117 14,2711 9,273 

ural--····---------- 77.4 78.6 76.3 9Ll 1111.5 163,380 120,494 91,'62 811,81111 

Mmlot7111 •••••••••••••••• '76.7 78.6 611.8 86.4 82. 7 t6ll, 901 361!, 1110 llf,6118 80,089 
Joplin_ ••••••••••••••• 82.1 82.3 80. l 87.3 84.3 6, 1188 4,610 1173 4119 
XiDsas City ••••••••• 7.f.6 76.8 69. 7 86.9 82.0 llO,Ml 311,316 14, 131 O,llf6 
St.~------------ 73. 7 77.1 62.2 37. 7 86.4 11, 3tll 8,673 3,382 1,103 
St. ------------- 68. 7 70.0 86.9 86.11 83.8 81,408 116, 1182 Bl,666 311,498 
S~d ••••••••••• 76.2 .76. 7 70. 8 77.6 8.f.6 7,402 6,680 "187 6B1 
1 ,000 and over •••••• 70. 5 72.2 87.4 86.3 83.3 131,949 116, 297 71,fJlfl 411,344 
26,000 to 100,000 •• ---- 76.2 78.2 66.8 86.8 86.0 2',2116 18,964 4, 742 1,119 
10~ to 2110::0------- 76.11 76.6 611.9 8.f.11 78.5 16,881 12,912 3,045 2,1211 
i to 10, -------- 76.0 76.9 611.5 78.11 80.0 36,B14 27,016 6,958 4,140 

ural •• --·· --- ----- -. 8L6 82.1 76.3 88.8 82.8 2117,2112 211,331 29,221 22,307. 

Noam DAKOTA ..••••••• '13.2 76.8 7L3 00.0 ------- 28,270 21,848 61,111111 37,0M 
16,000 to 211,000 _______ 62. 7 86.8 l!ll.9 79.9 ------- 3, 1188 2,396 6,248 8, 141 

1t::.i~-~~:~:::::::: 86.8 70. 4 82.0 8L7 .............. 3,061 2, 149 3,806 2,361 
76.4 '/9.1 73. 5 9L8 .............. 21,631 17,103 42,904 81,Mll 

8oUTll DJ.KOTA __________ 71!. 7 77.4 74..1 88.9 80.4 46,616 36,lm 49, 108 36,396 
Sioux Falls ••••••••••• 611.9 72.0 87.5 83.8 ............... 2,fJl!fl 1,1135 2,2fK 1,6211 
26,000 to 100,000 ______ 611. 9 72. 0 . 67.5 83.8 ............. 2,fJl!fl 1,1135 2,2fK 1,628 
10,000 to 20,000 _______ 68.1 69.0 67.1 81.7 ------- 1,642 1,084 1,233 827 

i::.i~-~~:~~::::::: 69.4 70. 8 67.2 '1'1.7 ------- 6,842 4,844 4,679 8, 0'/9 
77.3 '/9.4 76.6 90. 7 ............... 36,11411 28,289 41,030 80,962 

NBBBAllJ[A _______________ 
71!.8 77.8 72.6 88.9 88.1 121!, 199 97,368 36,4'/9 82, 744 

Lincoln •• ------ ____ •• 67.9 70.1 62.9 86.0 84.2 7,247 6,1111 3, 1511 ·k:t Omaha ••••••••••••••• 70.1 73.4 66. 7 86.8 88.5 18,2'18 13,426 13, 1138 
1000::0 and over •••••• 70.1 73. 4 61!. 7 86.8 88.11 18,2'18 13,426 13,636 8,961 
26, to 100,000 ______ 87.9 70.1 62.9 81!.0 8.f.2 7,247 5,1111 3, 1511 -a: 10,000 to 25~- ------ 74..1 76.4 69.6 85.5 ---·--· 4,338 3,814 2,249 iooo to 10, _ ---·--- 72. 7 76.6 66.11 86.8 89.1 lll,460 11,6611 8, 775 f,508 ural ___________ --- -- 78.0 80.0 76.4 91.8 8.f.5 '19,876 63,883 80,686 46, 'nil 

J[J.Nus __ : _______________ 78. 7 80.1 73. 7 90.0 8.f.9 228,3119 183,028 66,0lll 47,921 
Kansas City _________ 79.9 82.6 72.1 92.4 89.1 11, 163 9,206 8,633 2,819 

~m~:===·========= 
70.0 7L4 61!.3 86. 7 79.8 7,176 6,123 2,0IN 1,368 
78. 0 76.4 72.9 8L6 87.3 12,976 9, 9'lO 2,016 1,469 

100,000 and over •••••• 79.9 82.11 72.l 92. 4 89.1 11, 163 9,206 8,633 2,619 
26,000 to 1000::0------ 73. 7 74. 7 69.0 83.8 83. 3 2G, 161 16,043 4, lOll 2,837 
10,000 to 2500ii - - -- - -- 76.8 78..8 611. 8 84.1 84.2 29, 861) 23,382 6, 498 4,626 
ftOOOto 10, -------- 78.11 77.8 70. Ii 88.1 8.f.6 29,886 23,248 6, 2611 4,413 

unJ ________________ 1111.1 8L7 76.3 9L6 80.8 137,MO 112,149 44,r.oll 38,627 

BOUTll ATLANTIC 

DELAWABB •••••••••••••• 76.0 77.8 67.4 89.6 77.11 28,207 26,381 ll,277 8,668 
Wilmington •••••••••• 72.1 74.2 66.0 90.0 72.9 11,981 8,886 4, 1611 2, 749 
l':x,000 and over •••••• 72.1 74..2 66.0 90.0 72.9 11,981 8,886 4, 1611 2, 749 i to 10,000 ________ 71.6 72.6 63.9 1111.11 78.3 1, 2411 904 1511 99 

ural •••••••••••••••• 81.1 8LO 7U 8fs.6_ 81.6 12,981 10, 6111 967 710 
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TABL:m 11.-PllR CENT OI' WoMEN 20 TO 44 YBARB OP Aom MABRIBD, W1oow1110, 

OR DIVOROBD, BT COLOR, NATIVITY, AND PARENTAGE, AND TOTALB l'OR NATIVE 
WHITE WOMEN BY PARENTAGB, l'OR CoMMUNITIBB OP DIJl'Jl'BBENT SIZJDa, BT 
STATES: 1920-Continued . 

PEB CENT JUBBIBD, WIDOWED, OB NATIVB WBITB WOKEN IO TO "llAB8 
DIVOBCED or AGE 

Native white women For- Native panntage Foreign or mhed 
DIVISION AND COKKV• 20 to 44 years of age elgn- Negro parentage 

NITY GBOUP bom wom-
white en 20 

For- wom· to44 

~=-
Married. Native elgn or en 20 years All All Total parent- mixed to44 of age widow-

age parent- years women or women ed,or 
age of age divorced divorced 

------ ------
SOUTH A1LANTIC-00ntd. 

MABYLAND •• -------···-· 72.8 74. 0 67.6 86.1 79.3 169,611 125,369 38,682 26,092 
Baltimore ••• __ ------- 69.6 70.9 66.3 86.1 77.6 80, 713 57,216 30,325 20, 107 
Cumberland ..••••••• 71.3 72. 4 65.1 84. 5 77.7 4,859 3,619 857 558 Hagerstown •• __ •• ____ 76.1 76.1 75.8 75.4 6, 162 3,922 344 185 
100~ and over •••... 69.6 70.9 66. 3 86.1 77.6 80, 713 57,215 30,325 20, 107 
25, to 100,000 •••••. 73. 7 74. 3 67.6 83.9 76. 3 10, 011 7,441 l, 101 743 
10,000 to 25~------- 71.6 72.1 65. 6 84.1 74.2 2, 792 2,014 255 167 1500 to 10, -------- 73.5 73. 9 70.4 84.8 78.2 7,802 5, 768 995 700 

ural---------------- 77.2 77.6 72.8 87.0 82.4 68, 193 62, 931 6,006 4,375 

DIST. or COLUllBll ••.••• M.7 55. 2 62. 2 74.4 74.4 64, 960 35,872 14,943 7,805 
.v ashlngton. _ ------- M.7 55. 2 62. :I 74.4 74.4 64, 960 35,872 14, 943 7,806 

VIBGINIA •••••••••• .' •••••• 76. 5 76. 7 69.6 89.2 79. 7 269,234 206, 637 8,62& 6,001 Lynehburg ___________ 
66. 3 66. 4 61.9 ··90.·4· 73.1 4, 728 3, 140 165 96 Newport News _______ 82.9 84.1 71.8 81.8 3,361 2,827 376 270 

Norfolk.------------- 77.9 78. 5 71.6 90.0 80. 7 13, 150 10, 324 1,371 982 Petersburg ___________ 
72.D 73. 2 63.8 87.4 75. 7 3, Mil 2,605 130 83 

Portsmouth ••.•.•• ___ 79. 7 80.3 71.4 112.11 84.6 6,466 4,388 406 289 
Richmond •• --------- 68.9 69.3 64.4 83.3 75.1 23,683 16, 410 2,067 1,332 
Roanoke ••••••••..••• 75. 9 76. 2 66.0 87.4 77.0 8,488 6,469 306 20'J 
100~ and over •••••. 72.1 72. 6 67.3 87.0 77.6 36,833 26, 734 3,438 2,314 
25, to 100~------ 75. 5 75. 9 68. 5 90.0 79. 7 25,601 19,429 1,372 940 
10,000 to 26000 ------- 71.2 71.3 68. 5 88. 3 75. 6 10, 216 7,284 387 2115 

i:J~-~~: ... :::::::: 75. 0 75. 2 69.8 92. 6 77.8 16, 678 12, 643 rm 375 
78.1 78. 2 72. 9 90. 7 80.8 179,906 140,647 2,890 2,107 

WE8T VIBGINIA •••••••.•• 80. 8 81.3 71.8 94. 9 86. 3 ~026 169,029 10, 381 7,457 
Charleston ••••••••••• 77.2 77.8 68.8 84. 7 77.3 6,986 5,436 538 370 
Clarksburg ..•••••..•. 77.6 78. 3 69.9 90. 9 78. 3 4, 749 3, 717 432 302 
Huntington .••••••• __ 78. 9 79.1 73. 3 81.9. 78. 5 9,610 7,526 397 291 
Wheeling.----------- 69.5 71. 3 65.1 87.1 79.0 7, 196 5, 133 2,938 1, 914 
26,000 to 100~- _____ 75. 4 76. 7 66.8 87.2 78.0 28,441 21,810 4,306 2,877 
10,000to25, ------- 73. 9 74.4 67.1 90. 2 78. 4 15, 127 11, 253 1,094 734 

i~-~~:~:::::::: 78. 7 79.3 71. 9 93.2 80.9 16, 705 13, 239 1,317 947 
83.0 83.1 79.1 97.6 89.5 147, 753 122, 727 3,666 2,899 

NOBTB CAROLINA ••••••• 77.9 78.0 68.6 80. 4 79.3 299, 290 Zlll,417 2, 172 1,490 
Asheville ••••••• ------ 72. 6 73. 3 MO 65.8 75.4 4, 651 3,407 209 116 
Charlotte •• ---------- 72. 7 72. 7 73. 6 87.2 79.3 6,842 4,976 200 147 Wilmington __________ 

76. 2 76. 7 65.0 87.6 80. 2 3,930 2,976 200 130 
Winston-Salem ••••••• 71.4 71.3 74.1 77.8 5, 783 4, 124 81 60 
25,000to100,000 •••••.. 72. 8 73.0 65. 5 80.2 78.4 21, 200 15,483 690 452 
loc to 25~------- 72. 4 72. 5 66. 3 84. 6 78. 0 21,378 15,493 369 Zl8 i to 10, -------- 75. 6 75. 7 66. 4 88. 4 77.3 25, 658 19,419 283 188 ural _______ --------- 79.2 79.2 72. 9 75. 6 79.8 231,00I 183, O'J2 840 612 

SOUTH CAROLINA .•.••••• 78.3 78.5 67.4 86. 9 82.5 139, 491 109,476 2,316 l, l561 Charleston •. __ • ______ 72.1 73.6 64. 2 87.1 82. 0 5,930 4,367 1, 113 714 
Columbia ••• __ ••• _ •• _ 70.3 70. 5 72. 8 84.1 79.0 6, 186 3,665 IM 98 

ro:~ t ~~= ::::: 71.8 72. 2 IU.O 86. 2 81. 0 11, 116 S.llZl 1,~ 812 
74.6 74. 7 70. 3 88. 4 81.4 9,296 6,94S ll56 

i:J~-~~:~:::::::: 72. 7 73. 0 61.4 87.4 78. 7 14, 718 10, 739 293 180 
80.8 80.3 77.6 87.1 83.1 !Of, 362 83, 770 532 413 

0 EOBGll ••••••••••••••••• 80.6 80. 7 69.2 85.1 85.8 289,601 Zl3, 700 6,884 4,073 
Atlanta.------------- 76.9 76. 2 71.4 87.4 84. 7 30,063 22,894 1, 765 1,261 Augusta ______________ 

76. 0 77. 7 55.5 70.3 82. 9 5, 941 4,614 467 259 
Columbus •• --------- 78. 3 78. 9 59. 7 82.1 4, 660 3,698 154 92 
Macon.----- ••••••• __ 77.7 78.0 69.8 83. 2 88.1 6,306 4,918 252 176 
Savannah ••.•• ___ •••• 75. 4 77.4 64.8 80. 7 83.1 7,600 5,880 1,385 897 
100~ and over •••••• 76. 9 76. 2 71.4 87.4 84. 7 30, 063 22,894 1,766 1,261 
25, to 100,000 •••••• 76.6 77.9 63.1 80.1 84.1 24,407 19, 010 2,258 1,424 
10,000 to 25~------- 79.4 79.5 76. 3 90.4 84.9 11, 634 9,252 375 286 

i:J~-~~: ... :::::::: 77.0 77. t 75.8 91.9 83.1 26,023 20,0M 455 345 
82.2 82.3 73.4 84.1 86.5 197,474 162,488 1,001 767 
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TABLE 11.-PEB CENT OP WolDlN 20 To 44 YEARS OF Ao:m MA.BJUED, WroowmD, 
OR DIVORCED, BY COLOR, NATIVITY, AND PABllNTAGE, AND TOTALS FOR NATIVE 
WHITE WOMEN BY PABENTAo:m, l'OB CoMMVNITIEB OF DIFFERENT SuE8, BY 
STATES: 1920-Continued 

PBB CBNT JURBIBD1 'WIDOWBD, OB NATIVB WBITB WOKBN 20 TO 44 YBABS 
DIVOllCBD OPAGB 

Native white women For- Native parentage Foreign or m!Jed 
DIVJ810N AND COllHU• 20 to '4 :vean of 1188 elgn- Negro parentage 

JllTY GROUP born wom· 
white en 20 

For- wom· to4' Married Married, Native ~ en20 :yean AD widowtla, AD Total IPamlt- to'4 of age widow· 
women or women ed, or 

1188 Parent- years divorced Qlvorced 
1188 of age 

,_ --t- ------
BOUTS ATLANTIO-eOn. 

FLoBIDA ••••••••••••••••• 82. 7 83.4 77.2 86.1 87.4 94, 572 '18,8t6 10, 657 8,223 
Jacksonville ••••••••.• 80. 7 8L8 72. 6 88. 2 87.9 9,404 7,697 1, 366 991 
Miami ••••••••••••••• 82.5 82. 7 8L4 '18.4 83. 3 3,078 2,M6 719 686 
PeDS8COla •••••••••••• SU 82.1 78. 2 79.5 86.0 3,277 2, 691 633 496 
Tampa ••••.•••••••••• 80.2 80. 8 78. 0 88. 7 k6 3,967 3,206 1,238 966 
2/i,000 to 100,000 •••••• 77.0 81.8 76. 8 86. 8 86. 5 19, 7211 16, 140 3,966 3,037 
10,000 to 26,000 ••••••• 76. 2 73. 9 79.8 86.4 86.0 2,420 1, '188 1,667 1, 2f2 

~~-~~:~--~:::::: 77.8 '18.2 74.8 88.1 k9 12, :Mil 9, 577 1, 700 1,272 
k9 86. 3 77.6 83.3 88. 6 80, 181 61,3'1 3,445 2,672 

JIA8T SOUTH CBNTBAL 

XBJlroCIY ••••••••••••••• 80. 4 8L4 66.2 kl 8L4 346,837 282,W 3',635 16, O'IO 
Covington. ••.••.•••• 611.1 '12.4 6L4 79.8 81.9 7, 9'10 6,m 3,480 2, 137 
Lexington •••••••••••• 'I0.8 '12. 7 49. 7 80. 6 78. 9 6, 7119 4,196 633 2116 
Louisville ••••••••.•.• 611.2 7L3 63. l 81.9 79. 2 30, 932 22,069 10,489 6.620 
Newport ••••••••••••• 'IO. l 72. 2 66.0 82.2 88.8 3,936 2,8U 1,986 1, 311 
100,000 and over ••••.. 611.2 7L3 63.1 81.9 79.2 30, 932 22,069 10,489 6,620 
25,000 to 100,000 .••.•• 69.8 '12.5 6L9 80.9 80.1 17,674 12, 807 6,999 3, 713 
10,000 to 25,000 ••••••• 76.0 76.8 66.0 83. 5 80.2 11, 109 8,634 829 639 
2,600 to 10,000 ••.••••• 76. l 76. 8 67.4 87.4 '18.6 29, 821 22, 910 2,6611 1, 723 
Rural •••••••••••••••• 83.8 kO 73.0 88.0 83.9 257,301 216, 140 4, 760 3,475 

TIUINB&l!lll:I: •••••••••••••• 80.8 80.11 09. 0 87.8 83.11 822, 1"8 2119, 6Cl3 8, 100 6,698 
Chatt&!Joop ••••••••• 74.0 74.8 64. 9 86. 7 86. 7 8, 225 6.152 669 43' 
Knoxville •••••••••••• 77.0 77.5 61. 9 82.6 82.0 13,867 10, 742 473 293 
Memphis •••••••••••• 76.9 76. 7 'I0.3 86.8 k4 19, 763 16, 168 2, 817 1,979 
Nashville •••••••••••• '12.6 73. 7 61.3 83. 6 8L2 16. 460 12, 1211 1, 639 943 
100,000 and over •••••• 74.6 76.4 67.1 86.9 83.3 36, 223 27,296 4,356 2, 922 
25,000 to 100,000 ••••.. 76.8 76. 5 63. 7 86. 3 k3 22,092 16, 89f. 1, 142 727 
10,000 to 26,000 ••••••• 78. 2 78.4 68.6 ""93."i" 79. a 6,252 4,903 153 105 
2,600 to 10,000 ••••••.• 77.8 77. 9 73. 7 80.1 23, 394 18, 229 806 373 
Rural •••••••••••••••• 82.0 82.1 76.2 90.4 k4 234, 182 192,2U 1,949 1,466 

ALABAllA •••••••••••••••• 82.0 82. 2 73. 7 89.0 k4 238,423 196,087 6,SGO 4,833 
Birmingham ••••••.•• 79. 3 79.9 '12. 7 90.0 88.1 20, 962 16. 761 1,880 1, 366 
Mobile ••••••••••••••• 74.9 76.1 611.4 76.4 k8 6,323 4,809 1,278 887 
Montgomery ••••••••• 74.8 76.2 69.1 87.4 82.3 4,852 3,649 369 2f8 
100,000 and over ••••.• 79.3 79.9 72. 7 90.0 88.1 20, 962 16, 751 1,880 1,366 
25,000 to 100,000 ..••.• 74. 9 76. 7 69.3 78.8 83. 7 11, 175 8,458 1,637 1,136 
10,000 to 25,000 ••••••• 78. 8 79.1 7L4 87.8 86.9 11, G62 9,221 434 310 
2,600 to 10,000 •••••••• 80. 8 80.9 76. 5 88.6 83. 7 16, 937 12, 901 473 362 
Rural •••••••••••••••• 83.2 83.2 77. 7 92. Ii 83.9 178, 687 148, 756 2, 136 1,660 

MlssisslPPI ••••••.•••••••• 80.1 80.3 73.1 89.3 86.2 141, 6'4 113, 738 3,586 2,622 
10,000 to 25,000 •••..•• 73. 5 73. 8 70.1 86.0 81.4 15,037 ll, 102 1,300 911 
2,600 to 10,000 .• ····-· 76. 8 77.0 72. 9 88.3 8Ll 11, 901 9,167 749 M6 
Rural •••••••••••••••• 8L4 81.5 76.8 92.1 87.1 114, 706 93, 4611 1,537 1, 165 

WBST SOUTH CBNTBAL 
ARKANSAS ••••••••••••••• 86.0 86.3 77.3 83. 9 89.0 202, 741 175,007 7,637 6,905 

Fort Smith ••••••••••• '18.4 80.1 67.0 78. 6 82. 7 4,672 3,660 663 444 
Little Rock ••...•...• 77. 3 78.0 71.9 82.6 k2 9, 703 7,568 1,268 912 
25,000 to 100,000 •••••• 77. 7 78. 7 70. 2 81. 3 kO 14, 27ll 11,228 1,931 1,356 
10,000 to 25,000 •.•••.• 83.0 83. 6 76. 3 79.5 87.5 6, 967 5,819 'IOI 636 
2,600 to 10,000 ••.••••• 81.9 82.1 '18.3 76. 2 87.0 19, 959 16, 379 1,009 '/90 
Rural •••••••••••••••• 87.6 87.6 80. 7 88.1 89. 7 161, 650 141, 581 3,996 3,22' 

LoUISUNA ••••••••••••••• 77.8 78. 7 7L2 86.0 kl 169, 6!!6 133,466 20,804 14,818 
New Orleans ••••••••• 69.4 69.3 69.li 80.4 79. 7 41,296 28, 612 14, 990 10,422 
Shreveport ••.....•••• 79.1 79.0 80. 4 81.9 86.5 5, 369 4, 243 479 385 
100,000 and over ..••.• 69. 4 69.3 69.5 80.4 79. 7 41, 296 28, 612 14, 990 1(),422 
25,000 to 100,000 .••••• 79.1 79.0 80.4 8L9 85.6 5, 369 4,2'3 479 385 
10,000 to 25,000 •.••••• 76. 2 76. 7 '12. 7 k6 82.4 6,932 Ii, 317 966 'I02 
2,600 to 10,000 •••••••• 76. 7 76.8 74.0 88. 2 83.2 14, 974 11, 361 1,206 89'J 
Rural ••••••••.••••••• 82. 8 83.0 76.4 92. 7 86. Ii 101, 116 83, 943 3, 163 2,417 
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TABLE n.-PE'R CENT oF WoMEN 20 To 44 YEARs oF AGE MARRIED, wmowED, 
OR DIVORCED, BY COLOR, NATIVITY, AND PARENTAGE, AND TOTALS FOR NATIVE 
WHITE WOKEN 'BY PARENTAGE, FOR COMMUNITII:B OF DIFFERENT SIZES, BY 
STATES: 1920-Continued 

PBB CJ!:NT KABBIED, WIDOWBD, OB 
DIVOBCBD 

Native white women For-
DIVJSION AND COKJCU• 20 to 44 years of age eign- Negro 

NITY GBOUP born wom· 
white en20 

For· wom· to44 
Native elgn or en 20 years 

Total parent- mixed to44 of age 
age perent- years 

age of age 

------
Wll:ST SOUTH Cll:NTBAL-

continued 

OKI..UIOKA ••.•••••••••••• 86.4 86. 8 80.8 91. 2 87.8 
Muskogee .•.••.•••••• 81.2 81. 2 81.4 ··86.·a· 86.1 
Oklahoma City_----- 78. 3 78. 8 74.1 86. 8 Tulsa •.••••• _________ 78. 6 78. 6 78. 6 81.4 83.2 
25,000 to 100,000 ..••.• 78. 8 79.0 76. 5 84.2 85.3 
10,000 to 25,000 .•.•••• 82.1 82. 3 79.9 88.1 86. 0 

ft~~-~~:~:::::::: 84.3 84. 5 81. 3 91.2 86. 7 
88. 7 89.1 82. 2 93. 8 89.3 

Tll:XAIL ••• ·---- ---- ---·-- 81. 7 82. 4 76. 7 84. 5 86. 2 
Austin_.-·-----·----- 66. 3 67.4 61. 5 83.5 79.1 
Beaumont •..•...•••• 82. 9 83.2 81.0 86.2 88.4 
Dallas •.•... -···-····· 76.1 76.6 72. 3 85. 2 89.3 
El Paso ••••.....••••• 78. 9 80.1 74.6 77. 5 91.5 
Fort Worth .•.•.••••. 80.3 80. 7 76. 5 86. 9 85.2 
Galveston. ••....•.... 74. 7 76. 7 71. 3 87.2 84. 6 
Houston.····-------· 79.0 79. 7 76. 6 88.0 87.3 
San Antonio .•••••••• 71>.2 75.4 74. 6 79.9 85.6 
Waco.·····-·····---- 77.9 79.2 trl. 7 86. 8 86.1 
Wichita Falls .••••••• 84.4 84. 3 8.~. 7 89.2 89.3 
100,ooo and o..-er ..•••. 77.4 77.9 74. 9 82. 8 87.2 
25,000 to 100,000 •...•• 77.8 79.0 72. 4 79.6 85. 7 
10,000 to 25,000 .. ----· 80.3 81.1 73.1 76. 7 85.0 

i~-~~:~:::::::: 79. 9 80.3 76. 2 83.5 84.0 
83. 5 84. 2 78.4 88.4 86. 3 

MOUNTAIN 

MONTANA •••••••••••••••• 81.3 83.5 78.1 91.2 87.3 
Butte •••• ··--------·- 73.9 77.5 71.4 87.6 --.. -.... -
211,000 to 100,000 •.•••• 73. 9 77.5 71.4 87.6 ""86."6" 10,000 to 25,000 ••••..• 73. 1 76. 5 68. 4 84. 6 

il::U~-~~:~:::::::: 77.6 79.2 75.1 89.2 --·----
85.1 86.6 82. 7 93.9 -------

IDAHO ____________________ 
84. 4 84.9 83. 2 91. 6 92. 3 

10,000 to 25,000 ..••... 77. 7 '18.0 76. 7 86.3 90.0 

il::U~-~~:~:::::::: 79. 7 80.0 79.1 88.5 ----·--
87.0 87.5 85.6 93.5 .................... 

WYOKING •••• -·--·····--· 84. 9 85.9 82. 2 93. 9 85. 9 
10,000 to 25,000 ....... 82. 5 84.1 78. 8 88.4 84.1 

i::U~-~~:~======== 81.6 82. 7 79.4 93.4 -------86. 3 87.0 84. 2 95.3 -------
OOLOBADO ••• ··-------··- 79.1 81.0 74. 0 90.1 86. 0 

Colorado Springs_ .... 67.2 69.1 60.9 76.1 79.5 
Denver .•••.•••••••.. 72. 2 74. 5 68.0 83.9 85. 3 
Pueblo •.•.•...••..... 77. 7 78.6 75.1 92.1 90.9 100,000 and over ______ 72. 2 74. 6 68.0 83.9 86.8 
25,000 to 100,000 •• ---· 72. 7 74. 0 68.8 88.3 85.9 10,000 to 25,000 _______ 72. 4 74.0 67.1 87.3 -------
il::U~-~~:~:::::::: 79.3 80.5 75. 0 91.6 92.4 

85.5 86. 7 81.5 94. 7 88.4 

NBW MEXICO ••.•...••... 82.8 83. 4 77.2 90.4 92. 6 
10,000 to 25,000 ..•.... 73.6 75.3 67.0 83.3 

··s1~0-
il~-~~:~====:::: 77.4 78.5 70.9 85.8 

84. 7 85.0 81.7 9L7 95. 7 

6621°-31--16 

NATIVB WHITB WOKEN 20TO "4 YEAB8 
OFAGB 

Native parentage 

All 
Married, 
widowed, 

women or 
divorced 

287,425 249,579 
4,635 3, 765 

16, 818 13, 247 
13, 428 10, 560 
34, 881 27,572 
20,445 16, 832 
37,274 31, 505 

194,825 173, 670 

556, 178 458, 132 
4,564 3,077 
4, 711 3,919 

27, 727 21,235 
6,664 5,338 

l?, 217 13,890 
3,572 2, 741 

16, 751 13, 346 
17,015 12, 837 
5,696 
6,426 

78. 710 

4,511 
5,419 

61,308 
31, 633 25,003 
37,464 30,391 
57, 515 46, 171 

350,856 295,259 

47, 536 39,696 
2,514 1,948 
2,514 1,948 
7, 752 5,927 
5,946 4, 710 

31,324 27, 111 

47, 147 40,042 
4,861 3, 794 

10,071 8,0M 
32, 215 28,194 

22,010 18, 903 
3,386 2,847 
3,458 2,861 

15, 166 13, 195 

109,535 88, 734 
4,632 3,200 

29,923 22,294 
4,922 3,870 

29,928 22,294 
9,554 7,070 
4,627 3,424 

12,296 9,899 
53, 135 46,047 

45, 716 38, 126 
2,360 1, 776 
7,582 5,954 

35, 774 30,396 

Foreign or mixed 
parentage 

All 
women 

---

20,820 
438 

!l,085 
1,433 
3,9M 
1,896 
2,697 

12, 273 

79,891 
1,084 

704 
3,288 
1,914 
1,623 
2,116 
4,570 
6,620 

728 
531 

16, 101 
7,077 
4,567 
5, 796 

46,350 

32,374 
3, OCl1 
3, OCl1 
5,580 
3,657 

19,630 

19,230 
1,904 
4,374 

12,952 

8,459 
1,402 
1,833 
5,224 

40,305 
1,420 

16, 394 
1, 778 

16, 894 
3,198 
1,414 
3,526 

15, 773 

5,067 
597 

1,264 
3,206 

Married, 
widow· 
ed, or 

divorced 

---

16, 817 
356 

1,M5 
1, 126 
3,026 
1, 514 
2, 194 

10,083 

61, 270 
667 
570 

2,378 
1,428 
1,241 
1,509 
3,499 
4,938 

493 
455 

12,056 
5, 122 
3,339 
4,417 

38,338 

25,297 
2,574 
2,574 
3,819 
2, 746 

16, 158 

16, 004 
1,460 
3,462 

11,082 

6,957 
l, 105 
1,456 
4, 

29, 

396 

809 
865 

11,lM 
1,335 

11,lM 
2, 

J: 
94 
200 

9 
646 
860 

3,914 
400 
896 

2,618 
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TABL11 ll.-PEB CmNT OP Wo¥JDN 20 TO 44 Y11ABS OP Aom MAJUUJ1D, WmoWJ:D, 
OR DIVORCllD, BY COLOR, NATIVITY, AND PABIDNTAGID, AND TOTALSPOR NATIVE 
Wa1Tm Wo1i1mN BY PARJDNTAGm, POK Co1i11i1UN1T1ms OP D1PPJDBJDNT 81z11s, BY 
8TATJDB: 192~Continued 

PBB CBNT llARBIBD, WIDOW.ED, OB NATIVB WJIITB WOJlllN 20 TO <H Yli1l8 
DIVOBCBD OFAGB 

Native white women For- Native parentage Foreign or mhed 

DIVlSION AND COJUIU-
20 to 44 ye8l8 of age elgn- Negro parentage 

:NITYGBOUP born wom-
white en 20 

For- wom- to« Married Married, Native 0.lgn or en 20 ye8l8 
Total parent- mixed to« of age All widowed, All widow-

age parent years women or women ed, or 
age of age divorced divorced 

---- ------
JlOUNTAIN-Contlnued 

ABlzONA.--------·-·-···· 83.9 84.6 81.9 89.8 9L9 'Zl, 431 23, 197 9,621 7,882 
Phoenix·------·-····· 78. 8 79.0 78.0 86. 4 90.0 .. 017 3,173 1,231 000 
25,000 to 100&:>------ 78. 8 79.0 78.0 86.4 90.0 4,017 3,173 1,231 000 
10,000 to 25000 - - - -- -- 77.1 78. 6 74. 3 80.4 88.0 1,912 l, 002 1,010 7li0 

i~~-~~: ___ :::::::: 82. 7 83.6 80.4 86.2 93.0 6,435 5,378 2,422 1,947 
86. 7 87.2 85.2 92.0 93.3 15,067 13,H4 .. 958 .. 2'l5 

UTA11-----·-····· •••.•.•. 80.2 79.1 81.4 88.9 90.6 34,758 'Zl, 509 31,091 25,309 
Ogden.-------------- 79.4 79.1 79.8 86.4 ··89:a· 2,874 2, 'Zl2 2,505 1,91111 
Salt Lake CltY----·-- 75.6 75.3 76.6 83.9 10,041 7,666 10,013 7,670 
100,000 and over •••••• 75.6 75.3 75.6 83.9 89.3 10,041 7,666 10,013 7,570 
25,000 to 100,000. - ---- 79.4 79.1 79.8 86.4 -·----- 2,874 2, 'Zl2 2,505 1, 91111 
10,000 to 25,ooo _______ 75.0 72. 9 78. 2 77.4 ------- 958 698 632 494 

i~~-~~:~:::::::: 78. 4 76. 3 80.3 92.6 ------- 3,802 2,901 3,984 3,201 
84.1 82.4 86.3 94. 4 --·---- 17,083 14,073 13,957 12,00i 

NBVADA ••••..•..••.•••.• 83.3 83.8 82. 7 93. 3 .............. 6,245 6,232 3,987 3,296 
10,000 to 25,000 ••••••• 77.4 79.3 74. 3 86.8 ------- 1,340 1,062 812 603 

i~~-~~:~:::::::: 86. 0 82.8 92.1 95.5 ------- 30I! 255 165 152 
84.9 85.2 84.4 94. 7 ............... 4,597 3,915 3,010 2,Ml 

P.A.CIJ'IC 

W AlllDHOTON ••••••.•.••• 79.3 8L8 74. 8 87.7 88.8 129, 951 106, 'Zl7 73,208 ~775 
Bellingham •• ----- ••• 74.3 77.4 69.8 87.0 ------- 2,380 1,841 1,603 1, 119 
Everett •••••• ------ •• 78. 4 8L7 74.2 88. 8 -·se:o· 2,429 1,985 1,918 1,424 
Seattle •••.••• ---- •• __ 74. 9 77.4 71.2 82. 2 31, 151 24, 126 21,393 15,230 
~kane. ------------ 73.6 75.9 69.8 83.4 88. 8 12,065 9, 159 7, 141 .. 983 

ma.. •.•..• ---- -- - 76. 3 79.3 72. 3 87.0 87.8 8,496 6,739 6,466 .. 674 
100&:> and over •••••• 74. 6 77.0 70. 8 82.4 89.0 43,216 33,285 28,534 20,213 
25, to 100,000 •••••• 76. 3 79.4 72. 3 87.3 87.9 13,305 10,666 9,987 7,217 
10,000 to 25,000------- 78. 9 80. 9 74. 4 89.0 ""86."ii" 8,059 6,520 3,580 2,662 

¥!=-~~:~:::::::: 80.2 81.8 76. 7 90.1 11, 935 9,764 6,577 .. 'Zl9 
84. 3 86.4 79.9 93. 5 90. 9 63,436 46, 143 25,530 20,404 

0BJ:GON. -------------··· 79. 7 82.0 74.1 86.6 88.3 91, 158 74, 763 37,063 'Zl,4li0 
Portland _______ -- •••• 75.1 78.0 70. 0 82. 9 90.0 30, 175 23,522 17, 204 12,042 
100&:> and over ______ 75.1 78.0 70.0 82.9 90.0 30, 175 23,522 17, 204 12,042 
10, to 25,000 •• ----- 70. 9 72.0 68. 6 85.2 ------- .. 944 3,558 2, 178 1,495 

ii~~-~~:~:::::::: 79.3 80.5 75. 0 88.4 ------- 12, 790 10,302 3,706 2, 779 
84.8 86. 4 79.7 92. 7 ------- 43, 249 37, 381 13, 975 11, 134 

CALIJ'OBNIA ••. - ------ ---- 75.6 77.5 72.4 85.2 84. 9 328, 765 254,736 1112,533 139,364 
Alameda .•. ____ ---- •• 73. 7 75.5 ?2.0 87.6 ··75:0· 2,418 1,826 2,4'Zl 1, 747 
Berkeley _______ ------ 64. 2 64. 2 64.1 79.0 6,328 .. 065 3,887 2,491 
Fresno •••.. ----...••• 76. 9 78. 6 72. 6 89.1 84. 3 5,398 .. 241 2,045 1,4112 
Long Beach •••••••.•• 74.9 75.2 73.8 81.2 

--85~6-
7,427 5,585 2,442 1,803 

Los Angeles...---·---- 73.4 74. 6 70. 7 81.1 67,406 50,300 32,540 23,018 
Oakland •• --------- __ 75.5 77.2 73. 6 87.0 87. 7 18, 774 1 .. 499 16,613 12, 222 
Pasadena.----------- 63.9 64.8 61.5 60.0 78.1 5,614 3,636 2,166 1,333 
Sacramento.----- -- -- 76. 9 78.1 74. 9 88.1 85.9 7,066 6,521 4,371 3, 'Zl4 
San Diego ____________ 74. 3 75. 2 72. 3 82. 9 87.1 8,311 6,248 3,942 2,SliO 
San Francisco ••..•••• 68. 9 71.3 66. 8 80.4 80.4 37,341 26,633 44,690 29, 8f11 
San Jose _____________ 68. 5 69.9 66. 8 87.2 ------- 3,557 2,485 2,710 1,809 
Stockton •••.•. ------- 77.9 79.0 75.9 90.1 ------- .. 218 3,334 2,435 1,849 
100,000 and over ••.... 72. 0 74.0 69.4 8L6 85.6 123,521 91,432 93, 743 65,047 
25,000 to 100,000 ...•.• 72.4 73.4 70. 5 82. 7 82.1 50,337 36, 941 26,425 18,638 
10,000 to 25,000------- 77.6 78. 6 75.0 84.8 83.3 23,685 18, 605 9,944 7,455 

ii~~-~~:~:::::::: 77.4 78. 7 74.8 88.0 83. 0 39,887 31,373 18, 757 14,038 
81. 9 83.6 78.3 9L8 86.4 91,335 76,385 43,664 34, 186 
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TABLE 111.-PEB CENT Ca1LDRmN UNDER 5 PmB 1,000 WBITJD WolOllN 20 TO 
44 YmARS OP Aom ABlll IN Excmss OP RATIOS NmcmBBARY TO MAINTAIN THE 
POPULATION TEllPORABILY AND PERMANENTLY, BY NATIVITY, FOR COllllUNI· 
TIES OP DIFl'llRENT SIZES, BY STATES: 1920 l 

l'l'J.Tll .UID CO:U:· 
JlVlllTY 

lUW SNOUND 

M.uwi: •• ---- --·---BBDgOr. ________ _ 
Lewiston. ______ _ 
Portland _______ _ 
26,000 to 100 000. 
10,000 to 25,000 •• 

i::i~-~~:~::: 
N•w IL\JIPllBIB•. Manchester __ • __ 

Nashua •••••••.. 
211,000 to 100,000. 
10,000 to 26,000 •• 

i::i~-~:~::: 
VSBllONT ••••••••• 

10,000 to 26,000 •• 
2,500 to 10,000 ••• 
Rural ••••••••••• 

MASSA.CBUBETTS. -
Boston. ••••••••• 
Brockton. •••••• 
Brookline ••••••• 
Cambridge •••••• 
ciw-........ . 
Chicopee ••••• -- • 
Everett ••.•••••• 
Fall River •••••• 
Fitchburg.. •• ··-. 
Haverhill ••••••• 
Holyoke •••••••• 
Lawrence ••••••• 
Lowell •••••••••• 
Lynn •••••••••.• 
Malden ••••••••• 
Medford •• -••••• 
New Bedford ••• 
Newton. •••••••• 
Pittsfield. ••••••• 
Quincy---------Revere_ ________ _ 
Salem. .••••••••• 
Somerville •••••• 
8Dringfleld •••••• 
'l"aunton •••••••• 
Waltham •••••.• 
Worcester .•••••• 
100,000 and over. 
26,000 to 100,000. 
10,000 to 25,000 •• 

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

CBILDU!f 
lJJIDER 15 
PER 1,000 
WOllJ:N llO 

TO" 
YSAB8 

OJ' AOS 

INDEX 
SD OWING 
PICK CICNT 
or ICXC:US 
or RATIOS 
or cmi.-

DBENOVEB 
TJ:llPO

BARY BE· 
PLACEllENT 

NSICD8 I STATS AND CO:U:• 
JlVNlTY 

CBILDBSN 
lJJIDICR 15 
PER 1,000 
WOllJ:N llO 

TO" 
YliB8 

OJ' AOJ: 

INDU: 251 
SDOWI!IO ~.g 
PER CSNT ~ o 
or u:c:us e
or RATIO& ~!,a 
or CBIL- 1.ci fl 

DBJ:N OVE& II: A 
TDPO- ~ .. , 

BJ.RYKS- "'
PLACDJ:Nl ~'ti 

1'DD8• 9-s 
!$ 0"" 

! Ji 
! ~ ~~ 
~ .8 i~i 
.; ~ 1:!~~ 
~ ~ 1"'00 '~ 

-- ---- l---lll-N-E_W_E_N_G-LA_N_D---t---I--- - -i·-
~ ~ 6g 1~ -~ RBo::n~i:....~--- 363 7M1 Ill 140 -26 
357 69'l 20 100 -25 Cranston........ 37' 762 30 160 -20 
337 664 16 126 -30 Newport........ 390 6IK 36 106 -I5 
336 623 Ill 110 -30 Pawtucket...... 374 626 30 116 -20 
399 6811 36 136 -16 Providence...... 30I m 10 170 -36 
463 763 M 160 -6 Woonsocket..... 886 6U8 30 140 -20 
603 811 90 IM 30 100,000 and over. 30I m IO I70 -35 

25,000 to 100,000. 380 eGli 30 I25 -20 
436 713 40 I30 -10 l0,000 to 25,000.. 422 837 46 186 -10 
847 Bal 20 126 -25 2,500 to I0,000... 438 8118 60 206 -6 
357 706 20 140 -25 Rural........... 436 SM 36 166 -IO 

m ill ! i~ :! ci~:~::::: m = ~ ~ =~ 
617 798 60 lliO IO Hartford........ 2U2 7li0 li 176 -40 

Meriden........ 356 906 20 210 -25 
626 829 66 I6/l IO New Britain.... 367 996 20 230 -26 
I7 New Haven..... 326 880 20 220 -30 

4 736 40 1liO -IO New London.... 369 766 25 I60 -20 

~~ = :g ~ -~ =~ti.::::::: ~ ~~ ~ ~~ :: 
359 '100 Ill 126 -25 Waterbury...... 317 863 10 196 -35 
304 63I 10 130 --M 100,000 and over. 322 826 20 200 -30 
333 626 16 116 -30 25,000 to 100,000.. 340 898 16 206 -30 
261 2I8 -IO -25 -46 10,000 to 26,000... 360 99I 26 230 -26 
318 64-4 111 136 -36 2,500 to 10,000... 386 919 26 216 -20 
U6 791 20 170 -26 Rural........... 442 9IO 40 186 -6 m r'J ~ ~ _1g lllDDLJ: ATLANTIC 

379 78' 40 190 -20 NEW You: ••••••• 
390 724 36 I46 -15 Albany ••••••••• 
330 686 IO I36 -30 Amsterdam ••••• 
a:M 6l!O 10 120 -30 Auburn •••.••••• 
801 716 li 146 -36 Binghamton ___ _ 
364 6l!O 36 140 -26 BuJJalo ••••••••• 
326 610 IO 110 -30 Elmira •••..••••• 
841 646 Ill I20 -30 Jamestown _____ _ 
419 608 46 106 -10 Kingston •••••••• 
842 601 26 120 -26 Mount Vernon •• 
323 489 10 65 -30 Newburgh •••••• 
38I 848 30 I90 -20 New Rochelle ••• 
4Ili 752 40 IM -10 New York •••••• 
4H 774 40 Ul6 -IO Manbat. Boro.. 
366 719 26 I6/l -26 BronxBoro ••• 
347 671 20 I30 -26 Brook. Boro •• 
33I 69'J 20 IM -30 Queens Boro •• 
376 812 30 176 -20 Rich. Boro •••• 
288 608 0 106 -40 Niagara Falls ••• 
349 764 80 ISO -25 Poughkeepsie ••• 
326 66I 20 I40 -30 Rocliester ••••••. 
361 679 20 130 -26 Rome ••••••••••. 
3IK 719 30 I66 -20 Schenectady----
406 79G 40 170 -16 Syracuse •••••••• 
46I 8Z1 46 160 0 Troy •••••••••••• 

362 
267 
286 
291 
336 
364 
368 
328 
309 
326 
319 
348 
316 
2" 
336 
847 
404 
4I4 
389 
344 
833 
378 
314 
339 
272 

664 
722 
793 
940 
901 
818 
733 
628 
761 
736 
767 
639 
610 
1133 
602 
711 
672 
818 
878 
886 
776 

1,232 
824 
842 
622 

I6 
0 
0 
0 

I5 
36 
26 
IO 
6 

IO 
IO 
20 
16 

-10 
26 
26 
liO 
60 
36 
I6 
20 
30 
5 

20 
-6 

110 
166 
I70 
220 
210 
200 
IliO 
115 
160 
160 
160 
I20 
125 
96 

120 
I60 
146 
200 
200 
200 
18li 
320 
ISO 
210 
110 

-26 
-45 
-40 
-40 
-30 
-25 
-IO 
-30 
-35 
-30 
-30 
-26 
-36 
-60 
-30 
-25 
-I5 
-IO 
-20 
-26 
-30 
-20 
-35 
-'30 
-40 

1 Calculated by use or ratios refnrred to In Chapter vm, page 164, applied to General Table L 
Table 60. Percentages shown in even ftves. 

• Called ·•temporary replacement Index" in text. 

Seealso 

• Called "permanent replacement index" in text. 
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TABLll 111.-Piaa Cl:NT CBILDUN UNDJDB 6 PBB 1,000 WalTll WoMZN 20 TO 
« YBABS o• Ao• AB• IN ExCJDBS OJ' RATioa NBC1188ART TO MADITAIN TBll 
POPULATION TlDKPOLUULY AND PillBKANllNTLY, BY NATIVITY, l'OB Co¥¥UN1-
T111s or D1n1:BJDNT S1z1:s, BY BTATlls: 1920 --Continued 

nro:u: ~i nro:u: II BBOWJNG t~ BBOWJNG 
CBILDBD PU Clllf'r CBILDBD RB CS1ft 
11JO>U I OJ' :U:CUll 11JO>BB I OJ' :U:Cll88 
PBB 1,000 01' BATI08 ~!j RB 1,000 01' RATIOS ~11 WOKJ:NIO 01' CllIL- PR WOKBN IO OJ' CllIL-

'fO" DBBNOVU 'fO" DBJ:NOVBB 

''I TM.Ba TDPO- .n YBil8 TDPO-
OJ' AGB BABY BS- -011 OJ' AGB BABY BS- -oj PL&CBKBJl'l PL&CBKllNT 

BTATB AND COX• JIDD8 ITJ.TJ: AND COX• NBJID8 1-s JIU!flft' iJI! KUlflft' 

i i ~ .. i i ~i t i 
.. ~1 .. 

I J .e .. I i I J lo Ii II: -! ! ! i =I! Ill ! I I !~~ ~ ~ .,, ..... 
~ :z; .Eloo .Eloo 

KIDDLB ATLANTIC- lllDDLB A TLANTl'O-
continued continued 

Naw Yon-COO. PBKNIYJ.VJ.NIJ.-
Utica ••••••••••• aoo 871 II 196 -35 Continued. 
Watertown ••••• 362 812 211 110 -211 WIUlamaport. ••• 8811 800 311 1711 -20 
YOD.ltsL.. ••••••• 3S3 7llO 30 180 -211 York--·-------- '" Mii llO 120 -10 
100,000 and over. 322 11211 20 130 -30 100,000 and over. 178 782 40 186 -20 
211,000 to 100,000.. 323 .,, 10 1711 -30 211,000 to 100,000... 429 1,6'8 4a 21111 -10 
10,000 to 25,000. - 3811 1118 211 2111 -20 10= to 2110::-- 48' 1,180 611 296 Ii 
2,liOO to 10,000 •• - 3112 8M 311 190 -111 i to 10, --- 11111 1,211 711 1111 10 
Rural ••••••••••• m 837 116 160 Ii ural ••••••••••• 071 1,880 110 l20 40 

NBW IBRSJ:Y •••••• 402 833 30 1611 -111 BAll'(NOBTll CBN• 
Atlantic City ••• 30ll 1126 II 80 -35 TBAL 

Omo •••••••.•••••• '82 868 1111 1711 0 BaYoDD•-·-·-·-- Ul 1,0811 56 270 -Ii All:ron •••••••••• 408 847 llO 210 -111 Camden. _______ m 11211 86 2CO -11 
CllRon..------·-- 430 7113 1111 156 -5 Canton ••••••••• 43' 932 80 :DO -10 

CiDclnnatl •••••• 338 ll03 211 811 -30 East Orange. •••• 2118 .., 0 66 -311 Cleveland ••••••• 3118 810 30 196 -211 Ellf.abeth ••••••• 402 DD 3S 2111 -111 Colnm.bns. _____ 1111 8111 30 11111 -211 Hoboken.. _______ 372 720 211 14a -31 Da~----·---- 3118 782 4a 180 -Ia 
Irvington •• ·---- 382 823 30 110 -20 leney City _____ 381 888 40 2211 -31 Elllt Cleveland. 338 178 111 30 -30 Hamllton •• _____ 4a5 8S6 1111 196 -11 
K:esrntJair···--- 401 713 311 1411 -111 Lakewood. •••••• Ml! 738 111 1116 -211 
Mon -···-· 338 1172 I.a 96 -30 
Newark. •••••••• 332 828 20 205 -30 Lima..---·----- 4a7 8M 1111 196 -Ii 
New Brunswick. 89' 811 35 1711 -111 Lorain •••••••••• 478 1,C* 80 2llO 0 

=------·-- '°' 871 40 196 -111 
Mmlafleld _______ 378 . tM8 30 2211 -20 

323 796 10 170 -30 Marlon ••••••••• ., 781 611 180 II 
Pa&enon ________ 

824 811 20 130 -30 Newark. •••••••• 8111 8113 311 205 -111 
Perth Amboy ••• 479 1,0IMI 611 llllO 0 Portsmouth ••••• rm ---.. -- 76 ............ Ii 
Plain11eld ••••••• 370 740 211 11111 -20 SprlJllfteld •• ·--- 4811 8811 llO 120 -11 
Trenton. •••••••• 184 908 35 2ilO -25 SteobenvWe •••• 430 1,187 " 80ll -10 
West Hoboken 361 lifO 211 811 -25 Toledo----·----- m IND 311 210 -20 

Warren ••••••••• 447 1188 66 2311 -Ii West New York 4411 817 1111 1111 -Ii Yomiptown •••• 441 1,0lll eo 286 -6 100,000 and over_ 363 1121) 311 205 -25 ZanesvWe. •••••• m llU " 2211 -10 211,000 to 100,000 •• 378 116' 30 1711 -31 100,000 and over. 388 808 35 196 -20 10,000 to 25,000 •• 400 861 311 1911 -111 25,000 to 100,000 •• 429 898 4a 205 -10 
2,llOO to 10.000-. - 4111 824 40 180 -10 10,000 to 211,000 ___ 4113 8D8 1111 205 -11 Rural ••••• ______ 480 898 llO 180 0 2,liOOto 10,000 •••• 471 1,001 80 "° 0 

PBNNBYLV ANIA •••• 1112 1,0G 611 2311 10 Rural ••••••••••• 633 1,087 100 2311 Ill 
Allentown. - - ••• 3118 1188 35 2311 -111 INDllNA •••••••••• 11111 888 811 186 10 Altoona _________ 448 1,108 1111 2711 -II ADdsson ••••••• m 883 4a 200 -10 
Bethlehem •• -·-. liOO 1,008 70 lMli II Elllt Chicago ____ •111 i.:,: 611 316 II 
Ch111ter ····---·- 478 1,088 60 2611 0 EvansvWe •••••• 3118 3S 1111 -111 
Elllton. •••••••• - 377 907 30 210 -20 Fort Wayne ••••• 387 840 30 120 -20 
Erie.·--·-·------ 4111 1,094 4a 270 -10 OlllY------·-·-·- 4118 1,030 70 2llO II Harrisburg ______ 3411 720 20 14a -25 Hammond------ 478 1,011 611 MO 0 Huleton. _______ 1164 1, UNI 70 310 Ii Indianapolis ••• - 3114 610 30 1211 -211 
lolmltown •••••• 1133 i.m 80 l20 111 K:oll:omo •••••••• li08 722 711 1411 Ii Lancuter _______ 418 7113 40 170 -10 MDDcie ••••••••• 429 11117 4a lkl -10 
MclCelllport •••• 480 1,074 1111 2611 0 Richmond •• ---- 8118 1114 35 210 -111 
New CllltJe _____ 480 1,113 116 280 0 South Bend. •••• 441 Im llO 2111 -Ii 
Norrlatown. ·-·- 370 963 211 2'l6 -31 Terre Hanle---- 38' 818 30 1111 -20 
PhDadelphia. _ -_ 370 717 311 170 -20 100,000 and over. 3114 010 30 1211 -211 Pittsburgh ______ 

3112 809 4a 2211 -111 211,000 to 100,000 •• 421 1183 " 2311 -10 Reading. _______ 
390 1,IKS 4a 286 -111 10,000 to 211,000. - 407 '880 80 200 0 Scranton ________ 406 llllO llO 260 -15 i:F..~:~::: 414 Ml 80 120 0 

Wilkes-Barre •••• m 1,02& " 2411 -10 822 847 96 1611 ao 
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TABLE 111.-PER CENT CHILDREN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 WBITl!l WoKBN 20 To 
44 YllARS OP Ao:m ARE IN Exc:mss OP RATIOS NllCESSARY TO MAINTAIN THE 
POPULATION TEKPOBARILY AND PERMANENTLY, BY NATIVITY, POR COKllUNI· 
TllllS OP DIFFERENT 81Z:ms, BY 8TATlllS: 1920--Continued 

CllILDBD I 
INDEX 2(l 

SHOWING ~-5 
PEB CENT "'a UNDJ:B 6 or ia:cESS !ls., 

PJ:lt 1,000 I or RATIOS ~-1 WOKEN 211 or CRIL· i~= T0'6 DBBNOVBR 
YJ:AJIS TEKPO- s.E~ or AGB BABY BJ:-

-~a PLACEMENT o=J STATE AND COM• NBEDS 'il"" JI UNITY l!!o"" 
! ~ J~ 
~ -2 £1: ~a ! 

I ! 1 ~ 
£1:0 

£1: ·Mk .. l !: M fl Ii! 
'al ! ~-~ z ~ =00 .... -- ----

EAST NOBTR CEN• 
TBAL-OOntlnued 

ILuNOIS •••••••••• 450 734 415 135 -6 
Aurora.--------- 376 788 30 170 -Ill 
Bloomington. ••• 352 698 211 105 -25 
Chicago ••••••••• 332 712 Ill 160 -30 Cicero __________ 470 767 60 160 0 
Danville ••••••.• 434 488 45 66 -10 n-tur _________ 

403 695 35 135 -15 
East St. Louis •• 431 884 45 200 -10 
Elgin •••• ------- 266 367 -10 25 -45 
Evanston ••••••• 351 l!03 20 70 -25 
1ollet ••••••••••• 361 960 26 230 -25 
Moline •••••••••• 365 539 25 85 -25 
Oak Park ••••••• 337 365 15 25 -30 
Peorls. - - ------- 322 531 10 80 -30 
Quincy ___ -----~ 360 330 25 10 -25 
Rockford._----- 3IKI 686 10 135 -30 
Rock Island. --- 360 538 25 85 -25 
s&f~eld ••••.• 352 681 Ill 130 -25 
1 , andover. 332 712 20 160 30 
25,000 to 100,000. 363 666 25 125 -25 
10,000 to 25,000. - 421 8111 45 175 -10 

i::U~-~~:~::: 465 817 60 180 0 
618 879 95 175 30 

MICHIGAN •• ------ 524 859 65 175 10 
Battle Creek •••• 345 620 20 75 -25 
Bay City •• ----- 560 698 85 140 15 Detroit _______ ;_ 408 786 l!O 190 -16 
Flint •. ---------- 474 792 60 170 0 

~t!a~~----_ 399 770 45 180 -15 
829 1,277 185 335 75 

f.\ic~~~~:: 384 632 30 115 -Ill 
409 866 40 195 -15 Kalamazoo ______ 
388 745 30 ll!O -Ill Lans!Dg_ ________ 
444 723 l!O 145 -5 

Muskegon .• ---- 491 790 65 170 5 Pontiac _________ 452 594 56 105 -5 
Port Huron _____ 512 617 75 110 10 Saginaw ________ 451 769 56 160 -5 
100~ and over. 4'11 784 l!O 190 -15 
25, to 100,000. 449 876 56 200 -5 
10,000 to 25,000. - 479 861 65 195 0 

i~~-~:~::: 61<! 836 76 185 10 
668 1,020 110 2IKI 40 

WISCONSIN .•••••.• MS 862 75 176 15 Green Bay ______ 480 703 65 140 0 Kenosha ________ 460 883 55 200 0 La Croese _______ 403 562 35 90 -15 Madison ________ 344 678 16 130 -25 
Milwaukee._ --- 381 756 40 175 -Ill 
Oshkosh.------- 392 810 35 175 -15 
Racine---------- 421 798 45 170 -10 Sheboygan ______ 430 955 45 225 -10 
Superior.------- 471 753 60 155 0 
100,000 and over. 381 756 40 175 -15 

CllILDBEN 
UNDER 6 
PU 1,000 

WOKB!f 211 
TO '6 
YEARS 
or AGE 

STA TB AND COM• 
lltlNITY 

"' ;!:: 
.d 

£1: 
! j .d 

£1: .. j ... 
~ ~ z ra. 

--
EAST NORTH CICN• 
TBAlr-<lOntlnued 

WIBCONStN-Con. 
25,000 to 100,000. 4IKI 870 
10,000 to 25,000. - 458 759 

i::U~-~~:~=== 478 801 
679 1, 002 

WBSTNORTR 
CBNTBAL 

MINNESOTA ••••••• 638 831 
Duluth._------- 415 638 
Mlnn~olis .••• 335 620 
St. Pa •• ------ 369 626 
100,000 and over. 347 622 
25,000 to 100,000. 415 638 
10,000 to 26,000. - 439 774 
2,500 to 10,000 .•• 480 884 
Rural ••••••••••• 687 1,048 

IOWA ..•.••••••••• M6 806 
Cedar Rapids ••• 363 590 
Council Bluffs .• 432 697 
Davenport. ••••• 353 475 
Des Moines •.••• 362 617 
Dubu't]1e- ------ 426 631 Sioux lty ______ 387 739 Waterloo ________ 409 687 
100,000 and over. 362 617 
25,000 to 100,000. 390 647 
10,000 to 25,000. - 417 700 
2,500 to 10,000. -- 429 661 
Rural ••••••••••• 641 926 

Mlsso'UBI ••••••••• 510 609 Joplin. __________ 396 524 
Kansas City. --- 293 639 
St. 1o~h-. ---- 366 667 ' 
St. Lo __ ---- -- 308 579 
SpringfteJd ______ 394 457 
100,000 and over. 303 592; 
25,000 to 100,000. 380 634 ; 
10,000 to 25,000. - 419 487' 
2,l!OO to 10,000. -- "46 513 Rural ___________ 

685 738 

Noam DAKOTA .• 722 1,199 
10,000 to 25,000. - 426 6li6 

i::U~-~~:~::: 486 8211 
788 1,269 

SOtlTH DAKOTA •.• 670 980 Sioux Falls ______ 417 631 
25,000 to 100,000. 417 631 
10,000 to 25,000. - 418 813 

i::U~-~~~~=== 460 583 
727 1,048 

INDllX 
SB OWING 
PU CENT 
or EXCJC88 
or RATIOS 
or CRIL-

DBDOVll:R 
TEKPO-

BABY BB-
PLACKJIBNT 

NEBDB 

! 
.d 

£1: 
! e 
.d 2. £1: 
"' .§ !: 

~ ! ----

46 175 
56 160 
65 175 

110 216 

70 166 
40 120 
25 125 
35 130 
25 130 
40 m 
l!O 166 
65 200 

115 225 

75 156 
25 100 
46 140 
20 60 
30 125 
45 115 
30 ll!O 
40 135 
30 125 
35 120 
40 140 
45 125 

100 190 

66 95 
35 80 
5 135 

25 130 
15 110 
35 56 
10 115 
30 115 
45 65 
l!O 76 

115 130 

130 285 
45 125 
66 180 

145 296 

115 215 
40 115 
40 115 
40 180 
56 100 

125 225 

2(l 
'i:i 
"'a 
.S!j 
~~ = 

=£) -01 
1-a c:l. ! 2: ~ .. 
I E 

£1:0 

·U 
Mfl!;S 
"'"""" 1]00 

-1 0 
5 
0 

45 

-

1 
-1 

5 
0 

30 
20 
25 
0 
5 
0 
5 

---
-1 -

4 

1 
-2 

6 
5 
0 

25 
5 

-1 -
-2 
-1 0 

20 -
-1 5 -
-1 

25 
5 
0 
0 

35 

-1 
-1 

1 
-1 

0 
5 
0 
0 

35 
5 

-4 
-2 -
-1 -- 35 

20 
0 
6 
5 

-1 -
4 

55 
0 
5 

-1 

65 

4 
-1 
-1 
-1 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

56 
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TABLE III.-PBB ClaKT CBILDuN UND11a Ii Pu 1,000 WBITll WoDN 20 To 
44 Y11ABS OI' Ao• Allll IN Exe11ss OI' RATIOS N11C11BSABT TO MA.DfTAIN 'l'llll 
POPULATION TllllPOBABILT AND PBBIUNlDNTLT, BT NATIVITY, l'OB ColOllJNI
TlllS 01' Dll'l'lllU!INT 8u11S, BT 8TATllS: 1920--0ontinued 

DIDU II DIDU Ii 81lOWDrG llBOWJlllG 
am.DllUI PJ:B CJ:NT ClllLDllUI PD C1111T 
UNDDI OI' UC.111111 

~!1 
UNDJ:B 6 or BXC.11811 

it1 PD 1,000 or B.lTI08 PD 1,000 or ILlTJOll 
WOJID IO or CBIL· WOJID IO or am,. 

'l'O" DBDOVJUI Ii) 'fO" DBllNOVl:B 
11IAll8 'fJIJIPO- 11IAll8 TBJIPO. .r OI' AG.II B.lBY BJ:- OrAGS BABY BJ:-

PLACSJIJUft -on PLACJ:KJ:lfl .. iJ 
IT.lft A11D COii• JOllDI 

~! 
STATS A1ID COJI• 10:llD8 j-o Jl'l110TY ]('l110TY 

I ~ I I di Iii fi I I 
s 

f ~ii I I ~ I i .. 
! ! ;I!~ I ~ ;I!~ 
~ ~ ~"Oo ~ ~"Oo :z: ,., z ,., ,., 

- --"-
WJ:IT NOBTll BOUTJI ATJ.UITIC-

CJ:NTJLUr-COD. continued 
NJIBBA8KA.. ••••••• 678 838 85 1811 I 20 WJ:ST VIBGOOA. •• 788 1,= uo 296 es Lincoln ••••••••• lK6 906 20 210 -26 Charleston •••••• 481 56 1211 0 

Omaha.--·--··· 332 713 :II 160 -30 Clarksburg •••••• 1119 1,0'Jll 76 2l!O 10 100,000 and over. 332 713 m 160 -30 
26,000to100,000... lKll 906 20 210 -211 Huntington.. •••• 1112 .(Ill 76 60 10 

Wheeling ••••••• (O'J SM 86 190 -111 
10,000 to 26,000. - 447 720 56 146 -6 26,000 to 100,000. 467 833 60 1811 0 

i=-~~~::: 456 781 56 11111 -6 10,000 to 26,000. - 474 914 60 210 0 077 910 110 1811 46 2,liOO to 10,000. - - ll81 1,008 100 3111 211 
ICAN8A8.. •••••••••• 574 849 811 l'IO 20 Rural ••••••••••• 916 1,393 1811 3311 1111 

Kansas City •••• 4l58 986 'IO 2'0 -6 
To=-·-·-·-·- 379 798 30 1711 -20 NOBTll CAROLINA. 8'¥1 608 1611 1111 75 w Chlta _________ 367 010 26 110 -20 Asheville •••••••• 4411 lK2 80 16 -6 
l~andover. 4l58 986 'IO 2'0 -5 Charlotte ••••••• 614 010 76 110 10 26, to 100,000... 372 716 211 145 -20 WllmlDgton ••••• ~ 442 70 80 6 
10,000to~-- 423 006 46 105 -10 Winston-Salem • 112' 80 10 460 61111 66 136 0 ............. ---65-
i:e.~~: ... ::: 003 912 106 1811 40 26,000 to 100,000. 499 478 70 6 

10,000 to 26~- - 1116 679 76 96 10 
801!Tll A'l'LANTlC , 2,liOO to 10, ·-- as 793 110 170 30 

Rural ••••••••••• 910 666 186 105 1111 
DBLA.WABB ••••••• 491 997 56 220 Ii 

Wllmingtl!n.. •••• 424 1,010 56 270 -10 SoUTJI CAROLINA. 777 ., 180 120 611 
1~000 and over. 424 1,010 56 270 -10 Charleston •••••• 463 868 60 130 0 
jural~-~~:~::: 401 1, 146 56 290 0 ColUDlbla ••••••• 394 M3 35 811 -16 

671 893 80 180 20 26,000 to 100,000. 4lK OM 80 116 -10 
MARYLA.MD ••••••• flfl 763 60 140 6 10,000 to 211,000 •• 621 089 80 140 10 

Baltimore ••••••• 402 749 80 17& -10 i:i~-~~:~::: 61111 '1211 90 180 :II 
CUDlberland •••• 467 7l58 56 180 -6 872 741 170 130 90 Hagerstown. ____ 

517 ................. 76 ---·-- 10 
l~andover. 410 749 60 176 -10 OJ:OBGLL. •••••••• 731 660 136 80 56 26, to 100,000. 480 802 es 176 56 Atlanta ••••••••• m 630 40 1111 -20 
10,000 to 26,000. - 401 010 56 110 0 A=ta •••••••• 412 llOO 40 'IO -16 
2,liOO to 10,000 ••• 489 863 es 11111 66 C UDlbUB •••••• 418 46 -10 
Rural ••••••••••• 049 771 105 140 86 

.............. ... ............ 
Macon •••••••••• 412 484 40 06 -16 

DlllT. or COLtJJI-
SaVBllJIBh _______ 449 671 56 96 -5 

BLL ••••••••••• 2tO 491 -10 80 -60 100,000 and over. m 630 40 96 -20 
Washington ••••• 2'0 491 -10 80 -60 25,000 to 100,000. 4211 Mii 46 86 -10 

VmGDl1A... •••••••• 888 723 120 130 46 10,000 to 26,000 •• 622 liOO 80 70 10 

i:.~-~?:~::: 112' 707 80 160 10 
Lynchburg •••• -- 410 ............... 40 ... ............ -10 809 656 170 76 90 

J!~-~~~:: "37 om 60 110 -6 
380 080 40 140 -20 

Petersburg •••••• 463 085 60 136 0 J'LoBIDA •••••••••• 071 030 lOO 105 86 
Portsmouth ••••• li03 705 70 140 5 1acksonvllle ••••• 405 li80 40 100 -16 
Richmond •••••• 401 808 46 1211 -15 Miami •••••••••• 404 4311 40 80 -16 
Roanoke •••••••• 631 6811 75 136 10 Pensacola ••••••• 631 1188 76 96 10 
100,000 and over. 393 031 46 130 -16 ~?t0-iooooo: 4211 748 46 156 -10 
26,000 to 100,000. 478 071 06 130 0 429 GM 46 1211 -10 
10~ to 26,000 •• 460 880 56 100 0 10,000 to 25,000 .. 416 049 40 120 -10 

660 8118 90 206 :II i:.~-~~::: 446 073 80 130 -6 
~ural~-~?:~::: 80ll 887 156 160 70 7M 1163 136 711 60 
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TABLE 111.-PBR CENT CmLDREN UNDBR o PBR 1,000 WBIT:m WoKlllN 20 TO 

"4 Y:mARs OI' Ao:m ARB IN ExcBss OI' RATIOS NmCEsSARY TO MAINTAIN TBB 
POPULATION Tm11PORARILY AND P:mIWANBNTLY, BY NATIVITY, l'OR CoKllUNI
Tims OI' DIPFBRmNT S1zms, BY STATms: 1920--Continued 

CBILDBBN 
11NDBB 11 
PD 1,000 

WOJIBlll 20 
T0'4 
YEABB 
or AGB 

STATll: AND COii· 
KUNITY 

CllILDBBN 
11NDBB 11 
PD 1,000 

WOKEN 20 
T0'4 
YBAll8 

01' AGB 

INDll E°fl 
SHOWING -§5 
PBB CENT "'S 
or BXCBSS .. 1 
or RATIOS e~ 

~~ullll 
TEMPO- M :1., 

B..A.BY BS- !-:::: 
PLACBJIBNT o !!! 

Nl:BDS ji5 

~· J .. 11!! 

"' ""'§ :a.a e .s ... 
.8 Ill 0 

"' j' .s~ .E !ilea. 
~ ! l]'Ot 

------1---- ----1>---l:·-------1---1--- ---- , __ 
BAST SOUTH 

CENTRAL 

KENTUCKY •••••••• Covington _____ _ 
Lexington_ ____ --
Loulsvllle ______ _ 
Newport _______ _ 

100,000 and over_ 
25,000 to 100,000. 
10,000 to 25,000. -
2,500 to 10,000. - -
Rural ••••••••••• 

TBNNBBBBB ••••••• 
Chattanooga •••• 
Knoxville ______ _ 
Memphis ••••••• 
Nashville ••••••• 
100,000 and over_ 
25,000 to 100,000. 
10,000 to 25,000 __ 

ii~~-~~:~::: 
ALA.BAlU ________ _ 

Birmingham •••• Mobile _________ _ 
Montgomery ___ _ 
100,000 and over. 
25,000 to 100,000. 
10,000 to 25,000 __ 
2,500 to 10,000 ••• 
Rural ••••••••••• 

MI88IS8IPPI _______ _ 
10,000 to 25,000. -
2,500 to 10,000. - -
Rural ••••••••••• 

WEST SOUTH 
CENTRAL 

ARKANSAS •••••••• 
Fort Smith ••••• 
Little Rock ••••• 
25,000 to 100,000. 
10,000 to 25,000 __ 
2,500 to 10,000. - -
Rural ••••••••••• 

LOlJISIANA •• -- ---
New Orleans •••• Shreveport _____ _ 
100,000 and over_ 
25,000 to lOOi~-
10,000 to 25~--

i~t_'>_!~~---=== 

722 
398 
327 
358 
389 
358 
377 
445 
479 
854 

706 
348 
482 
339 
389 
361 
430 
498 
536 
816 

786 
431 
427 
400 
431 
416 
519 
680 
8114 
740 
420 
486 
813 

798 
462 
357 
391 
474 
522 
888 
669 
396 
346 
396 
346 
448 
533 
853 

678 
513 
419 
Ml 
M5 
Ml 
511 
524 
730 
971 

614 
521 
533 
624 
360 
582 
525 

··r,oo-
802 

771 
778 
517 
652 
778 
655 

·639 
789 
855 

851 
656 
767 

1,035 

723 
468 
514 
499 
476 
576 
900 
785 
544 
676 
544 
676 
741 
940 

1, 191 

130 
36 
10 
30 
35 
30 
30 
50 
65 

165 

125 
20 
65 
25 
40 
30 
45 
70 
85 

155 

150 
60 
45 
35 
60 
40 
75 

100 
180 
135 
45 
65 

155 

155 
60 
20 
M 
60 
80 

175 
110 
45 
20 
45 
20 
55 
80 

165 

115 
75 
45 

100 
85 

100 
75 
80 

150 
205 

95 
80 
80 

130 
70 

115 
80 

···10· 
150 

145 
185 
75 

120 
185 
90 

120 
170 
175 
170 
125 
160 
225 

130 
60 
75 
70 
60 
95 

180 
150 
100 
130 
100 
130 
155 
220 
270 

55 
-15 
-30 
-25 
-20 
-25 
-20 
-5 

0 
80 

50 
-25 

0 
-30 
-20 
-25 
-10 

5 
15 
75 

65 
-10 
-10 
-15 
-10 
-10 

10 
25 
90 

55 
-10 

5 
70 

70 
0 

-25 
-16 

0 
10 
90 
40 

-16 
-25 
-15 
-25 
-5 
15 
80 

WEST SOUTH 
CENTBAL-eontd. 

OKLAHOMA ______ _ 
Muskogee ______ _ 
Oklahoma City_ TuJsa __________ _ 

25,000 to 100,000. 
10,000 to 25,000 •• 
2,500 to 10,000 __ _ 
Rural ••••••••••• 

TEXAS ____ ·-------
AUBtln.. ••• -----
Beaumont ••••• _ 
Dallas •••••• ----
El Paso.-------
Fort Worth.----Galveston_ _____ _ 
HoUBton ••• __ •• _ 
Ban Antonio •••• 
WBCO-----------Wichita Falls. __ 
100,000 and over. 
25,000 to 100,000. 
10,000 to 25,000 •• 

~~~-~~:~::: 
MOUNTAIN 

MONTANA •••••••• 
Butte ••••••••••• 
25,000 to 100,000. 
10,000 to 25,000 •• 

i~~-~~:~::: 

722 
406 
345 
362 
360 
459 
539 
853 

630 
317 
454 
331 
342 
361 
386 
346 
389 
401 
449 
353 
389 
472 
487 
760 

63) 
349 
349 
415 
476 
733 

IDABO •••. ------- 729 
10,000 to 25,000. - 443 
2,500 to 10,000. - - 566 
Rural.__________ 824 

WYOMING_______ 593 
10,000 to 25,000.. 301 

i~~-~~:~::: :~ 
COLORADO •••••••• 

Colorado Springs Denver ________ _ 
Pueblo _________ _ 
100,000 and over_ 
25,000 to lOOl!!!f>-
10,000 to 25,uuu •• 

i~~-~~~::: 

516 
297 
294 
389 
294 
345 
420 
478 
715 

807 

""676" 
475 
533 
623 
701 
939 

751 
572 
779 
593 
604 
644 
643 
612 
571 
639 
556 
589 
613 
570 
643 
911 

855 
537 
537 
648 
712 
999 

870 
686 
674 
961 

890 
7111 
735 
980 

831 
363 
510 
856 
510 
739 
699 
801 

1,084 

130 160 
:l ---96-
25 60 
25 80 
55 110 
85 140 

166 195 

100 140 
10 95 
M 166 
20 115 
15 105 
30 135 
30 120 
25 125 
40 110 
35 l20 
55 90 
30 115 
35 110 
60 95 
66 120 

135 185 

100 176 
20 86 
20 86 
40 120 
60 145 

130 210 

136 180 
l!O 136 
95 130 

155 200 

90 185 
as HS 
60 ll!O 

110 205 

66 166 
0 25 
5 85 

35· 190 
5 85 

20 ll!O 
45 140 
65 175 

125 240 

M 
-15 
-25 
-25 
-25 
-5 
15 
80 

35 
-35 
-5 

-30 
-25 
-25 
-20 
-25 
-20 
-15 
-5 

-25 
-3) 

0 
5 

60 

30 
-25 
-25 

15 
0 

55 

55 
-5 
3) 
75 

25 
-111 

0 
40 

10 
-35 
-40 
-20 
-40 
-25 
-10 

0 
liO 
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TABLE m.-P.l!lR CENT CmLDR.l!lN UNDER 5 PER 1,000 WmTB WOKEN 20 TO 
44 YEARS 01' AGE ABE IN EXCB88 01' RATIOS- N.l!lCE88ABY TO MAINTAIN THE 
POPULATION TEMPORARILY AND PJDBllANEN!LYJ...BY NATIVITY, l'OR COKllUNI• 
TIES OF DIFFERENT SIZES, BY 8TATJ:8: 192u-vontinued 

IND BX ~! IND BX ~; 
BBOWINO BBOWINO Cl,ci 

!j i .. 
CBILDBBN PBBCBNT CBILDBBN PBBCBNT 

~§1 VNDEB6 or:sxCBBB !Bj VNDBB6 orBXCEBB 
PBB 1,000 orRATIOB PBB 1,000 orBATIOB ~-' 

WOKBN20 orcnn.- I~! WOllBN20 orCBIL- I~! T044 DBENOVBB T044 DBENOVBB 
YEA.BB TBKPO- .... = YBABB TBllPO- .. :1 OrAOB BABY BB- .. ~~ OF AGE BABY BB- .. 'D 

PLACBllBNT -0 l! § PLACBllENT -0 l! l STATE AND COH- NEBDB ihc. STATE AND COii- NBBDB a--a llVNITY 8i:1f lUJNITY 8i:1e .. 
~ ~'a l! B 

HJ :a col 
.cl f II: II: II: 

B 

i ~ = ~ j t 
J 

:a ~ i"Ol 
II: II: 08 II: 0821, 

.! i f i~ : f : 'lill3 
~flil .. e as .. 'g"O ~ ~ ~ -8-o .. 

z "" z "" ..... z 
"" z .s 0 

-- ---- -- ---- --
JIOVNTAJN-coD. PACDIC-COD. 

N:sw MEXICO----- 757 875 140 180 60 W ABBINGTON-
10,000 to 26,000. - ~ 528 l!O so -10 Continued 

i:.~~~:~::: 616 '/00 76 140 10 Tacoma...------- 366 677 25 96 -25 
836 931 160 190 75 100,000 and over - 312 442 16 60 -36 

25,000 to 100,000. 381 577 30 95 -20 
ABIZONA--------- li80 830 86 165 26 10,000 to 26,000- - 430 1193 45 100 -10 

Phoenix_ _______ 359 699 20 105 -25 i:.~-~~:~::: 468 liG8 M 105 -5 
26,000 to 100,000. 359 699 20 105 -25 628 774 95 140 85 
10,000 to 26&:>-- 405 658 40 125 -15 OREGON ______ ·--- (63 383 M 86 0 
2,000 to 10, --- 473 766 60 160 0 Portland ________ 812 493 15 80 -35 Rmal----------- 710 900 120 180 M 100,000 and over_ 312 493 15 80 -85 

UTAH ______ .------ 788 883 150 180 65 10,000 to 26,000-- 334 513 15 75 -30 

i:.~-~~:~::: 416 536 40 86 -10 
~~i~e-cii;:: 671 791 96 170 20 619 767 96 185 30 498 690 80 156 5 

~~~1U:ooo: 41111 600 80 1615 6 C.&..LUOBNIA. ___ - ... 841 ll79 10 86 -ao 
671 791 96 170 20 Alameda._. _____ 842 Ml 15 70 -25 

10,000 to 26,000 •• 716 610 146 110 l!O 
Berkeley ________ 293 (()fJ 0 40 -40 

i:.~-~~:~::: 807 962 175 230 70 
Fresno __________ 

307 699 5 140 -85 
1, 012 1, 104 216 2C6 115 Long Beech __ --- 376 357 30 20 -20 Los ~es _____ 234 452 -15 65 -M 

NBVADA--------- 447 719 46 130 -6 Oaklan --- ----- 307 504 10 86 -36 
10,000 to 26,000. - 270 ~ -10 M -45 Pasadene __ - - --- 267 307 -10 5 -45 

i:.~-~~~::: 444 748 M IM -6 Sacramento __ --- 304 565 6 96 -35 
498 786 M 146 6 San Diego ______ 284 629 -5 80 -40 

San Franclaco ___ 2'l8 420 -15 56 -M 
PACinC San Iose-------- 295 696 0 136 -36 

Stockto11.. ••• ---- 317 6flO 10 86 -35 
WABBINGTON ••••• 462 691 M 90 0 100,000 and over_ 2" 446. -10 65 -50 

Belllngbam __ - -- 410 613 40 110 -15 25,000 to 100,000. 295 617 0 75 -36 
Everett--------- 411 545 40 86 -15 10,000 to 25,000. - 346 668 20 96 -25 
Beattle __________ 300 430 10 56 -35 2,000 to 10,000. - - 389 693 35 135 -20 
Spokane-------- 346 liOO 25 86 -25 

nura1 ___________ 
Ml 806 55 IM 6 
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TABLlll IV.~Pllla CmNT DIBTRIBUTION OP THE Wa1T111 PoPUL.ATION BY NATIV

ITY .AND P.ARlllNT.AGlll, l'OR URBAN .AND RUB.AL COIDIUNITIEB, BY 8TATlll8: 
1920 1 

PBB CENT J>J!ITBIBUTION or-

White population In cities 
STA.TB Total . White 

white raral 
~u- Total 100,000 ~000 10,000 2,l500 = on urban and to to 

over 100,000 26,000 10,000 

--- ..---
NEWJ:NGLAND 

MAINE: 
Native white ______________________ Sil. 7 79.8 --------- 78.0 78.9 83.0 89.11 Native parentage ______________ 64.6 111.• --·-·---- -t!l.1 &1.1 56.8 73.0 Foreign or mixed parentage ____ 21.1 28.4 --------· 29.9 28.8 211.2 16.6 
Forelgn-bOrn white---------------- H.O 19.7 ........................ 21.4 20.9 16.6 10.3 

N11w HAJIPSlllBB: 
Native white·--------------------- 79.2 74.3 ....................... 611.9 78. 7 811.2 87.8 Native parentage ______________ li0.9 40.3 --------- 25.9 47.3 6L3 69.0 

Foreign or mb:ed parentage ••.. 28.4 33.9 --------- 40.0 31.3 28.9 18.8 Forelgn-bOrn white ________________ 20.6 25.5 ....................... M.O 21.0 19.6 12.1 
V&BKONT: 

Native white---------------------- 87.2 83.3 ........................ ......................... 83.1 83.4 89.0 Native parentage ______________ 64.8 53.9 .......................... .......................... 61.9 411.& 69.7 Foreign or mixed parentage ____ 22.4 29.4 --------- ....................... 31.2 27.9 19.3 Forelgn-bOrn white ________________ 12.6 16.6 ......................... ........................ 16.7 16.4 10.9 
MASSACBUSllTTB: 

Native white---------------------- 70.8 70.1 66.0 70.3 74.11 78.8 82.9 Native parentage ______________ 31.9 30.6 24.6 30.5 36.2 42.1 56.6 
Foreign or mixed parentage •••• 38.8 39.6 41.4 39.8 38.2 M.8 26.4 

Foreign-born white---------------- 28.0 28.6 31.9 29.0 25.1 22.li 16.0 
RBODJ: Im.um: 

Native white·--------------------- 69.6 69.1 68.6 68.6 68.0 73.3 811.9 Native parentage ______________ 28. 7 27.8 211.8 26.9 25.3 34.9 64.li 
Foreign or mixed parentage •••• 40.8 41.3 41.7 41.7 42.7 38.3 21.4 

Forelgn-bOrn white ••• ------------- 28. 7 29.1 29.0 30.1 31.0 25.6 11.9 
CoNMBCTJCUT: 

Native white---------------------- 711 68.6 67.5 68.4 70.3 73.0 76.4 Native parentage ______________ 32.li 27.8 27.4 26.9 28.3 33.• 42.4 
Foreign or mixed parentage •••• 38.G 40.8 40.1 41.6 42.l 89.6 33.9 

Foreign-born white---------------- 27.3 29.11 29.9 30.3 28.6 26. l 22.6 

JllDDU: J.'fLA.NTIC 

NswYou:: 
Native white·--------------------- 71.1 67.6 64.3 77.4 82.2 83.1 87.8 

Native parentage-------------- 35.3 29.0 23.6 43.7 &LU 611.1 Ga.8 
Foreign or mixed parentage •••• 36.8 38.7 40. 7 33.7 30.3 28.0 22.0 

Forelgn-bOrn white---------------- 26.8 30.1 33.2 21.2 18. 7 15.li 11.2 
Nsw 1J:BRY: 

Native white---------------------- 72.8 70.8 69. 7 67.11 74.2 77.4 S0.1 Native parentage ______________ 88.4 33.8 30.7 28.4 40.9 47.2 66.1 
Foreign or mixed parentage •••. 34.4 37.0 39.0 39.1 33.2 S0.2 25.1 

Foreign-born white---------------- 23.4 25.4 26.6 28.6 2L7 19.0 16.2 
l'J:NMSYL VJ.MIA: 

Native white---------------------- 80.8 77.4 72.6 83.0 78.3 83.li 86.9 Native parentage ______________ 64.li 47.3 39.3 118.6 47.7 56.6 67.4 
Foreign or mb:ed parentage •••. 26.3 30.1 33.2 24.6 ao. 7 26.9 19.ll 

Foreign-born white.--------------- 16.9 18.3 20.9 14.3 18.8 15.0 1L6 

JIAST NOB TB CllNTllJ.L · 
0BJO: 

Native white ••• ~------------------ 86.0 S0.2 75.3 86.0 86.& 90.8 98.3 Native parentage ______________ 63.7 64.3 44.9 64.8 Ga. I 73.6 so.a 
Foreign or mixed parentage. ••• 21.8 25.9 30.6 20.1 21.4 16.8 13.0 

Foreign-born white---------------- 1L8 15.5 19.4 1L7 1L2 6.8 11.2 
INDIANA: 

Native white·--------------------- 92.1 87.1 83.11 83.0 90.2 95.2 97.2 
Native parentage •••• ~--------- 711.6 70.f 69.8 00.9 73.9 84.8 88.8 
Foreign or mixed parentage •••• 12.11 16.7 13.8 22.1 18.3 10.li 8.3 

Foreign-born white---------------- 5.1 8.0 6.4 12.6 7.4 3.1 2.2 
ILLINom: 

Native white---------------------- 78.6 72.6 66.0 81.1 82. 7 84.7 91.3 Native parentage ______________ 47.3 36.0 23.8 61.2 64.8 60.6 71.2 Foreign or mb:tld parentage ____ 31.2 36.6 42.2 30.0 27.9 24.2 20.1 
Foreign-born white ••••••••.••••••• 18.6 23.8 29.8 15. 6 13. 6 13.1 7.7 

MICBlGJ.M: 
Native white---------------------- 78.4 74.2 68.1 79.2 78.6 83.2 84.9 Native parentage ______________ 45. 5 40.2 32. 7 48.4 40.7 00.9 53.8 

Foreign or mb:ed parentage •••• 32.8 33.9 35.4 30.9 38.0 32.2 311 
Foreign-born white---------------- 19.8 23.3 28.1 19.1 20.5 16.0 14.4 

l Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol. 11, pp. 94-100, 
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TABLE IV.-PEB CENT DISTRIBUTION 01' TBB WHITE POPULATION BY NATIV• 
ITT AND PABBNTAGE, FOB U:aBAN AND Rmu.L Co:u:utrNITims, BY STAT:ms: 
1920-Continued 

RB CDT DISTBIBtlTIOH Or-

White population In cities 
ST.I.TB Total White 

white rural 

= Total 100,000 25,000 10,000 2,500 J:'J'~ urban and to to to 
over 100,000 25,000 10,000 

------
EAST HOBTB CJ:HTBAL-contlnued 

WISCONSIN: 
Native white---------------------- 81.9 79.2 76.4 77.6 83.2 84.1 M.4 Native parentage ______________ 40.1 36. 7 28.6 36.3 '2.1 43.2 "-0 

Foreign or mhed parentage ____ 41.9 43.5 (6.8 42.3 41.1 40.9 40.6 
Forelgn-oom white---------------- 17.6 20.4 24. l 22.0 16.2 U.8 H.8 

WB8T HOBTB CBl!ITBAL 

MllOIESOTA: 
Native white---------------------- 78.9 76.2 76.0 68.9 80.3 77.7 81.0 Native parentage ______________ 34.7 33.9 34.2 24.2 39.0 84.6 36.3 

Foreign or mhed parentage ____ "-2 42.3 41.8 "-8 41.3 43.1 46.7 
Foreign-born white---------------- 20.4 23.0 22. 7 30.4 19.4 22.2 18.3 

IOWA: 
Native white---------------------- 89.8 87.9 86. 7 86.0 87.8 9Cl.6 90.11 Native parentage ______________ 63.6 63.1 66.7 66.8 61.7 811.0 63.11 

Foreign or mhed parentage ____ 26.2 :u. 9 20.0 29.2 26.l 21.7 27.0 
Foreign-born white---------------- 9.4 10.3 8.9 12.6 10.2 8.6 8.9 

MJSSOtlBI: 
Native white---------------------- 89.3 82.1 78. 9 90. 0 87.4 90.0 116.6 

Native parentage-------------- 74.6 69.8 61.8 77.0 76.1 79.0 87.4 
Foreign or mixed parentage ____ 14. 7 22.3 27.1 13. 0 11.2 lLO 8. 2 

Forel:J!-bOm white_ _______________ 6. 5 9.4 11. 9 6. 6 2.9 &O 2.0 
NOBTB AB:OTA: 

Native white---------------------- 78.6 81.0 --------- --------- 81.4 80.6 78. 2 Native parentage ______________ 32.1 41.3 --------- --------- 41. l 41.6 30. 7 
Foreign or mixed parentage.. ___ 46.4 39. 7 --·------ ................... 40. 2 39.2 47.5 

Forelgn-bom white---------------- 20.3 18.3 --------- .................. l&l 1&6 20.6 
80t1TB DAKOTA: 

Native white---------------------- 84. 8 87.a --------- 87.8 84. 9 88.0 88.7 
Native parentage-------------- 48. 6 67.2 --------- 56. 8 60.6 69.3 .0.8 
Foreign or mixed parentage ____ 36. 8 30.3 --------- 32.0 84.3 28. 7 36.9 

Forelgn-bOm white---------------- 12. 9 11.9 --------- 11. 7 14.9 11.3 l&l 
EBBASB:A: 

Native white---------------------- 87.1 82. 2 76. 0 86.2 86.3 89.3 89.4 
Native parentage-------------- 68. 4 M.7 46.2 60.8 63. 2 67.6 69.6 
Foreign or mhed parentage ____ 28. 7 26. 6 30.8 24. 5 28.1 2L8 29. 7 

Forelgn-bom white ________________ 11.6 14.6 18. 6 13. l 12. 4 10. 0 10.1 
KANSAS: 

Native white---------------------- 90.3 86.6 74.2 87.8 88.0 90.9 9'l.3 
Native parentage.. _____________ 74.0 72. 8 56.9 76.0 74.9 78.0 74-6 
Foreign or mixed parentage ____ 16. 4 13.8 18. 2 12. 8 13. 0 12. 9 17.8 

Forelgn-bom white---------------- 6. 2 6.4 11.6 6. 7 4.9 6. 6 6. 2 

N 

SOUTH .A.TUNTIC 

M 

SI.Aw ABll:: 
Native white---------------------- 77.5 76.3 75.4 --------- --------- 73. 7 80.1 

Native parentage ______________ 62. 7 62. 8 61.6 --------- --------- 6U 74.6 
Foreign or mixed parentage ____ 14. 7 22. 5 23.8 --------- --------- 8.8 6. 7 

Forelgn-bom white_ _______________ 8. 9 13.9 14.8 --------- -------- .. 6.1 2. 9 
.I.BYLAND: 

Native white---------------------- 76.1 76. 5 73.8 92. 2 78.6 S0.6 76.8 
Native parentage-------------- 61.6 55.5 51.6 83. 2 71.4 72. 3 70. 8 
Foreign or mixed parentage ____ 14.6 2o.1 22. 2 9.0 7.2 8.3 6.1 

Forelgn·bOm white---------------- 7.0 10. l 11.4 2. 7 2. 5 &O 2.6 
IBGDllA: 63..3 

Native whlt6---------------------- 68. 7 66. l 62.1 75.4 75.0 811.8 
Native parentage., _____________ 66. 5 61.4 55.9 59.1 72.4 72. 6 68. 6 
Foreign or mhed parentage ____ 2.3 4.7 6. 2 4.3 3.0 2. 6 1.3 

Forelgn-oom white_ _______________ 1.3 2. 9 3. 9 2. 6 1.5 1.4 0. 7 
BST VJBGOOA: 

Native white_ --------------------- 89.9 88.6 --------- 88. 4 88.8 88.6 90.3 
Native parentage-------------- 84.2 78. 3 --------- 76. 7 81.2 SO. l 86.2 
Foreign or mhed parentage., ___ 6. 7 10.2 --------- 12. 8 7. 7 8.4 4.0 

Forei&D-Dorn. white---------------- 4.2 6. 4 --·------ 6.6 4.4 6.6 3. 9 

D 

v 

w 
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TABLB IV.-Plia CBNT D1STBIB1l'TION OP THE WHITE POPULATION BY NATIV

ITY AND P.AUNTAGB, :roa URBAN AND RuBAL CoKMUNITIE8, BY 8TATEs: 
1920-Continued 

PEB CENT DIBTBlllUTION or-

White population In cities 
8T.lTI: Total White 

white roral 

t:J:i; Total 100,000 25,000 10,000 2,roo 
=~ urban and to to to • over 100,000 25,000 10,000 

--- ------
SOUTH .lTLAll'TIC-COlltlnued 

NOllTH C.lBOLIN.l: 
Native white---------------------- 69.4 67.6 --------- 63.0 66.1 73.4 69.9 Native parentage ______________ 69.0 66.1 --------- 60. 9 63.9 72.6 69. 7 

Foreign or mixed parentage ____ 0.4 1.3 --------- 2. 0 1.2 0.9 0. 2 
B'orelgn-bom white·-------------·· 0.3 0. 9 --------- 1.3 0. 8 0. 6 0.1 

SOUTH C.lBOLIN.l: 
46.0 Native white·-·-···-··--···------- 48. 2 68.9 --------- 63.1 63.4 61.6 

Native parentage ••••••••.••••• 47.6 M.9 --------- 47.3 61.8 60.2 46. 7 
Foreign or mixed parentage •••• 0. 7 2. 9 --------- 6. 8 1.6 1.3 0.2 Forelgn-oom white.. _______________ 0. 4 1.4 --------- 2. 6 LO 0. 7 0.2 

OJ:OBOl.l: 
Native white ______________________ 67.8 60. 7 66. 3 M.9 M.6 63. 7 M.8 Native parentage ______________ 66. 7 67.6 62. 3 S0.1 M.6 62.6 66.4 

Foreign or mixed parentage •••• 1.1 3. 2 4.0 4. 7 L9 1.2 0.4 
Foreign-born white •••••••••••••••• 0.6 1. 7 2. 4 2.4 1.1 0. 7 Q.2 

FLOBID.l: 
Native white.·-------------------- 61. 6 67.8 --------- M.1 68. 3 119.3 63.6 Native parentage ______________ M.O 45.8 _____ ,.. ___ 

43.3 43.6 S0.8 60.3 
Foreign or mixed parentage •••• 6. 6 12.0 --------- 11.9 24. 7 8.6 3. 3 Foreign-bom white ________________ 4. 4 8.3 --------- 9.1 12. 0 6. 9 2. 2 

J:.l8T SOUTH CBNTB.lL 

KJ:NTUCXY: 
Native white..·-------------------- 89.0 79.9 78.0 82. 7 81.6 so.o 92.2 Native parentage ______________ 84.4 66. 8 69.3 63. 6 76. 2 74. 2 9o.6 

Foreign or mixed parentage ____ 4. 6 13.2 18. 6 19. 2 6.3 6.8 1.6 
Forelgn-oorn white---------------- 1.3 3.4 4. 9 4. 6 L3 L6 0. 5 

TJ:NNESSJ:E: 
Native white·--------------------- so. 0 70.2 62.6 76.2 76.9 77.1 83.6 Native parentage ____ , _________ 78. 4 65.8 65. 9 72. 6 76.1 76. 6 82.8 

Foreign or mixed parentage ____ 1.6 4. 4 6. 7 3. 7 1. 7 1.6 0.6 
Forelgn-hOm white---------------- 0. 7 1.9 2. 9 I.Ii 0. 7 0. 7 0.2 

A.L.lB.lKA: 
Native white---------------------- 60. 9 69.1 57.3 65. 4 68. 5 65.3 61.4 Native parentage ______________ 59. 4 M.7 51.6 48. 2 66.3 63.4 60. 7 

Foreign or mixed parentage •••• 1.5 4. 4 5. 7 7.2 2. 2 L9 0. 7 
Foreign·'DOm white.·-------------- 0. 8 2. 2 3.4 2. 7 1.2 0.9 0. 4 

Musl981PPI: 
Native white •• -------------------- 47.2 67.1 -·------- --·------ 65. 3 69.6 411.7 Native parentage ______________ 46. 2 62.9 --------- --------- so. 8 65. 8 46.1 

ForeigD or mixed parentage ____ LO 4. 2 ................... --------- 4. 6 3.7 0.6 
Foreign-oorn white.--------------- 0. 4 L7 --·------ --------- LS 1. 7 0. 2 

WJ:eT SOUTH CENTRAL 

AllluNSAS: 
Native white·--------------------- 72. 2 72. 7 .................... 74. 8 66.6 73.7 72.1 Native parentage ______________ 

70.0 67.4 --·------ 66. 6 6o.6 70. 6 70. 6 Foreign or mixed parentage ____ 2. 2 6. 3 ........................ 8. 2 6.8 3.2 L6 ForeigD-bom white ________________ 
0. 8 L9 --------- 2.8 2. 6 Ll 0.6 

LoU181.lNA: 
Native white •• -------------------- 68. 5 64.4 67.1 57.1 li6.3 62.9 65. 3 Native parentage ______________ 62. 4 51.0 49.2 6L8 48. 7 66.9 63.1 

Fore.IP or mixed parentage_ ••• 6.1 13. 6 17. 9 6. 3 7.6 6.11 2.2 
oci~~~;oorn white ________________ 2. 5 6. 2 6. 7 3.0 3.1 2. 6 LO 

Native white •• -------------------- 87.8 87.6 --------- 83.9 86.6 9L8 87.9 Native parentage ______________ 82. 8 81.1 --------- 76. 3 79.2 86.3 83. 4 
Foreign or mixed parentage. ___ 5.0 6. 4 --------- 7.6 6. 3 6. 6 4.5 Foreign-born white ________________ 2. 0 2. 6 --------- 3.1 2. 2 2. 4 L7 

TJ:XAS: I Native white ____________________ ••. 
76.31 74.0 72. 8 67.3 76.5 19.4 77.4 

Native parentage.-------------1 66. 7 62.9 69.6 63.4 66.9 72.0 68.6 
Foreign or mixed parentage. ___ 9.6 1L2 13. 2 14. 0 9.6 7.4 8.8 

Foreign-oom white •••••••••••••••• 7. 7 lLl 1L6 17.6 10. 7 6. 6 6.1 
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TABLID IV.-Plaa C:mNT l>IsTBIBUTION o:r Tllll WBIT• POPULATION BT NATIV· 
ITT AND PABllMTAGB, POB URBAN .um RUBAL COIOl11NITIBS, BY 8TATJIS: 
1920-Continued. 

PD CJ:NT DllTBIBUTIOll or-

White population In cltieB 
l'UU Total Wb1te 

white rural 

=.a Total 100,000 2\,000 10,000 2,BJO = urban and to to 
over 100,000 26,000 10,000 

JlOU!IT.llK 
MONTAXA: 

Native white---------------------- 80.3 79.8 ---··--·- 7L3 80. 7 8U 80.8 Native parentage ______________ 
li0.2 47.4 .................... 32.3 49.2 1!11.8 5L8 Foreign or mlDd parentage_ ___ 30.1 32.2 ....................... 39.0 3L8 27. 9 29.1 

Foreign-born white---------------- 17.1 19.0 ....................... 27.6 17.S 14.3 Ul.1 
ID.I.BO: 

Native white---------------------- lt SU ...................... ........................ 88.9 llCU SU Native parentage ______________ 
67.4 --------- --------- 116.5 68.2 68.4 ForellD or mb:lid parentage ____ 2L4 22.0 --------- --------- 21.6 22.8 2L2 

Farelgn-born white •••••••••••••••• 11.0 11.3 --------- ...................... JO. 7 8.7 8.11 
WYOllJJfo: 

Native white.--------------------- SU 82. 7 ...................... --------- IK.O BLS Sa.7 
Native parentace-------------- 63.2 118.S --------- --------- 62.2 1!11.0 116.1 Fonlp or mind parentage_ ___ 2L8 24.0 ....................... --------- 3L7 311.7 211.8 

Foreign·bOrn white----·----------- 13.0 14. 7 ....................... --------- 13.2 16.9 12.3 
COLOIUDO: 

Native white-----------------····· 84.11 IK. 5 82. 7 82.11 Sll.4 Sll.4 S7.ll Native parentace ______________ 64.2 6LO 1!11.4 60.9 611.9 70. 7 117.2 
Forelp. or mind parentage. ••• 2L7 23.6 211.3 22.0 111.8 18.7 20.0 

Forel111·born white •••••••••••••••• 12.4 13.2 14. 7 13. 7 11.8 11.7 lLS 
NBW MBXJCO: 

Native white •••••••••••••••••••••• IK.S 88.5 ...................... --------- 88.9 88.4 IK.0 
Native~-------------- 76.S 76.2 .......................... ...................... '12.8 76.9 '18.0 Forelp. OI' mb:ed parentage. ___ 8.9 13. 8 ..................... ........................ UL I 12.4 8.0 

Foreign-born white •••••••••••••••• 8.1 8. 7 ...................... .......................... 11.2 8.8 7.9 
.ABUoNA: 

Native white •••••••••••••••••••••• 118.8 72.0 ...................... 8L6 70.5 68.4 1111.4 
Native parentage •••••••••••••• 46.2 411.8 --------- 82.8 48.1 40.0 42.8 Foreign OI' mixed parentage. ___ 18.G 22.3 ........................ 18.8 27.4 22.4 le.II 

Foretcn·born white.--------------- 23.4 24.8 -----·--- 13. 9 36.6 211.9 22. 7 
UTAH: 

Native white-------·-···--··-···-· 84.8 IK.O 82.4 83.9 89. 7 811.11 87.4 
Native parentage •••••••••••••• M.7 liO. l 47.8 6U 8L9 &6 118.9 
Fon!gn or mlxed parentage. ___ 8Ll 33.9 34.S 32.6 27.S 34.0 211.11 

ForeJcn-tiilnl white.-----·-·--·-·-- 12.6 16.0 UJ.6 14.1 10.1 13.8 10.8 
NBVADA: 

Native white •••••••••••••••••••••• '12.2 79.9 --------- ........................... 711.6 8L1 70.3 
Native pareniace---------·---- ta.II 58.1 "" ..................... ........................ 5Lll 57.4 46.3 
Fonlp or mb:ed pareniace •••• 311.3 211.8 -------·- --------- 27.8 23. 7 311.0 

Forellll-bOrn white •••••••••••••••• '11.1 17.1 --------- ....................... 17.4 Je.O 111.8 

l'ACll'IC 
W A81111'0T01': 

Native white.--------------------- 78.9 77.4 76. l 77.1 a:u 83.8 80.8 
Native parentaae-----·-------· 62.11 49.9 ta.9 ta.8 118.5 CIO.O 66.6 
Foreign or mb:ed parentage. ••• 211.4 27.5 211.2 30.2 23.9 23.8 :K.9 

Foreign-born white.--------------- 18.4 20.0 21.8 2Ll UL 2 14. 7 Ul.11 
0BBGON: 

Native white •• --------·---·----·-· 84.1 82.11 711.7 ........................ SU 9LO S7.8 
Native pareniace.-----------·· 118.& 118.2 ll2. 7 ....................... 118.7 73.8 68.9 
Foreign or mb:ed pareniace •••• 2L6 24.3 211.11 ......................... 22.8 17.• 18.9 

Foreign-born white.-------··----·- 13.0 16. 7 J8. 2 
_____ .., ___ 

Je.S 8. 1 10.4 
C.i.uroBNU.: 

Native white •••••• ---··-··-------- 76.4 76. 7 72. 6 711.5 80.9 711.3 74.8 
Native parentage •••••••••••••• 411.0 . 48.2 42.6 63.9 118.4 66.4 li0.7 
Foreign OI' mb:ed parentap.. ••• 211.4 27.8 30. l 311.5 22.6 24.0 23.9 

F01'811D·b0rn white.-----~---·-···- 19.9 20.3 2'U 17.0 Ul.l 17.6 111.1 

0 
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