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- MEDICAL CARE SERVICES IN NORTH CAROLINA

FACTUAL SUNMARY

Shortage of Doctors

~ North Carolina has normally 2,300 active doctors, but 1,300 additional doctors
are needed to provide at least one doctor for each 1,000 people,

"All of the 1,300 additional doctors are needed in rural areas, Only 31 per cent
of our dootors live in rural areas, but 73 per cent of our population is rural,

Cities above 10,000 in population with only one-fifth of the state's population

have one=half of our doctors. (See pages 8 and 38)

There are only 144 Negro doctors in the state to serve a million Negro people,
Assuming that Negro doctors should serve Negro people, we nced about 850 addie
tional Negro doctors. (See peges 12 and 40)

The number of rural doctors is declining. In 1934, there were 1,125 doctors
living in rural arcas of the state, but by 1940 we had only 719 yural doctors,
The number of rural people per physician went up from 1,678 in 1914 to 3,613
in 1940, (See page 76)

The number of doctors above 55 years of age, in the state as a whole, has gone
up from 15,6 per cent in 1914 to 32,0 per cent in 1940, In rural areas the per
cent of doctors above 55 years of age went up from 14,6 in 1914 to 37.5 in 1940,

o : ’ : - (See page 74)
In number of doetors per 100,000 population, North Carolina ranks 45th in the
nations The three states having relatively fewer doctors are Alabama, South
Carolina, and Mississippi. (See page 8)

Inadequate Hospital Facilities

The modern doctor requires hospital facilities and the young doctors are setting
up practice in the larger centers where adequate hospital facilities are available,

North Carolina has 128 general hospitals, containing 8,475 beds. In order to
bring the state average up to 4 beds per 1,000 population, 6,000 additional
hospital beds are neededs (See page 34) ' »

In 1940, North Carolina ranked 42nd among the states in hospital beds per 1,000
population. (Sce page 4) -

Of the 8,475 general hospital beds, 41g7lper cent were loecated in the six largest
urban counties of the state. (See page 34) ' |

34 counties have no hospital beds .
. -~ 31 counties have less than two beds per 1,000 pepulation
. . \\‘Sl\counties have from two to four beds per 1,000 population
S o 4 ‘sounties have more than four beds per 1,000 populstion

-

At least 20 of the 34 counties without hospitals are large cnough ﬁo require a 50

bed hospital and all of the othors are 1ar : ini i
, L ¢ ge enough for health cb
from 10 to 25 beds. (Sec pages 34 and 52) ; Trimes heving

Some hospital’e§p§nsion is needed in g;,;east,62 additional counties which alrecady
_ have some facilitiesy Thus, 82 counties neod either hospital expansion or ncw
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hospital facilitiecs; and 14 small counties nced small health c¢linics. Public
health centers are needed in many other countics.

Negro hospital facilitics are seriously inedequate. We have now 1,665 genoral
hospital beds for Negroes and at lcast 2,450 more ere needed to supply the
recommended minimum of 4 beds per 1,000, (See page 37)

Poor Healbh Conditions

The result of inadequabe facilities and porsomnel arc poor medical carc and
poor health, as shown by the following facts:

Only 38.1 per cent of our babies arc dclivored in hospitalss 48,0 per cnet of
the white and only 13.6 per cont of the Negro. In this respoct, the state
ranks 40th. Only 17.1 per cont of all rural infants arc delivered in hospitals,
- ' : (See pages 16,18,44)
Six per cent of our white babics ond 54 »or cont of our . Fegro babics do not hove

6 doctor atbtondant ot birth. I Llls respoet, the state ranks 40th. Twenby-

five por cent of our rural babics have no doctor attonding ot birthe

(See pages 20,22,46)
Five out of cvery 1,000 mothors dic ab child birth and the state venks 41st on
this scores The maternal mortality rate for rural mothers in 1940 was 4.9 and
for Wegroes 7.6 per 1,000 live births, Fortunately, we have & public health
program which is helplaq to push this rate steadily downward.(égg—ggées 24,56)

17

Our infant mortality rate is also declining,but North Carolina gtill ranks 38th
in this respects The number of infant deaths plus stillbirths per 1,000 births
is 89 per 1,000: 74 for the white and 120 for the Negro.. 7,404 1nfant deaths
and stillbirths occurred in North Caroline in 1940, Good medical care could
have prevented a substantial percentage of i esdo In some states and countries
the infant mortality rate is less than half thet of Horth Corolinas

(oec pages 26,52)
North Carolina, ks roJocLod
for military_serv1ce. Tho percen ago of choo lonu, from bubruary through
Avgust of 1943, wass

5648 % of all registrants
49,2 % of white registrants
7145 % of Yegro registrants

These data arc not conclusive because if all registrants examined through March
31, 1944 are included the rejection rate for North Carolina is about 8 per cent
lower. '

However, in spite of the tentative character of the data, the facts do reveal
many serious physicel deficiences, many of which could have been prevented if
thorough physical examinations and needed corrcctions and treatments had been
carricd out at an cdrly ages- (Seo poges 12 A,12 B, 60)

FEconomic and Social Fachtors

North Carolina has inadequate medical services because it is a_poor and an
agricultural state. Net income per capita in 1940 was only § 317 as come
pared with § 573 for the nation as a whole. In this respect, North Carolina

ranks 44th! (See page 82)

The population side of the vroblem is correspondingly serious. Our birth rate
is high; being 90 per 1 000 women 15«44 ycars of ago as comparcd with 73.7 for
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the nation. We have more people per occupied dwelling as well as more farm
people per square mile of farm land than any other state in the nation.

(See pages 81,82)
The age distribution of our population is heavily weighted with children and
0ld peoples We have 585 c¢hildren (under 15) and old persons (over 65) per
1,000 people 16-65 years of age. In this respect, we rank 43rd in the nation;
the national average being 486 per 1,000. (Sece Page 81)

- In all indexes of level of living, North Carolina ig also quite deficients 42nd
in value of dwellings, 38th in homes with electricity, 4lst in homes with radios
and running water, and 42nd in ver cent of adults with less fhan a fifth grade

“education. (See page 82)

In proportion to their ability to pay, and in proportion to the size of the
medical care problem, the people of North Carolina working as individuals have
gone about as far as they can go in helping themselves. Thercfore, if the
situation is to be improved to any great degree, group effort _and public action
on o state and national level will be necessary. '

The medical care problem of the state is not a simple one. There arc many
deficiencies, and many reasons why these deficiencies exist. It is to a large
degree a rural problem and a Negro problem.

The medical carc problem as a whole has three aspects, all of which result in
poor medical care. These aspects arc: '

(1) Lack of medical care facilities and personnel
(2) Lack of appreciation for the need of good medical -care
{(3) The inability of rural people to pay for modern medical care

These are the three sides of the triangle: facilities, education, economicse

No one phase of the problem can be considered without the others The problem of

rural medical care cannot be solved by only building hospitals, or by only

educating the people to know the value of good facilities, or by only providing
. more convenient methods of payment., Al11 three aspects of the problem must be

“worked on at onces S '

More rural physicians must be trained; more rural hospitals must be built; more

edicational and preventive work must be carried on; and more convenicnt methods

of taying for medical care must be devised., The recommendations of the ‘
Governor 's Commission on Hospital and Medical Care summarized below are designed
to help meet these needs, :

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE COMMISSION i/

lMleeting on October 11, 1944, the State Hospital and Medical Care Commission,
after giving careful consideration to the reports of the various subcommittees
and to the facts summarized in this report, made a series of recommendations
which may be summarized as follows:

@edical School. That the two year medical school at the Universtiy of North
Carolina be expanded into a four year school with a ccntral hospital of 600 beds.,

*

l/’The full report of the Commission Report, as well as other subcommitteo
roports, may be obtained by writing Dr. Clarence Poe, Chairman, Raleigh, W.C.



Loan Fund for Medical Students. That a loan fund be established by the state
legislature, particularly for promising youth who wish to become physicians in
North Carolina, with extra inducements for those who will agree to practice
medicine -at least four years in rural areas, .

Medical Training for Negro Youth, Thét Nerth Carolina consider the
advisabiliby of establishing, in cooperation with neighboring states, a regional
medical school for legroes.,

New Hospitals and Héalth Centers., That the state legislature set up a
$ 5,000,000 fund to aid communities and counties to build new hospitals and health
centers and to expand present facilities where needed. It is estimated that
$ 10,000,000 additional funds would be provided by other sources. Rural hospitals
and health centers are emphasized.

Health Insurance and Prepayment Plans. That the state encourage in every
practical way the development of group medical care plans; and that the Blue
Cross plan be expanded to include the services of general practicioners and
drugs.

Hospital Aid for Low Income Groups. That the state appropriaste § 1 per day
to help pay the hospital expenses of each indigent person treated, the remainder
of the hospital cost to be paid by philanthropic agencies, such as the Duke
Endowment, and by the counties and municipalities wherein the patients reside.
It is estimated that this will cost the state about $ 50@,000 each year.

Public Health Program. Endorsed the proposal for a general examination of
school children to discover remediable physical defects, such defects to be
remedied at public expense in cases where parents are not financially able to pay
for such treatment. Appropriations for public health work should be increascd
until the state has entirely adequate progrem for the prevention of disease, thus
reducing needed hospital and medical carce to the lowest practicable minimums

State Hospital and Medicad Care Council. That a State Hospital and Medical
Care Council composed of qualifiecd persons be set up to administer the proposed
program, so that high standards of scrvice, efficicncy, economy, and professional
exccllenco might be maintainced. Administrative control of hospitals aided would,
howecver, remain in the hands of properly constituted local boards or governmental
units.

In concluding its report, the Commission took pains to point out that no
claim was made that the proposcd program was complete or porfect. Much romeins
to be done, but a substantial beoginning has bocen made toward the ultimate goal
set forth by Governor Broughton,

"eeessothat no person in North Carolina shall lack adequate hospital care
or medical treatmont by rcason of poverty or low income."
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MEDICAL CARE SERVICES IN NORTH CAROLINA

Foreword

In February 1944, Governor J., Melville Broughton appointed a State Hospital and
Medical Care Commission to survey the hospital and medical care neceds of our
state and to recommend a program to the peoplec and to the legislature of North
Carolina. Dr. Clarcnce Poe was appointed Chairman of the Commission and Dr.
Carl V. Reynolds, Secrotary. Soveral sub-committees werc appointed.

The sub-committcc on Statistical Data and Publications, which was responsibloe
for preparing this report, was composcd of the following personss: C. Horacc
Hamilton, Head, Dopartment of Rural Sociology, Worth Carolina State Collego,
Chairman; S. H. Hobbs, Professor, Rural Sccial Economics, University of North
Carolina; R. T. Stimson, M. D., Dircctor, Division of Vital Statistics, North
Carolina State Board of Health. Dr. W. S. Rankin of the Duke Endowmcnt could
not scrve as a member of the committec, but rendered great scrvice in making
available the Duke Hospital statistics.

Arrangement of Data

These data arc arranged first, to show how North Carolina sbonds in the nationg
and second, how the counties stand in the state with regard to hospital and
medical care services, health conditions, and social and ccomomic factors .
affecting health and medical carce -

Practically cvery table is illustratced with a chart: the table being on the left
side facing the chart. This arrangomont facilitates study of both the charts

and the statistical data.

Wherever available, the data show white and nonmwhite, rural and urban comparisons.
Most of tho data apply to 1940 cxecpt wherc otherwise stated.

‘Acknowledgoments

The committec acknowledges with much appreciation the assistance of the following
members of the North Carolina Department of Rurael Sociology, who workcd faith-
fully and carefully in assembling the data and in making the maps and charts:

Dr. Selz C. Mayo, liss Margaret Cole, lirs. Rosemary Vaughan, and lartin R.
Chambers. ’
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GENERAL HOSPITAL FACILITIES AND ADMIS3IONS, 19

40

Beds per 10,000 population

Admissions per 1,000 population

Rank and State | Ratio Number Ranl: and State . | Ratio| Number
26 UNITED STATES 35 462,360 24 UNRITED STATES . 70 9,219,496
1 Nevada 62 680 1 Monbana 105 58,803
2 DMonbana 56 3,108 2  Nevada 98 10,797
3 ‘California 53 36,851 3 Arizona 93 46,287
4 Massachusetts 52 22,466 4 Washington 20 185,952
4 Wyoming 52 1,297 5 ILOUISIANA 89 210,672
6 Colorado 51 5,691 5 Minnesota 89 249,669
7 Arizona 49 2,441 7 California .88 606,429
8 Wew Hampshire 46 2,235 8 Massachusetts 87 373,896
9 New York 45 60,314 8 HNew York 87 1,169,580
10 Vew Mexico 44 2,351 8 Oregon 87 96,187
11 Washington 43 - 7,488 11 Torth Dakota 86 54,969
12 Delaware 42 1,119 11 Vermont 86 30,993
12 Maryland 42 7,690 13 Comnecticut 85 . 145,955
12 Michigan 42 22,089 13 New Hampshire 65 41,883
12 Rhode Island 42 2,986 15 Wyoming 84 21,171
12 Vermont 42 1,513 15 Colorado 84 93,521
17 Minnesota 40 011,108 17 Illinois 82 648,914
17 North Dakota 40 2,546 18 Wisconsin 81 254,243
19 South Dakota 39 2,515 19 Utah 79 - 43,323
20 Oregon 38 4,091 20 Delaware 78 20,834
20 Wisconsin 48 - 12,000 21 South Dakota 76 49,081
22 Connecticut 37 6,362 22 Michigan 73 384,949
22 IOUISIANA 37 8,658 | 23 HMaryland 71 128,928
24 Illinois 36 28,469 24 New Jersey 70 289,630
24 Kansas 36 6,501 25 Idsho 69 36,283
26 Maine 55 2,981 26 Maine 68 67,743
26 Nebraska 36 4,602 26 Pemnsylvanis 68 669,031
26 Pennsylvania 35 35,086 28 West Virginia 67 126,852
26 Utah 36 1,913 29 FLORIDA . 65 123,297
30 New Jersey 34 14,150 29 Towa 65 164,521
31 FLORIDA 33 6,277 31 Kansas 64 116,078
32 Missouri 32 11,967 31 Ohio 64 442,868
33 VIRGINIA 31 8,263 33 Nebraska 63 82,728
34 Idaho 30 1,550 34 Vew lexico 62 32,751
35 Iowa 28 7,126 36 VIR:INIA 61 164,480
35 Ohio 28 19,635 36 rissouri 60 228,066
35 West Virginia 28 5,292 37 Indiana 58 198,036
38 Indiena 25 8,501 37 Texas 58 371,610
38 Oklehoma 25 5,882 39 NCRTH CAROLINA % % 56 119,250
40 ALABAIL. 24 6,884 40 GEORGIA 52 163,348
40 Texas 24 15,445 40 Rhode Island 52 36,760
42 NORTH CAROLINA # % . 23 8,372 42 SOUTH CAROLINA 51 97,615
42 SOUTH CAROLINA 23 4,365 43 Cklahome 50 116,218
44 TENNESSEE 22 6,278 44 TENNESSER 47 156,826
45 GEORGIA 21 6,437 45 ALABAMA 42 117,816
46 KENTUCKY 19 5,361 46 KENTUCKY 4C 114,984
47 ARKANSAS 18 5,451 47 MISSISSIPPI 37 61,136
48 MISSISSIPPI 15 3,363 | 48 ARKANSAS 51

Sources American Medical Association

59,461
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UTILIZATION COF GENERAL HOSPITAL FACILiTI

e
[T
S0 g

1940

Percent beds occupied

f Days hospitalization per 100 population

Beds ' Numbe:
Rank and State |[. Percent | occupied Renk and State Ratio | Mumber
. per day days
17 WiITSD STATES 7043 325,160 20 UNITED STATES 90 118,683,400
1 New York 78e3 47,219 1 Mgvadae 152 167,900
2 IOUISIAWA 7661 6,592 2 California 139 9,577,600
3 Rhode Island 753 2,248 | 3 Massachusebtbs 136 5,864,090
4 Connecticut 7449 4,768 4 Montana 131 733,285
5. Illinois 7463 21,148 5 New York 128 17,234,935
6§ Iaryland 7369 5,685 6 Colorado 119 1,339,185
7 Maine T34 2,167 7 Arizona 1158 573,415
8 Ohio 7342 14,372 7 Rhode Island 115 820,520
‘9 Missouri 722 8,546 9 Maryland 114 2,075,025
10 Cregon 71.9 2,941 10 Michigan 110 5,771,015
11 Michigan 7146 15,811 11 Vermont 105 376,315
12 Massachusetts 7165 16,066 12 Minnesota 104 2,891,165
13 Pennsylvania 7144 25,054 | 12 New Hampshire 104 512,095
14 Minnesota 7163 7,921 12 Washington 104 1,804,560
15 California T1e2 26,240 15 I0UIS IANA 102 2,406,080
16 New Jersey 7047 10,007 16 Connecticut 100 1,707,470
17 SOUTH GAROLINA 7040 3,056 | 16 Illinois 100 7,719,020
18 TENNESSEE 6941 4,336 16 Oregon 100 1,073,465
19 VIRGINIA 68e 7 65,674 19 Wisconsin 94 2,951,390
20 Indiana 68e4 - 5,818 20 Haine 93 790,955
21 Vermont 68e1 1,081 20 Wyoming 93 232,870
22 ALABAMA 6748 4,668 22 Pennsylvania 92 9,144,710
23 Nevada 6746 460 23 Delaware 90 240,535
24 Wisconsin 87.4 8,086 23 New Mexico 90 480,340
25 Utah 6743 1,288 25 North Dakota 39 572,685
26 GEORIIA 671 4,302 26 New Jersey 88 3,652,555
27 Idaho 66.0 1,023 27 Utah 85 470,120
27 Washington 6640 4,944 28 Kansas 84 1,507,450
29 MISSISSIPPI 65.5 2,202 29 llissouri - 88 3,155,790
30 Towe 65540 4,632 29 South Dakota 83 . 533,995
31 lontana 646 2,009 31 Nebraska 77 1,012,510
32 Colorado 6445 3,669 | 31 VIRGINIA 77 2,071,010
33 Arizona 6444 1,571 | 33 Ohio 76 5,245,780
34 West Virginia 63+ 6 3,364 34 FLORIDA 75 1,427,515
35 Kansas ' 6345 2,130 35 Idaho 71 378,395
36 New Hampshire 6248 1,403 38 Tows 67 1,690,680
37 ARKANSAS 6246 2,161 37 West Virginia 65 1,227,860
38 FLORIDA 6243 3,911 38 Indisna 62 2,123,570
39 North Dakota 61.6 1,563 39 ALABALIL 860 1,703,820
40 NORTH CALROLINA # % 6048 5,093 40 SOUTH . CAROLINA 59 1,115,440
41 Nebraska 6043 24774 41 Oklahoma 54 1,258,520
42 FEMTUCKY 60,2 3,229 41 TEINESSEER b4 1,582,640
43 Texas 59¢4 9,179 43 WORTH CAROLINA * * 52 1,858,945
44 Delaware 5849 659 43 Texas 52 3,350,335
45 Oklahoma 5846 3,4l 45 GEORGIA 50 1,576,800
46 South Dakota 5842 1,463 46 EBNTUCKY 41 1,178,585
47 New Mexico 5640 1,318 47 ARKANSAS 40 788,765
48 Tyoming 4942 638 | 48 MISSISSIPPI 37 803,730

Sources American Medical issociation.
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Pooe 8 :
TOTAL DENTISTS, PHYSICIANS AND SURGECHS, AND NURSES PER 100,000 TOTAL
POPULAT ION, 1940.
. == T
Dentists Physicians snd Surgeons anirgiizgnguﬁi;;as

Rank and State Ratio | Rank and State Ratio Rank and State Ratio
16 TUNITED STATES 58 16 TUNITED STATES 125 20 UUITED STATES 270
1 California 78 1 New York 193 1 Massachusetts 438
2 New York 76 2 Massachusetts 164 2 Connecticut 443
2 Oregon 76 | 3 Maryland 161 3 New Hampshire 403
4 TIllinois 75 4 California 158 4 TNew York 398
5 Iimmesota 74 | .5 Colorado 146 5 California 395
6 Washington 72 5 TIllinois 146 6 Meryland 350
7  Nebraska 70 7  Conmecticut 145 6 - Vermonb 350
8 Wisconsin 67 8 New Jersey 141 8 Minnesota 341
9 Massachusetts 65 9  Missouri 132 9  Delaware 339
10 TIowa 64 10 Nevada 130 9 New Jersey 339
10 UNew Jersey 64 10 Ohio 150 11 Colorado 333
12 Connecticut 63 10 Pennsylvania 130 12 Washington 329
13 Missouri 60 10 Rhode Island 30, 13 Oregon 327
13  Ponnsylvania 60 14 Oregon 128 14 FRhode Island 313
15 Colorado 59 14 Vermont 128 15 Haine 302
16 Kanses 56 18 Delaosrare 125 16 . Arizona 298
16 Utah 56 17 Himnesota 122 17 liontana 296
18 Ohio 54 18 UVebrasks 120 18 Illinois 289
19 Indiana 53 18 Washington 120 19 Pennsylvania 284
19 FRhode Island 53 20 Michigan 117 20 Ohio ' 267
21 Hichigen 50 21 Towa 115 21 ilichigan 263
21 lMontana 50 21 Kansas , 115 22 Wisconsin 256
23 Hevada 49 23 New Hamoshire 114 23 Novada 251

3 Wyoming 49 24 Indiana 113 24 FLORIDA 250
25 Maryland © 48 25 Arizomna 112 25 Utsh 242
26 South Dakota 47 26 FILORIDA 108 26 MNorth Dokota 236
27 New Hampshire 46 26 Wisconsin 108 27 Konsas 219
28 laine 44 | 28 laine 105 28 Iowa 216
29 Vermont 42 29 Utah 100 28 Missouri 218
30 Idaho . 41 30 IOUISIANA 99 28 iicbraska 216
30 MNorth Dakota 41 31 VIRGINIA 98 31 South DPalota 213
32 Delaware 39 32 Texas © 97 32 VIRGINIA 210
33 FLORIDA 38 33 Oklahoms 96 33 Indiana 209
34 IOUISIANA 33 34 lontana 94 34 . Idaho 203
35 Oklahoma 32 34 . TENNESSEE 94 35 Wyoming 202
35 VIRGINIA 32 38 West Virginia 91 36 IOUISTANA 181
37 Arizona 31 37 TWyoming 90 37 Texas 176
37 Texas 31 38 HTUCKY 89 38 NORTH CAROLINA x 175
37 West Virginia 31 39 ARKANSAS 86 39 West Virginia 181
40 TENNESSEE 29 40 GHEORGIA 32 40 SOUTH CAROLINA 160
41 EKENTUCKY 28 41  Wew Moxico 80 41 TEHIESSEE 159
42 GEORGIA 26 41 North Dakota 80 42 WNew Mexico 152
43 NORTH CAROLINA = 22 43 TIdoho 78 43 GEORGIA 145
44 ALABAMA 21 43  South Dakota 7 44  Oklahoma 134
44 New Mexico 21 45 WORTH CLROLTIA * 72 45 EKENTUCKY 131
46 ARKANSAS 20 46  ALABAML 66 46  ALABAKA 118
47 MISSISSIPPI 15 46 SOUTH CAROLTA 66 47  ARKANSAS 96
47 SOUTH CAROCLINA 19 48 MISSISSIPPI 61 48 MISSISSIPPI 92

Sources United States Census, 1840,
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WHITE DENTISTS, PHYSICIANS AND SURGEONS, AND NURSES PER 100,000 WHITE

POPULATION, 1940

" Dentists

‘Trained Nurses

Physicians and Surgeons and Student Murses
‘Rank and State Rate | Rank and State Rate | Rank and State Rate
16 UNITED STATES 58 13 TUNITED STATES 136 21 TUNITED STATES 295
1  California 80 1 VNew York 200 1 Massachusetts 494
2 TNew York 78 2  lMaryland 186 2  Connecticut 452
3  Illinois 77 3  Massachusetts 165 3  Maryland 412
3 . Oregon 77 4 California 162 4 California 410
5 Minnesota 75 5 Illinois 150 5 New York 404
.6 Washington 73 6. LOUISIANA - 149 6  New Hampshire 403
7  Nebraska 70 | 7 Colorado ‘147 | 7 Delaware 388
8 Tew Jersey 87 7  Connecticut 147 8 New Jersey 356
8 Wisconsin 67 9  New Jersey 146 9  Vermont 3560
10 Massachusetts 65 10 FILORIDA 142 10 Minnesota 343
11 Connecticut 64 11 MISSISSIPPI 141 11 Colorado 337
11 Towa 64 12 Delaware. 140 12 - Washingbon 335
13 Missouri 63 13 Nevada 136 13 Arizona 333
14 Pennsylvania 61 14 Missouri 135 14 Oregon 330
15 Colorado 59 15 Ohio 134 15 FIORIDA 324
. 16 Kansas 58 15 Pemnsylvania 134 16 Rhode Island 318
17 Ohio 56 17 BRhode Island 131 17 Montana 306
17 TUtah 56 18 Arizona 129 18 Maine 303
19 Marylend 55 18 Oregon 129 19 Illinois 301
20 Indiana 54 20 Vermont 128 20 Pemnsylvania 296
21 Fhode Island 53 21 Minnesota 123 21 Ohio 279
22 Michigan 52 22 VIRGINIA 122 22 IOUISTANA 275
22 Nevada 52 22 Washingbton 122 23 Michigan 272
24 Montana 51 24 JNebraska 120 24 Nevada 263
25 IOUISIAWNA 50 25 Hichigan 11¢ 25 VIRGIIIA 259
25 TWyoming 50 | 26 GEORGIA 118. 26 Wisconsin 258
27 FLORIDA 49 27 Kansas 117 27 SOUTH CARDLINA 256
27 South Dakota 49 | 28 Iowa 116 28 Utah 244
29 New Hempshire 46 29 Indiana 115 29 North Dakota 239
30 Maine 45 30 New Hampshire 114 30 Kansas 226
31 Delaware 43 31 Texas 111 30 HORTH CAROLINA *. 226
31 MISSISSIPPL 43 32 SOUTH CAROLMA 110 32 Missouri 219
33 Vermont 42 33 ARIGIELS 109 32 HNebraska 219
34 Idaho 41 338 Wisconsin 109 | 32 South Dakota 219
34  North Dakota 41 35 Maine 105 35 TIowa 217
36 VIRG INIA 39 36 TENUESSEE 104 36 Indiana 216
37 GEORGIA 38 37 Oklahoma 102 37 MISSISSIPPI 209
38 Arizona 35 38 Uteh 101 38 Wyoming 206
38 Texas 35 39 lMontana 98 39  Idaho 205
40 Oklahomsa 34 40  ALABAMA ¢5 40 Texas 201
41 TENNESSEE 32 41 NORTH CARCLINA 94 41 GEORGIA 195
41 West Virginia 32 41 West Virginia 94 42 TENNESSEB 182
43 ALABAMA 30 43 KENTUCKY 93 43 West Virginia 169
43  SOUTH CAROLIHA 30 | 44 Wyoming 92 | 44 ALABANA 159
45 KENTUCKY 29 45 DNew Mexico 86 44 New Mexico 159
46 NORTH CAROLINA 28 46 North Dakota 81 46 Oklahoma 144
47 ARKLNSAS 24 46 South Dakota 81 47  KENTUCKY 138
48 TNew Mexico 23 48 Idaho 79 48 ARKANSLS 124

Source: United States Cénsﬁé; 1940.
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NONWHITE DENTISTS,

PHYSICIANS, AND NURSES PER 100,000 NONWHITE POPULATION, 1940.

Physicians and Surgeons

Trained nurses

Dentists and Student nurses
‘Rank and State Rate | Rank and State Raete | Rank and State Rate
27 TUNITED STATES 12 26 UNITED STATES 28 19 UNITED STATES 54
1  Vyoning 241 1 Missouri 82 1 Montana 316
2  Idaho 179 | 2 Massachusetts 76 2 New York 278
3  Massachusetts 56 3 Illinois 72 3  Vermond 235
4  Montana 53 4 Oregon 71 4  Idaho 179
5 Connecticub 50 | 4 Colorado 71 5 Missouri 172
6 Colorado 47 6 California 61 6 Oregon 122
7 Oregon 43 7  Michigan 60 7 Utah 108
7  Rhode Island 43 8 New Jersey 59 8 liassachusetts 96
9 California 42 8 . Kansas 59 9 Arizona 92
9  Washington 42 10 Towa 58 10 California 88
11 TIllinois 30 11 Nebraska 55 11 DNorth Dakota 76
12  Pennsylvania 28 12 Wew York 54 12 Colorado 65
13 Indiana 27 13 Indiana 51 13 Illincis 63
13 DNebraska 27 "14 Connecticut 50 13 Wew Mexico 63
15 New Jersey 25 15 Pennsylvania 48 16 VIRGINIA 60
16 New York 24 16 Ohio 47 16 South Dakota 59
16 Ohio 24 17 TEHNESSER 44 17 ‘Vashington 58
16 Wisconsin 24 18 KENTUCKY 43 18 Kaunsas 56
19 TIowa 23 19 West Virginia 40 19 FLORIDA 52
20 Viest Virginia 22 20 Minnesotba 39 19 TEINESSEE 52
21 Minnesota 21 21 Maine 3 21 GECRGIA 51
22 Kansas 20 22 Maryleand 36 21 Michigan 51
22 Missouri 20 22 Oklahoma 36 23 Nevada 48
24 Michigan 18 24 Weshingbon 34 23 Wisconsin 48
25 TENNESSEE 15 25 Wisconsin ' 32 25 WORTH CAROLINA % 46
26 Delaware 14 26 Utah 27 26 Oklahoma 44
26 KENTUCKY 14 27 Delaware 25 27 New Jersey 43
26 Utah 14 27 VIRGINIL/ 25 28 KENTUCKY 42
29 Maryland 10 292 Texas 18 28 Maryland 42
‘29 VIRGINIA 10 30 FLORIDA 17 30 ALABANMA 41
31 Texas 9 30  NORTH CAROLINA * 17 31 Pennsylvania 40
32 PLORIDA 8 30 Rhode Island 17 32 Msine 37
32 Oklahoma 8 38 " Nevada 16 32 West Virginia 37
34 ARKANSAS 6 34  ARKANSAS 15 34 Ohio 32
34 HORTH CAROLINA * 6 34 GEORGIA 15 35 SOUTH CAROLINA 31
36 GEORGIA 5 36 Arizona 12 36 Connecticut 30
36 SOUTH CAROLINA 5 37 LOUISIANA 11 36 Indiana 30
38 ALABAMA 4 38 ALABAMA 10 | 38 Iiinnesotsa 26
38 IOUISTANA 4 39 SOUTH CAROLINA 9 38 Rhode Island 25
40 Arizona -3 40 NMISSISSIPPI 5 38 Texas » 26
40 MISSISSIPPI 3 41 South Dakota 4 41 Delaware 25
40 New Mexico 3 42 New Mexico 3 42 LOUISIANA 14
43  Maine 0 43 Idaho 0 43 ARKANSAS 13
43  Newvada 0 43  Monbana 0 44  Towa 12
43 New Hampshire 0 43 Hew Hampshire 0 44 MISSISSIPPL 12
43 Worth Dakota 0] 43 North Dakota 0 46 Nebraska 11
4% South Dalkota -0 43 Vermont 0 47 New Hempshire 0
. 43 Vermont 0 43 Wyoming 0 47 Wyoming 0

Sourcé: United States Consus, 1940
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PERCENTAGE OF REGISTRANTS REJECTED FOR MILITARY SERVICE

( At local boards and induction stations) February 1943 through August 1943)

Preliminary

A1l Registrants

White Registrants

Negro Registranfs

Percent

Spurses U.S. Senate Hearings Subcommittes on Wartime Health and Education.

Rank State  [Percent| Rank State  |Percent| Rank ! State

32 UNITED STATES 3942 23 UNITED STATES 3640 38 UNITED STATES 5649
1 Oregon 2444 1 Oregon 24.4 * Arizona

2 Kansas 2544 2 Kansas 24.8 * Colorado

3 Utah 2661 | 3 TUtah 2640 *#. Xdaho

4 Washington 28.2 4 TWashington 28.0 * JTowa

5 Wyoming 29.1 5 Delaware 2842 *  leine

6 Idaho 2943 6 Idaho 29,0 *" Minnesota

7 Comnecticut 31.0 7 New Jersey 29,1 | % lontana

8 South Dakota ' 31.1 | 8 Wyoming 2942 | * Nobraska

9 Nebraska 31.6 9 Connecticub ~3044 | - * Nevada

10 Pennsylvania 31.8 10 Pennsylvenia 30.9 ¢ * New Hampshire

11 Delaware 31e9 11 South Dakota  31.1 % New Mexico

12 I1linois 32,9 12 Nebraska 31.3 * North Dakota

12 Neveda 3269 13 Illinois 316 * Oregon _

14 New Jersey 3340 14 Haryland 32.4 * Rhode Island

15 Iowa 3341 15 MNevada 32,6 *. ‘South Dakota

16 Noyth Dakota 33¢8 | . 16 MISSISSIPPI 3249 *  Utah

17 California 3546 17 Lowa 3340 *  Vermont

18 Minnesota 35.7 18 North Dakota 33.7 *  Washington

19 Ohio 3548 19 Ohio 3448 * Wisconsin
.20 Indiana 3642 20 California 3542 *  Wyoming

21 Montana 3645 20 Indiana . 3548 21 Kansas 3344
22 Missouri 372 22 Missouri 3544 22 West Virginia 41,0
23 Rhode Island 373 23 IHnmesota 35¢6 23 Illinois 41.8
24 Michigan 3764 24 Michigan 3663 24 Pennsylvania 43,1
24 Maryland 374 25 Montana 3645 25 North Dakota 4445
26 Maine 3745 26 Mew York 3648 26 Delaware 44,7
27 Massachusetts 377 | 27 Rhode Island 3762 ‘27 Connecticut 45.1
27 Wew York 3747 28 Maine 37.4 f 28 California 4644
27 West Virginia 377 28 Massachusetts 3T ok 29 Ohio 4649
30 New Hampshire 3849 28 West Virginia 3Te4 30 New York 48.0
30 Wisconsin 3849 31 Oklahoma 3842 31 Indiana 4843
32 Arizona 39,0 32 Arizona 358e4 32 KENTUCKY 49.7
33 New lMexico 40,1 33 Wisconsin 3847 3 Missouri 50.4
34 Oklahoma 40.6 34 New Hampshire 38,9 34 Hichigan 51.2
35 Texas 429 35 Texas 3944 35 lNessachusebts 52.4
36 Colorado 43,1 36 ALABAMA 3945 36 Maryland 5341
87 TEMNNESSEE 44,7 37 New lexico 3949 37 MISSISSIPPI 54,2
38 MISSISSIPPI 45,0 38 TENNESSEE 40,1 38 Oklehoma 5549
3¢ KLNTUCKY 45.4 39 FLORIDA 4144 39 TENNESSEE 57,4
40 Vermontb 4507 40 LOUISIANA 4245 40 GECRGIA 57.8
45 LTARAMA 49,0 41 SCUTE CAROLINA 42.9 40 Toxas 57,8
42 GEORGIA 51.5 42 Colorado 4340 42 ATABANA 61.0
43 VIRGINIA 52,2 43 KENTUCKY 45,1 43 VIRGINIA 6349
44 LOUISTIANA 52.6 44 VIRGINIA 4545 44 TOUISIANA 6440
45 FLORIDA 53,2 45 Vermont 45,7 45 FLORIDA- 6548
40 LIBAFSLS 55,9 46 ARKANSAS 4649 46 SOUTH CAROLINA  69.4
4¢ S0UTH CARCLINA 5549 46 GEORGIA 4649 47 ARRANSAS 7049
43 BOPT L CAROLINA 56.8 48 MCRTH CAROLINA 49,2 48 WORTH CAROLINA © 7145
¥ Chetss having less than 0.3 per cent of total Negro registrants are omitted.
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Limitations of Selective Service Data

The data on Selective Service rejections are not only of a preliminmary character
but are subject to other limitations. Col. Leonard G. Rovmtree, Chief of the
liedical Division, National Headquarters, Selective Service System, has the
following to say -about rejection rates: '

"It is important to remember that, so far, the discussion has dwelt only on
primary defects, i.es, the principal cause of rejecticn.

Rejection rates based upon the nember of registrants rejected for military
service per 1,000 men exemined have limitation in their use as criteria of
good civilian healthe. Rejection rates are dependent upon too many factors,
as for instance (1) changes in standards for induction,{2) changing defer=
ment policies, (3) varying numbers of registrants by age, race, urban-rural
areas all of which introduce variables correctable only through the calcus.
lation of specific rojcction'ratos,,(é) whether a registrant is coming up
for the first, second, third, or fourth examination and (5) how far military
standards exceed those roquircd of normal civilian living. Selective Service
therefore regards the rejecticn rate por 1,000 examined as useful in
measuring the Nation's health only in terms of the limitations placed upon
such ra:l:esn...." }._/ ‘ ’ .

These data published herewith are preliminary and are of limited scientific
value because they apply te a very short period of time -~ February through
Auvgust 1943. The table on page 60 of this publication which shows the North
Carolina rejection ratc to be only 48.1 per cent, was based on a sample of

all data available from the beginning of this war through March 1943. Obviously,
the rejection rate must have risen considerably after Marche. Perhaps there

were mony 4-F's coming up for the second and third examinations.

Unkil more complete data become available, we can not be sure as to the signif-
icance and importance of Selective Service rejoction ratese.

1/ U. S. Senate Subcommittee on Wartime Health and Education Hearings, Part V,
Washington, D. C., July 10, 11, and 12, 19443 Page 1626,
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LIVE BIRTHS PER 1,000 FEMALRS 15-44 YEARS OF AGE, 1940.

Thite

124.8

FTorth Dakota

Total Nonwhite
Rank and State Rate | Rank and State Rate | Rank and State Rate
17 TUNITED STATES 73,7 | 17 UWITED STATES 72.5 | 26 UNITED STATES 8343
1  New Jersey 5644 | 1 HNew Jersey 5544 | 1 New Mexico 5341
2  New York 56.7 | 2 Wew York 56.9 | 1 Wew York 53,1
3 Comnecticut 60,0 | 3 Comnecticut 59.7 | 3  Vermont 5848
4 ° Rhode Island 61,1 | 4 Rhode Island 60.6 | 4  KEHTUCKY 60.3
5 Massachusetts 62.5 | 5 Ilassachusetts 2.3 | &5 Iowa 60.9
8 Illinois 6345 6 Illinois 63.61 G I1linois 61l.4
7 California 68,0 ¢ 7 California 67.3 ! 7  TEHNESSEE 61.8
8 Missouri 68, 8  Peunnsylvania 68.0 { & Ilissouri 63.0
9  Pemnsylvania 68.3 | 9 Delaware 68.2 {9 Texsas B83¢5
10 Ohio 69.0 | 10 Missouri 68,6 1 10 Kansas 66+4
11 FKansas 69,8 | 11 Maryland 68.8 1 11 Ohio 87.1
12 FLORIDA 70.1 | 12 Ohio 89.1 1 12 1Indiana 6763
12 Oregon 70.1 | 13 Oregon 69.7 | 13 FLORIDA 67.6
14 Delaware 70.3 14 Fansas 69.9 14 Michigan 67.8
. 15 Washington 70.7 | 15 Washingbon 70.2 i 15 Hew Hampshire 6860
16 laryland 72.4 | 16 FLORIDA 712 16 gConnecticut 713
17 Nebraska 72.7 17 Nebraska 7247 i 17 California 71le4
18 New Hampshire 75.0 18 Yew Hampshire 75,01 18 West Virginia 71.9
19 Wisconsin 76.1 19 Wisconsin 75.8 { 19 llassachusetts. 720
20 TENNESSEE 76,5 | 20 CGEORGIA 774 ! 20 Pennsylvania 72.4
21 Indiana 77.2 ; 21 Indiana’ 777 y 21 THew Jersey 7249
22 Iowsa 78.1 | 22 Towa 78,2 ¢ 22 Colorado 7341
2% Michigan 78.8 | 23 LOUISIANMA 78.7 { 23 Nebraska 74.5
23 Texas 78.8 | 24 lMichigan 79.4 « 24 ARKANSAS 7548
25 Oklahoma 80.3 | 256 TENNESSEE 80,0 | 25 Oklahoma 79.6
26 Colorado 80,7 | 26 Oklahoma 80,4 | 26 Delaware 8342
27 Minnesota 81,0 | 27 Minnesota 80,51 27 IMaine 88,5 -
28 Maine 8l.8 28 Colorado 80.8 28 1Idaho 89,3
29 GEORGIA 820 | 29 South Dakota 8l.4 ! 29 Maryland 89.6
30 ARKANSAS 82.9 | 30 Texas .81.6 | 30 GEORGIA 89.9
31 South Dakota 83.7 | 81 Waine 81.8 | 31 Rhode Island 93.6
32 LOUIS IANA 85,0 | 32 Uevada 81l.9 : 32 ALABAMA 95,9
33 Nevada 85.2 | 33 SOUTH CAROLINA  83.3 | 32 IOUISIANA 9549
34 VIRG IIA 88.1 34 VIRGITIA 84.6 | 34 Washingbton 96,0
35 ALABAMA 90,0 | 35 ARKAWNSAS 85.4 | 35 Utah 96.5
35 TORTH CAROLDIA * 90,0 | 35 NORTH CAROLINA # 85.4 1 36 VIRGINIA 98.6
37 Vermont 90,1 | 37 ALABAMA 86.7 7 37 Oregon 98.7
38 .Wyoming 90,3 | 38 MISSISSIPPI - 87,61 38 WORTH CAROLTIA *101,6
39 North Dakota 91.8 | 39 Wyoming 89,4 : 39 Arizona 103.0
40 Montana 93.4 40 Vermont 90,11 40 SOUTH CAROLINA 109.3
4] West Virginia 93,8 | 41 TNorth Dakota 90.3§ 4] MISSISSIPPI 110.2
42 SOUTH CAROLINA 94,3 | 42 lontane 90.7 | 42 Wisconsin 117.0
43 EENTUCKY 97.6 | 43 West Virginia 95,4 | 43 Minnesota 142.9
44 Arizona 98,5 | 44 Arizona 97.8{ 44 South Dakota 151.0
45 MISSISSIPPI 99,0 | 45 Idaho 100.5%' 45 THevada 151.2
"6 Ideho 100.4 | 46 FKENTUCKY 100,9 : 46 Wyoming 161.1
47 Utah 104.3 | 47 TUtah 10444 | 47 lontana 180.0
48 New Mexico 119.8 | 48 New Hexico | 43 188.1

" Source: United Stetes Vital Statistics, 1940,
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PERCENTAGE OF LIVE BIRTHS OCCURRING IN HOSPITALS, 1942.

Total White Negro

Rank State Percent | Rank State | Percent | Rank State Percent
31 UNITED STATES 67.9 | 25 UMITED STATES 72.7 | 38 UNITED STATES 2849
1 Comnecticub 95,9 | 1 . Commecticut 96.1 | 1 Idaho 100,0
2  Washington 94,5 | 2 Washington 94,7 {1 Oregon © 100.0
3  Oregon 93.4 | 3 Oregon 93.5 | 3 Nevada 933
4 New York '92.2 | 4 California 92.6 | 4 Weshington 91.4
5 California 92.1 | 5 New York 9243 | 5 Utah 90.9
6 Masseachusetts 91,7 | 6 Nevada 92.0 | 6 New York 8948
7 Nevada 91.2 7  lMassachusetts  91.8 | 7 Comnecticut 88,5
8 Yew Jersey 90.2 | 8 UWew Jersey 91.1 | 8 Hinnesota 867
2  Ilomtana 8942 | 9  Montena 90,0 | 9 Rhode Island 8346
10 Ikhode Island 87,3 10 Rhode Island 87,4 | 10 New Hampshire 8348
11 iew Hampshire 8604 | 11 New Hampshire 86+4 | 11 California 8l.1
12 11linois 84,9 | 12 Tllinois 8546 | 12 Wyoming - 80,0
13 iFah 82.5 | 13 Delaware 84,0 | 13 Massachusetts 7942
14 Wyoming 8l.3 | 14 TUbah 82,5 | 14 lMaine 7866
L5 “daho 81,0 | 15 Wyoming 8l.6 | 15 New Jersey 777
16 iichigan 79.2 | 16 Idaho 8l.1 | 16 Iowa 765
17 Minnesota 7941 {17 Michigan 79.6 | 16 TWisconsin 7645
186 Delaware 78.0 | 18 Mionesota 7942 18 Honbana 7540
19 Wisconsin 77«7 | 19 Wisconsin 778 | 18 UNorth Dakota 7540
20 Ohio 75.4 | 20 Ohio 7549 20 MNebraska 7383
21 “Horth Dakota 74,6 | 21  Arizona 75,0 | 21 TIllinois 7542
22 Pennsylvania 73+9 | 22 TNorth Dakota 7445 | 22 Pennsylvania 7241
2% Arizona 73.2 | 23 Ponnsylvania 7441 % Michigan 89.2
24 Colorado 72.7 | 24 Maryland 73,1 | 24 Arizona 6645
25 Tdaho 72,0 1 25 Coloruzdo 72.8 | 25 Ohic 63+ 8
26 Termont 7045 26 Iowa. 7240 26 Missourd 60.6
27 Hebrasksa. 70e4 | 27 Kansas 71,1 { 27 Colorado 6045
28 Kansas 70.1 | 28 Vermont 70.5 | 28 South Dakota 60.0
29 . Soubh Dakota 69.3 | 29 Nebraska 7064 | 29 Deloaware 4602
30 Indiana 69.1 | 30 FLORIDA 7043 | 30 Maryland 4349
31 Maryland 67,7 | 31 Indiona 701 | 31 New lexico 4243
32 Haine 67«6 | 32 Scuth Dakota 69.8 | 32 Kansas 4240
33 Missouri 59.6 | 33 Maine 67.6 1 33 Indiansa 41,5
34 FIORIDA 56.6 { 34 IOUISIANA 63.9 | 34 LOUISIANA 34.8
34 Texas 55,6 | 35 Texas 598 | 35 TENNESSEE 2949
36  Oklahoma 5542 | 36 lilssouri 69,5 | 36 Texas 2648
37 LOUISIANA 52,4 | 37 OQklahoma 7.4 { 37 KEHNTUCKY 2542
38 VIRGTHIA 44.8 | 38 GEORGIA 55,2 | 38 FLORIDA 17,5
39 GEORGIA 40,6 | 39 VIRGINIA 5445 | 39 VIRGINTA 16,3
40 New Mexico 40,2 | 40 SOUTH CAROLINA 50,0 | 40 Oklahoma 15,9
41 NORTH CAROLINA % 38,1 1 41 WNORTH CAROLIVA * 49,0 | 41 GEORGIA 1545
42 TENWESSIE 38,0 | 42 HISSISSIPPI 42.6 | 42 West Virginia - 13.8
43 West Virginia 32.2 | 43 ALABALIA 40.3 | 43 NORTH CAROLINA * 13,6
44 SOUTH CAROLIA  29.9.1 44 YNew lexico 4062 | 44 LALABAMA 11.5
45 ATABAMA - 29.8 | 45 TENNESSEE 3944 | 45 SOUTH CAROLINA Y
46 ARKIISAS 27.7 | 46 LARKANSAS 34e7 | 46 ARKLNSLS 49
47 KENTUCKY 273 | 47 West Virginia 33,3 | 47 MISSISSIPPI 349

MISSISSIPPI 21leb | 48 IENTUCEY 27¢4 } *% Vermont - -

48

Sources United States Vital Stabistics, 1942+

% % To Negﬁb births,
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TRCENTAGE OF BIRTHS OCCURRING IN HOSFITALS, BY RESIDENCE, 1940.

Urban ' Rural -
Places with 10,000 population and over Places with less thanl0,000 population

Rank and State - . Percent Rank and State Percent
21 UNITED STATES 80.5 33 UNITED STATE 3645
1 Hevada 96.9 1 Connecticut 88.9
2 Oregon e : 96,7 2 California 80.7
3 Mentana 95.9 3 Washington 80.1
4 Washington 95.1 4 Massachusetts 79.5
5 New York 92.0 5 Oregon 79.0
6 Conunecticut 91.9 6 New Jersey 776
7 Hinnesota 91.6 7 Nevada : - TTe2
8 Cealifornia 90.0 '8 Montana 7660
9 Delaware ‘ 88.5 9 Rhode Island o 70,5
10 Horth Dakota 8749 10 Hew York - 70.4 -
11 New Jersey 8745 .11 Wew Hempshire . 68e4
1z Utah 87.4 12 VWyoming 6308
13 Illinois : 8701 13 Arizona 5644
14 Wyoming o 8740 13 Idaho 5644
15 Idaho 8842 15 North Dakota 56.9
16 Massachusetts 86,0 16 Ttah - 55.8
17 South Dakota 8340 17 iimnesota 5542
18 kiissouri 8243 18 Delaware 55,0
12 Wisconsin 8l.4 19 Vermont 529
20 Iowa 8le2 20 South Dalkota 51.6
21 Nebrasks 80.4 21 Illinois 51.2
21 New Hampshire 80¢ 4 2z Wisconsin 51.1
23 Ohio 7940 23 Colorado 49.0
24 Rhode Islend ) 7842 24 Maryland 48,7
25 Colorado 7769 25 Towa 48,6
26 LOUISTIANA 773 26 Michigan 4744
27 Pennsylvenie 77,0 | 27 Pennsylvania 454
28 Vermonb T6e4 28 Kanses 4443
29 Michigen . ' 7546 29 Maine 4344
30 Arizona 73560 30 Nebraske  41.3
31 Marylond 7342 31 Ohio 40.8.
32 liaine T2.4 32 Indiana 3746
33 FLORIDA o 7006 33 LOUISIAWA 2969
34 Kansas - 7046 34 Toxas 28,9
35 Oklohoma 6963 35 FLORIDA 28¢5
56 GLORGIA ‘ ) 5866 36 New Mexico 2463
37 Indiana 679 4 37 Missouri 2209
38 VIRG INIA 6740 38 VIRGIHIA ' ' 19.3
39 TEUNESSEE 63Ge8 39 WORTH CAROLINA =% =* 1741
40 Texas ' 6648 40 GEORGIA - 1548
41 KENTUCKY o B4, 41 TENWESSEE 1347
42 ARKANSAS 618 42 SOUTH CAROLINA _ 13.2
43 West Virginia ' 61.2 43 ALABAMA 12.4
44 NORTH CAROLINA * * 55¢9 44 Viest Virginia - 11.5
45 ALABAMA 5446 45 ARKLNSLS 11,4
46 Vew Mexico 5248 46 MISSISSIPPI 10.1
47 1MISSISSIPPT 5263 47 Oklahomo o $ed
48 SOUTH CLROLIKRA 5148 48 KEWNTUCKY 868

s o

Sourcc: United States Vital Stmtistids;'iQQO. 3
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: PERCENTAGE OF LIVE BIRTHS NOT ATTEWDED BY A PHYSICIAN, 1942

Total thite S Negro
Rank and State | Percent Rank and State | Percent Rank and Shate | Percent
36 UNITED STATES Ted 33 UWITED STATES 245 40 UNITED STATES 4668
1 Uew Hampshire 0.0 1 Massachusetts 0,0 1 Idaho 0.0
1 Ohio 0.0 1 U¥ew Hampshire 060 1 Maine 0s0
1 Vermont 0.0 1 Ohio 040 1 UNebraskas 0.0
4 Towa 0.1 1 Vermont 060 1 Nevada 0.0
4  Kansas 0.1 5 Connecticutb Osl 1 New Hampshire 0.0
4 Massachusetts 0.1 5 Indians 0.1 1 Horth Dakoba 0,0
4  Nebraska 0.1 5 Iowa Oel 1 Oregon 0.0
4 Pemnsylvania 0.1 5 Kansas Oe1 1 South Dakota 0.0
9 Connecticub Qe2. | 5 Nobraska- 0.1. 1 Utah 0.0
9 Illinois 0.2 5 Oregon Oel 1 Vermont 0.0
9 Indiana 0.2 5 Pemnsylveania C.l 1 Washington 0.0
9 Washington . 0.2 5 Washingbton Oel 1 Wisconsin 0.0
9 Wisconsin 062 5 Wisconein Oel .1 Wyoming 0.0
14 Igaho 0.3 14 Illinois 042 14 Ohio 0.1
14 Michigan 043 14 Michigan 0.2 15 Xansas Ce2.
14 Oregon 0e3 14 Nevada 0.2 15 Massachusebbs 042
17 Rhode Island Ood 14 Viyoming Oe2. 17 Pennsylvania 0e3
17 Wiyoming Oe4 18 Idaho 043 18 Illinois 004
19 California 0.6 18 South Dakota. 043. 18 Iowa 0v4
19 Mimmesota 0.6 20 Rhode Island Ced 20 California 065
19 New York 06 21 California 0.5 21 Michigan 07
19 Utoh 0.6 21 Minnesota 0.5 22 Colorado 0.8
2% Maine 067 21 Mombana O1%3) 23 Comnecticut 1.0
24 Montana 1.2 21 New York: 0.5 24 New Jersey 1.1
24 Nevada 1.2 25 Utah 0.6 25 Indiana 1.2
26 Now Jersey 1.4 26 Maine 047 26 Rhode Islond 1.5
27 South Dakota 1.6 | 27 Now Jorscy led 27 Minncsota 1,7
28 Colorado 1.7 | 28 Dclaware 1.5 28 Now York 2e1
29 North Dakota 241 28 Oklahoma 145, 28 West Virginila 2.1
30 Missourl 364 | 30 Colorado 1e7 30 TEFTUCKY To5
31 Cklahoma Se9. 31 North Dolota 1.9 31 Arizona 83
32 West Virginia 4eb 32 Marylond Lol 32 Missouri 13.2.
33 Meryland 5.7 | 33 Missouri 207 33 Montana - 1647
34 Delaware 6eG 34 West Virsinia 446 34 Now Mexico 19.2
35 T"HITESSEE Ted 85 TENNESSEE Lo 35 TENNESSEER - 20.7
36 Arizona 845 36 FLORIDA Sel 36 Maryland 20,8
37 Texas 14.3 36 MISSISSIPPI Bel 37 Oklahoma - 3342
358 KENTUCKY 14,4 | 38 SOUTH CAROLINA 5e4. 38 Delaware 3387
39 VIRCINIA 18.8 39 ARKANSAS 640 39 Texas 43,6
40 NORTH CAROLIVA % 20,7 40 TIORTH CAROLINA * 6.1 40 NORTH CAROLINA 54,0
41 ARKANSAS. 22,0. 41 Arizona ' Be2 41 VIRGINIA 54,5
42, FLORIDA 222 | 42 GEORG 6e8 42 TOUISIANA 5449
43 IOUISTANA 2644 42 VIRGINIA 648 43 ALABAMA G4ed
44 New Mexico 2763 44 ATABAMA 760 44 FILORIDA 6547
45 ALABAMNA 27.9 45 TOUISIANA 7e7 45 GEORGIA 8946
46 GEORGIA 3062 46 Texas 1042 46 ARKANSAS 7442
47 SOUTH CAROLINA 39.2 47 KZNTUCKY , 14,8 47 SOUTH CAROLINA 773
- 48 LISSIS3IPPI 4642 48 WNew Hexico 2643 48 MISSISSIPPI  80.2

Sources United States Vital Statisticse

N



PERCENTAGE OF NEGRO LIVE BIRTHS WITH NO MEDICAL ATTENDANT
UNITED STATES AND EACH OF THE 29 STATES WITH 500 OR MORE NEGRO LIVE BIRTHS, 1940

Percent of live births
(o] 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

f T T T T T T T N 1 1

United States
Mississippi
South Carolina
Arkansas
Georgia
Florida
Alabama
North. Carolina
Virginia
Louisiana
Texas

Delaware
Oklahoma
Tennessee
Maryland
Missouri
Kentucky
Massachusetts
West Virginia
New York
Michigan

New Jersey
California
Illinois
Connecticut
Pennsylvonia=
Kansas
Indiana

Ohio
District of Columbia”

U.S. Department of Labor

CHILDREN'S BUREAU
Chart No. B 40-9 Based on data from U.S. Bureau of the Census
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PERCENTAGE OF LIVE BIRTHS NOT ATTENDED BY PHYSICTANS, 1942

Total o Urben Rural

Rank and State Percent ‘Rank and State Percent | Renk and Staﬁe ‘ Percent

36 UNITED STATES . 37 UNiTED STATES 14.2

~3
-
H>
fak]
)
(2]

- 85 UNITED STATES

Jew Hampshire Towsa, Connecticut

25 Rhode Island
25 West Virginia
27 California

28 Wew York

29 Colorado

30 KENTUCKY

31 Missouri

32 New Jarsey

33 TENNESSEE

25 Nevada

*

4 26 lionteana
5 27 South Dakota
28 North Dakote
29 Colorado
30 Oklahoma
31 Missouri
" 81 West Virginia
33 Maryland

26 Na=v Jersey
27 South Dakota
28 Cnlorado

29 North Dakota
30 Missouri ’
31 Oklahoma

L] . * L]

©

TNV NNO R OOmNOC N

¢« ©o e »
L]

°
° ° © L] * ° ® o o @ . > . *

DR A= OWMNMONHE OO0 OTdE DWW DN = O

32 West Virginia
33 Maryland

® ® & o©o @
o ® o e
® ® o

1 0.0 1 040 1 O,
1. Ohio 0.0 1 ikine - 0.0 2 Towa Oe
1 Vermont © 0.0 | 1 UNebraska 0.0 2 Massachusetts 0.
4 TIowa 0.1 1 New Hampshire 0.0 2 Nebraska O.
4 Kansas ‘ 0.1 1 -Ohio 0.0 2 New Hampshire Oo
4 Massachusetts 0.1 1 Vermont 0.0 2. Ohio . Oo
4 Tebraska ~ 0.1 1 Washington 0.0 | 2 Vermont O.
4 Penasylvania 0.1 | 1 Wisconsin 0.0 8 Illirnois Os
9 C(ornesticut 0.2 9 Idaho O+« | 8 Iundiana Oe
9 Tllinois " 062 9 Konsas Osl 8 Kansas Os
9 Indiona 0«2 9 lMessachusebts 0.1 8 Permnsylvania O,
g Wughington 0.2 9 Michigan 0.1 | 8 Wisconsin Oa
9 "isconsin 0.2 9 Worth Dakota 0.1 13 Idaho Os
14 Ticho 0.3 9 South Dakota 0.1 13 Wew York Oa
14 0.3 15 Connecticut 042 15 Rhode TIsland 0.
3 0.3 15 Illinois 0.2 15 Weshington 0.
0.4 15 Indicna 0.2 15 Wyoming 0.
0.4 5 Mimesota 0.2 18 Oregon 0
0.6 15 . Hontana 0.2 19 Califormia 0
C.6. 15 Nevada 0.2 19 Michigan 0
0.6 15 Oregon 0.2 21 Wew Jersey 0
0.6 15 Pemnsylvania 0.2 22 Minnesota 1
0.7 15 Ubah 0.2 23 Maine 1
l.2 | 15 Wyoming 0.2 24 Utah 1
1.2 064 2
l.4 0 2
1.6 0 2
1.7 0 2
2.1 0 3
3.4 1 5
369 1 8
4.5 1 6
5,7 1 9
34 Delaware 846 34 Oklahoma 2 34. Delaware 10
35 TENNESSER 7.2 | 35 Marviand 3. 35 TENNESSEE 10.
36 Arizona BebH 36 Delaware K 36 Arizona 11.1
37 Texas 14.3 37 Arizona 6o 37 Texas 1947
*38 KENTUCKY 1444 38 VIRG INIA 8e 38 KEWPUCKY 2049
39 VIEGINIA 18.8 39 ARKANSAS 9 39 WORTH CAROLINA * 24.7
40 NORTH CAROLINA * 20,7 40 NORTH CAROLINA * 10,0 40 VIRGINIA 2448
41 ARKANSAS 22,0 41 Texas ’ 1063 41 ARKANSAS 2669
42 FLORIDA 22.2 | 42 ILOUISIANA 11.3 42 FLORIDA 28,9
43 TOUISIANA 2644 | 45 GEORGIA - 14.3 43 ALABAMA 35,0
44 New Mexico 2763 44 ATABANA 14,6 44 Vew Mexico - 35,5
45 ALABANA 279 45 Mew Mexico 14,7 45 IOUISIANA 38s5
46 GEORGIA 3042 46 SOUTH CAROLINA 16,8 | 46 GEORGIA 4049
47 SOUTH CAROLINA 39,2 1 47 FIORIDA 17,0 } 47 SOUTH CAROLI¥A 48,9

5142

48 MISSISSIPPI 4642 | 48 MISSISSIPPT 2563 48 MISSISSIPPI

Source: United States Vital Statistics.



Percentage of live births

PERCENTAGE OF RURAL LIVE BIRTHS NOT ATTENDED BY PHYSICIANS, 1942
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MATERNMAL DEATHS PER 1,000 LIVE BIRTHS, 1940

Total

Rural .

Nonwhite

Rank and State

Rank and S%ate

| Rate

Rank and State

Rate

29 UNITED STATES

North Dakpta
Minnesota
Rhode Island
Cregon
California
Connecticub
Meryland
Massachusetts
Ttah

Indiana
Michigan
New York
Washington
Wisconsin
Illinois

New Jersey
New Hampshire
Ohioc
Nebraska
Pennsylvaniea
Montana v
South Dakota
Iowa

Ideho

West Virginia
Kangzas

KENT UCKY
Vermont
Missouri
Wyoming
Colorado
Maine
Oklahomsa
VIRGINIA
TENNESSEE
Texas

Nevada

New Mexico
Arizona
ARKANSAS
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29 UHITED STATES

Oregon

Washington
Connecticutb
Iowa
Miehigan

Webraska
10 Indiana

10 Montana

12 Minnesota
13 California
14 New York
14 Ttah

16 Illinois
16 Ohio

16 Pennsylvenia
16 South Dakota

20 Maryland
20 New Jersey
20 Wisconsin
23 VWyoming

24 Kansas

25 Idaho

26 KENT UCKY

27 West Virginia

28 Vermonb
29 Missouri
29 Oklahoma
31 Maine

31 Rhode Island

33 Colorado
33 New Mexico
33 VIRGINIA
36 TENNESSEER
36 Texas

38 ARKANSAS

38 NORTH CAROLINA *

40 Arizona

41 LOVISIANA
42 Delaware

42 GEORGIA

44 ALABAMA

44 MISSISSIPPI
46 FLORIDA

47 SOUr'H CAROLINA

North Dakots

New Hampshire

Massachusetts
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33 UNITED STATES

Idaho
Maine

Rhode Island
Vermont
Wyoming
Wisoonsin
 Minnesota
Connecticut
10 Oregon

11 Idaho

12 Ohio

13 Maryland

13 Michigan

15 Kansas

16 Massachusetts
17 California

17 West Virginia

19 North Dakota
20 Nevada

‘21 Missouri

22 New Jersey

23 Pennsylvania

24 Illinois
24 Indiana

26 Washington

27 Washington
28 KENT UCKY
29 New York
29 VIRGINIA
31 MISSISSIPPI

- 31 HORTH CAROLINA *

33 Oklahoma

34 LOUISIANA
34 TENNESSEE

36 GBORGIA:

37 South Dakota
38 ARKANSAS

39 Monbana

40 SOUI'H CAROLINA
4] ATLABAMA

42 FLORIDA

43 Texas

44 New lexico
45 Arizona

46 Delaware

47 Colorado

New Hampshire -
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48 SOUTH CAROLINA

48 Nevada

Source: United States Vital Statistics.
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INFANT DEATHS PLUS STILLBIRTHS PER 1,000 LIVE BIRTHS PLUS STILLBIRTHS, 1940%

DO, Gl DN DN

Ratio | No, infant

Rank and State 7 . ' 1 deaths and
Tobal White Nonwhite s5illbirths

30 UNITED STATES - 76 69 123 184,786
Washington 51 49 116 1,462
Connecticut 53 52 82 1,376
Orepon 53 52 120 962
Minnesota 54 53 950 2,897
South Dakota 56 52 120 6384
California 58 57 77 6,600
Towa 58 57 163 2,658
Hebraska 58 57 142 1,304
Utah 58 58 102 792
Wisconsin 58 57 114 3,253
11 I1llinois 59 58 81 7,550
12 New Jersey 60 56 98 3,651
13 Kansas 61 60 106 1,816
14 Idaho 63 61 263 758
14 Massachusetts 63 62 a7 4,231
14 Viyoming 63 59 205%% 533
17 Indiana 64 62 102 4,018
17 Yontana 64 59 141 753
17 Rhode Island 64 63 118 716
20 Michigan 65 64 92 6,607
20 New Hampshire 65 65 143 %% - 552
22 North Dakota 66 56 98 3,661
22 Ohio 66 64 93 7,720
24 Vermont 68 68 ok 482
25 Nevada 69 66 98 148
26 Delaware 70 61 137 327
27 Pennsylvanis 71 69 104 12,142
28 ARKANSAS 72 64 97 2,844
29 Oklahoma 73 69 112 3,362
30 Missouri 77 73 137 4,901
31 Maine 80 80 BR%k 1,264
32 TENNESSEE 81 74 117 4,580
33 Colorado 82 82 102 1,777
33 KENTUCKY 82 80 132 5,423
35 New York 85 82 136 17,525
36 Maryland 86 72 136 2,910
36 West Virginia . 86 84 128 3,760
38 NORTH CAROCLINA * % x* 89 74 120 7,404
39 VIRGINIA 91 76 129 5,368
40 FLORIDA 92 71 141 3,246
41 ALABAWMA o7 79 127 6,381
41 Texas 97 20 139 12,661
43 MISSISSIPPL 98 71 118 5,403
44 IOQUISIANA 99 72 135 5,205
45 GEORGIA 101 77 133 6,840
46 Arizona 108 98 173 1,276
47 SOUTH CAROLINA 110 78 142 5,133
48 New Mexico 125 122 220 1,906

* Births and deaths by place of Tosidencos ##* Loss then 1,000 women 15-44 yrs. olds

Sources: United States Vital Statistics.
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ADJUSTED MORTALITY RATES, PER 1,000 POPUIATION, 1940 =*
Excluding age groups under one and 75-up.

Rate
Rank and State —r e . <
! Tobal Vihite Nomwhite \§;§:i~
29 UNITED.STATES 756 7,02 | 13,14 6418
1 Nebraska 5,65 557 10,86 | 4,92
2 Iowa 5.68 5465 11.12  4.61
3  North Dakota ’ 5472 5,62 12,18 5415
4  South Dakota 5.75 5449 12,28 4493
5 Minnesota 5,78 5.74 11,52 - 5,21
6 Kansas T E5.85 5469 10,72 T 4,82
7 Wisconsin 6422 6014 13,08 5,76
8 Oregon . 8459 6«54 12,63 4,89
9 CQklahoma . 6450 _ 6.10 11.10 4495
10 Idaho . 6.68 6466 11,74 5438
11 Maine 6e78 e 77 5666 6036
12 Utah _ 6483 8478 10,00 6 o43
13 Wyoming Ge84 + 6470 15.21 5¢74
14 New Hampshire 6485 6482 17.57 6455
15 Colorado 6e94 6488 11.93 593
16 Vermont . - 6496 5498 1.59 6eb1
17 Washington 7401 6.88 13445 5880
. 18 Connecticut 7,02 - 6682 11.41 5480
19 Missouri 7404 6456 14,06 . De54
20 Indiana . o 7607 6485 13431 Geléd
20 Michigan 7,07 6485 12.69 653
22 Monbtana Tel6 6497 12.19 Bell
23 Massachusetts 761G 7+13 11.18 7.00
24 ARRANSAS 7420 6eal - 10428 - 5430
25 Ohio B 7426 6 94 13.82 6633
26 California 7e34 7e21 10,32 Teod
27 West Virginia 740 6695 i 14,06 6428
28 Rhode Island 745 7635 14.40 6480
29 KENTUCKY . 35 ' 6695 - 14,10 6e13
30 Texas : 7459 6691 12000 : 5061
31 New Mexico 7 o 64 765 6483 : 6,07
32 Illinois ' 7475 7,40 14479 6456
33 New York ' 7479 7e57 12,84 7042
34 Wew Jersey 7.88 758 13,95 7494
36 Pennsylvania 7.98 7667 14.48 7435
36 Delaware 8403 ‘ 7401 15.35 6418
37 TENNESSEE .04 679 13493 - 6e21
38 NORTH CAROLINA * % 8.12 672 12.25 6.40
39 FLCRIDA 8.65 6.64 15,00 5,73
40 Maryland 8e72 756 15631 689
41 VIRGINIA 6483 7400 14491 6456
42 Arizons 8o 84 8448 10,89 : 4,62
43 MISSISSIPPI G.05 «G1 11,92 6.11
44 ATABANA S 9,08 . 6.98 13437 6440
45 GEORGIA 9,16 6488 14.06 5491
46 Nevada 927 887 16495 - 7.88
47 LOUISIANA Q¢34 764 1263 6607
48 SOUTH CAROLINA - 10.28 7649 14489 6453

* Adjusted to the age distribubion of the tobal United States population.
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AVERAGE VALUE OF OCCUPIED DWELLING UNITS, UNITED STATES, 1940

i

o o

cersmanercomaeans.
e d — ——

mas
_—

e
T TR

Total dWellings

Parm dweilings

Rank and State
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Rank and State Value
14 UNIT:D STATES 2,503 29 UNITED STATES $ 1,070
New York 4,028 1 Comecticut 3,831
New Jérsey 3,546 2 New Jersey 3,173
Connecticut 3,481 3 FERhode Island 3,056
Delaware 3,367 4 lMassachusetts 3,010
Massachusetts 3,329 5 New York 2,351
California 3,143 6 New Hampshire 2,131
Illinois 3,085 7 Pennsylvania 2,100 -
Rhode Island 3,007 8 Delaware 1,974
Penusylvenia 2,906 9 HMaryland 1,958
10 Qhio 2,902 10 Chio ' 1,732
11 Michigan 2,792 11 California 1,646
12 Wisconsin 2,658 12 Vermont 1,592
13 Maryland 2,097 13 Maine 1,559
14 Minnesota 2,411 14 Michigan 1,545
15 New Hampshire 2,338 156 Towa 1,508
16 Nevada 2,329 16 Wisconsin © 1,496
17 Vermont 2,248 17 Hevada 1,450
18 Utah 2,221 18 Washington 1,433
19 Washington 2,197 19 T1llinois 1,385
20 Indiana 2,176 20 Ukah 1,379
21 FIORIDA 2,104 21 Finnesota 1,374
22 Oregon 2,071 22 Indiana ©1,360
23 Maine 2,051 23 Oregon 1,288
24 Colorado 2,047 24 Idaho 1,138
25 VIRGINIA 2,046 25 VIRG INTA 1,124
26 Missouri 2,024 26 Nebraska 1,113
27 Iowa 2,015 27 Colorado 1,087
28 Nebraska 1,804 28 Kansas 1,083 -
29 West Virginia 11,806 29 Worth Dakotso 1,056
30 Montana 1,741 30 Wyoning _ 01,0186
31 Wyoming 1,734 31 West Virginia 978
32 Arizona o 1,682 32 lMontana 074
33 Kansas 1,642 33 South Daketa 969
34 Idaho 1,630 34 Missouril 887
35 North Dakota 1,571 35 Arizona 869
36 Texas 1,539 36 FLORIDA . 852
37 KENTUCKY 1,460 37 Texgs 712
38 South Dakota 1,461 38 NORTH CAROLINA * = 700
39 IOUISTANA 1,373 39 KENTUCKY 691
40 Oklahoma 1,358 40 Oklahoma 644
41 TENNESSEE 1,383 41 TENNESSEE 629
42 NORTH CAROLINA * * 1,346 42 Weow Hexico 582
43 New Mexico 1,296 43 GEORGIA 555
44 GEORGIA 1,237 44 SOUTH CAROLINA 540
45 SQUTH CAROLINA 1,132 45 LOUISTANA 517
46 ALABAMA 1,039 46 ARKANSAS 474
47 ARKLNSAS 884 47 ALABIMA 471
48 MISSISSIPPI 843

459

Source: United States Consus of Housing, 1940.

48 MISSISSIPPI
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PER CAPITA STATE GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES, 1940

Total Expenditures

Health Expenditures

- Amount

) Per . Amount . Per
Ronk and State | iva | in 1,000's | Remk and State | .. | 301,000
25 UNITED STATES 36480 §$ 4,844,861 3% UNITED STATES 37 $ 48,987
1 Tevada ‘ 71,96 7,933 1 TNevada 1.07 118
2 California 56,99 398,681 2 Mew Mexico .79 419
3 Washingbon 56471 98,456 3  Vermont o 72 257
4 Wyoming 56,69 14,214 4 LOUISIANA « 70 1,656
5 Delaware 53471 14,315 5 Delaware .69 185
6 Arizona - 50,50 25,212 6 Arizona <65 323
7 New Mexico 50,18 26,686 7 Utah «59 324
8 TUtah 49,78 27,393 8 New Hampshire «58 286
9 Colorado 49,32 55,400 € Worth Dakota «58 375
10 Montana 45,85 25,649 10 FLORIDA 56 - 1,060
11 New York 44,67 602,115 10 Montana +56 316
12 Permsylvania 44,24 437,964 12 Meryland . «54 088
13 IOUISIANA 43,33 102,423 13 Ideho 553 276
14 Connecticut 42,70 72,879 13 Viyoming 053 133
15 Michigen 42,51 223,463 15 ALABAMA .52 1,480
16 New Hampshire 41433 20,560 16 Michigan 049 2,502
17 Chio ' 41.46 286,359 17 Rhode Island - 047 338
18 Massachusetts 40,96 176,832 17 VIRGINIA « 47 1,248
19 Vermont 40,65 14,603 19 Kansas 046 837
20 Minnesota 40454 113,206 19 TENWESSEE o 46 1,349
21 Oregon 40,46 44,084 21 Haine o 45 378
22 Maine 40,08 33,966 21 Oregon o 45 492
23 Idaho 38694 20,437 23 Colorado odd: 498
24 Wisconsin 37407 116,318 23 SOUTH CAROLINA odd 842
25 Rhode Island 3650 26,040 23 South Dakcta o &4 286
26 Indiana ' 35.62 122,008 26 XENTUCKY e 1,221
27 FLORIDA 35.22 66,830 26 lassachusetts v i3 1,856
28 Oklahome 3504 81,877 28 Connecticutb -~ edl 708
29 Maryland - 34476 63,305 29 GEORGIA » 40 1,254
30 Illinois 34 &7 272,194 22 WORTH CAROLINA % 40 1,424
31 Towa 34410 86,562 31 ARKANSAS 239 761
32 New Jersey 34,02 141,549 31 California- «39 2,669
33 North Dakota 32448 20,853 31 MISSISSIPPI «39 861
34 South Dakota 31l.71 20,388 31 Wew York «39 5,304
35 West Virginia 30,99 58,940 5 Mimnesota 03D 083
36 VIRGINIA 28423 75,583 36 Oklahoma 032 751
37 Kansas 2Te34 49,235 36 Wisconsin o352 1,019
38 NORTH CAROLINA * 26.96 96,275. 38 Illinois 030 2,336
39 Texas ' 26495 172,894 38 Iowsa «30 754
40 MISSISSIPPIL 26680 58,634 40 New Jersey 29 1,198
41 Nebraska 26,61 35,010 40 West Virginia 029 - 551
42 Missouri 25,86 97,856 42 Washington +28 482
4% SOUTH CAROLINA  24.92 47,343 43 Pennsylvania 27 2,646
44 GEORGIA 23415 72,326 i 44 Indiana 26 904
45 ATABANMA 22486 64,749 45 Ohio 024 1,644
- 46 TENNESSEE 21.31 62,136 46 ilissouri 023 853
47 KENTUCKY 20,70 58,902 46 Nebraska 023 309
48 ARKANSAS 20,08 39,145 46 Texas 023 1,487

Source: United States Census:lFin&nci&lVStétistidé; 1940.
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HOSPITAL BEDS PER 1,000 POPULAT 10N, NORTH CAROLINA, 1944 %

Ratio

Rank

1.2

24

County Rank Wo. beds County Ratio |{No. beds
NORTH CAROLTIFA 27 - 244 8,475
Alsmance 64 o7 42 Johnston 65 o5 35
Alexender No hospitel beds Jones No- hospital beds
Alleghany No hospital beds Lee 22 2¢7 50
Anson 50 1.4 40 Lenoir 22 2,7 113
Ashe 59 1.1 26 Lincoln 11 3.8 . 93
Lvery 2 8.4 87 McDowell 39 1.8 42
Beaufort 30 2.3 83 Macon 5 5.4 86
Bertie No hospital beds liadison Yo hospital beds
Bladen No hospital beds HMartin 52 1.3 35
Brunswick . . 17 . 2.9 50 Mecklenburg 7 4.5 679
Buncombe 10 4,0 4386 Mitchell No hospital beds
Burke 13 3.5 134 lMontgomery No hospital beds
Cebarrus 33 242 130 Moore 26 2.6 80
Caldwell 42 1.7 60 Hesh 8 4.2 235
Camden Wo hospital beds New Hanover 3 6.3 303
Carteret 22 267 49 Northampton - No hospital beds
Caswell _ Mo hospital beds Onslow - 22 2.7 48
Catawba 27 2.4 126 Orange No hospital beds
Chatham 62 o9 22 Pamlico No hospital beds
Cherokee 59 1.1 21 Pasquotank 30 2.3 48
Chowan No hospital beds Pender o hospital beds
Clay Mo hospital beds Perquimans ‘o hospital beds
Cleveland 47 1.6 25 Person - 61 1.0 25
Columbus 47 1.5 72 Pitt 62 o9 57
Craven 27 2e4 75 Polk 27 24 28
Cumberland 14 3.3 195 Randolph 42 1.7 74
Currituck No hospital beds Richmond 50 1.4 50
Dare Wo "hospital beds Robeson 30 2.3 180
Davidson 52 1.3 72 Rockingham 36 1.9 112
Davie Ho hospital beds Rowan. 42 1.7 117
Duplin No hospital beds Rutherford 52 1.3 58
Durham 1 10.3 825 Sampson 86 .2 2
Edgecombe 52 1.3 62 Scotland 42 1.7 39
Forsyth 3 63 798 Stanly- 18 342 . 105
Franklin e hospital heds Stokes No hospital beds
Gaston 47 1.6 140 Surry 17 2.9 122
Gates Mo hospital beds Swain No hospital beds
Graham Yo hospital beds Transylvania 35 2.0 25
Granville 42 o7 49 Tyrrell 11 3.8 21
Greene Ne hospital beds Union 52 1.3 - 50
Guilford 17 2.9 439 Vance 21 2.8 88
Halifax 39 1.8 100 Wake 14 343 358
Harnett 36 1.9 35 Warren No hospital beds -
Haywood. 33 242 75 Washington No hospital beds
Henderson 9 401 106 Watauga 36 1.9 - 35
Hertford No hospital beds Wayne 39 1.8 10¢
Hoke No hospital beds Wilkes 57 1.2 52
Hyde No hospital beds Wilson 17 249 148
Iredell 8 5.1 256 Yadlzin Ho hospital beds
Jackson 57 Yancey Wo hospital beds

* Based on 1940 pdpulation.
Sources United States Census and data supplied by the

Dukc Endowment.
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HOSPITAL BEDS FOR WHITE PERSONS PER 1,000 WHITE POPULATION, NORTH CAROLINA,1943 #

Counby Rank | Ratio hgzz:r - County Rank |Ratio Ngzz:r
NORTH CAROLINA 29 2.6 6,810
Alemance 64 8 37 | Johnston 65 "~ B 30
Alexander Wo hospital beds | Jones Wo hospital beds
Alleghany No hospital beds | Lee 21 3,1 41
Anson 47 1.7 24 | Lenoir 14 349 91
Ashe 61 1.1 25 i Lincoln 12 44,0 84
Avery 3 6.4 85 |  McDowell 47 1.7 37 -
Beaufort 26 248 65 | Macon 7 5.4 84
Bertie No hospital beds | Madison. Mo hospital beds
Bladen No hospital beds { Martin 29 248 35
Brunswick 20 342 36 | locklenburg 5 505 594
Buncombe 10 © 4.2 386 | Mitchell: Mo hospital beds
Burke 16 o4 122 | Montgomery No hospital beds
Cabarrus 38 201 108 | Moore 25 249 62
Caldwell 49 1.6 63 | HNash 7 5.4 175
Camden No hospital beds | New Hanover 2 667 208
Carterct 26 248 43 | Northsmpton No hospital beds
Caswaoll No hospibtal beds { Onslow 3 360 39
Catawbe 29 2.6 119 | Orange Mo hospital beds
Chatham 62 1.0 17 | Pamlico No hospital beds
Cherokee 62 1.0 18 ! Pasquotank 32 245 30
Chowan No hospital beds | Pender ~ No hospital beds
Clay N¥o hospital beds | Perquimans Wo hospital beds
Cloveland 49 1.6 711 Person 49 1.6 25
Columbus 44 1.9 59 | Pitt 55 1.3 42
Craven 38 el 36 1 Pollk 3 243 24
Cumberland 12 440 156 | Randolph 49 1.6 66
Currituck No hospital heds | Richmond 49 1.6 40
Dare Wo hospital heds | Robeson 29 246 131
Davidson 55 1.3 64 | Rockingham 38 2s1 96
Davie Yo hospital bods Rowon- 45 1.8 99
Duplin No hospital beds { Rutherford 58 1.2 4
Durham 1 13.0 674 | Sampson 66 °3 9
Edgecombe 42 240 46 | Scotland 35 2.2 28
Forsyth & 6e2 | 526 |  Stonly 18 363 - 96
Fronklin Mo hospital beds | Stokes No hospital bods
Gaston 49 1.6 118 | Surry 26 2.8 . 110
Gates No hospital beds | Swain Ne hospital beds
Graham No hospital beds | Transylvania 45 1.8 21
Granville. 33 2¢3 33 | Tyrrell 9 448 17
Greene ’ No hospital beds | Union - 55 1.3 4
Guilford 23 340 363 | Vanco 18 3e3 53
Halifax 21 3.1 77 | Walke 16 Sed ° 248
Hornett 35 2.2 70 | Warren No hospital beds
Haywood 38 2.1 70 | Washington No hospital beds
Henderson 10 4e2 100 | Watauga 42 240 35
Hertford No hospital beds | Wayne 35 2e2 73
Hole No hospital beds | Wilkes 58 1.2 &7
Hyde No hospital beds | Wilson 15 3a7 107
Iredell 5 5¢5 - 226 | Yadkin No hospital bods
Jackson 58 1.2 23 | Yoncey Yo hospital beds

Sources Duke Endowment Hospital Statistics. * Bascd on 1940 population.
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HOSPITAL BEDS FOR HEGROES PER 1,000 X

s

RO POPULATION, NORTH CAROLINA,1943 *

e~ Number o ' i Imp s Number
County Rank !Ratio beds County § Rank ?Rablo bods
NORTH CAROLINA 40 l.7 1,665
Alamance 60 o5 5 | Johnston 62 o4 5
Alexander No hospital beds | Jones No hospital beds
Alleghany No hospital beds | Lee 40 1.7 9
Anson 51 1.1 16 | Lenoir 50 1.2 22
Ashe 27 2.1 1| Lincoln 16 2.7 9
Avery 2 77 2 | McDowell 16 267 5
Beaufort 46 1.3 18 | Macon 9 4e3 2
Bertie No hospital beds | Madison No hospital heds
Bladen. No hospital beds | Martin No hospital beds
Brunswick 2l 2e4 14 | Mecklenburg 29 2.0 85
Buncombe 12 3.1 50 | Mitchell No hospital beds
Burke 10 38 12 | Montgomery No hospital beds
Cabarrus 19 245 24 | Moore 31 1.9 18
Caldwell 19 245 7 | Nash 18 2.6 60
Camden Ne hospital beds | New Hanover . 4 5.6 95
Carteret 25 22 6 | Northampton - No hospital beds
Caswell No hospital beds | Onslow 31 1.9 9
Catawba 43 1.4 7 | Orange No hospital beds
Chatham 58 «6 5 | Pamlico “No hospital beds
Cherokee 1 1665 3 | Pasquotank 27 2.1 18
Chowan No hospital beds | Pender No hospital beds
Clay Ho hospitel beds | Perquimans No hospital beds
Cleveland 40 1.7 22 | Person No hospital beds
Columbus 55 +9 13 | Pitt 60 o5 15
Craven 15 2.8 39 | Polk 21 204 4
Cumberland 31 1.9 39 | Rendolph 36 1.8 8
Currituck No hospital beds | Richmond 56 .8 10
Dare No hospital beds | Robeson 31 19 49
Davidson 43 1.4 8 | Rockingham 46 1.3 16
Davie No hospital beds | Rowan 43 l.4 - 18
Duplin No hospital beds | Rutherford 36 1.8 11
Durham 6 5,3 151 | Sampson Ho hospital beds
Edgecombe 58 o6 16 | Scotland 51 1.1 13
Forsyth 3 666 272 Stanly 24 263 9
Franklin No hospital beds | Stokes No hospital beds
Gaston 40 1.7 22 | Surry 8 447 12
Gates - No hospital beds | Swain No hospital beds
Grahem Ho hospital beds | Transylvania 7 4.8 4
~Granville 51 1.1 16 | Tyrrell 29 2,0 4
Greene No hospital beds | Union 51 1.1 10
Guilford 21 244 76 | Vance 25 262 30
Halifax 57 o7 23 | Wake 14 340 110
Harnett 46 1.3 15 | Warren No hospital beds
Haywood 4 546 5 | Washington No hospital beds
Henderson 10 348 8 § Watauga No hospital heds
Hertford Wo hospital beds | Wayne 46 1.3 33
Hoke No hospital beds | Wilkes 36 1.8 5
Hyde No hespital beds | Wilson 31 1.9 41
Iredell 12 3e1 30 | Yadkin No hospital beds
Jackson 36 1.8 1| Yancey

No hospital beds

: Sourée; Dﬁké Endowﬁenﬁ Hds?iﬁalisﬁatisﬁiés} * Béséd on 1940 popuiatiéﬁ.
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PHYSICIANS PER 100,000 POPULATION, HORTH CARCLINA, 1940

1940 ~ umber 1940 Number
County et : e - County ‘ —
. Rank | Ratio 1840 1944 Rank | Ratio 1940 1944
NORTH CAROLINA 28 64 2,298 1,688
Alamance - 25 66 38 30 | Johnston 68 48 .29 19
Alexander 83 37 5 4 Jones 83 37 4 . 3
Alleghany 17 72 6 4 | Lee - 28 684 12 10
Anson 80 39 11 11 | Lenoir 10 78 32 20
Ashe 77 40 9 5 1 Lincoln 58 50 12 13
Avery 71 44 6 6 { McDowell - 31 61 14 11
Beaufort 30 63 23 13 ! Macon 71 44 7 5
Bertie ‘ 74 42 11 8 | Madison 96 27 8 8
Bladen - 97 26 7 6 { Martin 74 42 11 5
Brunswick 94 29 5 2 | Mecklenburg 4 102 155 120
Buncambe 1 128 139 80 | Mitchell 56 50 8 4
Burke 34 60 23 16 | Montgomery 83 37 € 5 .
Cabarrus 19 69 41 335 | Moore 13 74 23 22
Caldwell 62 - 48 17 12 | Nash 31 61 34 26
Camden 45 55 3 3 | New Hanover 7 94 45 40
Carteret 11 77 14 9 | Northampton 74 42 12 11
Caswell 99 20 4 3 | Onslow 69 45 8 6
Catawba 38 58 30 17 | Orange 31 . 61 14 11
Chatham 86 36 9 7 | Pamlico 50 52 5 2
- Cherokee 19 69 13 6 | Pasquotank 16 73 15 15
Chowan . 50 52 6 5] Pender 95 28 5 - b
Clay 21 31 2 2 | Perquimans 55 51 5 3
Cleveland 41 57 33 17 | Person 86 36 9 - 10
Codumbis 56 50 23 18t Pitt 28 64 -39 21
Craven 18 70 28 19 | Polk 26 67 8 4
Cumberland 60 49 29 17 { Randolph 50 52 23 13
Currituck 92 30 2 3 | Richmond 49 54 20 18
Dare 9 83 5 * 11| Robeson 37 59 48 31
Davidson . 38 58 31 21 | Roekinghenm 45 55 32 21
Davie 77 40 6 4 Rowan - 38 58 40 31
Duplin 69 45 18 10 | Rutherford 62 48 22 15
Durham 2 115 92 73 Sampson 82 38 18 15
Edgecombe 19 89 34 24 | Scotbland - 66 47 11 3
Forsyth 8 85 107 90 { Stanly 26 67 - 22 13
Franklin 44 56 17 10| Stokes 71 44 10 4
Gaston 45 55 48 47 | Surry 19 69 29 23
Gates 92 30 3 3 Swain 13 74 9 3
G raham - 66 47 3 1| Transylvani. 41 57 7 4
Granville 50 52 15 81 Tyrrell 100 18 1 1
Greene 82 38 7 61 Union 60 49 19 14
Guilford - 6 96 148 109 { Vance 56 50 15 8
Halifax 82 48 - 27 256 Wake 5 97 106 83
Harnett 50 52 23 151 Warren 80 - 39 9 7
Haywood 19 69 =~ 24 15| Weshington 41 57 7 5
Henderson 3 104 27 17 | Watauga 45 - 5b 10 4
Hertford - 86 35 7 71 Wayne 19 69 40 37
Hoke 13 74 11 11} Wilkes 80 33 14 10
Hyde 12 76 6 41 Wilson 34 60 30 28
Iredell 34 60 30 22 { Yadkin 62 48 10 5
Jackson 86 36 7 7| Yancey 98 23 4 4

Source: Americen Medical Associamtion Directory and Dr. Hubert Haywood, Raleigh, e Ce
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FeESmGRO PRYSICIANS PER 100,000 NEGRO POPULATION, NORTH CAROLINA, 1944 x

o umber A o, o . S TRbeT
County Rank R&tiQ Physic lans ?OFn“y v fank | Ratio Physioiens
NORTH CAROLINA 28 14,7 lad .
Alamance 19 18,9 2 Johnston 41 Ted 1
Alexander - - - - L Jones - - -
Alleghany - - - - Lee - - - -
_ Anson’ 42 762 1 Lenoir 23 1648 3
Ashe - - - - Lincoln - - - -
Avery - - - - MeDowe1l - - - -
Beaufort 28 14,5 2 Macon - - - -
Bertie 44 647 1 Madison - - - -
Bladen - - - - Hartin - - - ~
Brunswick - - - - Mecklenburg 14 2341 10
Buncombe 3 3742 6 Mitchell - - - ’ -
Burke - - - - Montgomory - - - -
Cebarrus 9 3047 3 oore 34 1047 1
Caldwell 2 3743 1 Nash 22 17.1 4
Camden - - - - New Hanover 6 3542 6
Carteret - - - - Northampton 48 5,7 1
Caswell - - - - Onslow - - - -
Catawba - - - - Orange - . - -
. Chathem - - - - Pamlico - - - -
Cherokee - - - - Pasquotank 7 3442 3
Chowan 20 18.4 1 Pender ~ - - -
Clay - - - - Perquimans . 18 2l.2 1
Cleveland - - - - Person 33 11.0 1
Columbus 30 1440 2 Pitt 43 Ge9 2
Craven 10 2845 4 Polk - - - -
Cumberland 11 2447 5 Randolph - - -
Currituck - - - - Richmond 26 - 16.4 2
Dare - - - - Robeson - 38 7% 8 2
Davidson 8 33.9 2 Rockingham 24 1646 2
Davie - - - - Rowsn 27 1644 2
Duplin - - - - . Rutherford: - - -
Durhem 12 24,5 7 Sampson 47 6ol 1
Edgecombe 40 7.5 2 Seotland 36 846 1
Forsyth 4 3645 15 Stanly - - - -
Franklin 39 . 7.7 1 Stokes - - - -
Gaston 13 2348 3 Surry - - - -
Gates - - - Swain - - - -
Graham - - - Transylvania - - - -
Granville 31 1344 2 Tyrrell - - -
Greene - - - Union - 15 21,8 2
Guilford 1 40.4 13 Vance 7. . 21.5 3
Halifax 46 6s2 2 Wale 16 217 8
Harnett 37 8e4 1 Warren 45 6.8 1
Haywood - - - - Washington 21 1843 1
Henderson - - = - Watauga - - -
Hertford - 5 - - Wayme 26 15.8 %
Hoke 32 11,6 1. Wilkes 5 3064 1
Hyde - - - - Wilson 29 1442 3
Iredell 35 1044 1 Yadkin - - - -
Jackson - - - - Yancey - e -

§ourcé:-Clyde'Donnell,.M.'D., S;éretafy-Tréasurer, 01d North State Medical, Dental

and Pharmaceutical Society, Inc. , Durham, North Carolina.

Includes 15 physicians not in ective practice.
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LIVE BIRTHS PER 1,000 FEMALES 15-44 YBARS OF AGE BY RESIDENCE,
(Exclusive of stillbirths)

MORTE CAROLINA,1940,

[Rp—

Yancey

Scurce: United States Vital Stabisbics, 1940.

— ) Torm | T T 1. Non- -
County Romky Tobalj Whitep it | County »} Rank Totalr White{ white
NORTH CARCLINA 34 90.0 85.4 101.6
Alamance 17 8le6  76.7 104.5| Johnston 53  10l.5 100.2 106.3
Alexander 79  111.1 106.0 174.1} Jones 63  103.7 100.3 108.1
Alleghany 30 88.2 91.0 16.2 | IlLee 58 - 102,7 100.0 109.2
Anson 76  110.7 100.6 121.0| Lenoir 25 86,1 76,2 929.1
Ashe 56  102.3 102.0 120.5] Lincoln 28 87.3 88.5 98,6
Avery 100 138.2 138.2 133.3| -licDowell 50 99,3 100.2  88.5
Beaufort 45 95,0 86,2 109.3 | Hacon 77  111.0 113.6  28.8
Bertie 98 129.2 90.3 161.8| HMadison 61 103.2 102.7 145.8
Bladen 96  126.1 115.4 141.2| Iartin 72 108.8  90.4 129.0
Brunswick 88 117.3 101.4 148.7| Mecklenburg 7 68.9 = €9.1 68.6
Buncombe 9 71.4 7646  46.4| Mitchell 90 118.6 118.4 150.0
Burke 20 . 84,3 85.4 7l.4| liontgomery 26 86.4 79,2 110.8
Cabarrus 11 4.3 7542 70.2 1 Moore 19 83.6 8l.8 87.8
Caldwell 89 118.2 121.2 82.3{ DNash 69  107.4 90.4 131.6
Camden 18 8248 64,5 111.3 ¥ew Hanover 13 76.9 73.1 8344
Carteret 34 90.56 90.6 89.8| Northampbon 71 108.,6  64.2 138.0
" Caswell 8l 113.2 90,6 140.5| Onslow 92  121.0 106.6 162.3
Cateorba 38 91.6 92.4 84.9| Orange 24 . 85.6 70.6 118.7
Chatham 26 86.4 89,7 123.,0| Pamlico 84 115.2 9849 147.7
Cherokee 87 116.6 1l4.6 280.0' Pasquotank 3 66.7  bd.l  84.6
Chowan 54 102,1 90,1 116.%| Pender 85  116.0 9846 135.6
Clay 64 104.4 105.5 41.7| Perquimans 31 88¢5 7248 10648
Cleveland 3% 89,0 85.2 102.7] Person 61  103.2 92.2 123.1
Colurbus 94  123.2 116.0 137.8] Pitt 47 95.6 83,56 108.6
: 29 87.4  8l.1 95.3! Pollk 44 94.5 90,8 117.3
~ 32 88.6 91.2  84.1| Pandelph 23 85.3 8343 104.4
Currit.ck 1 58,7 58,0 60.1] Iichmond 43 94,3  95.4  92.2
Dare 8 7047 72.0 5669 Roheson . 93 122.,0 100.4 139.8
Davidson 22 8447 8449 83471 Rockingham 12 7548  T5.3 7604
45 95,0 86,8 148.3| Rowan 6 8e3  67e7  TOT
66 105,7 102.6 111l.3 Rutherford 40 9245 90.2 1063
2 65.2  61.0 72.2| Sampson 74  109.4 105.7 11640
47 95646 77,0 111.8{ Scotland 37 91,4 B86.4 95.8
4 66.9 69.4 = 62.4| Stanly 14 775  80s6 569
35 91.3 70.8 120.3] Stokes 68  106.2 105.1 117.2
e, 15 78.6 8l.4 62.8} Surry 52 101.4 102.0 91.4
Ge 77 111.0 72.1 156.8| Swain 99  130.4 1l4.4 237.4
Gralham 91 118.8 119.8 88,9, Transylvania 67 106.1 1ll.2 37,0
Granrille 51 - 99.4 80.9 118.4{ Tyrrell 56  102.2  84.5 134.4
86  116.0 104.,8 131.,0| Union 73 108,9 101.3 133,1
5 67.1 69.4 59,0} Vance 41 03:3 T8.4 113.3
79 111.1 76,7 141.6| Wake 10 - 73.8 65.1  90.6
65 104.6 99,2 118.5! Warren 94  123.2  78.4 149.3
49 99,0 100.0 66,7} Washington 75  110.4 - 84.8 145.9
Henderson 42 93.5 94,7 8l.1; WVatauga 60  103,0 103.2 50,0
Hervford 56  102.3 71,8 125.1! Wayne 21 84.6 83,0 8645
Hole 59  102.8 75.3 120.8| Wilkes 83  115,0 115.4 110.1
Hyde 70 107.8 84,5 143,71 Wilson 39 92.4  80.2 109.2
Tredall 16 78.3  75.9  88.4| Yadkin 35 91,3 ~ 92.4 70,2
Jec kson 82 113.9 119.2  47.9 97  128.6 129,3  58.8
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NUMBER AND PERCENT OF LIVE BIRTHS OCCURRING

IN HOSPITALS, NORTH CAROLINA, 1940,

County Renk Mumber County Rank | Percent { Number

NORTH CAROLINA 25 2442 19,484

Alamance 10 3647 461 Johnston 68 749 123
Alexander 77 549 20 Jones 58 11.1 29
Alleghany 93 342 5 Lee 84 2048 97
Anson 62 10,1 75 Lenoir 24 2640 1249
Ashe 85 445 23 Lincoln 18 29,1 144
Avery 17 3044 123 MeDowell 3 3549 184
Beaufort 28 23¢2 196 Macon 68 Te9 30
Bertie 48 14,6 113 Madison 85 445 23
Bladen 79 5,1 59 Martin 75 B¢ 41
Brunswick 41 18.0 81 Heclklenburg 3 62,0 1,887
Buncombe 8 40,4 837 itehell 89 442 18
Burlke 5 47.6 398 | Montgomery 75 643 20
Columbus 6 44,3 527 Moore 27 2440 149
Caldwell 25 2443 242 Nash 31 21.7 318
Camden 67 8¢l 8 New Hanover 1 895 904
Carteret 12 3563 138 Horthampton 70 Tel 50
Caswell 71 Ge7 34 Onslow 83 446 22
Catewba 11 3549 437 Orange 21 277 132
Chatham 61 10.4 50 Pamlico 97 245 6
Cherckee 49 1444 71 Pasquotank 47 1449 51
Chowan 99 2.2 6 | Pender 60 1046 4
Clay 96 248 4 Perquimans 90 4ol 8
‘Cleveland 20 2844 364 Person 50 1443 83
Columbus 33 2049 269 Pitt 84 2.6 141
Craven 51 1441 94 | Polk 30 22.1 58
Cumberiand 29 2301 289 Randolph 25 2443 230
Currituck 56 11.5 10 Richmond 59 10.9 95
‘Dare 52 13.0 13 Robzson 46 16.1 358
' Davidson 42 17.6 201 Rockingham 35 19.7 221
Davie 42 176 58 Rowen ‘ 19 28e4 346
Duplin . 73 6e5 64 Rutherford 38 4ol 4
Durham 2 6544 1,020 Sampson 80 540 60
Edgecombe 44 17,1 203 Scotland 65 Be7 45
Forsyth 4 60,0 1,470 | Stenly 16 3246 213
Franlklin 78 Sed 55 Stokos 82 4e9 27
Gaston 37 1943 349 Surry 53 12.6 129
Gates 85 445 11 | Swain 39 19.0 68
Grahom 100 1.2 2 Tronsylvania 38 19.2 56
Granville 71 4 Tyrrell 63 969 13
-Grecne 80 0 25 Union 66 868 84
Guilford 7 1,253 Varce 40 18.8 130
Halifax 36 19.5 291 Wake 9 3840 838
Harnett 54 12.4 137 Warren 93 542 20
Heywood 15 33.0 270 | Washingbon 91 3e6 11
Henderson 23 2641 152 Viatauga 22 2649 110
Hertford 95 3.0 14 Teyme 56 11.5 144
Hoke o7 245 9 Wilkes 55 12.3 137
Hyds 73 845 12 Wilson 32 2l.2 252
Iredell 14 3363 325 Yadkin 45 16.8 72
Jackson. 92 3eb 17 Yancey 33 4.6 22
Source: United States Vital Stabistics, 1940.
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'~ PERCENTAGE OF LIVE BIRTHS NOT ATTEWDED BY PHYSICIANS, NORTH CAROLINA, 1940.

~ County . Rank |Percent|Number | County Rank Percent’Humber
NORTH CAROLINA 43 24,9 20,063 |

- Alamance 5 363 42 } Johnston 42 2249 355

- Alexander 23 11.3. 28 { Jones 70 40,6 106 -
Alleghany 10 445 7 { Lee 40  22.5 105
Anson 89 5545 414 | Lenoir 74 42,1 403
Ashe 75 4245 215 } Lincoln 23 113 5

. Avery 69 40,5 164 | HMcDowell 9 ded 24
Beaufort 67 39,9 337 } lacon 52 29,6 112
Bertis 028 6446 501 | Madison 83 4542 232
Bladen 87 4949 385 | Martin 34 4765 311
Brunswick 96 6le2 278 | Meclklenburg 3 2.6 78
Buncombe 20 105 218 | Mitchell 64 5649 157
Burke 28 1344 112 | Montgonery 50 2848 92
Cabarrus 27 1241 144 | Koore 52 29.6 184
Caldwell 13 Tel 71 | Nash 58 3248 480
Camden 92 6746 57 { New Hanover 4 3.1 31
Carteret 33 17.4 68 | Horthampton 99 6848 476
Caswell 61 26,0 182 | Onslow 48 2843 1386
Catawba 26 12,0 146 Orange 32 16,6 79
Chatham 44 2547 123 § Pamlico 76 42,6 103
Cherokee 71 4047 200 | Pasquotank 81 . 4de2 151
Chowan 80 4342 120 } Pender 91 5669 252
Clay 44 2547 &7 | Perquimans 85 4749 93
Cleveland 41 2248 292 { Person 29 13.5 83
Columbus 38 5245 876 Pith 73 40,9 601
Craven 77 4248 288 | Polk 49 2845 75
Cumberland 51 29,0 363 | Randolph 17 943 88
Currituck 50 3546 31 | Richmond 57 31ls1 271
Dare 38 21,0 21 { Robescn 68 40.2 893
Davidson 1 1.8 21 § Roclkinghem- 15 8.6 96
- Davie 18 10,1 32 Rowan 19 10.3 125
Duplin 56 3068 303 | Rutherford 29 1345 138

" Durham 16 8.9 139 | Sampson 77 4248 517
Edgecombe 82 44,6 528 | Scotland 93 58,9 304
Forsyth 2 243 57 1 Stanly ‘11 4o 30
Franklin 62 3645 <40 | Stokes 14 7e2 40
Gaston 12 6.0 ° 108 § Surry 25 11.9 122
Gates 95 60,4 148 | Swain 43 25¢4 91
Graham 66 3944 65 | Transylvaniea 2l 11.0 32
Granville 34 17.8 123 | Tyrrell 65 . 382 50
Greene 54 2949 150 | Union 35 1949 197
Guilford 8  4ed 124 | Vance 79 4341 301
Halifax 90 55,8. 832 | Wake 37 2048 459
Harnett 46 2744 302 | Warrca 100 Tied 460
Haywood 6 Sedk 28 1 Washingbon S4 59,0 181
Henderson 22 11.1 65 | Watauga 36 2063 83
Hertford 72 4048 189 | Wayne 39 2242 278
Hoke 97 B3¢ 227 1 Wilkes 54 2949 333
Hyde 86 43846 20 | Wilson 59 35,40 416
Iredell 31 16,1 187 } Yadkin 7 4.0 17
Jaclkson 47 28,1 135 1 Yencoy 63 3647 177
Sources United States Vital Statistics, 1940.
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y:!lge‘ G40
PERCENTAGE OF ILLEGITIMATE LIVE BIRTHS, NORTH CAROLINA, 1940

Total ({White|Nonwhite] l Total |White |Nonwhite
County - : County T : : -
Rank| % { % % Rank | % | % %
NORTH CAROLINA 57  8al 246 1.6

Alamence . 32 542 1e7 17,0 Johnston 40 640 2e1 19,2
Alexander . 66 900 407 41.0 Jones 70 9.9 402 16.7
Allegheny 11 3.0 3.0 - - lee 62 . 848 245 22 el
Anson 94 13.2 2.6  22.2 Lenoir 93 13,1 3.1 23.5
Ashe 19 3.9 3.7 14.3 Lincoln 38 Be.7. 2.8 22.1
Avery T 4.8 4.8 - =1 McDowell 35 ek 3.8 25,0
Beaufort 83 1l.7 2.1 2349 Hacon 8 2,8 2e8 . - -

Bertie 68 9.7 2.4 13,1 Madison 20 4.0 440 - -
Bladen - 82 Be8 3.5 15.1 Martin 80 11.5 261 13848
Brunswick 91 12.6 3.9 2843 Mecklenburg 67 9,3 1.8 2645
Bpncombe 27 448 2.7 2049 Mitchell 4 24 244 - -
Burke - 19 349 3.1 . 13.8 Montgomery 74 1044 3e1 2840
Cabarrus 41 6.1 3.3 2045 Moore - 62 8.8 1,8 2344
Caldwell 11 3.0 2.7 8.6 Nash 90 12.4 349 2049
Camden : 75 11,0 3.8 17.9.| New Hanover g4 11,8 1.9 2548
Carteret 36  Be6 2457 219 Northamphon 38 12.3 1.8 15.7
Caswell 68 . 9,7 1.7 18.1 Onslow 87 12.1 1.9 31l.4
CataWba : 25 4:.7 367 1‘1‘93 Oral’lge ‘:1\:2 6.4 1.5 12.7
Chatham 78 11l.3 - 5.6 1845 Pamlico 59 8.4 340 1544
Cherokee 16 3.5 3.4 6e7 | Pasquobank 48 7.0 1.8 1l.5
Chowan 99 18.0 2.2 28.5 Pender 75 11.1 1.4 19,3
Clay B 2.8 2.6 - - Perguimans 81 11.6 2.3 18,8
Cleveland 42 Ged 2l 1.0 Parson 34 5.3 2e5 8,9
Columbus 49 7.1 2.0 1640 Pitt 88 12,3 242 20.7
Craven 97 14.5 4.0 25.9 Polk 71 10,0 648 2540
Qumber‘land &5 76 1.9 18,1 R&ndolph 23 448 3.1 15.9
Gurrituck - 22 442 = = 1l.4 Richmond 73 10.1 1.9 2642
Dare 2 2.1 1.1 16.7 Robeson 76 11,1 .6 15.6
Davidson 30 449 2.6 23.1 Rockingham 31 5.1 1.9 17.1
Davie 14 3.4 1.9 9.2 Rowan 48 8,5 2.5 2249
Duplin * 4;2 Ged lc] 15.6 Rutherford 47 67 3ok 24:.6
Durham 94 1342 2,8 2743 Sampson 83 Teb 1.8 174
Edgecombe 100 18.8 2.7 28,6 Scotland 856 1l.9 248 1961
Forsyth ' 86 12.0 2.3 3048 Stonly 16 3,5 1.8 19.0
Franklin 42 6.4 1.7 10.8 Stokes 1 1.8 142" 6e9
Gaston B2 5,2 3.0 216 Surry 4 2.4 149 119
Gates Bl 743 = = - 1le3 Swain 25 447 445 549
Graham o 3 243 244 - - Transylvenia 14 3,4 3ol = 1443
Granville 57 8.1 1.8 1244 Tyrrell 36 546 - - 11.8
Greene » 60 846 1.8 16.3 | Union 57 8.l 298 2049
Guilford 50 Te2 3.2 22+ 83 Vance 52 7ol 2e2 11,4
Halifax 78 1103 2.8 1594: Wake 61 857 . 107 18.7
Harnett 27 448 2,0 12,0 Warren 53 ' 7.5 2.6 91
Haywood 23 4,6 444 18.8 Washington 96 13.8 2.8 2249
Henderson 39  B48 3.9 28,9 Watauga 10 249 2T 2540
Hertford 62 8.8 - 0.7 12,3 Wayne 81 11.6 2.8 - 21.7
Hoke 98 15.5 1.9 2049 Wilkes 6 2.6 Le7 14.7
Hyde ‘ 71 10,0 4.4  15.2 Wilson ' 92 12.9 1.6 2443
. Iredell 56 8,0 2.8 2640 | Yadkin 8 2. 243 1540
Jackson : 18 3.6 3.1 17.6 Yancey 13 3.2 340 . 8343

Source: Uniﬁed Sﬁateé Vitai Staﬁisfiéso
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UNITED STA

TES, 1940

DEATHS PER 100,000 POPULATION BY PRINCIPAL CAUSE,

142422

A Rete ﬁatli.gf Rate Ratio of
Principal cause of death . e v monww%;e : . Rural to
' | Total Nonwhite ko White Rural Urban
’ YUY . Rate Rate
TOTAL DEATHS 1,076.39  1,382.79 133 982.54 86
Typhoid,paratyphoid fever 1.10 3420 372 1.53 201
" Cerebrospinal meningitis T .53 .62 119 o 57 116
Scarlet fever .51 28 48 460 1140
Whoopinh cough : 2422 5,91 328 3,16 211
Diphtheria 1.11 1.78 173 1.56 . 205
Tuberculosis,pulmenary 42,21 116.€0 346 38417 84
Tuberculosis,other forms 3.68 11.36 404 y 3.10 75
Malaria : 1.10 - 5,57 944 1.94 431
Syphilis _ 14,43 54,29 548 13.32 87
Poliomyelitis,poliocencephalitis .78 0 54 67 .92 137
Cancer & other malignant tumors  120.25 78443 63 92.35 65
Acute rhuematic fever 1.31 2.57 220 1.27 95
Diabetes mellitus 26,99 - 17.90 65 19.31 60
Exophthalic goiter 2.78 - 1.90 66 2.27 72
Pellagra (except alcoholic) 1.61 6034 593 2443 246
Intercranial lesions of vascular 20,95 111.71 126 89,17 .97
Diseases of ear,nose,throat 5,32 7452 148 5,33 100
Chronic rhuematic heart diseases 20,83 24443 120 18.87 84
Disease of coronary arteriesangina 77.06 34.31 42 57,40 62
Diseases of heart,other forms 194.65 189.71 97 160.42 73
Influenza,pneunonia=-all forms 70427 125,39 193 - 75.85 115
Ulcer of stomach,duodenum 880 6,41 94 5,10 63
Diarrhea,enteritis . 7.83 16,14 242 9.76 163
Appendicitis 9.87 10439 106 8,40 76
Hernia,intestinal obstruction 2.02 10.95 124 T.71 77
Cerrhosis of the liver 8.57 5.77 65 5,28 48
Discases of the gall bladder 5.99 2.52 40 4,67 65
Nephritis 8153 124.72 163 78.37 93
Puerperal septicemia v 2.75 6.23 267 2079 102
Other puerperal causes 3499 10.53 325 4,78 141
Congenital malformation 9,98 6.15 59 9.66 94
" Premature birth 24457 37.51 163 24425 98
Suicide 14.36 4,63 30 12,03 75
Homicide 623 33433 1,058 5.70 86
Moter vehicle accidents | 26,20 23,76 90 25.73 97
Other accidents - 47,58 53,43 114 46,66 97
Deaths from all other causes 132.22 229,92 190 ¥14

Source: United States Vital Statistics, 1940,



DEATHS PER 100,000 POPULATION BY PRINCIPAL CAUSE,
NORTH CAROLINA, 1940,

' Ratio of 1| {Ratio of
L. . Rate Vonwhite | Rate ipural o
Principal cause of death S R 4o Thibe - | Urban
Total {ANonwhlte Kate | Rural | Rate
TOTAL DEATHS 893.26  1,160,07 147 844,06 82
Typhoid,paratyphoid fever 1.06 1.49 166 ' « 89 583
Cerebrospinal meningitis 062 1.00 213 . 69 168
Scarlet fever .28 «30 111 <19 37
Whooping cough : 2.0 5.08 334 2075 140
Diphtheria 3,00 2.89 95 327 145
Tuberculosis,pulmonary 41.77 93.83 438 35,80 62
Tubarculosis,other forms 3425 8.17 619 2. 69 57
Malarie 1.68 2669 209 2.00 244
Syphilis 12,38 32.67 736 . 10.09 55
Poliomyelitis,polioencephalitis 45 « 60 154 42 - 82
Cancer & other malignent tumors 58457 52.4 86 51,74 67
Acute rhcoumatic fever _ . 1.88 3,09 221 2.,08 156
DialVetes mellitus 14,08 12.75 37 12.09 62
Exophthalic goiter : 1.18 1420 103 1.00 61
Pellagra(except alcoholic) 4.68 4,18 86 5e24 165
Intercranial lesions of wvascular 88,59 111.36 140 « 83,50 82
Diseases of ear, nose, throat - G 83 8,37 134 65493 - 105
Chronic rheumatic hoart discascs 14,70 18.33 138 15.09 111
Discasc of Goronary arteriesgngina 37.66 - 20.32 46 29,95 51
Diseases of heart,other forums 113.90 126.30 116 107.07 81
Influenza,nneumonia~all forms 75.16 108,67 175 74,88 99
Ulcer of stomach or duodenum ' 3.56 3639 94 5,04 62
Diarrhea,ontoritis o 13.72 23,51 234 C 15,09 - 150
Appendicitis _ 6.27 6,18 98 5.43 64
Hernia, intestinal obstruction 5.77 Te97 162 5,20 71
Cerrhosis of the liver 4,31 3049 75 3,20 44
Diseases of the gall bladder . 2.69 - 1.00 30 2,04 46
Nephritis 96,12 127.79 153 91.13 83
Puerperal’l scpticemio 34,70 6.57 256 3073 104
Other puerperal causes 784 12.95 - 222 7482 90
- Congenital malformation . 9458 777 - 76 9,82 110
Premeture birth 37.21 48,11 146 36,38 52
Suicide’ 8.15 2459 25 693 61
Homicide : : 10,86 28,39 708 7082 41
Motar vehicle accident 28436 27,09 94 26,03 75
Other accidents v 36693 45.83 128 36.15 93
Deaths from all other causcs 154,00 193,93 175 135,90 106

Source: United States Vital Statistics, 1940.
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INFANT DEATHS PER 1,000 LIVE BIRTHS BY COIOR,
UN ITED STATES AND NORTH CAROLTA+%, 1915-1942.

Total - , White : Nonwhite
Year S—— . - , , e
Uo S. No ‘Ca. Ud So 1\]'. Cg' . Uo SQ g N~ CO
1942 40,4 4843 375 41,4 64,6 8347
1941 5,3 59.7 41.2 49,9 7448 805
1940 _ 47,0 57.6 4342 49,8 , 7348 7548
1939 48,0 59.1 4443 51.2 7442 7545
1938 . 51.0 6846 . 47,1 59,9 79.1 87.4
1937 ' 54, 6545 . 50.3. 56,5 83.2 84.6
1936 ' " 57.1 68.9 5249 59.9 87.6 88.6
1935 : 55,7  68.8 51.9 59.6 8342 88.5
1934 680.1 77.9 - 54.5 67.2 : 9444 101.1
1933 58.1 6640 52,8 55.0 9.3 89.8
1932 57.6 665 5343 57.2 86,2 87.2
1931 . P 6l.6 7249 57.4 6040 93.1 102.2
-1930 64.6 78.6 60.1 67.1 99.9 105,1
1929 b 6746 7941 638 66.6 102.2 106,9
1928 L BB.T 85,7 64,0 753 106,42 108.8
1927 6446 79,1 - 60.6 8508 10041 108.9
1926 7343 82.3 70,0 71.1 111.8  107.2
19256 L T1.7 78.8 ’ 68.3 87,0 110.,8 - 104.9
1924 - i 7048 82,53 £6.8 69,9 112.9 109.9
1923 77.1 81.0 735 "€69.8 11764 105,7
1922 7642 7945 T&e2 89,6 110.0 101.5
1921 7546 75.0 7245 6642 108.5 9448
1920 85,8 84,9 82.1 7341 131.7 112.6
1919 86.6 " 84,3 83.0 7349 130.5 108.8
1918 "1 100.9 101.8 97 ¢4 84.8 161.2 139.5
1917 9348 99.6 | 9065 84,8 150.7 13341
1916 101.0 - - 99.0 - - 184.9 -
1915 99,9 - - 98.6 - - - 18l.2 - -
INFANT DEATHS PER 1,000 LIVE BIRTHS BY RESIDENCE#*AND COLCR,
UNITED STATES AND HORTH CAROLINA, 1940,
. Total White Honwhite
Residence : : . i — : - — SO ——
Ua Se No Ce Us S. Ta Ce ¢ Ue S. Ne Ca
TOTAL ' i} 4740 5746 43,2 49,8 7348 73.8
RURAL 50.1 BT7.7 4569 51.6 : 7344 7041
URBAN 4444 5742 41.1 4444 T4e4 86e2
2,500 - 9,999 53.4: 54.5 5002 4:60’2 9090 : 810‘2;
10,000 - 24,999 4844 8343 - - 54,6 - 8348
25,000 - 99,999 45.1 58,1 - o 41,0 - 8845
100,000 and over | 39,3 4547 3661 26.1 64,0 91.2

* Place of ocourande,lQlﬁ—SS; place of residence,lil9-42, #* Place of residence.
Sources: United States Vital Statistics. :
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INFANT DEATHS

PER 1,000 LIVE BIRTHS, NORTH CAROLINA, 1940

Total |White|Wonwhite ‘Total iWhi’ce Nonwhite
County : : — - County v
Rank|Rate| Rate| Rate Rank‘Rate‘ Rate} Rate
NORTH CARCLINA 53 57.6 49.8 7348
Alamamce 3 29.5 2749 &%e8 | Johnston 19 45.2 38.2 692.4
Alexander 2 26.7 30.2 - - | Jones 74 69,0 69,0 6940
Alleghany 93 B2,8 7649 1,000,0 | Lee 29 49,3 3l.4  87.2
Anson 39 52,3 40,9 61.9 | Lenoir 67 6447 6045 68,9
Ashe 89 7941 78.6 100.0 | Lincoln 60 60.6 62.1 5246
Avery 71 6647 6743 = = | McDowell 32 4948 47.4 83,3
Beaufort . 94 B82.9 675 102.7 | Macon 53 58s0 5845 - -
Bertie 84 T73.5 3644 50,7 | Madison 36 50,7 51.4 - -
Bladen 76 T0.0 79,7 58,5 | Martin 56 59.5 b59.6 59,5
Brunswick 73 6847 54.1 88.5 Mecklenburs 28 49,0 31.5 89,6
Buncombe 25 47.7 46.1 6003 | IMitchell 13 42,3 42.6 - -
Burke 4 31.1 3047 3643 | Montgomery 1 21.9 17.6 32.3
Cabarrus 69 65,6 5664 112.2 | Moore 21 46.6 28.4 85.0
Celdwell 22 4743 4749 37.0 | Nash 55 58,7 47.0 70.2
Camden 99 101,00 85.1 115.4 | New Hanover 45 B4.,5 4344 70.6
Carteret 75 69.1 6647 82.0 | Northampton 5 34.7 12,3 41.6
Caswell 23 474 4047 52,6 | Onslow 97 95,8 86,3 113.8
Catawba 40 52.5 ©5l1.7 6043 | Orange 35 50.4 59.3 38.8
Chatham 11 41.8 4l.4 4243 | Pamlico 64 62,0 T79.7 3865
Cherokeec 17 44,7 460 = = | Pasquotank .81 73.1 61l.3 83.8
Chowan 78 T7le9 67.2 7644 | Pender 50 B6.4 30.0 78.2
Clay 95 83.3 83.9. - = | Porquimens 63 61l.9 35,3 82.6
Cleveland 43 BH3el 08.5 373 | Perscn 8 3743 25.4 B3.6
Columbus 79 72.3 705 75,3 | Pitt 85 74,1 52.5 ~92.2
Craven 47 5543 43.7 ° 67.5 | Polk’ 30 49.4 41.5  87.0
Cumberlend 31 49.5 ©50.6 47,5 | Randolph 6 35.2 3346 b4.1
Currituck 91 8065 893 6445 | Richmond 85 63.1 67.0 55.2
Dare 10 40,0 323 142.9 | Robeson 72 6749 665 6847
Davidson 54 £8.6 57.1 7049 { Rockingham 57 59«7 54e7 - 77,9
Davie 51 5648 4347 106,1 | Rowan 37 51,8 38,9 104.2
Duplin 46 54,8 60.8 4542 | Rutherford 26 47.9 4645  55.2
Durham 42 D248 3748 72,8 | Sampson 49 5643 510 Gi.8
Edgecombe 80 72.8 67.4 75.8 | Scotland 98 89,1 105.3 764
Forsythe 86 7648 52, 126,7 | Stanly 38 52e1 54,2  31.7
Franklin 81 73,1 66a7 78¢4 | Stokes 92 B8le4d B4e5 5346
Gaston 20 45.4 40,9 7840 | Surry 52 5648 55,8 72.7
Gates 98 98,0 69,8 113.2 | Swain 17 44.7 47.6  35.3
Graham 7 36.4 31.1 250.,0 | Tramsylvania 68 6541 66e7 - -
Granville 16 43.5 42.1 44,4 | Tyrrell 9 3842 42,9 3248
Greene 11 41.8 38.5 45,5 | Union 40 5245 47.1  65.7
Guilford 27 48.1 45.0 6043 | Vance 33 B0s1 3243 6463
Halifax 57 5947 2649 7545 | Wake 48 55.8 43.9 T72.8
Harnett 62 61s6 5042 8645 | Warren 100 11143 8248 120,0
Haywood 33 50.1 4846 125,0 | Washington B8 7842 73,0 82.4
Henderson 14 42.9 39.0 88.9 | Watauga 83 7343 7349 - -
. Hertford 87 T77.8 50.4 89.5 | Wayne 89 791 7243 8743
Hoke 24 47.5 3845 51.2 | Wilkes 15 4341 3943 286
Hyde 44 54,1 22.7 82,5 | Wilson 70 6644 5043 82,5
Iredell 77 71.8 59,1 116.,8 | Yadkin 6l 60,7 603 58.8
Jaclkson 66 64.6 53.8 400.,0 | Yancey 59 6042 60.4

Source: United States

Vital:

Statistics, 1940,
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MATERNAL DEATHS PER 1,000 LIVE BIRTEHS BY COIOR,
UNITED STATES AND NORTH CAROLINA,* 1922-1942.

Total White Nonwhite

Year - —— . - . — . . -

Us S, Ne C. U. S, N. C. Us Sa | W, C.
194:2, 206 394 2.2 =~ s 594 - -
1941 302 4.0 207 o - 6.8 -
1940 348 5.1 3e2 4,0 747 746
1939 4.0 447 345 3.7 746 6.8
1938 ded 543 3.8 4,0 845 8.0
1937 4,9 5e4 4ed 442 8,6 749
1936 547 BB 5.1 5.6 9,7 8.8
1935 5.8 6.5 5e3 563 9,5 849
1934 549 7.1 5.4 Be? 9,0 9,1
1933 6e2 6e8 5.6 5.8 9.7 9.0
1932 6e3 6.8 5.8 544 9.8 9.8
1931 6.6 8.0 840 Bod 11,1 11.6
1930 647 8e3 6el 6o 11,7 12.1
11929 740 8ot Bed 72 12,0 1142
1928 669 748 663 6.7 12,1 10,5
1927 Be5 Be6 5e9 501 | 113 949
1926 646 8.8 6e2 Tal - 10.7 12.6
1925 6e5 8.7 6.0 6e8 11.6 248
1924 6.6 767 ] 6.6 11.8 10.4
1523 Be7 8.0 6o Be7 10,9 10,
1922 646 8.0 Be3 7.0 10,7 9,9
MATERITAL HORTALITY RATES**BY COLOR AND POPULAT ION-SIZE GROUPS#**

UNITED STATES AND WORTH CAROLINA, 1940,
Tokal ~ White Konwhite

Population-size group : e S— v —— :
: U. S. N. C. Ue S« | MNa Co Ue 54 | Ne Co

TOTAL . 348 ~ bll 3e2 4.0 77 746

Cities of 10,000
and over populations

Total 3ed 5.2 3.0 4.3 7.3 741
100,000 and over 3.1 4.8 2.8 3o4 642 8.0
25,000 - 99,9599 3.7 5od 3.1 3.8 9,3 8s2
10,000 - 24,999 4,0 5.2 3.5 5ed 10.1 447
Cities under 10,000
and rurals _
Total 4.0 5.1 Bed 349 8.0 747
2,500 = 9,999 4,3 741 3.8 3.6 10,2 18.5
Rural 4.0 4,9 3.3 349 7,7 740

Source: United States Vital Statistics.

* Place of occurance :

**% Rates arc the number of deaths of mothers in a specified group per 1,000 live
births in that group. '

*%% Place of residence.



DEATHS PER 1,000 POPULATION, NORTH CAROLINA, 1940

Rank

Rate

Rank

: Rate

Gounty Total|Total inite Nomhite Cowty | rotal|Tobal|Wnite] Nomwhite
NORTH CARCLINA — 52 8¢9 749 11l.6
Alamance 14. 702 607 901 Johnston 27 Te7 Ted 809
Alexander 1 - 6.2 6.1 8s5 | Jones 52 8¢9 848 9.0
Alleghany 27 Te7 746 247 | Lee 78 100 7.8 15,6
Anson 75 9.8 9.2 10,3 | Lenoir 83  10e6 9.7 11.8
Ashe 65 9.4 9.2 14,7 | Lincoln 21 745  7e2 S 9.4
Avery 10 7+0 7.0 Te7 | McDowell 58 9.1 8.5 1644
Beaufort 97  12.4 10.3 16.,0 | Macon 10 760 6e9 8e 86
Bertie 8l 10.4 9.5 11.1 | Madison 14 7e2  Te2 9,0
Bladen 60- 942 8.7 9.9 | Martin 41 Beb 946 T3
Brunswick 89 10,9 9.7 13.1 | Mecllenburg 52 8e9  Tel 1345
Buncombe 51 8e8 8ol 13.2 | Mitchell 20 Ted  Teb 0
Burke 88  10.8 11.0 8,8 | liontgomery 31 Te9 746 848
Cabarrus 24 7e6  Ba7 12,0 ! Moore 21 7¢5  GaT7 9¢5
Caldwell 32 80 747 11.6 ! NWash 78  10.0 8.7 11.6
Camden 96 12438 1l1.6 1344 | New Hanover 99 12.9 9.8 1865
Carteret - 83 10.6 9.6 1666 | Horthampton 2 643 740 5.9
Caswell 14 7-2 7ol Teb Onslow 87 1047 Ded l4.4
Catawba 14 Tez2 648 1043 | Orange 65 ¢4 848 10.8
Chatham 63 948 9.1 946 i Pamlico 71 Se¢6 o8 942
Cherokee 24 Te6  Teb 14,2 | Pasquotank 92  1le5 10.4 1249
Chowan 83 10.6 9e3 12.1 Pender 83 1066 8ed 13,0
Clay 10 Te0 646 38,0 | Perquimans 43 Be5  B8B49 842
Cleveland 7 6e8 7ol 5.8 Ferson 30 78 7e6 842
Columbus 83 9¢3 843 112 | Pitt 5 8s9 748 10.2
Craven 95 1241 8.7 1642 | Polk 7 6e8 645 9.1
Cumberland 56 9.0 7.8 1l.4 | Randolph 24 Te6  Te3 1046
Currituck 92 11.5 10.8 12+8 ¢ Richmond 68 9.5 8.8 10,8
Dare 78 9.9 9.5 1449 Robeson 60 9.2 8.6 9.7
Davidson 32 8.0 7.6 11.4 | Rockingham 34 8el 7,2 1l.4
Davie 73 9.7  Ba7 15,1 | Rowan 21 7.5 642 13.1
Duplin 46 847 8ok 9,2 Rutherford 14. Te2  Tol Te7
Durham 60 9e2 746 12.1 | Sampson’ 46 8e7 8.1 9e7
Edgecombe 68 9.6 8.9 10,0 } Scotland 68 9.5 9.4 .6
Forsythe 71 9.6 7.6 15.8 | Stanly 37 B3 8.2 9.2
Franklin 37 8.3 845 8.1 | Stokes 46 Be7 87 T4
Gaston 7 648 642 9.9 { Surry 43 8.6 845 10,7
Gates 98 12.6 13.0 12,3 | Swain 3 6:5 5.6 12,3
Graham 3 6.5 5.9 28.7 | Transylvania 40 8s4 845 7ol
Granville 56 9.0 8.2 9.8 | Tyrrell 27 Te7 749 75
Greene 5 67 645 8.9 | Union 43 8.6 7.2 12,1
Guilford 41 8.5 7.4 12,8 | Vancse 52 8.9 8.5 943
Halifax 46 8e7 - 6.9 10,1 | Wake 80  11.0 9.5 1440
Harnett 46 8e7  Te9 10,8 | Warren 2 1leH 1C.1 12.2
Haywood 14 7.2 7.0 13.4 | Washington 91  1l.4 9.0 14.5
Henderson 78 10,0 9.3 18,3 | Watauga 34 - 8.1 8.2 2e7
Hertford 82 10,5 9.2 11.4 | Wayne 100 14.4 8.3 2244
Hoke 58 9.1 9.0 9.1 | Wilkes 13 7«1l €49 9,9
Hyde 73 97 1044 846 | Wilson 76 969 7.3 1345
Iredell 65 9.4 8ol 15.2 Yadkin 36 Be2 Se2 8.5
Jackson 37 8.3 7.8 14,3 | Yancey 5 6e7 647 643

1 e

Source: United States Vital Stabtistics, 1940.
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PERCENTAGE SELECTIVE SERVICE REG ISTRANTS REJECTED FOR MILITARY SERVICE
- BY COLOR OF REGISTRANT, THROUGH IMARCH 31, 1943, NORTH CAROLINA

County Rank Percentage rejected County : Bl P@?cemtage reJeoted
. Totaii mm el‘zomrmte Total{White‘Nonwhit'e
NORTH CAROLINA 48 48,1 40 9 GO.G
Alsmance 27 4044 3245 5745 Johnston 86 59.0 55,4 6640
Alexander 3 1748 1548 EQ,0 *| Jones 58 505 4044 62,0
Alleghanv ' 32 41.9 4043 -100,0 #| lLes 44 48,8 48,0 @ 60,5
Anson 71 5543 51.7 58,4 Lenoir 72 55.6 43,7 64.4
Ashe - b 25.3 2b.6 0,0 *} Lincoln 37 44.7 41l.1 68,9
Avery . 23 59’1 39.7 OQO * Macon 9 3100 30.8 57;5 *
" Beaufort 91" 6led 538 6848 Madison 31 41.8 4l1.2 60,0 *
Bertile , 87 59,2 5l.8 63.2 Martin 60 51,0 51,0 - -
Bladen . 89 60,4 51le9 6746 MeDowe1l 88 6043 487 69.4
Brunswick 97 6545 67.6 6347 Mecklenburg 16 35,8 25,0 5642
Buncombe 50 48.7 43.7 68,8 Mitchell 51 48.9 48.9 - -
Burke 19 3608 36.2 4:1.9 I\’Ecn'bgomery' 4 2207 1993 3200
Cabarrus 11 33.7 301 47.3 Moore 84 58,7 48ed 72,2
Caldwell 29 4146 38.0 70.0 - Nash 79 B7.5 47.6 64,9
Camden ' 90 61,0 D526 * 68,2 *| New Hanover 80 58,0 B5le9 64,7
Carteret 82 658.5 bB8,2 5943 ¥orthampton 99 65.8 63.7 0647
Caswell 35 4247 33,1 5340 Onslow 64 52,4 65.4 313
Catawba 41 4643 40,7  78.9 Orange LT 4Te8 43.4 5342
Chatham C LB 4T3 42.4 55,9 Pamligo 68 54.4 bBle6  B7.4
Cherokee 14 35.6 35,0 6647 ¥| Pasquotank 83 5846 5bHe6 6062
Chowan 75 56,0 48.7 62,5 Pendesr 34 426 50,0 34,6
Clay ' 6 2744 2744 - - Perquimeans 94 63.4 53.1 68,9
Cleveland 42 46.4 3846 6445 Person 43 . 46¢5 35He8 5540
Colunbus . 96 B4.7 59,3 69,7 Pivt 73 5569 44,6 6447
Craven 57 5040 5149 48.6 Polk 32 41,9 38.4 56,7
Cumberland 56 B3e4 45.8 Bl.4 Randolph 36 44.6 42,0 58,3
Currituck 93 6249 6647 * 5868 *| Richmond 52 49,0 44.1 56,7
Dare 85 58«8 bB3¢3 1000 *{ Robeson 77 5642 B0s8 6269
Davidson 21 37.6 32.6 6849 Rockingham 09 6548 62,7 727
Davie . 48 4.8.3 4249 G4e7 Rowan 8 2900 26.6 46eB
Duplin 65 5245 4246 6042 Rutherford 39 4542 41.6 7041
Durham 73 5549 . 5242 6044 Sampson B3 5l.7 478 5648
Edgecombe 78 . B6e7 47.4 6241 Scotland 76 56el 5045 6346
Forsyth 14 35,6 25,0  48.3 Stanly 15 4849 3543 6543
Franklin 52 49,0 50,0 4844 Stokes 13 34,7 34.1 4167 *
Gaston . 24 39.2 B4.8 8347 Tsurry 25 3948 39,1 4846
Gates 1 040 % 0,0 ¥ = = Swain 37 4447 4463 10040 *
Grahan 2 4.9 4.9 - - Transylvania 20 37,0 38e2 16,7 *
Gronville 58 b50¢5 46.4 5342 Tyrrell ' 70 55,0 50,0 5345
Greene 29 41,6 25,7  55.7 Union 56 4946 4244 70,9
Guilford 18 36.2 29,3 57,0 Vance 53 49,1 45,0 5242
Halifax 81 58,3 52,5 62+4 Wake 40 48,7 42.2 4947
Harnett 61 51l.2 52,7 4845 Warren - 97 6545 65.3 6546
Haywood 22 38e7 3847 - - Washington - 54 49,1 48,7 5145
Henderson 28 40,5 37,9 50,0 Wetauga 26 3949 39,7 5040 %
Hertford 67 B348 42,2 58,0 Wayne 95 63+8 5543 5849
Hoke 92 6243 48,6 Tle6 Wilkes 7 2843 28¢7 20,0 %
Hyde 61 51.2 43.5 60.0 Wilson 69 54,9 45,8 6140
Iredell 12 3444 31,0 4846 ~ Yadkin 49 4846 4642 6840
Jackson 10 S2e4 32 O 100,0 *! Yancey 17 3641 36 l =

Ipss than 25 cases in umnplc.
Sources North Carolina Selective Service Headguarters. Thesce calculations arc
based upon a systematic samplo of records and not upon the entirc number
examined.
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POPULAT ION BY COLOR AND RESIDEHCE, NORTH CAROLINA, 1940

Total Percent Tobal Percent
County | Pop- A1l All All County Pop= ALY Aq1 All
ulation| Non- Rural Rural- fuletion] Non~i. . ¢ Rural-
white | farm white ) farm
STATE 3,571,628 28s1l 727 46.4
Alamance 57,427 1844 B8l.2 28,9 Johnston 63,798 2l.1 94.2 71.3
Alexander 13,454 7.0 100.0 75.2 | Jones 10,926 4349 100.0 7943
Alleghany 8,341 347 100,0 £€4.,0 | Lee 18,743 28¢5 7345 5l.4
Anson 28,443 49,0 8244 65.9 | Lenoir 41,211 43.2 62.6 50,8
Ashe 22,664 2.1 100.0 88.5 | Lincoln. 24,187 13.6 B8l.3 06,8
Avery 13,561 1.9 100.0 6849 | MMeDowell 22,996 8,0 87.4 29.6
Beaufort 36,431 - 3749 7646 .53.0 | Macon 15,880 2.9 100.0 70,0
Bertie - 26,201 5648 100.0 74.4 | Madison 22,522 1.0 100.0 83.9
Bladen 27,166 41.2 100,0 74+3 | Martin 26,111 48.6 84.8 66.7
Brunswick 17,125 33.8 100.0 55.6 | Mecklenburg 151,826 28.5 33.5 14,7
Buncombe 108,755 14.8 52.8. 24.8 | Mitchell 15,980 044 100.0 70.3
Burke . 38,6156 842 73.4 3442 | Montgomery 16,280 23.0 10C,0 49.4
Cabarrus 59,393 164,56 73.8 24.7 | Moore 30,969 30.1 89.6 45.2
Caldwell 35,795 7.5 7848 43.6 | Nash 55,608 42.0 75.6 59.4
Camden 5,440 41.3 100.0 62.4 | MNew Hanover 47,935 35.6 30,3 : 5.6
Carteret 18,284 14.8 61.9 22.2 | Northampbon 28,299 62.0 100.0 73,1
Caswell 20,032 45.5 100,0 87.3 | Onslow 17,939 27.1 100.0 75.8
Catawba 51,653 10.0 63.9 33,9 | Orange 25,072 B31l.0 84.2 49.2
Chatham 24,726 32,0 100.0 69.1 | Pamlico 9,706 34.8 100.0 4l1.1
Cherokee 18,813 1.1 100.0 63.0 | Pasquotank 20,5668 42.6 43.2 27,5
Chowan 11,572 46.9 33.1 64.9 | Pender 17,710 46,4 100.0 65.0
Clay 6,405 1,2 100,0 84.5 | Perguimans 9,773 48,4 100.0 67.7
Cleveland 58,065 221 64.5 50.5 Person 25,029 36,4 8l.6 69.0
Columbus - 45,663 32,2 93.4 70.9 | Pitt 61,244 47.5 74.4 60,4
Craven 31,298 44.8 62.2 39.1 Polk 11,874 13.8 100.C 59.3
Cumberland 59,320 34,5 7046 33.6 | Randolph 44,554 9.7 84.3 . 49.9
Currituck 6,709 34.8 100,0 60.0 | Richmond 36,810 33.3 76.2 34.2
Dare - 6,041 7«8 1000 3.8 | Robeson 76,360 54.9 92.4 66.6
Davidson 53,377 11.0 59,5 35.0 | Rockingham 57,898 20,9 82.1 37.5
Davie 14,909 14.6 100.0 63.1 | Rowan 69,206 1848  68.1 26.9
Duplin 39,739 35.6 100.,0 " 76.3 Ruthsrford 45577 13.5 80,3 48.8
Durham 80,244 35.8 25,0 -11.0 | Sampson 47,440 35.8 82.5 79.8
Edgecombe 49,162 5B4.2 61,1 52,0 ; Scotland 23,232 DB346 THeb 5LHT746
Forsyth 126,475 32.5 3649 14,6 Stanly 32,834 11.9 B87.6 39.6
Franklin 30,382 42,9 100.0 74,1 | Stokes 22,656 10,1 100.0 88.0
Gaston 87,531 14.4 62,9 1643 | Surry 41,783 - 68,1 T8.4 5249
Gates 10,060 49,4 100.0 77.6 § Swain 12,177 12,7 10C.0 71.1
Graham 6,418 341 100,0 64.6 | Transylvania 12,241 649 7540 52,7
Granville 29,344 51.0 86,4 6849 | Tyrrell 5,656 3642 100.0 6546
Greene 18,548 43.6 100.,0 £€8.9 | Union 39,097 23.5 B83.4 69.8
“Guilford 153,916 20,9 3664 17.0 | Vance 29,961 4645 T4eb 47
Halifax 56,512 56,7 80.6 54.2 | Wake 109,544 33.7 B7.2 31.9
Harnett 44,239 27.7 88,1 64¢1 | Warren 23,145 65.3 100.0 71.4
Haywood 34,804 2,6 77.1 44,3 | Washington 12,323 44.4 100.0 050.2
Henderson 26,049 8.2 79.3 44.2 | Watauga 18,114 2.0 100.,0 76.5
Hertford 19,352 59,1 100.0 65,0 { Wayne 58,328 43.4 65.4 49,6
Hoke 14,937  61l.5 100.0 79.6 | Wilkes 43,003 6.6 89.6 71,7
Hyde 7,860 41,2 100.0 63.8 | Wilson 50,219 41.9 61l.7 ©51.6
Iredell 50,424 19,0 64.1 45.1 | Yadkin 20,657 5.7 100,00 7545
Jackson 19,366 7.2 100,0 71.6 | Yancey 17,208 0.9 100.0 85.7

Source: United States Census, 1940.
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Page 64 :
EXPENDITURES FOR FULL-TIME PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICES, NORTH CAROLINA, 1943-44.

T 1 % distribubion Dby [Renk
County, City Total budget . source of funds | per

A . e e ) : _
or District Amount ’ ci;?ta State Looal{Othgr c?ga
TOTAL STATE 2,134,061 » 649 7.0 57.6 35.3 36
FIVE CITIES: TOTAL 320,633 1.163 « = 74.5 2545 ==
Asheville : - 85,992 1.676 " m = 73:2. 266l ==
Charlotte . - 90,061 . 892 - = 7844 R1leB =
Greensboro ' 68,349 1,152 = = 70,7 29,3 =
High Point ' 39,061 1.015 = = 71,9 28,1 ==
Rocky Mount 37,170  -1.454 - = 76,0 24,0 =~
COUNT IS AND DISTRICTS: TOTAL 1,813,418 « 601 8e3  B4.7 3741 ==
Alamance 24,114 419 7e5  52.2 40.3 73
Alleghany, Ashe, Watauga ’ : 19,004 « 387 22.7 34.6 42.6 76
Anson, Montgomery v 27,538  .616 13,1 49.6 37.3 40
Avery, Yanccy 14,895 484 18,3 21.3 60.4 55
Beaufort 16,613 0429 11.5 B0.6 37.9 69
Bertie, Chowan, Gates 28,058 587 18,2 382 43,6 43
Bladen + 14,930 550 9.6 40.8 49.6 49
Buncombe, except Asheville 18,416 «320 9.8 82.1 8.1 85
Burke, Caldwell 22,715 +305 15.8 B2.2 32.0 87
Cabarrus C&7,414 $798 3e 6le7 34.5 28
Carteret’ " 17,433 «953 10.3  53.6 26.1 9
Catawba, Lincoln 31,874 #420 11e3 5347 35.0 71
Cherokee, Clay, Graham : 25,381 . 802 13,0 35.4 51.6 25
Cleveland ‘ 25,391 437 Tel 50.5 42.4 67
Columbus ‘ 17,8605 0386 8e2 5345 3843 T9
Craven : ' 28,308 «905 Bed 5043 4343 15
Cumbe rland 51,626 870 3eH  B5.O 41.5.- 17
Currituck, Dare 16,049 1.259 224 3648 40.8 3
Davidson : 19,874 0367 Be3  67.4 2463 81
Duplin 17,120 o431 Bed 48,8 42,8 68
Durhem SR 123,883 1.544 1.5 71.1 27.4 2
Edgecombe, Halifax, except Rocky Mount 58,752 » 630 6s1l 576 3643 38
Forsyth, Stoles, Yadkin, Davie, :
exceptb Winsbon-Salem #*x . 101,854 .971 5.3 58456 36.1 5
Franklin 10,088 «332 14,3 b50.0 35,7 84
Gaston . 39,272 o 449 46 6849 2645 66
Granville - 23,980 « 817 Teb5 5647 35.8 24
Greene 16,329 + 880 9.9 378 52.3 16
Guilford, except Greenshoro and High Point 20,120 «359 8.8  82.7 843 82
Harnett ' 21,622 489 8e3  68s6 23.0 53
Haywood, Jackson, Macon, Swain, and
Transylvania 45,131 478 19,9 40,0 40.1 57
Hyde, Tyrrell, Washington 23,696 «921 21.9 4l.3 3647 10
Iredell 18,595 +369 9,7 57,0 33.3 80
Johnston ' 16,253 0285 1lel  52.6 36.3 89
Lenoir 29,320 . 711 5.5  54.2 40.2 32
Martin : 16,794 « 643 10,7 54.6 34,7 36
Mecklenburg, except Charlotte 20,040 +393 9.0 80,5 10.5 74
Moore, Hoke 30,860 672 9.9 41,5 48.6 34
Nash, except Rocky Lount 22,820 ¢538 Te9 529 3%9.2 BEO .
New Hanover 75,941 1.584 2e4  T4e5 23.2 1
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Page 66
EXPENDITURDS FOR FU LL—T IME PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICES, WORTH CAROLINA, 1943~44.

CONTINUED

- ' | % distribution by!Rank

Cownty, City, Total budgoet source of funds g per

or District smount | FOT 1 state|Local |othdr|oTE"
! capita ! ! it

Continucd .

Northampton, Hertford 12,862 « 920 78 3441 53,1 13
Onslow, Pender 27 551 W 773 15,2 50.5 342 29
Orange,Person, Chatham ' 63,227 . 868 9.5 27,1 6544 18
Pasquobank, Perquimans, Camden ' 30,338 + 848 16e4 48e4 3542 1
Pitt 29,086 475 Ge2 DBlT 38,1 62
Randolph 18,739 o321 77 5742 3bs1l 70
Richmond : 19,393 «527 8ed  5le4 40.2 61
Robeson 27,477 «357 B+68 500 43.4 83
Rockingham - 22,488 «588 8.0 59,7 32.3 76
Rowenn - 32,480 0 4:69 5465 6844 28,1 63
Rutherford, Polk 32,308 «562 11.1 34,4 Baed 47
Sampson 22,059 o 465 Ted 4B5e2 4765 65
Scotland . ‘ 14,899 » 533 12.2 50,2 37.6 37
Stanly ' : 18,476 +563 "947 564 3348 46
Surry 21,280 «509 Te6 D00 4244 52
Union 23,363 . 597 To7 4667 4546 42
Vance 14,574 « 486 9.1 4848 4le2 54
Wake 73,704 0673 2ed TLleO 2645 33
Wayne 43,084 $738 4e2 BT749 37,9 31
Wilkes 12,389 511 108 45,0 44,3 86
Wilson 25,& 7 o 467 69 6243 30,8 64

There was no full-time public health service in the following counties during
the fiscal year 1943-19447% g

Aloxandor ‘ HMeDowell
Brunswick Madison
Caswell ) Mitchell
Henderson Pamlico
Jones Warren
Lee

* Other agencics include:
Reynolds Funds~ Special from Smith Reynolds Foundetion
Fedeoral Vencrcel Discase Control Fundg
Title VI (Fedoral)
Childrent's Bureau (Federal)

** Winston-Salem uses no State or Federal Funds
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ALL PUBLIC HEALTH EXPENDITURES BY FUNDS AND TYPE OF SERVICE, FISCAL YEAR 1943-44,
NORTIH CAROLINA 1 :

Type of service
Source of funds i State-wide health Ful}-ti@e county,
Total services district, and
v city health services
Total $ 3,400,295 $ 1,266,244 $ 2,134,061
County govornments | 1,230,046 , - 1,230,046
State government 528,689 378,689 150,000
Pederal government v
and other 2/ “ 1,641,560 837,555 ' 754,005
' Percentage distribution
Total 1000 : 100.0 100.0
County govermments ' 3642 - - 57.6
tate govermment 15,5 ) 2969 740
Federal government _
and other 4843 7061 3543
Per capita distribution
Total ' 1,033 +385 +648
County governments o374 - - +374
State govermment 0161 ' 115 0 046
Federal goverument | '
and other «499 _ £270 ' 229

Source: State Board of Health.

l/b Excluding Winston=-Salem which finsnces its own health work and hence makes no
report to the State Board of Health,
E/ Other includes the Reynolds!' Fund.
' Federal funds include those used in the
following programss :
' ' Veneral discase
Crippled children.
Maternal and Child Wolfare
General public health work



O.RGAN|ZAT|0N OF LOCAL FU‘LL“T|ME' HEALTH WORK
North Carolina, 19U4-U5 '

ROCKINGHAM anay, SN CATES .
2 o 5%
/ A LXK
ATAuéad - e p2E G5 &
A / / 52 C VG RS
: ; o I V4 d. /] o o %
. o GUILTORD s L AMANC S OR LT oo ¢ i 24
o AN g . FHAM .,'v/
I TCHE / ALDWEL TS 3 PR I b ; %’
) 3 3 o ; . /
W A_/ R g0 : e TRser )
>: 4 ASH! 4
/K = ARE
Fjj;/ '
/ .

WAIN'

CHaRamM

MACON

No Public Health Work
District Units \‘-

.......

County Units I (EASAARS

Based on data from the North Carolina

N.C.Agricultural Experiment Station
DEPARTMENT OF RURAL SOCIOLOGY State Board of Health




Page 68

PER CAPITA EXPENDITURES FOR MEDICAL CARE AND HOSPITALIZATION FOR THE INDIGENT
MORTH CARCLINA FISCAL YEAR JULY 1,1943-JUNE 30,1944

Per capita

Per ocapita

Total Total
County expenditures| County expenditures

expenditures (cents) expenditbures (cents)

NORTH CAROLINA $. 263,025,70 7e9
Alamance 4,530466 769 Johnstton - 7,933416 1443
Alexander - - - - = Jones 33465 o3
Alleghany 50,426 o7 Lec 247486 . led
Anson 2,093406 843 Lenoir 90104 o3
Ashe - - - - - Lincoln 437,20 240
Avery 482420 442 Macon 79480 N
Beaufort 1,629427 5e¢2 Madison - - - - -
Bertie 1,686,444 6e8 Martin 3,824406 219
Bladen 2,894.51 11.8 MeDowell 2,339,01 10.0
Brunswick 536, OO 3e2 Meclklenburg 6,594,24 445
Buncombe 21,144,068 2167 Mitchell - - - - -
Burke 3,122,12 8.8 Montgonery 1,294,12 8¢4
Cabarrus 2,759.17 4.5 Moore 1,445487 449
Caldwell 2,533494 76 Nagh 4,864447 848
Camden 649447 1345 New Hanover - - - - -
Carteret 821,78 467 Northempton 3,465426 1345
Caswell 1,289.01 sl Onslow 2,0454.35 Ted
Catawbe 4,653.70 10,0 Orange - 2,581.39 11.8
Chatham 170,34 .8 Pamlico 158450 - 1e8
Cherokee 947462 Se7 Pasquotank 3,323.61 1445
Chowan 750,45 7ol Pender - e - -
Clay --- - - Perquimans 1,895,431 20.4
Cleveland 1,369.,07 246 Person 2,104.55 D5
Columbus 2,689.81 Bol Pitt 9,274460 1646
Craven 3,052,81 846 Polk 25,00 o2
Cumberland 5,868.24 O¢4 Randelph 1,194,111 3ol
Currituck 2,081.27 37e6 Richmond 4,387487 1246
Dare 108400 243 Robeson 11,268485 1643
Davidson 4,128.,08 843 Rockingham 4,038480 7Te5
Davie 1,286.97 1042 Rowan 6,884495 12,2
Duplin 34468480 9.9 Rutherford 983.63 2.5
Durham 187.66 o2 Sampson 3,089.04 7e2
Edgecombe 6,922445 1661 Scotland - - - - -
Forsyth 1,628.13 led Stanly 1,696490 5.5
Franklin - 1,002,811 3e7 stokes 2,040.16 1049
Gaston 4,889,09 He& Surry g,m*B 80 10¢5
Gates 112.50 1.3 Swain 466430 369
Graham -~ - - - Transylvania 44427 240
 Granville 2,105440 709 Tyzre11 367483 749
Greene 1,216,449 75 Union 3,601.93 949
Guilford 21,540473 14.3 Vance 2,905,673 10,67
Halifax 7,634496 15.1 . Wake 1988482 1,0
Harnett 5,713.08 14.0 Werren 3,562479 17.2
Haywood 3,863445 12,7 Washington " 30780 o7
Henderson - - - - - Watauga 345426 242
Hertford 1,675.28 10.0 Wayne 25418485 4sd
Hoke 2,811.05 20e2 Wilkes 4,170453 11.3
Hyde 81,25 1.3 Wilson By188,25 1749
Iredell 2,095,63 4o Yadkin 861.51 4e9
Jackson - - - - - Yancey 857460 248

Source:INorth Cerolina State Board of Charities and Public Welfares
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SOURCE OF GEWERAL HOSPITAL IICOME ATD LJC’“"N”’ OF FREE HOS ITAL CuRL
NORTH CAROLINA, 1934-1942.

. Year
Source of income

1934 1936 1938 1940 1942

Tumber of hospitals 75 81 85 90 89

Income in § 1,000's

Total income . & 3,661 § 4,761 § 5,729 § 7,039 § 9,292 |
patients | 2,441 5,559 4,215 5,242 7,787
Federal government - - - - 2 . 171 28
State govermment - = 12‘ v 52 - 48 - 52
County goverﬁments | 195 245 324 364 333
City governments ‘ 100 - 139 147 127 144
Religious organizations - 51 61 | 65 . 76 89
Duke Endowmernt s s6s 529 571 420
Other organizations and _ o .
individuals 269 ) 274 314 - 477 307
Investments 52 73 81 95 94
Norhospital | | 26 2 -2 38

Percentage of free days of hospital care-

Total | | 5342 4642 3805  35.1 22.5
White | 46,6 4040 3146 2747 15,8
Negro | 7704 . 70,8 66,2 66,0 5345

Source: Duke Endowment Hospital Statistics., These data relate only to those
hospitals that were assisted by the Duke Endowmcnt,
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" RURAL=-FARM LEVEL OF LIVING INDEX, NORTH CAROLINA, 1940 °

County Rank Index County Rank Index
‘NORTH CAROLINA 39 84
‘Alemance 7 98 Johnston 53 80
Alexander 39 84 | Jones 69 75
‘Alleghaney - 8 95 lee - 26 87
Anson 96 C 64 Lenoir 43 E 83
Ashe 47 82 Lincoln 14 91
Avery 51 - 80 McDowell 26 87
Beaufort 79 73 * Macon 53 80
Bortie v .95 65 Madison 53 80
Bladen 86 70 Martin 69 75
Brunswick 91 68 Mecklenburg 14 91
Buncombe ' ’ 8 95 Mitchell 32 86
Burke 26 . 87 Montgomery ’ 86 70
Cabarrus 16 - 90 | Moore : 64 78
Caldwell . 32 . 86 Nash 68 ' 77
Camden : 53 80 New Hanover ) 4 101
Carteret - 47 82 Northampton 98 62
Caswell 61 : 79 Onslow - 95 65
Catawba 11 94 Orange . 8 95
Chatham 61 79 Pamlico 39 84
Cherokee 86 70 Pasquotank . 39 84
Chowan ‘ 53 80 | Pender 79 73
Clay ' 49 81 Perquimans 82 72
Cleveland 22 88 Person 64 - 78
Columbus 73 74 Pitt 73 74
Craven 49 81 Polk 36 85
Cumberland - 91 68 Rendolph , 32 86
Currituck - : 39 84 Richmond . | 90 69
Dare 1 108 | Robeson 82 72
‘Pavidson 5 99 | Rockingham 22 88
Davie 32 86 Rowan 5 99
Duplin ‘ 84 71 Ruthsrford 20 89
~Durham 16 90 Sampson 73 74
Edgecombe 86 : 70 Scotland 100 58
Forsyth 2 102 Stanly 26 ' 87
Franklin 73 : 74 Stokes 26 87
Gaston ' : - 13 92 Surry 26 87
Gates . . ' 53 80 Swain 49 81
Graham - 61 79 Transylvania 16 90
Granville 64 78 Tyrrell ' 69 75
Greene , 43 83 Union 36 85
Guilford , 2 102 Vance 69 . 75
Halifax v 91 68 Walke ' 22 88
-Harnett , 43 83 Warren 94 67
Haywood 16 90 Washingbon 79 : 73
Henderson v 11 94 Watauga 36 : 85
Hertford - ‘ 84 71 Wayne 49 81
Hoke 9% . 61 Wilkes _ 64 78
Hyde 73 74 Wilson 53 - 80
Iredell 22 88 Yadkin 20 89
Jackson _ 73 74 Y“ncey : 4? 83

Souroe- Calcul%tlons based on 35 UsSe Census items rclated to both cash and noncash
aspects of family living.
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TREND IN THE NUMBER AND DISTRIBUTION OF ACTIVE PHYSICIANS
IN NORTH CAROLIVA, 1914 T0 1940

Year aﬁi%ve In urban arcas In rural arcas
phy- | Total T,500=] 10,000-]  Ovor Total | Under | 1,000=
sioiens | urban ! 10,000 | 25,000 } 25,000 | rural | 1,000 | 2,500
| Numbcrqu physicigns

| 1944 1,688 1,186 324 260 584 502 276 226

1940 2,298 1,579 451 381 747 719 407 312

1934 2,164 1,403 445 290 668 761 455 306

1925 2,110 1,176 453 385 338 934 635 299

1914 1,936 811 420 261 130 1,125 836 289

Pergqntagc distribution

1944 100.0° 7003 20,3  15.4 3446 29,7 16.3 15,4

1940 10040 68,7  19.6 1646 3245 31e3 17.7 1246

3954 100,0 6409 20,6 13.4  30.0 351 210 4.1

1925 | 100,0 857 2L 183 16,0 44,8  30.1 14,2
1914 100,0 41,9 2Le7 1365 627 __ 5801  43e2 1449

NUWBER OF PEOPLE PER ACTIVE PHYSICIAN IN URBAN AND RURAL AREAS
OF NORTH CAROLINA, 1914 TO 1944

Yeari Popﬁlation Péopié per physiciaﬁ‘i
Pogzi:zzon Diﬁéitﬁ;y Sﬁate | ! >vU?ban }. Rural . Statéﬁ ﬁ?ﬁén Rural
1940 1944 3,571,623 974,175 2,597,448 2,116 821, 5,174
1940 1940 3,571,623 974,175 2,597,448 1,554 617 3,613
1930 1954 3,170,276 809,847 2,360,429 1,465 577 3,102
;926 1925 2,559,125 490,370 2,068,553 1,213 417 2,215
1910 1914 | 2,206,287 1,887,8i3 1,140 392 1,678

318,474

Source: American Medical Directory and North Carol

Station.

ina Agricultural Experiment



ACTIVE PHYSICIANS IN URBAN AND RURAL AREAS,
NORTH CAROLINA
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IN URBAN AND RURAL AREAS,NORTH CAROLINA,1914-44,

PERCENTAGE OF ACTIVE PHYSICIANS OVER 55 YEARS OF AGE BY YEARS

Number of physioiané Péroentaéevovef 55
Yeer State | Urbén 1 Rﬁrai State UrBan Ruréll
1944 1,688 - 1,188 502 42,5 40,1 4842
1940 2,298 1,579 719 3260 2944 376
1934 2,164 1,403 761 28,6 2445 3648
1925 2,110 1,176 934 2249 2044 2642
1914 1,936 811 1,125 1566 1644 1446
DISTRIéUTION OF ACTIVE PHYSICIAWNS BY AGE AND RESIDENCE
SHOWING DEGREE OF SPECIALIZATION,NMORTH CAROLINA,1914-1944
State ﬁrban places Rural areas
Year ‘ ' '
Total] Under | 45 and) o ... | Under | 45 and Total | Under | 45 and
t 45 over 45 over 45 over
Number of physicians
1944 1,686 510 1,176 1,184 373 811 502 137 365
1940 2,266 1,008 1,258 1,569 741 828 697 267 430
1934 2,095 889 1,206 1,374 6830 744 721 259 462
1925 1,912 984 928 1,094 587 507 818 397 421
1914 1,456 754 702 . 624 319 305 832 435 397
Percentage of physiqians classed as full—time_specialists
1944 2363 2369 2340 324 é807 31.8 Hed 1049 343
1940 22,7 23,9 21,7 31,0 31,0 31,0 349 4ol 347
1934 18,7 21,9 1643 2649 2942 2449 3.1 442 243
1925 12,7 14.3 1049 2063 2240 18,3 2od 300 i 1.9
1914 4,0 548 260 848 13,5 3e9 o4 0? o5

Source: American Medical Directory and North Carolina Agricultural Experiment

Statione



PERCENTAGE OF ACTIVE PHYSICIANS OVER 55 YEARS OF AGE BY YEARS
IN URBAN AND RURAL AREAS,NORTH CAROLINA, 1914-44.
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‘NET INCOME PER FARM WOREER, NORTH CAROLINA, 1939.

Rank Income Rank | Tncome
County (cash . e County (cash

income JTotal | Cash income JTotal | Cash
HORTH CAROLINA 43 513 357
Alamance 66 488 236 | Johmston 6 666 541
Alexander 68 418 226 Jones 15 . 620 486
Alleghany 78 432+ 184 Lee 37 549 378
Anson 75 304 186 Lenoir 9 629 528
‘Ashe 61 463 269 Lincoln 64 434 243
Avery 88 410 105 MeDowell 87 437 125
Beaufort 6 632 541 Macon 92 438 80
Bertie 22 548 452 | Hadison 80 394 179
Bladen 41 495 - 363 Martin 3 760 627
Brunswick 63 401 244 Mecklenburg 67 383 229
Buncombe 84 510 166 Mitchell 95 453 66
Burke 94 543 69 Montgomery 74 372 188
Cabarrus 68 416 226 Moore 53 489 292
Caldwell e1 416 89 | Nash 23 563 447
Camden 30 502 403 New Manover 47 586 330
Carteret 20 530 457 | Northampton 45 433 341
Caswell 28 555 412 | Onslow 45 441 341
Catawbe 75 418 186 Orange 50 605 327
Chatham 72 392 213 | Pamlico 18 573 472
Cherokee 100 525 13 Pasquotank 10 626 526
Chowan 15 586 486 Pender 73 230 193
Clay 98 343 33 Perquimans 38 438 376
Cleveland 51 461 314 | Person 24 586 434
Columbus 31 527 402 Pitt 4 643 566
Craven 11 610 513 Polk 86 410 129
Cumberland 47. 442 330 Randolph 82 381 176
Currituck 43 441 368 Richmond 60 398 . 275
Dare 54 778 286 Robeson , 25 521 432
Davidson 62 514 264 Rockingham - 34 557 395
Davie 70 393 221 Rowan 54 . 511 286
Duplin 27 557 420 | Rutherford 75 404 186
Durham 51 506 314 Sampson 26 5353 428
Edgecombe 19 542 4687 Scotland 56 343 284
Forsyth 1 962 738 | Stanly 83 398 167
Franklim 31 534 402 Stokes 39 576 372
Gaston 58 491 278 Surry 40 572 366
Gates 47 485 330 Swain 93 736 77
Graham 99 459 29 | Transylvania 85 456 137
Granville 42 510 362 Tyrrell 13 684 505
Greene 2 770 653 Union . 65 368 240
Guilford 36 631 - 388 Vance 28 589 412
Halifax 44 460 353 Wake 21 609 453
Harnett 5 691 547 Warren 71 349 218
Haywood 78 500 134 | Washington 17 637 479
Henderson 88 532 105 | Watauga 80 373 179
Hertford 14 614 503 Wayne 12 612 511
Hoke 33 461 400 Wilkes 96 268 Bl
Hyde 57 386 280 Wilson 8 643 539
Iredell 59 436 277 Yadkin 36 530 382
Jackson 97 360 40 Yancey 88 405 - 105

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census, 1940,
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HOW NORTH CAROLINA RANKS IN EEAITH AND MEDICLL CARE AND IN SOCILL AND ECONOMIC
CONDITIONS AFFECTING HEALTH

Explanatory lote

On the following three peges there is a summary table showing how North Carolina
ranks in the nation with regard to many subjects covered in this report. In
most cases the ranl order is obvious but in other cases this is not soe This
oxplanation will, it is hoped, clear up any confusion which may have ariscn.

In general, the most disadvantaged stabe is given a rank of "48" and the least
disadvantaged sbtete a ranlt of "1%. Some items, however, mey be considered as
disadvantaging in one respect and just the opposibe in another rsspect. In
such ceses, the rank order used may be determined by\comparing the average for
North Carclina with that for the United States.

For instance, the birth rate of North Carolina is higher than the average for
the nation and North Carclina ranks 14th, mcaning thet there are 13 states with
higher birth rates. Some people may feel that a high birth rote is a "bad" or
"disadvantaging” condition, as indeed it may be 1f one is thinking of infant
mortality or possibly the size of our child heolth problem. However, there

are many reasons for holding that a high birth rate is a "good" thing, partice
ularly because o decreasing birth rate is now considered as a threat to uabional
survival. Be that as it may, the order of ronking is more or less obvicus.

In the case of "farm people per square mile" the rank order could just as well
have been reversed, because the more densely settled an area is,. the more
economically can medical care sorvices be provideds Yot the fact that "over-
populetion" may indicate conditions leading to poor health justifies the rank
order which we have usede.

It may be said in conclusion that any rank order systom must be used with
‘caubion. A1l states might be very similar, say within two or three por cont of
cach other, and yot the range of ranks would still be from "1" to "48", Also,
a state might improve itsclf a great deal in some respect and yob keop the same
rank order because some or all of the other states may also be improving thome
selvess Thercforo, it is suggested that the reader, in addition to obscrving
North Carolina's rank, rote also tho averages or percentages for both North

Carolina and the United Statess S -
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HOW MORTH CAROLINA RANKS I HEALTH AND MEDICAL CARE
AND IN SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC COWDITIONS AFFECTING HEALTH. *

“Lverage or o
North
Percentage |ogrolina
United | North rank
States |Carolina !

Subjects

= HEALTH AND MEDICAL uA

Hospital beds per 10,000 population | ' 55 23 42
,ﬁays hospitalization per 100 population | . 90 52 43
}DOctors per 100,000 populatioh 125 72 45
White doctors per 100,000 whi%e population ’ 136 94 41
ifonwhite doctors por 100,000 Tonwhite population - : 28 17 30
Dentists per 100,000 population 58 22 43
ﬁhite‘dentists per lOO;OOO population o Sé - 28 46
Nomwhite dentists per 100,000 nonwhite population ' 12 6 34
Nurses (including students) per 100,000 populstion 270. 175 38
Vhl e nurses per 100,000 white population 295 226 - 30
Nonwblte nurscs per 100,000 nonwhite populatioc | 54 46 25
-gércentage live births in hospitals (1942) 6749 3841 41
éeroentage white births in hospitals (1942) 72.7- 49,0 41
‘%Grcentage Negro births in hospitals (1942) | N 2849 1346 | 43
éércentage urban (over 10,000) births in hospitals 80e5 5549 44
éercontage rural (undqr 10,000) births in hospitals 36¢5 '17.1 39
éércentage of live births with no mcdical attendant (1942) Ted 2047 40
?ercontage of white births ﬁith no medical attondant (1942) 2.5 6.1 40
Percentage of Negro births with no mediéal attondant (1942) 4648 5440 40
Percentage of urban births with no medical attondant (1942) 2,6 10,0 40
Percentage of rural births with no medical abtondant (1942) 14,2 24,7 39
ﬁatornal.doaths per 1,000 live births S.é 5.1 41
Bﬁral matornal deaths por 1,000 live births - 4.0 4,9 38
Nonwhite maternal deaths per 1,000 live births 7a7 7e6 31

cox These data are Por the year 1940 unless otherw1se stated.
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HOW NORTH CAROLTIIA RANKSsaae :
Continued '

Average or Nortﬁ
o o . Percent&ge_ Carolina
Subjects United| Worth.| Rank
States |Carolina

s : FUL ) isettordgpemcbpmeareriianania

Infant deaths plus still births per 1,000 births 76 89 38

White infant deaths plus stillbirths per 1,000 births 69 74 35
Nonwhite infant deathsvplus stillbirths per’l;OOO births =~ 123 120 26 -
Mortality rate (per 1,000 population)‘* . u 7.56 8,12 38
White mortality rate (per 1,000 population) * ’ 7402 Ge72 15
Nomwhite mortality rate (per 1,000 Population) * 13414 12.25 21
Rural white mortality'rate (per 1,000 pépulatiom) * 6,18 6440 32
Live births per 1,000 females 15-44 years of age | 7347 90,0 14
White births per 1,000 femeles 15-%4‘years of age 7245 85¢4 14
Nonwhite births per 1,600 feméles 15-44 years of age | 8343 -101,6 11

POPUTATION

s ey

Population per square mile | 4442 .72.7 - 35
Rural population per séuare mile : : 19;2 '52,9. 39
Farﬁ people per square mile farm land 1844 - 56,44 48
Percentage éf populatioﬁ living on farms v 2249 4644 43 -
Percentage of population living in rural areas 4344 7247 43
Percentage of population which is Negro E 9.8 2745 43

Porcentage of employed males.
over 14 yeers of age engaged in ogriculbure 23s2 41,4 37

Pcople under 15 énd over 65

por 1,000 people botween 15 and 65 468 585 43
Total number of poople im 1,000's . | 131,669 3,572 11
Porcentage of population inercasc 1930 to 1940 740 1247 9

* Exeluding age groups under onc and 75-ups Adjusted to the age distribution
of the total United Stabes population, ‘
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5743

_ ‘ Avgragé or North
vgests e 1
' . [States |Carolina
INCOME AND IEVEL OF LIVING
Net income per capita $ 573 & 317 44
Average value of dwellings $ 2,503 § 1,346 42
Average &alué §f farm homes $ 1,070 ¢ 700 38
Percentaze of home ownership 43.6 42,4 36
Average number zmedian) of people per home 33 4.0 48
Pefceﬁtage of hbmes with more than one person per room 2043 3543 38
Peréentage of homes with electricity 7847 54.4 38
Percentage of homes with radios 82.8 61.8 41
Percentage of homes with running water 6949 39.1 41
~Percentage of‘hoﬁes with mechanical refrigeration 44.1 2842 A38
Percentage of adults with less tian 5th gra&e sducation 1345 2642 42
Rural-farm Level of Living Index | 100 84 40
STATE AND COUNTY FTNANCE
Per capita State Govermment expenditures $ 36.80 $ 26.96} 38
Per.capita State Govermment expenditures for public health §$ «37 § 440 29
-Per capita Counbty Government expenditures 1942 '$ 12,09 $>11.53 28
Percentage State and local. tax :
collections are of tobal income payments 11.2 11.3 24
Percentage taxable income ' :
over $ 5,000 is of total income payments 1938 - 9.9 Be2 30
Per Capita federal aid to stetes §28.82 §20.78 43
Ratio (per $100) federal aid
to state and local tax collections 44,7

26

Source: Based largely on U. S. Census,

reports of State Departments, American

Medical Association Dlrectqrj, and reports of special agencies concerned,



SELECTED REFERENCES ON MEDICAL CARE PROBILEMS

A.M.A. MEDICAL SERVICE PLANS. Chicagos: American Medical Association, Bureau of
Medical Economicss 1943« Pe 72. The American Medical Association expresses
opposition to the inclusion of compulsory sickness insurance under the Social
Security Bill. Statement of ten principles for guidance in setting up any
medical care plan, Déscription of plans now in existence and a discussion on the
Association’s experience with prepayient planse

AM.A. GROUP MEDICAL PRACTICE. Chicagos American Medical Association, Bureau of
Medical Economies. 1940, Ps 70s Booklet atbempts to define group medical
practice, Gives historical development in the Unibed Statess Quotes from
comments received from groups themselves as to advantages and disadvantages of
such 'a set-upe No conclusion made for or against group practice as opposed to’
1nd1v1dua1 practice.

~Amidon, Beulah. WHO CAN APFORD HEALTH? New Yorks Public Affairs Committee, Inc.,
1944. P. 31l. Prepared on the basis of the Wational Health Survey made in 1935-
36 by the United States Public Health Service and other govermment research
projectss Stresses the rclabionship between income and amount of medical care
needed and obtainable. Brief discussion of plans for meeting the problem.

Anderson, Elin L. "ADZQUATE kuDI AL CARE FOR RURMLL PAMETIES." .Jourmal of Home
Jggggggcs Vol.36, No.7, pp.397-400. September, 1944. Discussion of the need

for medical care; summary of several plans now operated successfully; and con=
clusion as to what the next step must be, ’

Anderson, Elin L. et al, MEDICAL CARE AND HEALTH SERVICES FOP RURAL RuODLb.
Chicagos Farm Foundation. 1944, P 226, Report of the Farm Foundation Conference
held at Chicago April 11-13, 1944. Summarizes discussion and presents detailed -
account of proceedings. »

Atkinson, Miles. BEHIND THE MASK OF MEDICINE. New Yorks: Charles Scribner's Sons.
1941, Pp. xiv 4 348, A popular presentation of the history of medicine empha-
sizing the ethical and social problems involved. Has chapter on "Socialized
Medicine." Outlines a general state plan and discussés diffeculties and problems
involved. ’

Bradbury, Samuel. THE COST OF ADEQUATE MEDICAL CARE. Chicago: The University of
Chicago Press. 1937. Pp.ix & 86. Data collected by Lee and Jones used in ths
study of the cost of medical care today. Appendix conbtains statistical tables
showing services required for various disease categories, disease expectancy by
age groups, fee schedules, and more detailed information regarding costs of
illness, - C '

Bureau of Cooperative lledicine. NEW PLANS OF MEDICAL SERVICE, Now Yorks: 1940,
Pe 72.  Gives thirty sclected examples of organizod local plans for prov1d1ng
or paying for medical servicecs in the United States.

Canadien Foderation of Agriculture. HEALTH ON THE MARCH. Toronbo: January, 1943,
Ps 3l. Part I containes prineiples for a plan of national health insurance
which were presented to the Dominion Government by the Canadian Foderation of
Agriculture. Bach principle followed by explanatory statements. Part II
deseribes systems in other countrics, some plans alrcady in effoct in Canada, and
a bricf picturc of what the fururc should hold for Canadian citizens.



I

Committeo on the Costs of iledical Carec, IEDICAL CLRE FOR THE ANERICAN PEOPLE.
Chicago: The University of Chicago Presss 1932 Pps xvi & 213. This report
outlines thc proscnt situation, statcs the problem, prosents the esscntials of

a satisfactory medical program, and shows how thc latber can be put into practice.

It describes plans already in usc, discussing their advantagos and disadvantages.
Five broad recommendaticns arc made followed by spocific plans for their developw
ment, and the final chapter expresscs the necd for prosent action and gives
practical stops to be takon at once. o

Committee of Physicians for the Improvement of Medical Care, Inc. A SUMMARY AND
CRITICAL ANALYSIS OF THE MEDICAL FEATURES OF THE WAGNER-MURRAY~DINGELL BILL.

Né% Haven; Connechicuts: Docomber, 1943, This committee favors a National Hoalth
Insurance Program but is dissetisfiocd with some features of the Wagncr-Murray-
Dingell Billes Suggestions arc made for its improvoment,

Committee on Research in Medical Economicse. PRINCIPLES OF A NATIOWN-WIDE HEALTH
PROGRAM. New York: November,1944., P. 34. "The health program presented here
arises from the belief that there is now need for public action to make adequate
medical care more widely accessible to the American people and to improve the
quality, organization and eccnomy of medical service."

CI0, Department of Lducation and Research. FOR THE NATION'S SECURITY. Washing-
ton; D.C., 1943, P, 324 Discussion of the things needed for security in the
United States. and the way in which the Wagner-iMurray-Dingell Bill meets these
needs. A report most favorable to all provisiens of the Bill.

Davis, Iichael M., Editor. "MEDICAL CARE FOR A HUNDRED MILLION PEOPLE." Medical
Care, Vol.3, Wou3. ppe 239-256. LAugust,1943, Summary of the Wagner-lurray-
Dingell Bill followed by comments by Wagner, organized medicine, progressive
physicians, and two denbisbsse '

Davis, Michael M. and Jirs. Rose Bhrlich. "FOUR NATIONAL HEAIPH BILLS COMPARED."
Medical Carc, Vols3, Nos4d. ppe. 331=339, Novembor, 1943. Facbual comparison of
Wagner=Ilurray-Dingell Bill of 1943, Wagner Bill of 1939, Health Insurance Bill
of 1935, and Canadian Hoalth jict of 1943, No evaluation made.

de Kauif, Paul, KAISER WAKES THE DOCTORS. New York: Horcourt, Brace, and Co.
1943, P. 158+ Describes and discusses very favorably in a popular sbylc the
group health care plans and idcas of Henry Kaiser.

Erikson, Carl i, "THE SH.LL HOSPITAL". Hospitals, Fobruary, 1940, " Discussion
of housing and care of sick, centralization of the medical personncl, and the
principles of constructions Plans for a number of hospitals arc given and cone
structive criticism is made concerning them. :

Fexon, N.W, "THE PLACE OF COLPULSION IN PREPAID HB.ITH CARE". Hospitals, August,
1944, Favors the use of compulsory medical care plans to supploment volunbary
insuranee. Would accept the Wagner=lMurray-Dingell Bill with rcscrvations.

Hamilton, C. Horace., CONCLUSICNS AND PRINCIPLES OF THE F.RE FOUNDATION CON-
FERENCE ON IMEDICALL CARE AND HEALTH SERVICE IN RURAL AREAS,. Raleigh, N.Ci: North
Carolina Statc College of Agriculturc and Engincering. 1944, P.5. liimcographods
Unofficial summary of conference held in Chicago April 11-13, 1944, Outlincs
present conditions in rural arcas, the basic principles and objectives to bc ob=
served in drawing up medical carc plans. Cites several practical plans and
Programs.e

 Hamilton, C. Horacc. MEDICAL CARE NEEDS AND PLANS FOR RURAL PEOPLE IN NORTH

CAROLINA. Raleigh,N.Cs NWorth Caroline State College of igriculture and Engincer-
ings July, 1944, P,10. Mimeographed, Scrics of four noewspapor articles dis-
cussing thce necd for group health care in rural arcas, commercial and cooperative
medical carc plans, the Blue Cross plan, and fedoral public health insuranccs



Hamilton, C. Horace. ELEMENTS OF A SPATE IMEDICAL CARE PLAN, Raleigh, Ne C:
North Carolina State College of igriculture and Engineering, 1944 Pa7. limeos
graphed. Outlines a sbate plan for public health insurance, showing need for
federal aid.

Halbert, Blanche, HOSPITLLS FOR RURAL COFE SUNTTIES . U.S.D.fe Farmers Bulletin
No, 1792, P,41, Washington, D.C. November, 1937. This bulletin "gives information

on hospital needs, size, coof financing, end plans, based on the experiences of
many localltles.“

Hellman, hlchard. "THE FALRUERS TRY GROUD MEDICINE" Harpers Magazine, Ppol-8-
Deoember, 1940, Experience of the Farm Security Administration in providing for
the health of rural people.

Hollingsworth, Helen and Margaret C. Kleme MEDICAL CARE AND COSTS IN RELATION TO
FAMILY INCOME. Washington, D. C: Bureau of Research and Statistics. larch, 1943.
P, 2194 Statistical source book including data on medical care expenditures and
prevalence, incidence, severity, duration, and frequency of illness.

Johnson, Victor, John Peters, and Louis Wirth., "SHOULD WE ADCPI GOVERNMENT HBAITH
INSURANCE?" The University of Chicago Round Table, No. 354. Pp.l-25. December 31,
1944, Radio discussion Broadonst From The UhlVbr51uV of Chicagos. Supplemented
by several notes and charts.

Julius Rosenwald Fund. HOSPITAL FACILITIES IN RURAL AREAS. Chicagoe 1935+ Ps28,
Reprints of articles from Bulletin of the American ledical Association, The
Commonwealth Fund, and The Modern Hospital. Concerned with need for hospitals in
rural areas, principles to be considered in meeting needs, and plans for building
small rural hospitals.

Kleinschmidt, L.S. "HOW CAN BETTER RURAL FEALTH BE DEVELOFED?" Rural Sociology,
Vole9, Nosl. Ppe 21-27, March, 1944, Discusses present health conditions in
rural areas and the need for 1qproven@nts. Lists questions to be answered in
studies of the problem. ‘

Klem, Mergaret Co. TFREPAYMENT MEDICAL CARE ORuANIZLTICNS. Washington, D.C:
Bureau of Research and Statistics. June, 1944. Ppe x4 130, Digest of prepay-
ment plans now in use in the United States and Canada. Statlstlcal sunmary
showing number of persons eligible for care under existing plans and personnel
associated with these organizabions. Llso more detailed informéation showing
specific services receivede. Data given by census region, state, and type of
_organizabjon. :

Liebeler, Virginia W, "HOW THE BLUE CROSS CAME TO RURAL AMBRICA." The Modern
Hospital, Fébruary, 1944, Story of the enrollment in the Blue Cross plan of
rural people in Minnesotas. Difficulties involved in enlisting farmers in the
plan and how they are being overcomes

No Co Commission on Hospitals and ledical Care., MEDICAL CARE AND HOSPITAL
FACILITIES FOR RURAL PEOPLE IN NORTH CAROLINA. Raleigh, N. Cs Cctober, 1944,

P. 10. Mimeographeds Report of the Committoe on Hospitals and Medical Carc for
Rural Pecople. Summarizes needs of rural pcople in North Carolina and makes
recommendations as to how these needs can be mete Other roports of the Commission
are also available.

- Physicians Forum, HOW'!S YOUR HEALTH? New York: 1944. P. 8¢ L4 popular leaflet
showing arguments for and giving enthusiastic endorsement to the plan for national
prepaid health insurance, as is proposed in the Wagner-lMurray-Dingell Bill, The
Physicians Forum is an organized group of liberal donuors, headed by Ernst Pe
Boas, M.D. of Columbia University.



Porter, Amy. "DO WE WANT NATIOWAL HEALTH INSURLNCE?" Collier's, ppe20-21; 65-66.
January 27, 1945. Arguments for and against the Wagner-lurray-Dingell Bill,
‘Article recognizes need of some form of health insurance and is favorable toward
compulsory national health legislation.

Rankin, W,S, et al, THE SMALL GENERAL HOSPITAL. The Duke Endowment Bulletin
No, 3, P. 125, Charlotte, North Carolina. January, 1932, General principles
of hospital planning, Also contains'more detailed information and designs adopted
to the special interest and needs of building committees and technical groups,
physicians, hospital consultants, and architects, who are more directly concerned
with the planning, designing, and building of hospitals." Includes designs for
three ideal small type hospitals as well as descriptions, photographs, and desizns
of ten hospitals recently built in North and South Carolina with the help of The
Duke Endovmernt.

Rateliff, J.Ds "CO-OP HOSPITAL". Collier's. Pp. 24=26. July 31, 1943. Story
of a successful cooperative community hospital in Elk City, Oklahome.

Sarvis, Lewis J. and Grsham L. Davis. "SOUTH HAVEN HOSPITAL: IT IS EFFICIENT AND
.EanWDxBIE. Hospitals. Septombor, 1943. Comprehensive description of the
South Haven hospital, including the architect's plans and a detailed statcment
of the cost of building and equipmente -

Southmayd, Henry J. and Geddes Smith. SMALL COMMUNITY HOSPITALS. Wew York: The
Commonwealth Fund. 1944. Pp x + 182, Includes discussions as %o which commus’
nities should have hospitals, the arsa o hospital should serve, the administration
and organization, distribution of the Qosts, and ways in which the hospital can
aid the community getting botter medical carec. v

United BElectriecal, Qadio and Machine Workers of America=- CIO. UE GUIDE TO GROUP
INSURLANCE. New York: 1844, P, 127, Booklet "designed to help organizers and
locals in negotiating group insurance." Discussion of the need for group insur-
ance, concrete plans to be put into use, and some of the things every group
insurance should include.

Warbasse, James Peter. COOPRRATIVE MEDICINE. New Yorks The Cooperative League
of the U.S.A. 1942, P. 42, Suggestions for setting up a cooperative health
assoclation in a community. Illustrations of such associations already in ox-
istence. Discussion of cooperative medicine as opposed to state medicine, stress-
ing the advantages of the cooperative system. Sample set of by-laws, rules, and
agreement with doctors.







