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MEDICAL CARE SERVICES IN NORTH CAROLINA 

FACTUAL SUMMARY 

Shortage of Doctors 

North Carolina has norm.ally 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 ~j;ional doc.i9_rs are needed i:n. rural areas. Only 31 per cent 
of our dootors live in rural areas., but 73 per cent of our population is rural. 
Cities above 20,000 in population with only one-fifth of the state's population 
have one-half of our doctorso (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 need about 850 ad.di~ 
tional Negro doctors. (See pages 12 and '(1,0) 

The number of rural do9to_i::.e. is declin:ing. In l9i4, there were ;1.1 125 doctors 
living in rural areas of the state. but by-1940 we had only 719 rural doctors, 
The number of rural people per physician went up from 1,678 :iin 1914 to 3,613 
in 1940, (See page 76) . 

The number of c:i~<'.2 ... t.L~J.2 . .2.Y.~. 55. y~~.9.f.§.g~, in the state as a whole, has gone 
up from 15, 6 per cent in 1914 to 32,0 per cent in 19400 In rural areas the per 
cent of doctors above .55 years of age went up from 14.6 in 1914 to 37 .5 in 19401 

· .· · (See page 74) 
In number of doctorE_ pq,_.l:..9_Q....QQ.Q. P<?.P'-~J~..:!?-~.9.Il, North Carolina ranke 45th in the 
nation. The three states having relatively fewe:r doctors are Alabame.1 South 
Carolina, and Mississippi. (See page 8) 

Inadequate Hospital Facilities 

The modern doctor .req~_nospitaJ_f~9J.J.ii:;i-_fil) and the young doctors are setting 
up practice in the larger centers where adequate hospital ff).cilities are available. 

North Carolina has 128 general hosp;i.tals, containing 8,475 beds, In order to 
bring the state average up to 4 beds per .1,000 population, 6,000 additional 
~osp~E£_~s are needed. (See page 34) 

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

Of the 8,475 general hospital bods, 1:167 p~.f. .. cont were located in tho s~.!£-r~es_! .. 
urban counties of the state. (See page 34) 

34 counties have no hospital beds 
31 counties have less than two beds per 1,000 population 

~counties have :f:rom two to four beds per 11000 population 
4 ~ount-ies have more than four beds per 1, 000 popule.tion 

At leas'f-ZO of the 04 counties Without hospitals are lar;_;e enough to requtre a 50 
bed hospital and all. of the others are 1 arge enough for health clinics having 
from 10 to 25 beds. (Seo pages 34 and 62) 

Some hospital expansion is needed in.~. lea..,st 62 additional counties which already 
have some facilities, Thus, 82 counties' neod either hospital expansion or now 

I 
I. ,.., 
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hospital facilities; and 14 smal+ counties need sil).all health oli.nios. fublio 
health center~- are needod in many other counbio s. 

Negro ho spit.al f'a.cilitios are seriously ine,doquate. We have novv 1, 665 genera.I 
hospital bods for Negroes and at least 2,450 more are noodod to supply tho 
roconunondod minimum of 4 bods per 1, 000, (See page 3 7) 

Poor Health Conditions 

Tho result of inadequaJco f~tcilitics and personnel o.rc poor medical oaro and 
. poor hoo.lbh, as shown by tho following f'ac-ts: 

Only 38.1 per cont of our p~os.E:.f2~q9l~vor.od in lJ2-~!2..it9:J.§...; 49.0 per cnot of 
the vihito and only 13.6 per cont of the Not;ro. In this rospoc-C;, tho state 
ranks 4oth. Only 17.1 per cont of all rural infants arc dolivorod in hospltals. 

· (Soe pages 16,18,44) 
Six por cont of our Y!h.:J..;.tQ. babies and 54 per cont oi' .2.llr..:£2£5+::.g_babios do not ho.vc 
u doctor attendant nt birth. In this ro ~;poet, tho state ranks 40th. Tv1ronty-
fi vo per cont of our rural babies ho.vo no doctor o.ttonding; o.t birth. 

. (See pages 20,22,46) 
Five out of every 11 000 mothers dio at· chHd 'birth and the state ranks 41st on 
this score. The maternal mortaHty rate for :ruraJ. mo·bhers in 1940 was 4.9 and 
for Negroes 7.6 per 1,000 live births, Fortunately, vre have a public health · 
program which is helping to push tM.s rate steadily dovmward. (se;,- 1;~es 24,56) 

Our iE:.~ mort.§:.1.!~.rJ?::tfi. is also declining,bu·b North Carolina still ranks 38th 
in this respect. The number of infant deaths plus stillbir·bhs per 1,000 births 
is 89 per 1,000: 74 for the v.rhite and 120 for the Negro~ 7,404 infant deaths 
and stillbirths occurred in Nor·th Carolina in 1940. Good medicaJ, care could · 
have prevented a substo.ntio.l percentage of these. In some states and countries 
the infant mortality rate is less than half that of lforth Co.rolii1a • 

. (See pages 26,52) 
North Carolina, in 1943, led tho nat:i.on fr. per_g..£_:i:~'J;.£:5L£f. . .J;9.Zi.~.t.r.~.llt_§_ rpjectod_ 
for milit0;_ry_,....service.. Tho percen·l:;o.ge of rejections, from l''obrt.u.i.ry through 
August of 1943, vvas: 

56.8 % of all rogistr~nts 
49.2 % of white registrants 
71.5 % of lfogro registrants 

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

Howev~r,, in spite of the tentative cha.racter of the data, the facts do reveal 
many serious physical deficionccs, many of' vi'.o.J.ch could have boon prevented :i.f 
thorough physical examinations and n0eded corrections and treatments had been 
eo.rriod out' nt o.n ·early ago.• (SeG p:c,[;es 12 A,12 B, 60) 

Economic and Social Factors 

North Carolina has inadequate medical services beoause it· is ~poor and .~lJ: 
~g~~ltural state. Net income per capita in 1940 was only $ 317 as com­
pared with $ 573 for the nation as a whole. In this rospoct, North CaroJ.ina 
ranks 44th J (See pae;e 82) . 

The p9pulation si.Sill~_Qf,_:\::hQ.. .. problem: is corre;:'lpondingly serious. Our birth rate 
if! high; being 90 per 1, 000 ·womon 15""44 years of ago as compared w.ith 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 pases 81,82) 
The §':Ge dis-t;ribut~on of our population is heavily weighted with children and 
old people• We have 585 children (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 l,OOO. (Soe Pase 81) 

In all indexes of level of living, North Carolina is also quite deficient: 42nd 
in value of dwellings, 38th in homes with electricity, 4lst· in homes with radios 
and running water, and 42nd in per cent of adults with less ~han a fifth grade 
education. (See page 82) 

In proportion to th~ir ability to pay, and in proportion to the size of the 
medical care problem, the people of North Carolina working as individuaJ.s have 
gone about as far as they can go in helping themselves. Therefore, if the 
situation is to be improved to any great degree, g~p...§ffort_fillQ._:gublic action,_ 
on a state and national level will be necessary. 

Tho medical care problem of tho state is not a simple one. ·There are many 
deficiencies, and many reasons why ·bhcso deficiencies exist. It is to a largo 
degree a rural problem and a Nog:r:.2 problem. 

Th.e inodical care problem as a 1vhole has throe aspects, all of which result in 
poor medical co.re. Those aspects are: 

( 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: facilit~~E' education, ~~ics. 
No one phase of the problem can be considered without the otho:r. 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 0onvenient methods of payment, All. throe aspects of tho problem must be 
·"l.rorked on at once. 
-'-r-·~~~~~~~-

M~ e rural physicians must be trained; more rural hospitals must be built; more 
odfu;iational and preventive work must be carried on; and more convenient mothods 
of 1?"1-ying for medical care must be devised. The recommendations of th0 
Gov0r'nor's Commission on Hospital and Medical Care summarized below are designed 
to hol1? meot these roods. 

,..··· 

0UMl\TARY OF RECOMl:!IE1IDATI07TS OF THE GOIJL.>;JISSICN J/ 

Meeting on October 11, 1944, the State Hospital and Medical Care Commission, 
after giving careful consideration to the reports of the various suboormnittees 
and to the facts summarized in this report, made a series .of reconunendations 
which may be summarized as follovrn: 

' 
Medical School. That the two year medical school at tho Universtiy of North 

Carolina be expanded into a four year school with a central hospital of 600 beds. 

1) The f'ull report of the Commission Report, as well as other subcommittee 
reports, may be obtained by writing Dr. Clarence Poe, Chairman, Raleigh, lJ .c. 
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Loan Fund for Medical Students. That a loan fund be established by the state 
legislature, particularly for promistng youth who wtsh to. become physfoians tn 
North Carolina, wit;h extra. inducements for those who will agree to practice 
medicine at least four years in rural ar0as~ 

Medical Traini_ng for ]}fo·[~ You·b!!:L Thi5.t I:l<ilrth Carolina consider the 
advisability of establishing, in cooperation with neighboring states, a regional 
::edical school for Negroes• 

New Hospitals and Health Centers. That the state legislature set up a 
$ 5,000,000 fund to aid communities and cou.nties 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 pla11 bo expanded to include the services of general practicioneri:i and 
drugs. 

Hospital Aid for Low Income Groups. That the state appropriate $ 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 $ 509,000 each year. 

Public Health Program. Endorsed the proposal for a general examination of 
school children to discover remediable physical de¢'ects,, such defects to be 
remedied at public expense in cases where parents are not financially able to pay 
for such treatment. Appropriations for pu"blic health work should be increased 
until tho state has entirely adequate program for the prevention of disease, thus 
reducing needed hospital and medical caro to the lowest practicable minimum. 

State Hosnital and Medical Care Council. That a State Hosnital and Medical 
Care Council c~mposed of qualified persons· be set up to admini;tor the proposed 
programJ so that high standards of service, efficiency, economy, and professional 
excellertco might be mainto.inod. Administrative control of hospitals aided would, 
howovor, remain in tho hands of properly constituted local boards or govornmontal 
units. 

In concluding its report, tho Commission took po.ins to point out that no 
claim was :tnade that tho proposed program was comploto or perfocte Much remains 
to be done~ but a substantial beginning has boon made toward tho ultimate goal 
sot forth by Governor Broughton, 

n • ••••• that no person in North Carolina shall lack adequate hospito.l care 
or modi cal treatment by roo.son of poverty or low income. 11 
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MEDICAL CARE SERVIn;s IN :NORTH CAROLINA 
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MEDICAL CARE SERVICES HJ womn CAROLINA ==========-:::-:;::_ =-_:.::;;:_....,....::;::-:::-:::;:_:::"'."=== 

Forew·ord 

In February 1944, Governor J. :Melville Broughton appointed a State Hospital and 
Medical Care Commission to survey tho hospital and medical care needs of our 
state and to recommend a proe;ram to tho people and to the logislD.turo of lforth 
Carolina. Dr. Clarence Poe was appointed Chairman of tho Commission and Dr. 
Carl V. Reynolds, Secretary. Several sub-committees wore appoil:i:tod. 

The sub-committee on Statistical Data and Publics:\;;:i.ons, which vras rc;JrJponsiblo 
for preparing this report, was composed of, tho following persons; C. Horace 
Hamilton, Head, Department of Rural Sociology, North Carblina Sto:te College, 
Chairman·; S. H .. Hobbs, Professor, Rural Social Economics, University of North 
Carolina; R. T ~ Stimson, M .. D .. , Diroetor, Division of Vital Statistics, North 
Carolina State Board of Health.. Dr. YL S. R.ankin of tho Duke Endowmerrt could 
not servo as a membor of tho committoo, but rondored groat sorvico in making 
available tho Duko Hospital statistics. 

Arrangement of D::i:ba 

Those data a.re o.rro..ngod first, to show how North Carolina sto.nds in tho nation; 
and second, hovv tho couu-ties sti::md in tho state with regard to hospiti:cl and 
medical care services' hoalth conditions, and social and economic factors 
af'focting health and medical care. 

Practically overy table is illustratod with a chart: tho table being on tho lof't 
side facing tho chart. This arrangomont facilitates study of both tho charts 
and tho statistical data, 

1!\lhorovor avo.ilablo, tho du ta show white and non.Tvhite, rural and urban comparisons. 
Most of tho data ar>ply to 1940 oxcopt whore otherwise stated. 

Ac kn.ow 1o_d __ f_, o_m_o_nt s 

Tho committoo acknovrlodgos vvith much appreciation tho assistance of tho follovdng 
mem1Jers of the north Carolina Department of Rural Sociology, vrho vrorkod faith­
fuliy and cart;;fully in assembling ·the data and in making the maps and charts: 
Dr. Selz c. Mayo, Hiss Marsaret Cole, Ers. Rosemary Vaughap., and Martin R. 
Chambers. 
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Pa.ge 4 
GENERAL HOSPITAL FACILITIES 'AI'JD ADMISSIONS,, 1940 

--~-

Beds per 10, 000 population !idmissions per 1,000 population 

f Ratio f 
--· 

I~ Ratio l Ra.nk and State Number .Ranl: and State . Number 
~ 'I r 

'' 

26 tn'HTED STATES '35 462,360 24 UNITED STATES 70 9 ,219 ,496 

1 ?--Tevada 62 680 l Montana 105 58,803 
2 MontaI~a 56 3,108 2 Nevada 98 10, 797 
3 ·California 53 3 6, 851 3 Arizona 93 46,,297 
4 Massachusetts 52 22,466 4 Washington 90 155,952 
4 Wyoming 52 l,,297 5 LOUISIANA 89 210, 6'12 
6 Colorado 51 5,691 5 Minnesota 89 249, 669 
7 Arizona 49 2,441 7 California 88 605,429 
8 New Hampshire 46 2,,235 8 Massachusetts 87 ~173,896 
9 New York 45 60,311: 8 New York 87 1,169,580 
10 New Mexico 44 2,351 8 Oregon 8'7 95,,157 
ll Washington 43, 7~488 11 :North Dakota 86 54, 969 
12 Dela:vrare 42 1,119 11 Vermont 86 30,993 
12 Maryland 42 7' 690 J,.3 Com1ecticut 85 145,955 
12 Michigan 42 22' 089 . , 13 Hew Hampshire 05 41, 883 
12 Rhode Island 42 2,986 15 'Wyoming 84 21, l 71 
12 Vermont 42 1;513 15 Colors.do 84 93 J 521 
17 Minnesota 4:0 ll:,103 17 Illinois 82 648,914 
17 North Dakota 40 2,546 18 Wisconsin 81 254, 243 
19 South Dakota 39 ~~:, 515 19 Utah 79 43,323 
20 Oregon 38 4,,091 20 Delaware 78 20, 834 
20 Wisconsin 38 12~000 21 South Dakota 76 49 ,081 
22 Connecticut 37 (:i,3 62 22 Michigan 73 384,949 
22 LOUISIANA 37 s~ sss 23 Maryland 71 128,928 
24 Illinois :36 2 8, 469 24 New .Tersey 70 289 J 62.0 
24 Kansas 36 6', 501 25 Idaho 69 36;283 
26 Maine 35 2:,951 26 Maine 68 57,743 
26 Nebraska 35 4,,602 26 Pennsylvania 68 669 ,031 
26 Pennsylvania 35 35,086 28 West Virginia 67 126,552 
26 Utah 35 1,913 2.9 FLORIDA 65 123,297 
30 New Jersey 34 H,150 29 Iowa 65 164,521 
31 FLORIDA 33 6,277 31 Kansas 611 •;: 116,078 
32. Missouri 32 11, 967 31 Ohio 64 ·'.!:42, 868 
33 VIRGINIA 31 8,263 33 Nebraska 63 82, 728 
3.4 Idaho 30 1,550 34 New Me:x:ico 62 32,75J. 
35 Iowa 28 7,126 35 VIRJ ThTIA 61 ;J.6t1,480 
35 Ohio 28 19; 635 36 i'·U.ssou:ri 60 228,056 
35 West Virginia. 28 5,292 37 Indiana 58 198,036 
38 Indiana 25 8,501 37 Texas 58 371, GlO 
3 8 0 klc.homa 25 5,882 39 NCR TH CAROLINA * * 56 119,250 
40 1\.WAE.:i'L 24 6~884 40 GEORGIA 52 163,348 
40 'rexas 24 l5,,H5 •1:0 Rhode Islund 52 36,760 
42 NORTH CAROLINA * * 23 8,372 ·12 SOUTH CAROLHJA 51 97,615 
42 SOUTH CAROLINA 23 11:,365 L13 Oklahoma 50 116,218 
44 TENNESSEE 22 6,278 IJ,t1 TENNESSEE 47 136, 826 
45 GEORGlA 21 6,437 45 ALA.BiJM~ 42 lJ, 7 I 816 
46 KENTUCKY 19 5~361 11" ·:<b KENTUCKY 40 11-;1:, 98'1 
117 ARKANSAS 18 3,,451 . ,17 MISSISSIPPI 37 8;1., 136 
48 MISSISSIPPI 15 3,363 4 8 ARKi>lJSl~S 3;1. 59,161 

' .. ' ' . ' ' 
Source: American Medical Association 
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UTILIZATION. OF GENE1?.AL HOSPITAL FACILITIES, 1940 

.. 

Percent beds occupied Days hospitalization per 100 population 
; 

Beds 
Number Rank and State Percent occupied : Rank and State Ratio 

per day .. 
days 

" >. -
17 lTiT I:2-~·-~ D STP:..TES 70.3 325,lGO 20 UNITED S1'ATES 90 118, 683 J 400 

1 New York 78.3 47~219 1 Yevada 152 167$900 
2 LOUISLl\J'IA 76.1 6,592 2 California 139 9,577,GOO 
3 Rhode Island 75.3 2,248 3 Massachusetts 136 5,864,090 
4 Co:n:neot icut 74.9 4,768 4 Montana 131 733,285. 
5 IlHnois 74.3 21,148' 5 l'J ew York 128 17,234,935 
6 HaryJ.and 73 .9 5~685 6 Colorado 119 l,339jl85 
7 Maine 7~) .4 2,167 7 Arizona 115 573,415 
8 Ohio 73.2 14,372 7 H.hode Island 115 820,520 
9 Missoud. 72.2 8~646 9 Maryland 114 2,075,025 
10 Oregon 71.9 2,941 10 Michigan llO 5 771 015 

J ' . 

11. Michigtm 71.6 15~81l 11 Vermont 105 376,315 
12 Massachusetts 7ls5 16,066 12 l'I inne so ta 104 2, 891, 165 
13 Pennsylvania 71.4 25~054 12 Hew Hampshire 104 512,095 
14 Minnesota 71~3 7~n1 12 Washington 104 i, 804,560 
15 California 71.2 26,240 15 LOUISIANA 102 2 406' 080 

·' ' 16 New Jersey 70.7 10~007 16 Connecticut J.00 1,707,470 
17 SOUTH CAROL JN A 70.0 3,056 16 Illino :i.s 100 7,719,020 
18 TEHNESSEE 69 .1 4,336 16 Oregon 100 1,073 '4Ei5 
19 VIRGINIA 68.7 5~ 674 19 Wisconsin 9tl 2s951,390 
20 Indiana 68.4. 5,818 20 Maine 93 790,955 
21 Vermont 68.l 1,031 20 Wyoming 93 232,870 
22 ALAB.l\.l\ii\. 67.8 4, 668 22 Permsy1vania 92 9,144,710 
23 Nevada 67.6 t.160 23 Dehxware 90 240' 535 
24 Wisconsin 67.4 8,086 ') n ,.,;; New Mexloo 90 480,340 
25 Utah 67,3 1~288 25 North Dakota 89 572, 685 
26 GEO ID IA 67.1 4,302 26 Nmll ,Jersey 88 3. 652, 555 
27 Idaho 66.0 1,023 27 Utah 85 470,120 
27 Washington 6(:),0 '~:, 94t.1 ~~ 8 Kansas 81± 1,507,450 
29 MISSISSIPPI 65.5 2,202 29 I:Iis r; ouri 83 3,155,790 
30 Iowa 65.0 4' 6:;52 29 South Dakota 8'Z 0 533,995 
31 Montana 64.6 2,009 31 Nebraska 77 1,012,510 
32 Colorado 6'1,. 5 3' 669 31 VIHGJ.NIA 77 2,071~010 
33 Arizona 64.4 1~571 33 Ohio 76 5,245,780 
34 West Virginia 63 .. 6 3,361 34 FWEIDA 75 1,427,515 
35 Kansas 63.5 1.::, 130 35 Iclaho 71 373 ,39G 
36 New Ha.mpshire 62. 8 1,403 36 I owe. 67 1, 690' 680 
37 AR ICAJ\TSAS 62.6 2,J.Gl 37 West "v"irg ini.a 65 1,227,860 
38 FLORIDA 62.3 3~911 38 Indiana 62 2,123,5?0 
39 North Dakota 61.6 1,563 39 li. LAB ;J,I!i. 60 l, 703' 820 
40 NORTH Cli.ROLINA * * 60.8 5,093 40 SOUTH CAROLTIU1. 59 1,115~4·10 
41 Nebraska 60.3 2' '771 411 Ok1ahoma 54 1,258,520 
42 EEUTUCKY 60.2' 3,229 41 TEJ:TiTF~S Sli~E 54 1, 582' 64:0 
43 Texas 59.Ll 9,179 t.J:3 NOB.TH CAl\OLnTA * * 

, . .., 
<)G 1, 8ti8, 945 

4A Delaware 58,9 659 11,r-.1 
.<0 11.1 OJGlS 52 3,~)50,335 

45 Oklahoma 58.6 3' t:11:8 LJ,5 GEORGIA 50 1,576,800 
<16 South Dak9to. 58.2 1, 463 ,:;,e I;BN'rUGKY '1:1 1, l?Cl, 585 
47 New· :Mexico 56.0 1,316 '17 ARKLNS1'1.S 10 788,7f)5 
48 Wyoming t.19.2 638 ,rn EISSISSIPPI 37 803 J 730 

Source; American Hcdico.l i:i.ssoc io.tion. 



DAYS HOSPITALIZATION PER 100 POPULATION, 19ij0 
United States 

DA 7iONT.~··:r:~·~·--·· 
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•,·,:::::::::::~:~::::::::::::::::::::::::· :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: KANS • . . . . . ~ .... \........... . ................ . 
::.·.·:::: ... ix::::: ... ·:: :·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:-:·:·:·:·:·:-:·:·:· 

·-::::::::::::::::::::::\: :::::::::::: ,Afl~i:,', • ; ... • • • . ·:~:: :::;:::::::: :: :::::::: ::::::::: 
• • • ••••• • •••~"'' •••••••••• • ,,.N.MEX, 

·:·:·:::::::::::::::::::::\:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: •• : • 
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.. :.::::(:: :: : : : : : :: : : :: : : : : . 
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Scale of Miles 
200 io sqo . s90 

N,C.Agricultural Experiment Station 
DEPARTMENT 6F RURAL SOCIOLOGY 

1000 
PERCENT 

Ov. e.r UO 1·:-:-: 100-109 
85.- 99 
65- 84 

Under 65 

Based on data from th~ U.S.Bureau .of the Census 
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TOTAL DENTISTS~ PHYSICL'i.NS Ji.ND SU:OO-EONS, L.ND NURSES PER 100~000 TOTAL 

POPULATION, 1940. 

I 

Trained Nurses 
Dentists f Physicians and purgeons and Studep.t Nurses 

Rank and State 

16 

1 
2 
2 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
10 
12 
13 
13 
15 
16 
16 
18 
·19 
19 
21 
21 
23 
23 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
30 
32 
33 
34 
35 
35 
37 
37 
37 

UNITED ST.ATES 

California 
New Yo:rk 
0 regon 
Illinois 
iViinn.esota 
Washington 
Nepraska 
Wisconsin 
Massachusetts 
Iowa 
New Jersey 
Connecticut 
Missouri 
Pennsylvania 
Colorado . 

a Kans""S 
Utah 
Ohio 
Indiane .. 
Rhode Island 
Michigan 
Monte.no. 

.Nevada 
Wyomj,ng 
Marv land 
South Dakota 
New Hampshire 
Mo.inc 
Vermont 
Idaho 
:North Dakota 
Dela:vmre 
FLORIDA 
.LO UIS IA.NA 
Oklahoma 
VIRGilTL\. 
Arizona 
Te'.li;o.s 
West V irrtinio. . u 

40 .TENNESSEE 
KENTUCKY 41 

42 GEORG IA. 
43 NORTH Ci•ROLINA * 
44 A~iBlll'~l 
44 Wow Mexico 
46 ARKli.NSAS 
47 MISSISSIPPI 
47 SOUTH CAROLINA 

J Ratio 

58 

78 
76 
76 
75 
74 
72 
70 
6'7 
65 
64 
64 
63 
60 

I 60 
59 
56 l 
56 
54 
53 
53 
50 
50 
49 
49 
48 
47 
46 
44 
42 
41 
41 
39 
38 
33 
32 
32 
31 
31 
31 
29 
28 
26 
22 
21 
21 
20 
19 
19 

.. 

. J R~tio 
.. 

R~nk and State 

16 UNITED STATES 

i New York 
2 Massachusetts 
3 Marylfl.nd 
4 California 

.5 Colorado 
5 Illinois 
7 Connecticut 
8 New Jersey 
9 Missouri 
10 Nevada 
10 Ohio 
10 Pennsylvania 
10 Rhode Island 
14 Oree;on 
14 Vermont 

' <"'\"'":.,.."' 16 Jol~,, .... ro 
l? 
18 Nebraska 
18 . Washington 
20 Michigan 
21 Iov.ra. 
21 
23 
24 
25 
26 
26 
28 
29 

Kansas 
New Hampshire 
Indiana 
Arizona 
FIDRIDA 
Wisconsin 
'M~:i.ne 

Uto.h 
30 . IDUISL\.NA 
31 
32 

VIRG INLI. 
TeA:o.s 

33 Oklahoma 
34 Montana 
34 
36 
37 
38 

TENil,TESSEE 
West Virginie. 
Wyoming 
KEH1'UCKY 

39 ~\.RKt ... NSi•S 
40 GEORGLl. 
41 New Moxie o 
LH Nortn Dakota 
43 Ida.ho 
43 South Dakota 
45 :NORTH Ci:i.ROLmA * 
46 ALl~BAnU. 

<16 SOUTH CAROLTI'Li. 
48 MISSISSIPPI 

.. 

125 

193. 
164 
161 
158 
146 
146 
145 
141 
132 
130. 
130 
l30 
130. 
128 
128 
125 I 

122 ! 
120 I 
120 I 
117 
115 I 
115. 
114 I 
113' 
112 I 
1oa I 
108 i 
105 i 
100 I 
991 
98 

'97 
96 
94 f 
94 ! 
91 
90 
89 
86 
IB2 
80 
80 
78 
78 
72 
66 
66 
61 

Source: United Sto.tes Census, 19~0~ 

Rank and St?.,te 

20 UNITED STATES 

l Massachuse·tts 
2 Connecticut 
3 New Hampshire 
4 New Yorl~ 
5 Ca·ii.fornia 
6 Maryland 
6 . Vermont 
8 Minnesota 
9 Delaware 
9 New Jersey 
11 Colorado 
12 Washington 
13 Oregon 
14 Rhode Island 
15 Mai:p.e 

~ ~ lo .1~r1zona 

17 Montana 
18 Illinois · 
19 
20 
2+ 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
28 
28 
31 
32 

Pennsylvania 
Ohio 
Michie; an 
Wiscons:i,n 
Nevada 
FLORIDA 
utah 
North Do.koto. 
Kansas 
Iowa 
Missouri 
ITobrasl:J:\. 
&outh Dakota 
VIRGINIA 

33 Indiana 
34 . Ida.ho 
35 Wyoming; 
36 ID UIS Iii.HA 
'?17 Texas 
38 NORTH CAROLINA 
39 West Virginia 
40 SOUTH C . .\ROLHUi. 
41 TEHEESSEE 
42 Now Iv1o;idco 
43 GEORGIA 
44 Oklahomo. 
tj,5 EENTUCKY 
46 l~L:\.B1u~IA 

47 ARKi\.NSJ~S 

48 MISSISSIPPI 

j Ratio 

* 

270 

488 
443 
403 
398 
395 
350 
350 
341 
339 
339 
333 
329 
327 
313 
302 
298 
296 
289 
284 
267 
263 
256 
251 
250 
242 
236 
219 
216 
216 
216 
213 
210 
209 
203 
202 
181 
176 
175 
161 
160 

. 159 
152 
145 
134 
131 
118 

96 
92 



// 

DENTISTS PER 100,000 POPULATION, 19ij0 

"".·-. .. 

Scale of Miles 
y :/CO 

I 
400 600 

I : 

N.C.Agriculttiral Experiment Station 

DEPARTMENT OF RURA( SOCIOLOGY 

United States 

RATE 

7 () end up 

60 - 69 

so,59 
40-49 
30~39 

Under 30 

Based on data from the U.S.Bureau of thi Census 
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WHITE DENTISTS, PHYS IC IANS .inrn s 1JRG EONS, lJ'TD NURSES PER 100 .. 000 "W1IITE 

POPULATION, 1940 

' ·Trained Nurses 
Dentists Physicians and Surgeons an cl Student :nurses 

Rank and State 

16 

1 
2 
3 
3 
5 
6 
7 
8 
8 
10 
11 
11 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
17 
19 
20 
21 
22 
22 
24 
25 
25 
27 
27 
29 
30 
31 
31 
33 
34 

·34 
36 
37 
38 
38 
40 
41 
41 
43 
43 
45 

UNITED STATES 

Califo rnio. 
New York 
Illinois 
Oret;on 
Minnesota 
Washington 
Nebraska 
Hew Jersey 
Wisconsin 
Massachusetts 
Connecticut 
Iowa 
Missouri 
Pennsylvania 
Colorado 
Kansas 
Ohio 
Utah 
Maryland 
Indiana 
Rhode Island 
Michigan 
Nevada 
Montana 
LOUISIANA 
Wyoming 
FLORIDA 
South Dakota 
New Hampshire 
Maine 
Delaware 
ril.TSSISSIPPI 
Vermont 
Idaho 
North Dakota 
VIHGINIA 
GEORGIA 
Arizona 
Texas 
Oklahoma 
TENNESSEE 
West Virc:.inie. 
ALAB10.'ilA 
SOUTH CAROLJifA 
KENTUCKY 
NORTH CAROLINA 
ARK!,NSAS 
Wew Mexico 

* 

I Rs.te 

58 

80 
78 
77 
77 
75 
73 
70 
67 
67 
65 
64 
64 
63 
61 
59 
58 
56 
56 
55 
54 
53 
52 
52 
51 
50 
50 
49 
49 
46 
45 
43 
43 
42 
41 
41 
39 
38 
35 
35 
34 
32 
32 
30 
30 
29 
28 
24 
23 

I 

Rank aJ;ld State 

13 UNITED STATES 

l New York 
2 Maryland 
3 Massachusetts 
4 California 
5 Illinois 
6 LOUISIANA 
7 Colorado 
7 Connecticut 
9 Nevr Jers.ey 
10 !t'LORIDA 
11 MISSISSIPPI 
12 Delaware· 
13 Nevada . 14 Missouri 
15 Ohio 
15 
17 
18 
18 
20 
21 

PennsylYaJ.').ia 
Rhode Island 
Arizona 
Oregon 
Vermont 
Jilinne s ota 

22 VJRGINIA 
22 Washington 
24 Nebraska 
25 Michigan 

.26 GEORGIA 
27 Kansas 
28 Iowa 
29 Indiana 
30 New H~~pshire 
31 
32 
3" ,) 

Texas 
SOUTH CAROLINA 

33 Wisconsin 
35 Maine 
36 TEN:t:!ESSEE 
37 Oklahoma 
38 Utah 
39 Montana 
40 l~LA.BiuYLA 

41 NORTH CAllOLINA * 
4,1 West Vire; inia 
43 KENTUCK"Y 
44 Wyoming 
45 Nevr Mexico 
46 North Dakota 
116 South Dakota 
48 Idaho 

Source: United States Census, 1940. 

Rate 

136 

200 
186 
165 
162 
150 
149 . 
147 
147 
146 
142 ! 
141 
140 
1:56 
135 
13-1: 
134 
131 
129 
129 
128 
123 
122 
122 
120 
llS 
1Hl. 
117 
116 
115 
114 
111 
no 
109 
109 
105 
104 
102 
101 

98 
95 
94 
94 
93 
92 
86 
81 
81 
79 

Rank and State 

21 

l 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
J.8 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
30 
32 
32 
32 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 

. 1c4 
44 
·16 
47 
48 

UNITED STATES 

Massachusetts 
Connecticut 
Maryland 
Cali.fa rnia 
New York 
New HDJ!lnshire ,,. ., ..;_ 

Delaware 
Nev: Jersey 
Vermont 
Minn?sota 
Colorado 

· Washington 
Arizona 
Oregon 
FlDRIDA 
Rhode Island 
Montana 
Maine 
Illinois 
Peri..nsy 1 vania 
Ohio 
LOUISH1.NA 
Michigan 
Nevada 
VIRGJlTIA 
Wisconsin 
SOUTH CAROJ:.iDTA 
Utah 
North Dakota 
Kans8'.s 
NOB.TH CAR.OLINA * 
11rr-• • . 1ussouri 
Nebraska 
South Dakota 
Iovva 
Indiana 
MISSISSIPPI 
Wyorrd.ng 
Idaho 
Texas 
GEORGIA 
TENNESSEE 
West Virginia 
ALABAMA 
New Mexico 
Oklahoma 
IillNTUCKY 
ARKf~l\fSI,S 

j Rate 

295 

494 
452 
412 
410 
404 
403 
388 
356 
350 
343 
337 
335 
333 

,. 
360 
324 
318 
306 
303 
301 
296 
279 
275 
272 
263 
259 
258 
256 
244 
239 
22G 
226 
21~ 
219 
219 
217 
216 
209 
206 
205 
201 
195 
182 
].69 
159 
159 
1'14 
138 
124 



PHYSICIANS PER 100,000 POPULATION91940 
United States 

_ C(!LO. -• "'• • • • • • • • • 

~11111! ~ 111111111/f/I/1 / l/ i~il:::l:AN:i.S::i::. Q.4-+-1-1-++++-H-t-¥. 

~~;~~11~·1i~x." • • • ·. · • · • · • "ciK"'i.A'\.,· !J,.!~~it)I!!\ 

Scale of Miles 

Tt..-.1===='°°~·--....1,:===400•·--..i:·===soo~·---'===~e~~;......1:===--'':r'. 

A, 

RATE 
140 and up 
120-139 
100-119 
so;. 99 

Under 80 

. 

I 
N.C.Agric~ltural Experiment Station 
DEPARTMENT OF. RURAL SOCIOLOGY Based on data from the U.S.Bureau of the Census 
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NONWHITE DENTISTS, PHYSICIANS, AND :i'TURSES PER 100,000 NONWIUTE POPULATION, 1940. 

Dentists Physicians and Surgeons 

Rank and State Rank and State Rate 

27 UNITED STATES 12 26 UNITED STATES 28 

1 Wyoming 241 1 Missouri 82 
2 Idaho 179 2 Massachusetts 76 
3 Massachusetts 56 3 Illinois 72 
4 Montana. 53 A Oregon 71 
5 Connecticut 50 4 Colorado 71 
6 Colorado 47 6 California 61 
7 Oregon 43 7 Michi.e;an 60 
7 Rhode Island 43 8 New Jersey 59 
9 California 42 8 Kansas 59 
9 Washington 42 10 Iowa 58 
11 Illinois 30 11 Nebraska 55 
12 Pennsylvania 28 12 New York 54 
13 Indiana 27 13 Indiana 51 
13 Nebraska 27 · 14 Connecticut 50 
15 New Jersey 25 15 Pennsylvania 48 
16 New York 24 16 Ohio 47 
16 Ohio 24 17 TENNESSEE 44 
16 Wisconsin 24 18 Ki~NTUCKY 43 
19 Iowa 23 19 West Virginia 40 
20 ~-ros:b Virginia 22 20 Minnesota 39 
21 Minnesota 21 21 Maine 37 
22 Kansas 20 22 Maryland 3 6 
22 Missouri 20 22 Oklahoma 36 
24 Michigan 18 24 Washington 34 
25 TENNESSEE 15 25 Wisconsin 32 
26 Delaware 14 26 Utah 27 
26 KENTUCKY 14 27 Delaware 25 
26 Utah 14 27 VIRGINIA 25 
29 Maryland 10 
2 9 VIRG,Il\TIA 10 

29 Texas 18 
30 I<'IDRIDA 17 

31 Texas 9 30 NORTH CAROLINA * 17 
32 FIDRIDA 8 30 Rhode Island 17 
32 Oklahoma 8 33 · Nevada 16 
34 ARKANSAS 6 34.: ARKANSAS 15 
34 HORTH CAROLINA * 6 34 GEOf-1.GIA 15 
36 GEORGIA 5 3 6 Arizona. 12 
36 SOUTH CAROLINA 5 37 LOUISIANA 11 
38 ALABAMA 4 3 8 ALABAivlA 1Gl 
38 IDUISI.i':NA 4 39 SOUTH CL.EOLINA 9 
40 Arizona 3 40 MISSISSIPPI 5 
40 MISSISSIPPI 3 41 South Dakota 4 
40 New Mexico 3 42 New Mexico 3 
43 Maine 0 43 Idaho 0 
43 Nevada 0 43 Montana 0 
43 New Hampshire 0 43 New Hampshire 0 
43 North Dakota 0 43 North Dakota 0 
43 South Dakota 0 43 Vermont 0 
43 Vermont 0 43 Wyoming 0 

Source: Uni-l:;ed States Census, 1940 

Trained nurses 
and Student nurses 

Rap.k and State I Rate 

19 UNITED STATES 54 

l Montana 316 
2 New York 278 
3 Vermont 235 
4 Idaho 179 
5 Missouri 172 
6 Oregon 122 
7 Utah 108 
8 Massachusetts 96 
9 Arizona 92 
10 California 88 
11 North Dakota 76 
12 Colorado 65 
13 Illinois 63 
13 New Mexico 63 
15 VIRGINIA 60 
16 South Dakota 59 
17 Uashi:c.:.gton 58 
18 Kansas 56 
19 FLORIDA 52 
19 TElThIBSSEE 52 
21 GEORGIA 51 
21 Michigan 51 
23 Nevada 48 
23 Wisconsin 48 
25 l'TOR'rH CAROLINA * 46 
2 6 0 klahoma 44 
27 New Jersey 43 
2 8 Kl~NT UC KY 42 
28 Maryland 42 
30 ALABANA 41 
31 Pennsylvania 40 
32 Maine 37 
32 West Virginia 37 
34 Ohio 32 
3 5 SOUTH CAROL INA 31 
36 Connecticut 30 
36 Indiana 30 
3 8 Iviinne so-ta 2 6 
38 Rhode lsland 26 
38 Texas 26 
41 Delaware 25 
42 ID UIS Ill.NA 14 
43 ARKANSAS 13 
44 Iowa 12 
44 MISSISSIPP;r 12 
46 Nebraska 11 
47 New Hampshire 0 
4 7 Wyoming; · 0 



I 

N.C~Agricultural 

DEPARTMENT OF 

NURSES PER I 00, 000 POPULATION, 119li0 
United 

llOO 
I 

CQL~, ••••••••••••• 
''' e 9. e e e e e I I I I I I I ................. . . . . . . ... . . . . . . . . . . 
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I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 

·;,.-~·;.· ............. . 
Tfl, 

Beale of Miies 
«fO sqo 

Experiment Station 
RURAL SOCIOLOGY 

'""" 

States 

RATE 
350 and up 
30.0-350 
250·299 
200·249 
1.so-199 _ _ . 
Under 1.50 

.·. 

Based on data from the o~ S.ih.ireau of the Cen~u.1 
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PERCENTAGE OF REGISTRAJJTS REJECTED FVR MILITARY SERVICE 

{ At local boards and induction stations) February 1943 through August 1943) 
Preliminary 

All Registrants White Registrants 

Ran¥: f State ~Percent Rank t State 
I 

JPercent 

3 2 UNITED ST ATES 

1 Oregon 
3 Kansas 
3 Utah 
4 We.";:;hing;ton 
5 Wyoming 
6 Idaho 
7 Connecticut 
8 South Dakota 
9 Nebraska 
10 Pennsylvania 
11 Delaware 
J.2 Illinois 
12 Nevada 
14 New Jersey 
15 Iowa 
16 North Dakota 
17 California 
18 Minnesota 
19 Ohio 
20 Indiana 
21 :Montana 
22 Missouri 
23 Rhode Island 
24 Michigan 
24 Maryland 
26 Maine 
27 Massachusetts 
27 New York 
27 West Virginia 
30 New Hampshire 
30 Wisconsin 
32 Arizona 
33 NeviT Mexico 
3-'.': Oklahoma 
35 Tex.as 
36 Colorado 
3 '7 TENNESSEE 
38 EISSISSIPPI 
3 8 K'ji:1TT UCKY 
4C~ -verrn.or:t 
4 :!. Li. ~AF AMA 
42 GEORGIA 
·13 J:::HGINIA 
±4 :so ms I.ANA 
'~:·o ?~DRIDA 

4S SrJTJT~I c.:1.ROLINA 
4;) :;·~1Jr'l' ~1 c;J1.EOL:::NA 

39.2 

24.4 
25.4 
26.1 
28.2 
29.l 
29,3 
31.0 
31.1 
31.6 
31.8 
31.9 
32.9 
32.9 
33.0 
33.l 
33.8 
35.6 
35.7 
35.8 
36.2 
36.5 
37.2 
37o3 
37.4 
37 .. 4 
37.5 
37.7 
37.7 
37.7 
38.9 
38.9 
39.0 
40~1 

40.6 
42~9 

43 .1 
44 .. 7 
45o0 
45~.4 

45ti7 
49.0 
5L5 
52.2 
52.6 
53.2 
55.,9 
55,,9 

23 UNITED STATES 

1 Oregon 
2 Kansas 
3 Utah 
4 Washington 
5 Delaware 
6 Idaho 
7 New Jersey 
8 Wyoming 
9 Connecticut 
10 Pennsylvania 
11 Sou th Dakota 
12 Nebraska 
13 Illinois 
14 Maryland 
15 Nevada 
16 LITSSISSIPPI 
17 Iowa 
18 North Dakota 
19 Ohio 
20 California 
20 Indiana 
22 Missouri 
23 I.Jinnesota 
24 Michigan 
25 Montana 
26 :r::Jew York 
27 Hhode Island 
2 8 Haine 
28 Massachusetts 
28 West Virginia 
31 Oklahoma 
32 Arizona 
33 Wisconsin 
34 New Hampshire 
35 Texas 
36 ALABAMA 
37 New Mexico 
38 TENNESSEE 
39 FI.DRIDA 
40 LOUISIANA 
41 soun-I CAROLINA 
<l:2 Colorado 
,13 KENTUCKY 
.'.±t.1: "I:L RG I:I:JI.i\. 
45 Vermont 
L16 APKAUSAS 
'16 GEOH.CIA 
48 HC1~'E CAROLINA 

36.0 

24.4 
24.8 
26.0 
28.0 
28.2 
29.0 
29.1 
29.2 
30~4 
30.9 
31.1 
31.3 
31.,6 
32o4 
32.6 
32.9 
33~0 

33~7 

34.8 
35.2 
35.2 
35.4 
35.6 
36.3 
36.5 
36.8 
37 .. 2 
37.4 
37 .1.: 
37.4 
38.2 
38.Ll 
38.7 
38~9 
39.,1 
39.5 
39. 9 
40.l 
41.4 
42.5 
42.9 
13.0 
115.1 
45.5 
45.7 
't6. 9 
46.9 
<'19 ,2 

Negro Registrants 

Rank j State 
i 

38 UNITEb STATES 

* Arizona 
':' Coloro.do 
* :Ide.ho 
* Iowa 
* Maine 
~' . I:Ii Tu'lo s o ta 
* liontana 
* Nebraska 

· * Nevada 
* New Hampshire 
* New Mexico 
* North Dakota 
* Oregon 
* Rhode Island 
* South Dakota 
* Utah 
* Vermont 
* Washington 
* lNisconsin 
* Wyoming 
21 Kansas 
22 Wost Virginia 
23 Illinois 
24 Pennsylvania 
25 North Dakota 
26 Delaware 
27 Connecticut 
2 8 California 
29 Ohio 
30 Nevv York 
31 Indiana 
32 KENTUCKY 
33 Missouri 
34 Michigan 
35 lV19.ssachusetts 
36 Maryland 
37 MISSISSIPPI 
38 Oklahoma 
39 TENNESSEE 
40 GEORGIA 
40 T:Jxas 
42 AI.1J3.i',JIIA 
43 VIRGINIA 
44 LOUISIANA 
45 FLORIDA 
46 SOUTH CAROLINA 
4 7 APJ\1\.lTS.1\S 
48 NORTE C}1..ROIJr1\ 

trercent 

33.4 
41.0 
41.8 
43~1 

44.5 
44.7 
45.1 
46.4 
46.9 
48.0 
48e3 
49.7 
50.4 
51.2 
52.4 
53.1 
54.2 
55.9 
57~4 

57.8 
57 08 
61.0 
63.9 
6LJ:.0 
65.8 
69.'.l: 
70.9 
71.5 

'\' <;+,vt.7s having less than 0.3 per c0nt of total Negro registrants B.re omitted. 
Spur.;e: U~S. Senate Hearings Subcommittee on Wartime Health and Education. 



PERCENTAGE OF· REGISTRANTS REJECTED FOR MI~ITARY SERVICE 
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'" I 

Seal• of Mlle• 
410 6qo-. 

Seal• of Miles 
4f0 600 s~o > 1 •• rooo 

N.C. Agricultural ~per~nt Station 
DEPARTMENT OF RUM,r; SOCIOLOGY 

Per cent Re ected 
Under 30.0 
30~0-34.9 
35e0-S9.9 
40.0-44.9 
45.0-49.9 
50.0-up 

Based on data. from u.s, s.ens.te Hl:iiarings 
Subcommittee on Wartime Hea:J.th $MEducation 
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Limitations of Selective Service Data 

The data on Selective Service rejections are not only of a preliminary character 
but are subject to other limitations. Col. Leonard G. Rowntree, Chief of the 
Medical Division, National Headquarters, Selective Service System, has the 
following to say about rejed;ion rates: 

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

Rejection rates based upon the nember of registrants rejected for military 
service per 1, 000 men examined havo limitation in their use as cr:i,teria of· 
good civilian health. 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 tho calou •. 
lation of specific rejection· rates~ (4) whether a registrant is coming; up 
for the first, second, third, or fourth oxa.mination and (5) how far military 
standards exceed those required of normal civilian living. Selective Service 
therefore regards the rejection rate por 11 000 examined as useful in 
measuring the Nation's health only in terms of the lim:itations placed upon 
such rates. e •••• 11 y 

These data published herovt.i.th are preliminary and are of limited scientific 
value because they apply to a very short period of time - February through 
August 1943. T·he table on page 60 of this publication which shows the North 
Carolina rejection rate to. be only 48.1 per cont, ·was based on a sample of 
all data available from the beginning of this wa:r through March 1943. Obviously, 
the rejection rate must have risen considerably after March, Perhaps there 
were many 4-F's coming up for the second and third examinations .. 

Until more complete data become available., we can not be sure as to tho signif­
icance and importance of Selective Service rejoction rates. 

"}) U. S. Senate Subcommittee on Wartime Health and Education Hearings, Part V, 
Washington, D. c., July 10, li, and 12, 1944J Page 1626. . . " 



PERCENTAGE OF NEGRO REGISTRANTS REJECTED· FOR MILI'fARY SERVICE · 

Percentage Rejected 

0 15 30 45· 60 

UNITED STATES 

NORTH CAI=iOLINA . . . 

ARKANSAS fl0/#~~~//M 
SOUTH CAROLINA W/Y/~ffi"fi"h'.%) 
FI.ORIDA ~/77/?V//V//ffiZ/V/7///ZJ 

LOUISIANA W~~A0J ... 
vmGINIA VhV~~#/ffeffi7/WA 
ALABAMA W/////ff~/Z0V//dffA. 
TEXAS f0V/ffe/V/VY~~,07/f 
GEORGIA fV~~,,0'.V~·· 
.TENNESSEE . V////~~fl7/?;00'~ 

OKLAHOMA . ~~/a0'2 
MISSISSIPPI fZ//~///ffffa0/~ff/'Zl 
MARYLAND ~/ZI 

MASSACHUSET'l'S ~~M· 
MICHIGA!I ~py//~#/%17~ 
MISSOURI M~ffi'ff~A 
KENTUCKY W-0'7ffhVffeffi'ft#ff~AW/ffi. 

INDIANA ~A 
NEW YORK ~~ 
OHIO V/7/0'//ffiVho/L/&V/W///a 
CALIFORNIA !Z0'V~ffi?'~//'.1· 
CONNl!:C'l'ICUT ·. ~ffiZ/47/~//W/Z(/A 

DELAWARE = 
REW JERSEY W~Pfi000o/A 
PENNSYLVANIA W~~ffi'Y/ZJ 
ILLINOIS @V//74ifh:;(~//j 

WEST vmGINIA ~m//(//Z/21 

KANSAS· Wffe/ff~~ 

75 

. ·• 

N.c. Agr1eu1~ural Experiment Station. 
DEPARTMBN'l' OF RURAL SOCIOLOGY Based on datai. f'rom u .s .sena.te 

Hearings Subcommittee on 
Wartime Health and Education 
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LIVE BIRTHS PER 1,000 F'EM.ALES 15-44 YEARS OF AGE, 1940. 

Tot8.l 

1 New Jersey 
2 New York 
3 Co1mecticut 
4 ' Rho de Is land 
5 Massachusetts 
6 Illinois 
7 California 
8 Missouri 
9 Pennsylvania 
10 Ohio 
11 
12 
12 
14 

Kansas 
FLORIDA 
Oregon 
Delaware 

15 Washingt'on 
16 Haryland 
17 Nebraska 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
23 
25 
26 
27 

New Hampshire 
Wisconsin 
TENNESSEE 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Michigan 
Texas 
Oklahoma 
Colorado 
Minne sots. 

28 Maine 
29 GEORGIA 
30 ARKANSAS 
31 South Dakota 
32 LOUIS IAJTA 

33 Nevada 
34 VIRG IHIA 
35 ALABAHA 
.35 
37 
38 
39 
40 

~:omH CAROLINA * 
Vermont 

.Wyoming 
North Dakota 
Montana 

41 West Virginia 
42 SOUTH CAROLJNA 
43 
44 

EENTUCKY 
Arizona 

45 MISSISSIPPI 
'·46 Idaho 
4'7 Utah 
48 New Mexico 

56.4 
56.7 
60.0 
61.l 
62.5 
63 .5 
68.0 
68.2 
68.3 
69.0 
69.8 
70.1 
70.1 
70.3 
70.7 
'12. 4 
72.'7 
75.0 
'76.l 
76.5 
77.2 
78.l 
78.8 
78.8 
80.3 
80.7 
81.0 
81.8 
82.0 
82. 9 
83. 7 
85.0 
85.2 
88.l 
90.0 
90.0 
90.l 
90.3 
91,8 
93.4 
93 .8 
94,3 
·97. 6 
98.5 
99.0 

100.4 
104.3 
119.8 

White 

1 New Jersey 
2 New York ,, . 
3 Connecticut 
4: Rhode Island 
5 Massachusetts 
6 
7 
8 
9 

Illinois 
California 
Pennsybrania 
Delaware 

10 Hissouri 
11 
12 
13 
14 

Maryland 
Ohio 
Oree; on 

15 1Vas~hington 

16 FLOHJDA 
17 J\Te braska 
18 New Ea'Ytpshire 
19 VY'i.scon.s in 
20 GEORGIA 

Indiana 
Iowa 
LOUISLl\.NA 

21 
22 
23 
24 IEichigan 
25 TENNESSEg 
26 Oklahoma 
27 
28 
29 

Minnesota 
Colorado 
South Dakota 

30 Texas 
31 Maine 
32 Nevada 
33 SOUTH CAR.OLJNA 
34 VIHG TI-TIA 
35 ARKA.NSAS 
35 NORTH CAROLmA * 
3 7 ALA.Bili CJ.. 
38 MISS.ISSIPPI 
39 Wyoming 
40 Vermont 
41 North Dakota 
42 Mo:rr'cana 
43 West Virc;inia 
44 Arizona 
45 Idaho 
46 
47 

EEHTUCKY 
Utah 

48 New l'.1exieo 

Source: United Sti;i.tes Vital Statistics~ 1940. 

55.4 
56.9 
59.7 
60.6 
G2.3 
63. 6 
67.8 
68.0 
68.2 
68.6 
6fJ.8 
69 .1 
69. 7 
69.9 
70.2 
71.2 
72.7 
'15.0 
75.8 
77.4 
77.7 
78.2 
78.7 
7~.4 
80.0 
80.4 
80.5 
80.8 
81.4 
81.G 
8}..8 
81.9 
s;:-s 0 3 
84. 6 
85.4 
8.5.4 
86.7 
87.6 
89.4 
90.1 
90.3 
90.7 
95.4 
97.8 

100.5 
100.9 
10~,. 4 
124. 8 

I I Nonwhite 

1 New Mexico 
1 New York 
3 Vermont 
4 EEHTUCKY 
.5 Iowa 
G Illinois 
7 TENNESSEE 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 

Liissouri 
Texas 
Kansas 
Ohio 
Indiana 
FLORIDA 

14 Hich:i_gan 
15 Hew Hampshire 
16 Connecticut 

Ce,lifornia 17 
18 Wes·b Virginia 
19 lfassaehusetts 
20 
21 
22 
23 

Pennsylvania 
Hevr Jersey 
Colorado 
Nebraska 

24 ARKANSAS 
Oklahoma 25 

26 
27 
28 

Delaware 
Maine 
Idaho 

29 l\'laryland 
30 GEORGIA 
31 Rhode Island 
~52 ALABJil''.i'. 
32 LOUISIAi'TA 
34 Washington 

Utah 
VIRGTI-TIA 

3.5 
36 
37 Oregon 
3 8 iJO R.TE CAHO L IHA 
39 Arizona 
40 SOUTH CAHOLINA 
41 MISSISSIPPI 
42 Wisconsin 
43 Hinnesota 
44 South Dakota 
45 Nevada 
46 Wyoming 
47 Montana 
48 North Dakota 

53.1 
53.l 
58.8 
60.3 
60.9 
61.4 
61. 8 
63.0 
63 .5 
66.4 
67.1 
67.3 
67.6 
67.8 
68.0 
71.3 
71.4 
71.9 
7200 
72.4 
72.9 
73.l 
'14. 5 
75.8 
79.6 
83 .2 
88.5' 
89.3 
89.6 
89.9 
93.6 
95,~ 

9t5. 9 
96.0 
96.5 
98.6 
98. 7 

*101.6 
103.0 
109.3 
110.2 
117 .. 0 
142.9 
151.0 
151.2 
161.1 
180.0 
188.l 



LI VE BIRTHS PER 

N.C A . . gr1cult 
DEPARTME .. ural Exper. NT OF.R. iment Stat1'on. 

URAL SOCIOLOGY 

I' 000 FEMALES 

United 

15-44 YEARS 
States OF AGE, 19ll0 

RATE 
Under 65 • 0 

65.0-74.9 
75.0-84.9 

85.0-94.9 
95.0 and over 

Based . on data f rom th of th e li.S.B e Census ureau 
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PERCENT.A.GE OF LIVE BIRTHS OCCURRJlTG IH HOSPITALS, 1942. 

Total 

Rank State 

31 UNI'.rED 8TA~:ES 

1 Connecticut 
2 ~Nashington 

3 Ore(;on 
4 New York 
5 California 
6 Massachusetts 
7 N•:.l\'B.cla 
8 Jlf1c;-JV Jersey 
9 Ei:.T'.;ana 
10 :i:J1cde Island 
Li. H•.::w Hampshire 
12 Elinois 
:i;s :_rtah 
11'< 11\fyoming 
L~ ·:.daho 
10 ~'J,ichigan 

.17 Hinnesota 

.l.8 ·nelaware 
lD YTisconsln 
?.C1 Ohio 
2-L ·Worth Dakota 
22 Pennsylvania 

2'.l- Colo1'ado 
~~5 Ida.ho 
2G 7ermont 
27 Nebraska 
28 Kansas 
29 South Da.ko-ba 
30 Indiana 
31 Maryland 
32 Maine 
33 Missouri 
34 FLORIDA 
34 Texas 
36 Oklahoma 
37 LOUISIANA 
3 8 VIRG IH IA. 
39 GEORGIA 
40 New Mexico 
41 NORTH CAROLTI:ITA 
42 TENWESSEE 
43 West Virginia 
4·1 SOU'rH CAROLTITA 
45 AL.l'.BAHA 
4 6 ARKiJ:T Sf1S 
47 KEFTTJCKY 
48 MISSISSIPPI 

,___,_,.__..Whit:~=:- . ,,_·-___ w_e_g __ r_o __ .....,.. ___ _ 

Percent Rankj State Percent · Rank , State JPercen:t 

67.9 

95.9· 
94.5 
93.4 
92.2 
92.1 
91.7 
91.2 
90.2 
89.2 
87.3 
86~4 
84.9 
82.5 
81.3 
81.0 
79.2 
79 .1 
78.0 
77o7 
75.4 
74.6 
73.9 
73.2 
72.7 
72 .o 
70.5 
70.4 
70.l 
69.3 
69 .1 
67.7 
67e6 
59.6 
55.6 
55.6 
55.2 
52.4 
44.B 
40.5 
4,0.2 

* 38.1 
38.0 
32.2 
29.9 
29.8 
27.7 
27.3 
21.5 

25 Ul:rI'.I'ED STATES 72.7 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
G 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
rz Ll. 0 •. 

35 
3G 
37 
38 
'ZO 0v 

40 
41 
LJ:2 
43 

Connecticut 
Washington 
Oregon 
California 
Nm1•r York 
Nevada 
Massachusetts 
New <Jersey 
Mont8.na 
Rhode Island 
l\Tovv Hampshire 
Illinois 
Delaware 
Utah 
Wyoming 
Idaho 
Michie; an 
lVT.i:r .. :ne sot a 
Wisconsin 
Ohio 
Arizona 
North Dakota 
Ponnsylvanfo. 
ll:i.arylund 
GolorG.do 
Iovva 
Kansas 
Vormont 
Nebraska 
FLOHIDA 
I:ndicmo. 
South Do.kot::t. 
Maine 
LOUISIANA 
Texs.s 
}iis:oouri 
Oklahoma 
GBOHGIA 

96.1 
94.7 
93.5 
92.5 
92 .;5 
92.0 
91.8 
91.1 
90.0 
87.4 
86.4 
85.6 
84.0 
82. 5 
81. 6 
81.1 
79. 6 
79.2 
7 '7. 8 
75.9 
75.0 
74.5 
74 .1 
73 .1 
n.s 
72,;0 
'71.1 
70.5 
7Ch'l 
70.3 . 
70.1 
69. 8 
67. () 
63. 9 
5f:l. 8 
59.5 
5?.4 
5fi,2 

VIRG Ii.'TIA M.5 
SOUTH CicHOLINA f)OoO 
NO.RTH CAHOLil'Til. * 1d:9.0 
MISSISSIPPI 42.6 
AL!l.BliLlA 40.3 
Now · Eexic o ,10. 2 

tJ,5 1rENFESSEE 39 • 11 
46 ARKLli!S.\S 3,1., 7 
47 West Virgj_nia 33.3 
48 rmwruczy 27 .1:~ 

36 UNI'l'ED STATES 

1 Idaho 
1 Oregon 
3 :Nevada 
tt Washington 
5 Utah 
6 New York 
7 Co!l"L11ecticut 
8 Minnesota 
9 Rhode Iehl.nd 
10 New Hampshire 
11 California 
12 
13 
14 
15 
1G 

vYyoming; , 
Massachusetts 
Haine 
New Jersey 
Iowa 

16 Wisconsin 
J.8 Montana 
18 
20 
21 
22 
2" 0 

24 
25 
26 
27 

North Dakota 

Illinois 
Pennsylvania 
Jffiohigan 
Arizona 
Ohio 
lTissouri 
Colorado 

28.9 

100.0 
100.0 
93.3 
91.4, 
90.9 
89.8 
88~5, 

(36. 7 
83.6 
83.3 
81.1 
80.0 
79.? 
7806 
77 .7 
76.5 
76. 5 
75.0 
75.0 
73.3 
73.2 
72.1 
69.2 
66.5 
63. 8 
60.6 
G0.5 

28 801J.th Dskota 60.0 
29 Delo.we.re 4G.2 
30 Maryland 4;5. 9 
31 New l'.1•.::xic o 42. 3 
32 Kansas 
33 Indiana 
34 LOUISIANA 
35 TElJNESSEE 
36 'rexa.s 
3 7 .KE:ti'.J;UC T\Y 
3 8 l''LO IU DA 
3£1 V IRG ll\fIA 
40 Oklahoma 
41 GBORGJ.i, 

112.0 
41,5 
3·1. 8 
29.9 
26.8 
25.2 
17.5 
lG.3 
15.9 
15.5 

42 
43 
44 

We st Virginia 13 o 8 
NORTH CAROLINA * 13, 6 
J,Li.\.Biu'f1.A 11. 5 

45 SOU'rH CAROLINA 7 .2 
46 L.RKLNSl1S 
117 EISS ISS IPPI 
** Vermont 

3.9 

Source: United States Vital Statistics, 19,J,2. * * No :f:{eg!l'."o b:i.r-hhs • 
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Scale of Miles 
4f0 60(1 I • 8!)0 

Scale.of MUes 
I' <ffQ • 

N.c;: ... Agricultur:al. Exp·er.irti·e_nt Stat·fon 
DEPARTMENT OF RURAL"SOClOLOGY 
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, ... 
" 

Under 11(( O I 
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55.0-69.9 
70.0-84.9 . / 

85.0 and up ::::::.·. 

•No Negro births 

BASED ON DATA FROM THE U.S.BUREAU OF THE CENSUS 
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PERCENTAGE OF BIRTHS OCCURRING TIT HOSPITALS, BY RESIDENCE., 1940. 

Urban Rural 
Places with 10.,000 population and over Places. vdth less than 10,000 popuJ.ation 

Rank and State Percent Rtmk and State Percent !· 

21 UNITED STATE;S 80.5 33 UNITED STATES 36.5 

1 Nevada 96.9 1 Connect icu·t; 88.9 
2 Oree~on 96.7 2 Califo rn:i.a 80.7 
3 Montana 95.9 3 Washington 80.1 
4 Washington 95.l 4 Massachusetts 79.5 
5 New York 92.0 5 Oregon 79.0 
6 Coni."1.ect icut 91.9 6 New Jersey 77.6 
7 Minnesota 91.6 7 Hevada 7?.2 
8 California 90.0 8 Montana 76.0 
9 Delaware 88.5 9 Rhode Island 70.5 
10 North Dakota 87.9 10 New York 70.4. 
ll New Jersey 87.5 . 11 Hew HeJnpshire 68.4 
12 Utah 87.4 12 Wyoming 630 8 
13 Illinois 87.1 13 41.rizona 56.4 
JA Wyoming 87.0 13 Idaho 56.4 
15 Idti.ho 86.2 15 North· Dakota 55.9 
16 JHassachusetts 86.0 16 Utah 55.8 
17 South Dakota 83.0 I 17 ]';lim1esota 55.2 
18 llis souri 82.3 18 Delaware 55.0 
19 Wisconsin 81.4 19 Verrnont 52.9 
20 Iovro. 81.2 20 South Dakota 51.6 
21 Nebraska 80.4 21 Illinois 51.2 
21 New Ha.mpshire 80.4 22 Viisconsin 51.l 
23 Oh:Lo 79.0 23 Colorado 49.0 
24 Hhode Island 78.2 24 Maryland 48.7 
25 Golor~ido 77.9 25 Iowa 48 .. 6 
26 IDUISIANA '77.3 26 Michigan 47.4 
27 Pennsylvania 77.0 27 Pennsylvania 45.4 
28 Vermont 76.4 28 Kanso.s 44.3 
29 :M:ichigrui 75.6 29 Maino 43.4 
30 b.rizona 73.6 30 Nebraska 4lo3 
31 Mat"IJlo.nd 73.2 31 Ohio 40.8. 
32 Maino 72 o'1 32 Indiana 37.6 
33 YLORIDA. 70.6 33 lDUISIA:NA 29,9 
34 Kansas 70.5 34 Tcxa.s 28.9 
35 Oklahoma 69.3 35 FLORIDA 28.5 
36 GEORGIA 68.6 36 New T1I0xico 24o3 
37 Indiana 67,9 37 l\Hssouri 22.9 
38 VIRGINIA 67.0 38 VIRGINIA 19.3 
39 TEH1TESSEE 6G.8 39 NORTH CAROLINA * * 17.1 
40 Texo.s GG,6 40 GEORGIA 13.8 
41 KENTUCKY 6"•• 3 41 TENNESSEE 13.7 
112 ARKlJJSli.S 61.6 42 SOUTH CARO LIHli. 13.2 
43 Wost Virginia 61.2 43 ALl,BAEll. 12.4 
44 :NORTH CAROLINA * * 55.9 4·'.l: Vfost Virginia. 11 .. 5 
•15 · l\.LfIBAff..A 5<::,.6 45 ARKL1TS.c'>.S 11.4 
46 New Mox:ioo 52. 8 46 MISSISSIPPI 10 .• l 
47 I.IISSISSIPPI 52.3 47 Okla.homo. 0.3 
'18 80TJTH Clo.RO LINA 51.8 48 KBl~TUCKY a.o 
-----
Source~ United Sto:bos Vital Sto.t ist io s, 1940. 
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Seal• of Miles 
>CO 

I ""' ... I I 

Scale of Miles 
"'° If()() 600 

N.C.Agricultural Expe-riment Station 
DEPARTMENT OF RURAL SOCIOLOGY 

'"' 

PERCENTAGE 

'"' 
Below 20 I 21-39 
l.40-59 I 

~;::· :::::::: 
BA'SED ON DATA FROM THE U.S. BUREAU OF THE CENSUS 
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PER.CENTAGE OF LIVE BIRTHS NOT ATTENDED BY·A PHYSICJAN, 1942 

.-
Total YlhHe Negro 

Rank and State I Percent Hank and State 
J 

Percent Rank and State I Percent I 
I --

36 UNITED STATES 7.4 33 UNITED STATES 2.5 40 UNITED STATES 46.8 

1 Nevr Hampshire o.o 1 Massachusetts o,o 1 Idaho OoO 
1 Ohio o.o l New Hampshire OoO 1 Maine 0 '"' .v 
1 Vermont o.o 1 Ohio o.o l Nebraska o.o 
1;), Iowa 0.1 1 Vermont o .. o 1 Nevada o.o 
4 Kansas 0.1 5 Co1meot icut 0.1 l New Hampshire o.o 
1:1, Massachusetts 0.1 5 Indiana 0.1 1 North Dakota OoO 
4 Webraska 0.1 5 Iowa 0.1 1 Oregon o.o 
<!: Pennsylvania 0.1 5 Kansas 0.1 1 South Dakota o.o 
9 Connecticut 0.2 5 lfobrc.r;ko.·· 0.1 1 Utah o .. o 
9 Illinois 0.2 5 Oregon Oel 1 Vermoi1t o .. o 
9 Indiana 0 .. 2 5 Permsy-lvania 0.1 1 Washington o.o 
9 Washington 0.2 5 Y•fashin[~ton 0~1 1 Wisconsin o.o 
9 Wisconsin 0.2 5 'V!isconsin 0.1 1 "vlJ'yoming o.o 
14 Idaho 0.3 14 Illino :is 0.2 14 Ohio 0.1 
14 -,~' , . JV-J.cnigan 0.3 14 Michigan 0.2 15 Kansas 0.2 
14 Or0e;on 0.3 l4 Nevada 0.2 15 Massachusetts 0.2 
17 Rhode Island Oa4 14 Wyoming 0.2 J.7 Pennsylvania 0.3 
17 Wyoming 0.4 J.8 I do.ho 0.3 18 Illinois Oa4 
19 California 0.6 18 South Do.kotn 0.3 18 Io·wa 0.4 
19 M:i.nnesota 0.6 20 Rhode Islo.nd 0.4 20 California 0.5 
19 New York 0.6 21 Qalifornia o •. 5 21 Michig;on 0.7 
19 Uto.h 0.6 21 Minn0soto. Oo5 22 Colorado o.s 
23 Me,ine 0.7 21 Monto.na o.5 23 Connect icv.t l.O 
24 Montana 1.2 21 Now York 0.5 2t.:i 1'Je11v· Jersey 1.1 
24 Neva.do. 1.2 25 Uto.h 0.6 25 Indi::ma l.~~ 
26 How Jorsey 1.4 26 l\J.laine o. '1 26 Rho do Islo.nd 1.5 
27 South Dakota l.6 27 JfovY Jorsoy 1 .• "1, 27 Milv:io sota 1.7 
28 Colorado 1.7 28 Dol8:wo.ro 1 i-ev 28 Wovr York 291 
29 Horth Dakota 2.1 28 Oklahoma 1.5 28 i'fost Virginia 2el 
30 Missouri 3.4 30 Colorado 1e7 30 I:~TT lfCICY 7o5 
31 Oklahoma 3.9 31 }forth Dakota 1.9 31 Arizona 8 .• 3 
32 Wost Virginia 4,.5 32 Mo.rylo.nd 2 .. 2 32 Missouri l3o2 
33 Mccryland 5.7 33 Missouri 2a7 33 Mo11to.no. 16.·7 
34 Dclo.vmro 6.6 3i1 YfoGt Vfr~~ in:ia 4.6 31,1, Nmv Mexico 19 .• 2 
35 ~\~Di~.~ESSEE 7.2 35 TElif1TESSEE 4o7 35 TErTNESSEE 20.7 
36 Arizona 8.5 36 :nORIDA 5.1 36 Maryland 2008 
37 Texas 14.3 36 MlSSISSIPPI 5.1 37 Oklahoma 33.2 
38 KENTUCKY 14,4· 38 SOU'.rH CARD LINA 5.4 38 Delaware 33.7 
39 VIRGINIA 18.8 39 AF?.Kt\.NSAS 6.0 39 Texas 43.,6 
.q,o NORTH CAROL.INA * 20.7 40 EORTH CAROLil'.JA * 6.1 .,w NOH TH CAROLINA 54.0 
41 ARKANSLS 22 .. 0 •H Arizona 6.2 41 VIRGillTIA 54.5 
42, FLORIDA 22.2 42 G::LOEGD\ 6.,8 42 LOUISilcNA 54.9 
43 LOU IS ll'JlA 26.4 42 VIRGINIA 6.8 t13 ALABAMA 64.4 
44 Nev:r Mexico 27 .. 3 44 AL'\BAMA. 7 .. 0 ;j,l;j, FLORIDA 66.'1 
45 ALAB.Al:IA 27.9 45 LOUISIANA 7.7 45 GEORGD\ 69,6 
46 GEORGI/\.. 30.,2 46 Te:\:as 10.2 46 ARZANSAS 74.2 
47 SOUTH CAROLINA 39.2 ,17 K3HTUCK'l l4.8 47 SOUTH CAROLINA 77o3 
48 UISSISSIPPI ·:16.2 48 Ifovr Mexico 26.3 48 MISSISSIPPI 80.2 
-·-
Sou:c~ce: United States Vital Sto.tistics. 



PERCENTAGE OF NEGRO LIVE Bl RTHS WITH NO MEDICAL ATTENDANT 
UNITED STATES AND EACH OF THE 29 STATES WITH 500 OR MORE NEGRO LIVE BIRTHS, 1940 
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Chart No. 840-9 Based on data from U.S. Bur.eau of the Census 
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PERCEMTAGE OF LIVE BIRTHS NO'f ATTENDED DY PHYSICIANS, 1942. 

_,_ 

Total Urban Rural 

Rank and State J Per~ent Rank and State f Percent Rank and. State j Perc:n:_ 
.. 

. 36 UNITED S'.l'ATES. 7.4 . 35 IDTITED STATES 2.6 37 UNITED STAT gs 14.2 

1 lfow Hampshire o.o l Iowa o.o l Connect ;i.cut o.o 
1 Ohio o.o 1 Maino o.o 2 Iowa 0.1 
1 Vermont o.o 1 Nebraska o.o 2 Massachul:letts 0.1 
4 Iowa 0.1 1 New Hampshire o.o 2 Nebraska. 0.1 
4 Kansas 0.1 1 · Ohfo o.o " New Hampshire 0.1 G 

4 Massachusetts 0.1 l Vormont o.o 2. Ohio 0.1 
4 Nebraska 0.1 1 Washington o.o 2 Vorn1on.t 0.1 
4 Penn sy 1 vania. 0.1 1 Wi.sconsin o.o 8 Illinois 0.2 
9 Gor"1'.le~ticut 0 .. 2 9 Idaho 0.1 8 Indiana 0.2 
9 Il::inois 0.2 9 Krm.$as 0.1 8 Ke,nsas 0.2 
9 I:~«':~. '.:ma 0.2 9 Me:.sso.chusetts . 0.1 8 Pmtrisylvania 0.2 
9 VL::;~1ing;ton 0.2 9 M:i.chige.n 0.1 8 Wisconsin OQ2 
9 i;»i ·;co 11S in 0.2. 9 Worth Dakota 0.1 13 Idaho 0.3 
14 I-'.i.t·.ho 0.3 9 Sout;h Dakoto. 0.1 13 lfow York o,3 
11 ~Vi ;.·~higan 0,3 15 Connecticut 0.2 15 Rhode Island 0.4 
1-1 c .. ~~Jgon 0.3 15 Illinois 0.2 15 Wo.shing;ton 0.4 
17 ff:.c1 d.e Island 0.4 15 Indin,na 0.2 15 Wyoming; 0.4 
11' ··r.1··)mlng 0.4 15 Minne sot a 0.2, 18 Oregon 0.5 
B Cd ·.iI'ornia 0.6 15 . !vio:n.-1:;ana 0.2 19 Cnlifornia o.6 
19 J\Ji:rmasota 0.6 15 Nevada 0.2 19 Michigan o.6 
19 }Jw York 0.6 15 Oregon Oo2 21 New Jersey 0.7 
10 t+,ei.11 0.6 15 Permsylvania 0.2 22 Minnesota 1.0 
23 JL:t:•.ne 0.7 15 Utah 0.2 23 Maine 1.1 
24 ib~1:tana 1.2. 15 Vvyoming 0.2 24 Utah 1,2 
24 N~:>'.~adi 1.2 25 Hhode Island . 0.4 25 Nevada 2.0 
26 N>:iV" Jersey 1.4 25 West Virginia 0.4 26 Montana . 2~2 
27 So"Lt.th Dakota 1.6 27 California o.5 27 South Dakota 2.~ 
28 Cfllorado 1. 7 . 28 Now York 0.7 28 Horth Dak.:.ita 2.8 
29 North Dakota 2.1 29 Colorado o. 8. 29 Colorado 3.1 
30 Missouri 

0 

3.4 30 KENTUCKY l.O 30 Okla.homo. 5.4 
31 Oklahoma 3.9 ~n Missouri 1.2 31 Missouri 6.1 
32 Wes·b Virginia 4.5 32 l\few Jersey 1.6 31 West Virginia 6.1 
33 Ma.ryhnd 5.7 33 'I'EHNESSEE 1.9 33 Maryland 9 .. 3 
34 D'3laware 6.6 3,1 Oklahoma 2.1 34. Dela.ware 10.3 
35 TENNESSEE 7.2 35 Maryland 3.0 3 5 TE:l'il'JESSEE 10.4 
36 Ar:;.zona 8.5 36 Delaware 3 .• 5 36 Arizona 11.1 
37 Texas 14•3 37 Arizona· 6.2 37 Texas 19.1 
~8 KENTUCKY 14.1 38 VIRGINIA 8.6 38 KENTUCKt .· 20.9 
39 VIRGililIA 18~8 39 ARKANSAS 9op 39 NORTH CAROLINA * 24.7 
40 NORTH CAROLINA * 20.7 40 NOR'l'H CA.H.O 1_,HJJI. * 10.0 40 VIRGIHIA 24,. 8 
41 ARKANSAS 22.0 41 Texa.$ 10o3 41 AHK.t\NSli.S 26~9 
42 FLORIDA 22~2 42 LOUISIANA 11.3 42 Ii'LORIDA 28,9 
43 LOUISIANA 26•4 4~· Q GEOHGIA 14.3 43 ALA.BAMA. 35,0 
44 New Mexico 27.3 44 AIJl.B.tUffi. 1406 44 ~Jew Mexico .• 35.5 
45 AU\.KUl'IA 27.9 45 New Mexico 14.7 45 LOUIS I.ANA 38.5 
46 GEORGIA 30.2 46 SOUTH CAROLINA .16.8 46 GEORGIA 40.9 
47 SOUTH CAROLINA 39.2 47 FLORIDA 17.0 47 SOUTH CAROLiiffA 48.9 
48 MJSSISSIPPI 46.2 48 MISSISSIPPI 25.3 48 MISSISSIPPI 51.2 

' . 
Source: United States Vital St~tistics. 



PERCENTAGE OF RURAL LIVE BIRTHS NOT ATTENDED BY PHYSICIANS, 1942 

Percentage of live pirths 

o.-~sT·~-1,o~_,1o_r. ___ 2ro~-2~s~-3~0:____:,3~5~~4~0~~4~5:.._...:;.50:._~55 

UNITED STATES 

MISS ISS l:PPI · ~A/0Yffe;0V////ffe//////§P///////////////OI 
SOUTH ·CAROLINA · .. . VZZ///Z//ff/0Vl/7//////7ft///VZZZ/ft/7'l///L//dl 
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!DUIS IANA f'7/Z/ZZZ/fl///Z//ZZZ/V/JV//V//ZZZZ////i1 
NEW MEXICO f7$//# ////7//7/////////ff #ffe/ff /A 
ALABAMA VZ7fi?Z//ZZZ//ZZZZZZ7/7/T/2'lfl//AZZZ/1 
FU>RIDA ~;00/~#A 
ARKANSAS 
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· NOR'l'B CAROLINA 
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WEST vmGINIA 

MISSOURI 

OKLAHOMA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
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V/////////////fl////21 
IV///ffe///1' 
V//////////A 
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Based on data from the u. s. Bureau 
01' the Census 

North Carolina Agricultural Experiment Station 
DEPARTMENT OF RuRAL SOCIOIDGY 
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MATERNAL DEATHS PER 1,000 LIVE BIRTHS,, 1940 

Tdtal Rural Nonwhite 

Rank and State Rank and State Rate Rank and State Rate j Rate 
~~--~--~~~~~~-· ....... ~--....... --...-~.-.-....-~-----------.-·--~-~~.~.--~~...-~---'-~~-
29 TJNITED STATES 

1 
2 
3 

North Dakpta 
Minnesota 
Rhode Island 

4 Oregon 
California 5 

5 Connecticub 
5 Maryland 
5 :MasP.achusetts 
5 
10 

Utah 
Indiana 

10 Michigan 
10 New York 
10 ilfashington 
10 Wisconsin 
15 Illinois 
15 New Jersey 
17 New Hampshire 
17 Ohio 
19 Nebraska 
19 Pennsylvania 
21 Montana 
21 South Dakota 
23 Iowa 
24 Idaho 
24 West Virginia 
26 Kansas 
2 6 KEl'lT UCKY 
26 Vermont 
29 :Missouri 
30 Wyoming 
31 Colorado 
31 Maine 
31 Oklahom.t;.l. 
34 VIRGINIA 
35 TENIDJSSEE 
35 ·Texas 
37 Nevada 
38 New Mexico 
39 Arizona 
3 s ,\mc.:Jm.:i.s 
41 NORTH CAROLINA * 
42 LO DIS IANA 
43 Delaware 
44 GEORGIA 
45 ALABAMA 
46 :MISSISSIPPI 
47 FLORIDA 
48 SOUTH CAROLINA 

3.8 

i.a[ 
2.2, 
2.5 
2.6 
2.8 
2.a 
2.8 
2.81 
2. 81 
2.9 
2.9 
2.9 
2.9 . 
2.91 
3.0.1· 
3.0 
3.1 
3.1 
3.2 
3,2 
3.31 
3.3· 
3.4 
3.o 
3.51 
3.7 
3e7 
3.? 
3 .. 81 
4.0 
4.1 
4.1 
4.1 
4.5 
4.6 
4~6 
4.7 
4G9 
5.0 
·s.o 
5ol 
5.3 

5·51 
5.71 
6ol 
6.2 
6.5 
6.9 

29 UNITED STATES 

1 North Dakota 
2 Oregon 
3 New Hampshire 
4 Washington 
5 Connecticut 
5 Iowa 
5 Michigan 
8 Massachusetts 
8 liJebraska 
10 Indiana 
10 Montana 
12 Minnesota 
13 California 
14 New York 
14 ute.h 
16 Illinois 
16 Ohio 
16 Pennsylvania 
16 South De,kota 
20 Maryland 
20 New Jersey 
20 Wisconsin 
23 Wyoming 
24 Kansas 
25 Idaho 
26 KENTUCKY 
27 West Virginia 
28 Vermont 
29 Missouri 
29 Oklahoma 
31 W.taine 
31 Rhode Island 
33 Colorado 
33 New Mexico 
33 Vl:RGINIA 
36 TENNESSEE 
36 Texas 
3 8 ARKANSAS 
38 NORTH CAROLINA * 
40 Arizona 
41 LOUIS~MJA 
42 De ls:ware 
42 GEORGIA 
44 AU.BAMA. 
44 MISSISSIPPI 
46 FLORIDA 
47 SOUI'H CAROLINA 
48 Neva¢i.a 

Source: United States Vital Statistics. 

4.0 

1.5 
1.6 
2.1 
2.2 
2 .. 3 
2.3 
2,3 
2.4 
2.4 
2.5 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.,9 
2.9 
3.0 
3.0 
3.0 

·3.0 
3.1 
3.1 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.6 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
4.0 
4.1 
4.l 
4.4 
11.4 
4.4 
4.5 
4.5 
4.9 
4.9 
5.2 
5.4 
5.8 
5.8 
600 
6.0 
6.2 
6.6 
7.2 

33 UNITED STATES 

1 Idaho 
1 Maine 
I New F.iampshire 
l Rhode Is land 
1 Vermont 
l Wyoming 
7 Wisconsin 

· 8 Minnesota 
9 Connecticut 
10 Oregon 
11 Idaho 
12 Ohio 
13 Mary land 
13 Michigan 
15 Kansas 
16 Massachusetts 
rt California 
1'/ West Virginia 
19 North Dakota 
20 Nevada 

· 21 Missouri 
22 New Jersey 

· 23 Pennsylvania 
24 Illinois 
24 Indiana 

. 26 VfasM.ngton 
27 Vifashington 
2 8 KEH.r UCKY 
29 New York 
29 VIRGINIA 
31 MISSISSIPPI 
31 lJOR'l'H CAROLUJ.A * 
33 Oklahoma 
34 LOUISIANA 
34 TENNESSEE 
36 GEORGIA 
37 Sou·bh Dakota 
3 8 ARKANSAS 
39 Montana 
40 sou.rH CAHOLINA 
41 AUi.BAM.A 
42 FLORIDA 
43 Texas 
44 New Mexico 
45 Arizona 
46 De lavva.re 
47 Colorado 
48 Nebraska 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1.5 
2.9 
3.1 
3<ll4 
4.2 
4.4 
4.6 
4.6 
4~7 
4 .. 9 
5.,0 
5.o 
5.1 
5e6 
5.8 
5.9 
c.o 
6.4 
6.4 
6.7 
6.9 
7 .. 2 
7.5 
7•5 
7 l/J6 
7.6 
7.7 
7.,8 
7.8 
s.1 
s.2 
8.6 
8.9 
9,,2 
9.,6 

10.z. 
10.3 
10.9 
11.3 
12o0 
13.7 
15.2 
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MATERNAL· MORTALITY RATE lN <EACH STAT£ 

,,, ..... 

Maternal de.aths 
per 10~000 live births 

~ Le;;s than 30 

l~l 30 - 39 

I I 40 - 49 . 

. uoaal 50 or more 

U. S. Deportment of Labor 
CHILDREN'S BUREAU 

Chart Na. MM 40 ~1 

· .. UNITED. STAT-ES, J940 

B_osed on dqta from u. S. Bureau of the Census 
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INFANT DEATHS PIUS STILL.BIRTHS PER 1,000 LIVE BIRTHS P~ S'I'ILLBIRTHS, 1940* 

==============~.,~. ==· ====~~=~=· =-=~=·============= 
Rank and State 1,... -----...,.......R-at_-_io-·· - j ·---· -· .-. - ...... 1• ~~~~t~:f:~: 

..,._ ______ ,........,.._ ___ .......... __ ...,·;...,· ....,....T_o_t_a_,1......,..,,..._.i..-. VIhi'be .. N~_:1,_u_· t_e_. _....I _~·-t,.,.il,...l_b-i_r_t_h_s 
30 UNITED STATES 

l Wash ing·i:;on 
2 Connecticut 
2 Oregon 
4 Minnesota. 
5 South Dakota 
6 California 
6 lOliVU 

6 Nebraska 
6 Utah 
6 Wisconsin 
11 Illinois 
12 New J'ersey · 
13 Kansas 
14 Idaho 
14 Iviassachusetts 
14 Wyoming 
17 Indiana 
17 Montana 
17 Rhode Island 
20 Mlohigan 
20 New Hampshire 
22 North Dakota 
22 Ohio 
24 Vermont 
25 Nevada 
2 6 De la.vrare 
27 Pennsylvania 
2 8 ARKANSl\S 
29 Oklahoma 
30 Mis~our:i 
31 Maine 
3 2 ~:ENl\fE S SEE 
33.Colorado 
33 KENTUCKY 

· 35 New York 
36 Maryland 
36 West Virginia . 
38 NORTH CAROLINA * * * 
3 9 VIRG Il'JIA 
40 FLORIDA 
41 ALAB.PJVIA 
41 Texas 
43 MISSISSIPPI 
44 LO UIS IANA 
45 GEORGIA 
46 Arizona 
47 SOUTH CAR.C)LINA 
48 New Me:d.co 

76 

51 
53 

'f)3 
5,1 

56 
58 
58 
58 
58 
58 
,59 
60 
61 
63 
63 
63 
64 
64 
64 
65 
65 
66 
66 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
77 
80 
81 
82 
82 
85 
86 
86 
89 
91 
92 
97 
97 
98 
99 

101 
108 
110 
125 

69 

49 
52 
52 
53 
52 
57 
57 
5'1 
58 
57 
58 
56 
60 
61 
62 
59 
62 
59 
63 
64 
65 
56 
64 
68 
66 
61 
69 
64 
69 
73 
80 
74 
82 
80 
82 
72 
84 
74 
76 
71 
79 
90 
71 
72 
77 
98 
78 

122 

123 

116 
82 

120 
90 

120 
77 

16~.) 

142 
102 
114 

81 
98 

105 
263 

97 
205** 
102 
141 
118 

92 
143** 

98 
93 

** 98 
137 
104 

97 
112 
137 

22** 
117 
102 
132 
135 
136 
128 
120 
129 
1·41 
127 
139 
118 
135 
133 
173 
1':1:2 
220 

184, 786 

1,462 
1J376 

962 
2, 897 

684 
6,600 
2,658 
1,304 

792 
3~253 
7,.550 
3, 651 
1,816 

758 
1t, 2;31 

333 
4,018 

753 
716 

6, 607 
552 

3, 651 
7, 720 

482 
148 
32? 

12,142 
2,844 
3,362 
4,901 
1~254 
4,,580 
1,777 
5,423 

17,525 
2,910 
3,760 
7,404 
5,368 
3,246 
6, 38J. 

1'2, 661 
5,403 
5,,205 
6, 811:0 
1,2715 
511133 
1,905 

* Births a.nd deaths by place of res:tdence~ ** Less th.an 1,000 ~vornen 15-44; yrs. old. 
Source: United States Vital Statistics. 



INFANT DEATHS AND STILLBIRTHS PER 1,000 BIRTHS, IQijQ 

.Scafe of Miles 
0 2CO 400 600· 

N.C.Agricultural Experiment Station 

DEPARTMENT DF RURAL SOCIOLOGY 

United States· 

1/)0(1 

LA. 

RATIO 

90 and up 
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Based on data from the U.S.Bureau of the Census 
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ADJ1JSTED MORl'ALITY RATES, PGR 1, 000 POPUI.ATION, 1940 * 

Excluding a.r;e groups unde1· one and 75-up. 

Rank and State 
· . ..,....=.=:::;::;1=.=-=- - ~~~ ~·--:r--

l. Total . ... I Yfo:tte i 1::1white . Wbite_:. ... 

2 9 UNITED. STATES 

1 Nebraska 
2 Iowa 
3 North Dako-ba 
,± South Dakota 
5 Nfinnesota 
6 Ka.nsas 
7 Wisconsin 
8 Oregon 
9 Oklahoma 
10 Idaho 
U T/J:aine 
12 Utah 
19 Wyoming 
14 New Hampshire 
15 Colorado 
16 Vermont 
17 Washington 
18 Co:nnecticut 
19 Missouri 
20 Indian.a 
2Q :Michigan 
22 Montana 
23 MassachuseJcts 
24 ARKANSAS 
25 Ohio 
26 California. 
27 West Virginia 
28 Rhode I slancl 
29 KENTUCKY 
30 Texas 
31 New Mexico 
32 Illinois 
33 New York 
34 New Jersey 
35 Pennsylvania 
3 6 De law-a.re 
37 TENNESSEE 
38 NORTH CAROLINA * * 
39 FLORIDA 
40 Maryland 
41 V1RGDTI1l 
42 Arizona 
43 MISSISSIPPI 
44 ALABAMA. 
45 GEORGIA 
46 Nevada 
47 LOU"ISIAN.A 
48 SOUTH CAROLINA 

. - . . - - ' . ; ' - ' ' * Adjusted to the age distribution 

7.56. 

5.65 
5.68 
5.72· 
5.75 
5~78 
5. 85 
6.22 
6~59 
6.60 
6.68 
6.78 
6,83 
6.84 
6. 85 
6.D4 

. 6.96 
7.01 
7.02 
7.04 
7.07 
7 ~07 
7~16 

7.19 
7.20 
7.26 
7.34 
7.40 
7 •. ~);5 
7.55 
7.59 
7~64 

7.75 
7.79 
7.88 
7.98 
8.03 
8.04 
8.12 
8.65 
8.72 
8. 83 
8.84 
9.05 
9.08 
9.16 
9~27 

9.34 
10.28 

o'r the total 

1.02 13.14 6.18 

5-.57 10.86 4.92 
5.65 11.12 4.61 
5~62 12.18 5.15 
5.49 12.28 4.93 
5.74 11.52 5,21 
5.69 10.72 4. 82 
6.14 13.08 5.76 
6.54 12.63 4.89 
6.10 11.10 4.95 
6.66 11,.74 5.38 
6. 77 5~66 6.36 
6.78 10.00 6.43 
6.70 15.21 5.74 
6.82 17 .57 6.55 
6.88 11.93 5.93 
6.98 1.59 6.51 
6 .. 88 13.45 5.so 
6.92 11.41 5.80 
6.56 14.06 5.54 
6.85 13.31 E).14 
6.85 12.69 6.53 
6.97 12.19 6~11 

7.13 1lol8 7.oo 
6.21 10.26 5.30 
6.94 13.82 6a33 
7.2l 10,32 7.24 
6.95 14.06 6.28 
7.35 14.40 6.80 
6.95 14.10 6.13 
6.,91 12.00 5.61 
7.65 s. 83 6.07 
7,40 14.79 6.56 
7.57 12 .94 7 .<1:2 
7.58 13.95 7~94 
7. 67 14.48 7.35 
7,01 15.35 6.18 
6.79 13. 93 6.21 
6. 72 12.25 6.40 
6.64 15~00 5"73 
7.56 15.31 6.89 
7.00 14.91 6.56 
8.48 10.89 4.62 
6.61 11.92 6.11 
6.98 13.37 6.40 
6.88 14.06 5.91 
8.87 16.95 7.88 
7e64 12.63 6.07 
7.49 H.89 6.53 

United States population, 



RURAL WHITE MORTALITY RATE * 
Excluding age groups under one and 75-up 

.ARiz::· •• •.• • •·• ·~~~~ 

.·:·:-:·:.·.·.·:.·.·.·:..,· N:+.t"Epx·wmm~~ 
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Seals of Miles 
2CO 

- 600 
Death Rate 

Under s.so 
s.so .. 5.99 
6.00-6.49 
6.50-6.99 
7.00-up 

I I : 

,,-

* Adjust to the age 
distribution or the 
total u.s. population, 
1940 

N .c. Agricultural Experiment Station 
DEPARTMENT OF RURAL SOCIOLOGY 

Based on data from the u. s. Census. 
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AVERAGE VALUE OF OCCUPIED D1N1:;;LLilifG UNITS, UNITED STATES,, 1940 

.. _ .. _ . -·-.-·-·- ----·--
•rotal dwellings Farm dvr?llings 

I 
~-

Rank and State Value Rank and S·l;ate VaJ.ue 

11.l UNIT: :D STATES $ 2,503 29 UNTI'ED STA'n~s $ 1,070 

1 New York 4,028 1 Conne c:t icut 3, 831 
2 New Jersey 3,546 2 New Jersey 3, 173 
3 Connecticut. 3,481 3 Rhode Island 3,056 
4 Delaware 3~367 4 Massachusetts 3,010 
5 Massachusetts 3,329 5 New York 2,351 
6 California 3jJA3 6 New Hampshire 2, 131 
7 Illinois 31085 7 Pennsy J.vm1 ia 2,J,.00 
8 Rhode Isle.nd 3j007 8 Dele,ware 1,974 
9 Permsy 1 van ia 2,906 9 Maryland 1,958 
10 Ohio 2,902 10 Ohio 1, 732 
11 Michigan 2:,792 11 California 1,646 
12 Wisconsin 2~658 12 Vermont 1,592 
13 Maryland 2,597 13 Me.ine 1,559 
14 Minnesota 2,'1:11 lr:J: Hichif;an 1,545 
15 New Hampshire 2,338 15 Iowa 1,508 
16 Nevada 2' ~i29 16 Wisconsin 1,496 
17 Vermont 2 ~ 24,8 17 Hevada 1, ·'±50 
18 Utah 2,~221 18 Wash in;; ton 1,433 
19 Washington 2,197 19 Illino:i.s l,385 
20 Indiana 2,1?6 20 Utah 1,379 
21 FLORIDA 2,104 21 Einnqsota 1,374 
22 Oregon 2,071 22 Indiana 1,360 
23 Maine 2,051 23 Oregon 1,288 
24 Colorado 2,047 24 Idaho I, 138 
25 VIRG rnJ.A 2,046 25 VIRGINIA 1,124 
26 :Missouri 2,024 26 :Eobrasl~a 1,113 
27 Iowa. ~~' 015 27 Colorado 1,087 
28 Nebrask;:a 1,804 28 Ka11.sas 1,083 
29 West .Virginia .J.,1306 29 l'Jo rth Dakoto. 1,056 
30 Montana l,7 1±1 30 Wyomine; 1,016 
31 Wyoming 1,, 734 31 YV-est Vire~inia 975 
32 Arizona 1,682 32 J\'l o n.t ana 974 
33 Kansas 1, 64:2 33 Sonth Dakota 969 
34 Idaho 1,,630 3r± l\Iissouri 887 
35 North Dakota 1,571 35 Arizona 869 
36 irex:as 1,539 36 FLOR.IDA 852 
z,7 :KENTUCKY 1,460 37 Toxt:ts 712 
38 South Dakota 1,451 38 JJORTH CAROLTI·JA * * 700 
39 LOUISIANA 1,373 39 K1~NTUCIIT 691 
40 Oklahoma 13358 40 Oklahoma 644 
41 'fENFESSEE 1,353 41 TEUKESSEE 629 
42 NOR'rI-1 CAROLUTA * * 1,346 4:2 Now Lfoxico 582 
43 New Mexico 1,296 43 GEORGLiJ,. 555 
44 GEORGJA 1,237 4,1 SOU1'H CAR.OLmA 5110 
45 SOUTH CAROLINA 1, 132 45 LOUISIANA 517 
46 ALABAivIA 1,039 46 ARKANSAS ,174 
47 ARKANSAS 881 47 ALlJBLFL 471 
48 MISSISSIPPI 843 48 MISSISSIPPI 459 

Source! United States Census of Housing, 19<10 ~ 
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2,000-2.~ 
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I, 600-2, 399 
I , 200-1 , 599 

800-1, 199 
Under 800 

BASED ON DATA FROM U.$.BUREAU OF THE CENSUS 
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PER .CAPI'.rA STA'l'E GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES> 1940 

= " Total Expenditi.u:·es . ~- Health Expenditures 

~ank and State I Per I . inJ\i~:~~; ' s I P:a.nk s.nd Si~ate 
Per Amount 

capita ca pH.a in l 1 000's _., ,__.. 

25 UNITED STATES 36.80 $ 4!844,861 33 UNITED STATES .37 $ 48, 987 

1 ?ovo..dn. 71,96 7#933 l Nevada 1.07 118 
2 California 56,99 393,681 2 J:Tew Mexico • 79 419 
3 Washington 56.71 98,456 3 Vermont .72 257 
4 Wyoming 56. 69 14.,214 4 lDUISIANA .70 1, f355 
5 Delaware 53. 71 14,315 5 Deis.ware • 69 1(35 
6 Arizona 50.50 25~212 6 I • 

~1.r1zona • 65 323 
7 Nevr Mexico 50.18 26,686 7 Utah .59 324 
8 Ubah 49.78 27~393 8 New Hampshire .58 286 
9 Colorado 49.32 55,1.J:OO 8 Horth Dakota .58 375 
10 Montana 45.85 25' 649 10 Ji'LOEIDA .56 1,,060 
11 New York 44~67 602, 115 10 Montana .56 316 
12 Permsylvania 44.24 437,964 12 Maryland .54 988 
13 LOUISIANA 43.33 102' 1±23 13 Idaho ,53 276 
14 Connecticut 42.70 72, 979 13 Wyoning .53 133 
15 Michigan 42.51 223 ,463 15 ALABAMA .52 1,480 
16 New Hampshire 41.83 20,560 16 Michigan e49 2, 5t)2 
17 Ohio 41.46 286,:359 17 Rhode Island .47 335 
1.8 Massachusetts 40.96 176, 832 17 VIRGrnI.A .47 1,,248 
19 Vermont 40.65 14R 603 19 Kansas .·i6 837 
20 Minnesota 40.54 113,206 19 TENNESSlsE .46 1,3:19 
21 Ore~;on 40~46 44,0B1 21 Maine .45 3?8 
22 Maine 40.08 . 33~ 955 21 Oregon .~,5 492 
23 Idaho 38.94 20~437 23 Colorado ,LJ:4 498 
24 Vfisoonsin 37.07 116,318 23 SOU'UI CAROLINA .44 g.j,2 
25 Rhode Island 36.50 26,040 23 South Dakota 044 286 
26 India:na 35. 62 122,098 26 filJNTUC I\Y .• i.1:3 1,221 
27 FLORIDA 35.22 66~ 830 26 Massachusetts .::13 1,856 
28 Okla.home, 35.01.l: 81, 8T7 28 Connecticut .~n 708 
29 Maryland 34.76 63,,305 29 GEO HG IA .40 1,254 
30 Illi:q.ois 34.47 272, 194 29 NOR1:H CAROLINA * •'.10 1,424 
31 Iowa 34.10 86, 562 31 ARKAllJSAS .39 751 
32 New Jersey 3~_.02 141, 5~~9 31 Calif'o rnia · .39 2, 669 
33 North Dakota 32.48 20, 853 31 MISSISSIPPI .39 861 
34 South Dakota 31. 71 20,388 31 New York .39 5,304 
35 West Virginia. 30.99 5 8, 9,1:0 35 Minnesota .35 983 
36 VIRGINIA 28.23 75,583 36 Oklahoma ,., '} 751 ,v(.J 
37 Kansas 27.34 49~235 l 3 6 v1Tisconsin .32 1,019 
38 NORTH CAROLHTA * 26.96 96~275 38 I 11inois .30 2,336 

l ;)g Texas 26.95 1?2, fl9,.1 f 38 Iovm .30 754 I 

40 MISSISSIPPI 26.80 58,5:3'1 
I 

40 l\T8Vf Jersey ')0 1,198 I • (-1..., 

41 Nebraska 26.61 35,010 I 40 West Virginia .29 551 
42 Missouri 25.86 9'1,856 ! 42 Washine;ton .28 482 
43 SOUTH CAROLINA 24.92 47,343 I 43 Pennsylvania .27 2, 646 
44 GEO HG IA 23 .15 '12i326 44 Indiana .26 904 
45 A LAtlAivrn. 22.86 64,749 Ii 45 Ohio 024 1,644 
46 TENffSSSEE 21.31 62' 136 I 46 Missouri. e23 853 ! 
47 KENTUCKY 20. 70 58,902 

I 
46 Nebraska .23 309 

48 ARKANSAS 20.08 39,145 46 Texas .23 1,487 

Source: United States Censust· F'ins.nc ial Stat is·b ic s, 1940. 
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DEPARTMENT OF RURAL SOCIOLOGY 

8{10 

1 __ B(JO 

CENTS 

::d u.'I 
30-39 
Under.30 

DOLLARS 

~.~'.:£~.1 
27.5-34.9 
20.0-27.5 

BASE!: ON DATA FJ?Oill 1'flE U.S.BUREAU OF THE CENSUS 
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HOSPITAL BEDS PER 1,000 POPULATION, NORTH CAit()LINAs 1944 * 

County Rank j R~tio 1~lo. beds County I Rank I Ratio I No. beds 

NORTH CAROLTI:JA 

Alrun.anee 
Alexander 
Alleghany 
Anson 
Ashe 
Avery 
Beaufort 
Bertie 
Bladen 
Brunswiok 
Buncombe 
Burke 
Cabarrus 
Caldwell 
Camden 
Carteret 
Caswell 
Catawba 
Chatham 
Cherokee 
Chowan 
Clay 
Clev-eland 
Columbus 

.~ Cra1ren 
Cumberland 
·Currituck 
Dare 
Davidson 
Davie 
Duplin 
Durham 
Edgecombe 
Forsyth 
Fl."anlldin 
Gaston 
Gates 
Graham 
Granville 
Greene 
Guilford 
Hulifo..x 
Harnett 
Haywood 
Hend,erson. 
Hertfo:rd 
Hoke 
Hyde 
Iredell 
Jackson 

\·•. . . ' ' . .,,, 

27 2.4 8,475 

64 .7 42 
Mo hospital beds 
No hospital beds 

50 1.4 40 
59 1.1 26 

2 6.4 87 
30 2.3 83 

No hospital beds 
No hospital beds 

17 2.9 50 
10 4.0 436 
13 3.5 134 
33 2.2 130 
42 1.7 60 

NQ hospital beds 
22 2.7 49 
No hospital beds 

27 2.4 126 
62 .9 22 
59 1.1 21 

No hospital beds 
No hospit~l beds 

47 1.6 93 
47 1.6 72 

i::: 27 2.4 7v 
14 3.3 195 

No hospital beds 
Jfo ·hospital beds 

52 1,3 72 
No hospital beds 
No.hospital beds 
1 10.3 825 

52 1.3 62 
3 6.3 '798 

. ~·'!'o hospital beds 
47 1.G 140 

No hospital beds 
No hospital beds 

42 1.7 49 
No 

17 
39 
36 
33 

9 

hospital 
2.9 
1.8 
1.9 
2.2 
4.1 

No hospital 
No hospital 
No hospi-Ce.1 
6 5.1 

5? 1.2 

beds 
439 
100 

85 
75 

108 
beds 
beds 
beds 

256 
24 

* Based on 1940 populatioi1. 

.. 

Johnston 
Jones 
Lee 
Lenoir 
Lincoln 
McDowell 
Macon 
Madison 
.Martin 
Mecklenburg 
Mitchell 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Hash 
New Hanover 
Northampton 
Onslow 
Orange 
Pamlico 
Pasquotank 
Pender 
Pe rqu irn.ans 
Person 
Pitt 

' Poli<: 
Randolph 
Ricbmond 
Robeson 
Roe kfagham 
Rowan. 
Rutherford 
Ss.mpson 
Scotland 
Stanly· 
Stokes 
Surry 
Swain 
Transylvania 
•ryrrell · 
Union 
Vance 
Wake 
Warren 
v'Tashingto:ti 
Watauga 
Wayne. 
Wilkes 
Wilson 
YadJ~i.n 

Yancey 

65 .5 
No· hospital 

22 2•7 
22 2"7 
11 3.8 
3$ 1.8 

5 5.4 
No hospital 

52 1.3 
7 4.5 
No hospital 
No hospital 

26 2.6 ' 
8 4.2 
3 6.3 
No hospital 

22 2.? 
No hospital 
No hospital 

30 2.3 
Ho hospital 
?'o hospital 

61 1.0 
62 .9 
27 2 ... 4 
42 1.7 
50 1.4 
30 2.3 
36 1.9 
42 1. 7 
52 1•3 
66 .2 
42 1.7 
16 3."2 

No hospita.l 
17 2.9 

No hospi"tal 
3<5 2 .o 
11 3.8 
52 1.3 
21 2.8 
14 3,3 

No hospital 
No hospital 

36 1.9 
39 1.8 
57 1.2 
17 2.9 

No hospital 
No hospital. 

Source; Unitod States Census and data supplied by the Duke EndO"wrneut. 

35 
beds 

50 
113 
93 
42 
86 

beds 
35 

679 
beds 
beds 

80 
235 
303 

beds 
48 

beds 
beds 

48 
beds 
beds 

25 
57 
") .... 8 
'74 
50 

180 
112 
11? 

58 
9 

3~ 
105 

beds 
122 

beds 
25 
2l 

•50 
83 

358 
beds 
beds 

35 
106 

52 
1':1:8 

beds 
beds 

.. 



RATIO 

Over 3.0 
2.1-3.0 
1.1-2.0 
0.1-1.0 
No beds 

. 

I 

HOSPITAL BEDS PER I, 000 POPULATION 
North Carolina, 1944 

N.C.Agricultural Experiment Station 
DEPARTMENT OF RURAL SOCIOLOGY 

Based ori data from U.S.Bureaii of the Census 
and data supplied bv the Duke Endowmen.t. 



Pap·e 36 
BOSPTIAL BEDS FDR WHITE PERSONS PER 1,000 V'iHITE POPULATION, NORTH CAROLINA,1943• 

County 

NORTH CAROLINA 

Alonw.nce 
Alexander 
Alleghany 
Anson 
Ashe 
Avery 
Beaufort 
Bertie 
Bladen 
Brunswick 
Buncombe 
Burke 
Cabarrus 
Caldwell 
Camden 
Carteret 
Caswell 
Catawba 
Chatham 
Ch0rokoo 
Chowan 
Clay 
Clovoland 
Columbus 
Craven 
Cumberland 
Currituck 
Do.re 
Do.vidson 
Do.vie 
Duplin 
Durham 
Edgecombe 
Forsyth 
Franklin 
Gaston 
Gatos 
Graham 
Gramrillo. 
Greeno 
Guilford 
Halifax 
Ho.rnott 
Hayvrood 
Hendorson 
Hertford 
Hoke 
Hyde 
Iredell 
Jackson 

Rank 

29 

64 
No 
No 

47 
61 

3-
26 

Ratio Number 
beds 

2 .• 6 

.8 
hospital 
hospital 

1.7 
1.1 
6.4 
2.8 

r 
6~ 810 I 

37 i 
bods 
bods 

24 
25 
85 
65 

No hospital bods 
No hospital bods 

20 3.2 36 
10 4~2 386 
16 3.4 122 
38 2.1 106 
49 1.6 53 

No hospital bods 
26 2.8 43 

No ho spH:;o.l bods 
29 2.6 119 
62 '1.0 17 
62 1.0 18 
No hospito.l bods 
No hospital bods 

49 1.6 71 
44 1.9 59 
38 2.1 36 
12 4.0 156 

No hospita.l bods 
No hospital bods 

55 1.3 64 
No hospital beds 
No hospital bods 
1 13.0 674 

42 2.0 46 
4 6.2 5~6 
No hospital bods 

49 1.6 118 
No hospi·ta.l bods 
No hospital bods 

33 2.3 33 
No hospital bods 

23 3.0 363 
21 3.1 77 
35 2.2 70 
38 2.1 70 
10 4.2 100 

No hospital bods 
Wo hospital bods 
Ho hospital bods 
5 5.5 226 

58 1.2 23 

Oounty 

Johnston 
Jones 
Loo 
Lenoir 
Lincoln 
McDowell 
Macon 
Madison 
Martin 
Mecklenburg 
Mitchell· 

, Montgomery 
Moore 
lJash 
Now Hanover 
NorthD.111pton 
Onslow 
Orange 
Pamlico 
Pasquotank 
Ponder 
Perquimans 
Forson 
PH;t 
Polk 
Randolph 
Hichmond 
Ro boson 
Rockingham 
RoiNo.n· 
Rutherford 
So.mp son 
Scotbnd 

. Stc.nly 
Stokes 
Surry 
Swain 
Transylvo.nia 
Tyn:•ell 
Union 
Vanco 
Wake 
Wo.rrcm 
Wo.shington 
Wo.to..uga 
Wayne 
'f\filko s 
~vYilso11 

Yo.ncoy 

Number-­
beds 

65 .6 
No hospital 

21 3.1 
l<.h 3.9 
12 4.0 
47 1.7 

7 5.4 

30 
beds 

41 
91 
8·1 
37 
84 

lifo hospital bods 
29 2.6 35 

5 5.5 594 
No hospital bods 
J\To hospital bods 

25 2.9 62 
7 5.4 1?5 
2 6.7 208 
No hospital bods 

23 3.0 39 
No hospital bods 
No hospital bods 

32 2.5 30 
No hospital 
No hospital 

,.19 1. 6 
55 1.3 
33 2.3 
49 l.6 
49 
29 
38 
45 
58 
66 
35 
18 

1.6 
2,6 
2.1 
1.8 
1.2 

.3 
2.2 

bods 
bods 

25 
42 
24 
66 
40 

131 
96 
99 
47 

9 
26 
96 

No hospital bods 
26 2.8 110 

No hospital bods 
45 1.8 21 

9 4.8 17 
5Ei 
18 3.3 53 
16 3.4 248 

No hospital bods 
lfo hospital bods 

42 2.0 35 
35 2.2 73 
58 1.2 47 
15 3.7 107 

No hospital bods 
No hospital beds 

Source: Duke Endovv.rnont Hospita;L Sto.tis·tics. * Bo.sod on 1940 population. 
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RATIC.1 
Over 3.0 
2.1-3 •. 0 
1.1-2.0 
o; 1-i.o 
No beds 

HOSPITAL BEDS FOR WHITE PERSONS PER 1,000 WHITE POPULATION 
Ndrt~ Carolina, 1943 

. 1· 
N.C.Agricultural Experiment Station 
DEPARTMENT OF RURAL SOCIOLOGY 

Based on data from Duke Endowment Hospital. Statistics 
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HOSPITAL BEDS FDR NEGROES PER l,ooo NEGRO POPULATION,. HORTH CAROLINA,.1943 * 

County 

NORTH CAROLINA 

Alamance 
AJ.exandor 
Alleghany 
Anson 
Ashe 
Avery 
Beaufort 
Bertie 
Bladen 
Brunswick 
Buncombe 
Burke 
Caba'.rrus 
Caldwell 
Camden 
Carteret 
Caswell 
Catawba 
Chatham 
Cherokee 
Chowan 
Clay 
Cleveland 
Columbus 
Craven 
Cumberland 
Currituck 
Dare 
Davidson 
Davie 
Duplin 
Durha..'ll 
Edgecombe 
Forsyth 
Franklin 
Gaston 
Gates 
Gruham 
Granville 
Greene 
Guilford 
Halifax 
Harnett 
Hayvvood 
Henderson 
Hertford 
Hoke 
Hyde 
Iredell 
Jackson 

1i'Jumber ·. Rank lRatio 
beds 

40 

60 
No 
No 

51 
27 

2 
46 

1.7 1,665 

.5 5 
hospital bods 
hospital beds 

l.l 16 
2.1 1 
7.7 2 
1.3 18 

No hospital beds 
No hospital beds 

21 2.4 14 
12 3.1 50 
10 3.8 12 
19 2.5 24 
19 2.5 7 

lfo hospital beds 
25 2.2 6 
No hospital beds 

43 1.4 7 
58 e6 5 

1 16.5 3 
No hospital beds 
Ho hospital beds 

40 1.7 22 
55 .9 13 
15 2.8 39 
31 1.9 39 

No hospital beds 
N"o hospital beds 

43 1.4 8 
No hospital beds 
No hospital beds 
6 5.3 151 

58 e6 16 
3 6. 6 272 
No hospital bods 

40 1.7 . 22 
· No hospital beds 

Wo hospital beds 
51 1.1 16 

No 
21 
57 
46 

4 
10 

llTo 
No 
No 

12 
36 

hospital 
2.4 
.7 

1.3 
5.6 
3.8 

hospital 
hospital 
hospital 

3.1 
1. 8 

beds 
76 
23 
J.5 
5 
8 

beds 
bods 
bods 

30 
1 

'i '.,.;. 

County 

Johnston 
Jones 
Loo 
Lenoir 
Lincoln 
McDowell 
Macon 
Madison 
Martin 
Mecklenburg 
Mitchell 
Montgomer;{ 
Moore 
Nash 
Iifow Hanover 
Northampton 
Onslow 

.Orange 
Pamlico 
Pasquotank 
Pender 
Perquimans 
Person 
Pitt 
Polk 
Randolph 
·Richmond 
_Robeson 
f{ocld.ngham 
Rowan 
Rutherford 
Sampson 
Scotland 
St~mly 
Stokes 
Surry 
Swain 
Transylvania 
Tyrre,11 
Union 
Vance 
\!Yake 
Warren 
Washinc;ton 
Watauga 
Wayne 
Wilkes 
Wilson 
Yadkin 
Yancey 

Rank ,Ratio i lNuxnbor 
r beds 

62 .4 5 
No hospital bods 

40 1.7 9 
50 1.2 22 
16 2e7 9 
16 2.7 5 

9 4.3 2 
No hospital beds 
No hospital beds 

29 2.0 85 
No hospital beds 
No hospital beds 

31 1.9 18 
18 2.6 60 
4 5.6 95 
No hospital beds 

31 1.9 9 
No hospital beds 
No hospH;al beds 

27 2.1 18 
lifo hospital beds 
No hospital beds 
No hospital beds 

60 .5 15 
21 2.4 4 
36 1.s s 
56 • 8 10 
31 1.9 49 
46 1.3 16 
43 1.4 18 
36 1.8 11 

No hospital beds 
51 1.1 13 
24 2.3 9 
No hospital beds 
8 4. 7 12 
No hospi-cal beds 
7 4.8 4 

29 2.0 4 
51 1.1 10 
25 2s2 30 
14 3.0 110 

No hospital beds 
No hospital beds 
No hospital beds 

1±6 1.3 33 
36 1.8 5 
31 l.9 41 

No hospital beds 
No hospital beds 

Source: Duke Endowment Hospital Statistics. * Based on 1940 population. 
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PHYSJCIANS PER 100,,000 POPULAT.ION, NORTH CAROLmA,, 1940 

1940 Number 1940 Number 
County 

Ran:{{ ,. Rati~ 194.0 1 · 1944 . 
Coun·hy 

Rank j Ratio 1940 I 1944 - .. 

NORTH CAROLINA 28 64 2,298 1,, 688 

Alamance 25 66 38 30 Johnston 68 46 29 19 
Alexander 83 37 5 4 Jones 83 37 4 3 
Alleghany 17 72 6 4 Lee 28 64 12 10 
Anson 80 39 11 11 Lenoir 10 78 32 20 
Ashe. 77 40 9 5 Lincoln 56 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 6 6 
Bladen 97 26 7 6 Martin 74 42 11 5 
Brunswick 94 29 5 2 Mecklenburg 4 102 155 120 
Buncombe 1 128 139 80 Mitchell 56 50 8 4 
Burke 34 60 23 16 Montgomery 83 37 6 5 
Cabarrus 19 69 41 33 MooTe 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 Onslo;•r 69 45 s· 6 
Catawba 38 58 30 17 Orange 31 61 14 11 
Chatha.<n 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 5 
Clay 91 31 2 2 Pe rqu :imans 55 51 5 3 
Cleveland 41 57 33 17 Perso11 86 36 9 . 10 
Columbus 56 50 23 18 ' Pitt 28 64 39 21 
Craven l8 70 22 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 l Robeson 37 59 45 31 
Davidson 38 58 31 21 Rockingham 45 55 32 21 
Davie 77 40 6 4 Rowan 38 58 40 31 
Duplin 69 45 18 10 Rutherford 62 48 22 15 
Dur,ha.m 2 115 92 

731 
Sampson 82 38 18 15 

Edgecombe 19 69 34 2·l Soot land 66 47 11. 8 
Forsyth 8 85 107 90 I Stanly 26 67 22 13 
Franklin 44 56 17 10 Stokes 71 44 10 4 
Gaston 45 55 48 471 Surry 19 69 29 23 
Gates 92 30 3 3 l Swain 13 74 9 3 
Graham 66 47 3 lj T ransy 1 va:cii ... 41 57 7 4 
Granville 50 52 15 8 Tyrrell 100 181 l 1 
Greene 82 38 7 6 Union 60 49 19 14 
Guilford 6 96 148 109 Vance 56 50 15 8 
Halifax 62 48 27 25 i Wake 5 97 106 83 
Harnett 50 52 23 15 i 

' 
Warren 80 39 9 7 

Haywood 19 69 24 15 ! Washington 41 57 7 5 
Hendel" son 3 104 27 17 Watauga 4S 55 10 4: 
Hertford 86 36 7 7 I Wayne 19 69 40 37 
Hoke 13 74 11 11 Wilkes 90 33 14 10 
Hyde 12 76 6 4 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: American Medica'i Associ.at:iOn Directory arid 'Dr. Hubert HayWood,,. Ral€lig;h 6 li. c. 



TOTAL 

RATIO 

75 and 
65-74 
55-64 
45-54 
Under 

E 'ment Station N C "'gricultural xper 1 
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''NEGRO PHYSICIANS PER 100,000 :NEGRO POPULATION~ fTORTH CAROLTIITA, J.9Ll4* 

County 

NORTH CAROLJl~A 

Al13.manco 
Alexander 
Alleghany 
Anson 
Ashe 
Avery 
Beaufort 
Bertie 
Bladen 
Brunswick 
Buncombe 
Burke 
Cabarrus 
Caldwell 
Camden 
Carte rot 
Caswell 
Cato.wba 
Chatham 
Chorokoo 
Cho'VYan 
Clay 
Cleveland 
Columbus 
Craven 
Cumberland 
Currituck 
Dare 
Davidson 
Davie 
Duplin 
Durham 
Edgecombe 
Forsyth 
Franklin 
Gs.ston 
Ga.tes 
Graham 
Granville 
Greene 
Guilford 
Hal:i.fa.x 
Harnett 
Haywood 
Henderson 
Hertford 
Hoke 
Hyde 
Iredell 
Jackson 

Rank 

28 

19 

28 

3 

9 
2 

20 

30 
10 
11 

..,. 

8 

12 
40 

4 
39 
13 -
31 

1 
46 
37 

32 

35 

R11ti.o 

14 .. 7 

.. ... 

14.5 
6 •. 7 

37 •. 2 

30. 7 
37.3 

18.4 - ... 

14,0 
28,5 
24.7 

33.9 

24.5 
7.5 

36.5 
7.7 

23.8 

-.,.. -
13.4 

40.4 
6.2 
8.4 .... 
... -\ 

11. 6 

r t.1m e:r:" 
Ph rsic fans 

144; 

2 

1 

2 
1 

6 

3 
1 

1 
-
2 
4 
5 

2 

'7 
2 

15 
l 
3 

2 

13 
2 
1 

1 

1 

County 

Johrrnton 
Jones 
Loo 
Lenoir 
Lincoln 
lvlcDowoll 
Macon 
Madison 
Ms.rt in 
H0cklonburg 
Mitchell 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Nash 
Now Hanover 
l\iorthampton 
Onslow 
Orange 
Pamlico 
Pasquotank 
Pender 
Perq,.iimans 
Person 
Pitt 
Polk 
Randolph 
lUchmond 
Roberion 
Hoc kinghatn. 
Rows.n 
Hutherford 
Sampson 
·Scotland 
Stanly 
Stokes 
Surry 
SwaJ.n 
Trans y 1 vania 
Tyrrell 
Union. 
Vance 
·wake 
Warren 
Washington 
Wa:'cauga 
1Nayne 
Wilkes 
Wilson 
Yadkin 
Yancey 

Rank I Ratio 

41 

23 

14 

34 
22 

6 
48 

7 

18 
33 
43 

.,. 

25 
38 
24 
2'7 

47 
36 

15 
17 
lB 
45 
21 

~G 
6 

29 

- .. 
16.-8 

23•1 

10.7 
17.1 
35.2 

5.7 .. -
.,. -

21.2 
11.0 

6.9 

16.4 
7\8 

16.6 
15.4 

.. -

2J:·. 8 
21.5 
21.7 

6.6 
18.3 

15 .• 8 
35,4 
H,.2 

I '_ ttiiiii'&or­
phi s 1.o ian.e 

1 

3 

. -
10 

l 
·1 
6 
1 

3 

1 
l 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 

1 
l 

2 
3 
8 
1 
1 

4 
l 
3 

Source:·Clyde Donnell~ M. p., Secrota.ry-Treasure:r, Old I>Jorth State Medic.al~ Dents.1 
and Pharmaceutical Society, Inc. , Durham, Worth Caro:)..ina. 

* Includes 15 physicianr; not :i.n ac·bive practice. 



RATIO 
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Unile r 45 

• COUNTIES HAVING ~ESS THAN 
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North Carolina, 1940 , 

I 

N.C.Agricultural Experiment· Stat.ion_ 
DEPARTMENT OF RURAL SOCIOLOGY BASED ON DATA FROM THE AMERICAN MEDICAL ASSOCIATWN DIRECTORY 
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LIVE BIRTHS PER 1,000 :FEMALES 15-44 YEARS OF AGE BY RESIDENCE, NORTE CAROLiiJA, 1940. 

(Exclusive of stillbirths) 

I · I l Nor;:-r- t · I ~ · I I Non 
~~C-ou_n_L_~Y~~~~P-~_x_~~l~r-o_t_a_l~l-~_~_0_iL_~_e~,_1_~_ni_'t_o~~C-o~u-~--~-!-.~~~-·f Ea~t Totalt 1fuite, ~it: 
WORTH CAEOL11\JA 34 

Ala.mance 
Alexander 
Allep;hany 
Anson 
Ashe 
l\very 
Beaufort 
Bertie 
Braden 
Brunswick 
Buncombe 
Burke 
Cabarrus 
Ce1ldvre11 
Ca'llden 
Ca:r·t(~ret 

Csswell 
Ca-t.r,'P.'ba 
Cha+.ham 
Chsr::.ikee 

Cl'\/ 
C} ce;veland 
CC· Lrr bu .s 

Cur1bc-:·rland 
Curr:~t~,ck 

Da:::-e 
Da·J.i.dson 
Dav:i..e 
DtI '(;~Liil .. ,,, . .., 

E CL)i, {-_~ c c1n be 
ll'\;._,,~,, ~:;rt}1 

~:1'l-..':JvT.>:1:in 

Cr ra~_:.ctrr1 

Hydf~ 

In· .:ie,J.l 
Jf•.c 1 ;~.scn 

17 
79 
30 
7 6 
56 

100 
45 
98 
96 
88 
9 

20 
11 
89 
18 
34 
81 
38 
26 
87 
54 
64 
33 
94 
29 
32 

1 
8 

22 
45 
66 

2 
47 

35 
15 
77 
91 
51 
85 

5 
79 
65 
49 
42 
56 
59 
70 
16 
82 

90.0 

81. 6 
ill. l 

88.2 
110.7 
102.3 
13802 
95.0 

129.2 
126.l 
117.3 

71.4 
84.3 
74.3 

ll8.2 
82. 8 
90.5 

113.2 
91. 6 
86.4 

116. 6 
102.1 
101±. 4 

89 .o 
123.2 

87.4 
88.6 
58.7 
70.7 
84.7 
95.0 

105.7 
65.2 

66.9 
91.3 
78.6 

111.0 
118.8 
99.4 

116.0 
67 .1 

:Lll.J. 
104.6 
99.0 
93 •. 5 

102.3 
102~8 
107.8 

78.3 
113.9 

--·-~-- ---.....------

85.4 101.6 

76.7 
106.0 
91.0 

100.6 
102.0 
13892 

86.2 
90.3 

115.4 
101.4 

76.6 
85.4 
75.2 

121.2 
64.5 
90.6 
90.6 
92.4 
69.7 

114. 6 
90.1 

105.5 
85.2 

116.0 
81.1 
91.2 
58.0 
72 .o 
84.9 
86.8 

102.6 
61.0 
77.0 
69.4 
70.8 
81.4 
72.1 

119.8 
80.9 

101.1Q 8 
69.4 
76.7 
99.2 

100.0 
94.7 
71. 8 
75.3 
8·4.5 
75.9 

119.2 

104.5 
174.l 

15.2 
121.0 
120.5 
133.3 
109.3 
161.8 
141.2 
148. 7 
46.4 
71.4 
70.2 
82.3 

lll.3 
89.8 

140.5 
84.9 

123.0 
280.0 ! 

116. '/; 

in.7 l 
102. 71 
137. 8 I 
95.3 l 
')'1.1. ] I 
~o:i 
56.9 
83. 7 

111.3 
72.2 

111. 8 
62 .4 

l~~o. s 

Johnston 
Jones 
Lee 
Lenoir 
Lincoln 
McDowell 
Eacon 
Madison 
Martin 
l'!lec klenbui:·g 
Mitchell 
Montgomery 
Moore 
l.'ifash 
J'few T.-Ianover 
Uorthampton 
Onslow 
Orang;e 
Pam1ico 
Pasquotank 
PenS,er. 
Perqu :ir:18,.11.s 
Person 
Pitt 
D ·1 ·1,.,. 
.I. 0-..t: .. 

Pandolph 
I'iclrrn.on.d 
Hobeson . 
Rocki?1g;ham 
11.owarr 
Rutherford 
Sampson 
Scotland 
Stanly 
Stokes 

62.81 Surry 
156.8 Swain 
?8• 9 ! Transylvania 

118.4 Tyrrell 
131.0 Union 
59.0 Vance 

1·11. 6 I Wake 
118. 5 11 Vfa.rren 

66. 7 Washing;ton 
81.11 Watauga 

125.1 ~~ayne 

120. 81 Viilkes 
11±3. 7 ·11n1son 

8.8.41 Yadkin 
47.9 Yancey 
·-.. --.-. ---~-.......---· 

Source~ United States Vital Statistics, 1940. 

53 
63 
58. 

25 
28 
50 
77 
61 
72 

7 
90 
26 
19 
69 
13 
7J. 

8"1 
3 

85 
31 
61 
47 
44 
23 
43 
93 
12 

6 
40 
74 
37 
14 
68 
52 
99 
67 
55 
73 
~;l 

10 
94 
75 
60 
21 
83 
39 
35 
97 

101.5 
103.7 
102.7 
86.l 
87.3 
99,3 

111.0 
103.2 
108.8 

68.9 
ll8. 6 
86.4 
83. 6 

107.4 
76.9 

108.6 
121.0 

85. 6 
115.2 

66.7 
lH:i.O 
88.5 

103.2 
95.6 
9·'.i:.5 
85.3 
94.3 

122.0 
?'5.6 
68.3 
92.5 

109.4 
91.4 
77.5 

106.2 
101.4 
J.30. <'.b 
106. l 
102.2 
10899 
93.3 
73. 6 

123.2 
ll0.4 
103.0 

84.6 
115.0 
92.4 
91.3 

128. 6 

100.2 
100.3 
100.0 

76.2 
85.5 

100.2 
113. 6 
102.7 
90.4 
69. l 

118.4 
79.2 
81.8 
90.4 
73.l 
64.2 

106.6 

106.3 
108.1 
109.2 
99.1 
98. 9 
88.5 
28.8 

145.8 
129.0 

6i3.6 
150.0 
110. 8 

87.8 
131.6 

83 • 11 
138.0 
162.3 

70.6 ll8.7 
98.9 147.7 
54.l 
98.6 
72.6 
92 .. 2 
8:~. 5 
90.8 
83.3 
95.4 

100.4 

67.7 
90.2 

105.7 
86.,1 
80. 6 

105.1 
io;:~ .o 
114.4· 
111.2 

101.3 
7G.4 
65.1 
78.4 
840. 8 

103.9 
83 .o 

115.4 
80.2 
92.4 

129,3 

8t1. 6 
135.6 
106.8 
123.l 
108.6 
117.3 
10~;.4 

92.2 
139 0 8 
76~.4 
70. '1 

106;:3 
llG.O 
95.8 
56.9 

117.2 
91.<l: 

23704 
;)? • 0 

134.4 
3_3;3t1 
113.3 
90.6 

149.3 
145.9 
50.0 
86.5 

llO. l 
109.2 

'10. 2 
58.8 
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· 1 n a, 1940 
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NlJl·JB~R .AND PERCENT OF LIVE BIRTHS OCCURRnTG rn HOSPITALS, NORTH CAROLINA, 1940. 

County Rank Percent Number County Rank Percent Number 
' 

--

NORTH CAROLINA 25 24.2 19 ,'-134 

Alamance 10 36. 7 461 Johnston 68 7.9 123 
Alexander 77 5.9 20 Jones 58 11.1 29 
Alleghany 93 3.2 5 Lee 34 20.8 97 
Anson 62 10.l 75 Lenoir 24 26.0 249 
Ashe 85 4.5 23 Lincoln 18 29.1 144 
Avery 17 30.4 J.23 McDovrell 13 33.9 184 
Beaufort 28 23.2 196 Macon 68 7.9 30 
Bertie 48 14. 6 113 Madison 85 4.5 23 
Bladen 79 5.1 39 I\'Iartin 75 6.3 41 
Brunswick 41 18.0 8]. Mecklenburg; 3 62.0 1,887 
Buncombe 8 40.4 837 Mitchell 89 ·1.2 18 
Burke 5 47.6 398 Montgomery 75 6.3 20 
Columbus 6 44.3 527 Moore 27 24.0 149 
Caldwell 25 24.3 242 Wash 31 21.7 318 
Cac!lden 67 8.1 8 New Hanover 1 89.5 904 
Carteret 12 35 .. 3 138 l:Jo rthrunpton 70 7.2 50 
Caswell 71 6.7 34 Onslow 83 1.J:. 6 22 
Catc:wba 11 35.9 437 Orange 21 27.7 132 
Chatham 61 10.4 50 Parnlico 97 2.5 6 
Cherokee 49 14.4 71 Pasquo·t;ank !J,7 14.9 51 
Chowan 99 2.2 6 Pender 60 10.6 <1:7 
Clay 96 2.8 4 Perquimans 90 4.1 8 
Cleveland 20 28.4 364 Person 50 14.3 88 
Columbus 33 20.9 269 Pitt 64 9.,G 11),l 
Craven 51 14.1 9L1 

' :<: Polk 30 22.1 58 
cu~rrberland 29 23.1 289 :Randolph 25 24.3 230 
Currituck 56 ll.5 10 Richmond 59 10.9 95 
Dare 52 :j.~'l. 0 13 11ob8son ,16 16.l 358 
Davidson <12 17.6 201 Rocld.ngham 35 19.7 221 
Davie 42 17.G 56_ Rowan 19 28oLJ: 346 
Duplin ·- 73 6.5 6-(); Rutherford 38 4.4 ·J5 
Durham 2 65.4 1,020 Sampson 80 5.0 60 
Edgecombe ,14 17 .1 203 Scotland 65 8.7 45 
Forsyth 4 60.0 1,1;;70 Stanly 16 32.6 213 
Franklin 78 5.3 ~)5 Stokes 82 4.9 27 
Gaston 37 18.3 3<~9 Su:rr:r 53 12. 6 129 
Gates 85 ·1.fi 11 Svrain 09 19.0 68 
Graham 100 1.2 2 T re.nsylvania 38 19.2 56 
Granville 71 6.7 1.16 Tyrrell G3 9.9 13 
Grecme 80 5.0 ·25 Union 66 8~5 8·01 
Gunford 7 43.0 1,253 Vartce '-10 18. 6 130 
Halifax 36 J.9.5 2tll Wake 9 38.0 838 
Ha:rnet I~ 54 12 .4 137 lNarron 93 3.2 20 
Hayvmod 15 33.0 270 1Jashinr;ton 91 ;5. 6 11 
Hen do rs on 23 26.l 152 Watnuga 22 26.9 llO 
Eed;fo:~d 95 3.0 14 Yfa;yne 56 ll.5 144 
I~oke 97 ') ~ 

"'. 0 
9 Wilkos 55 12.3 137 

Eyd·3 73 6.5 12 Wilson 32 21.2 252 
Iredell 14 ;33 e3 325 Yadkin 45 16.8 ?2 
Jackson 92 3.5 17 Yancey 83 4.6 22 

--

Source: United States Vital S-tatistics, 1940. 



PERCENTAGE OF LIVE BIRTHS OCCURRING IN HOSrlTALS 
.NORTH CAROL I NA, 1940 

PERCENTAGE 

~~-;~d up I 
10·19 

5 ~ 9 

O'- 4 

~.C.Agri~ultural Experiment Station 
DEPARTMENT OF RURAL SOCIOLOGY 

Based on data from U.S.Bureau of the Census· 
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PERCENTAGE OF LI'JE BIRTHS NOT ATTENDED BY PHYSICIANS, NORTH CAROLINA, 19L_J;O. 

. County Rank I Percent l:lfum~~+,..,...,_c_o_ur_1t.,..,~-'.....----.....-..i.....P..,..a_n_k_ • ....._P_o_· r_c_e..,.·,J~1·t,_;..,j I_<Ju_mb_e_r_· _ 

NORTH CAROLINA 

Alamance 
Alexander 
Alleghany 
Anson 
Ashe 
Avery_ 
Beaufort 
Bertie 
Bladen 
Brunswick 
Buncombe 
Burke 
Cabarrus 
Caldwell 
Camden 
Carteret 
Caswell 
Catawba 
Chatham 
Cherokee 
Cho~"J"an 

Clay 
Cleveland 
Columbus 
Craven 
Cumberland 
Currituck 
Dare 
Davidson 

·Davie 
Duplin 
Durham 
Edgecombe 
Forsyth 
J1'ranklin 
Gaston 
Gatos 
Graham 
Granville 
Groene 
Guilford 
Hal:if-ax 
Harne-l:;t 
Hayvmod 
Hondorson 
Hertford 
Hoke 
Hydo 
Iredell 
Jackson 

43 

5 
23 
10 
89 
75 
69 
67 
98 
87 
96 
20 
28 
27 
13 
92 
33 
61 
26 
44 
71 
80 
44 
41 
88 

51 
GO 
38 

1 
18 
56 
16 
82 

2 
62 
12 
95 
66 
34 
54 

8 
90 
46 

6 
22 
72 
97 
86 
31 
47 

24,9 20,063 

3.3 
11.3. 

4.D 
55.5 
42~5 

40,5 
39.9 
64,6 
49.9 
61$2 
10.5 
13.4 
12,l 

7.1 
57,6 
17. 4, 
36 .. 0 
12 .o 
25,7 
40.7 
L13 9 2 
25.7 
22,8 
52.5 
42.8 
29,0 
35,6 
21.0. 
1.2 

10,l 
30.8 

8.9 
44.6 
2.3 

36,5 
6,0 

60.4 
39.4 
17.8 
29.9 
I L1.3 
55,G 
27,4 
3. •1: 

ll .. 1 
~w.e 

63.4 
'~:8. 6 
16,1 
28.l 

~2 

38 
7 

414 
215 
164 
337 
501 
385 
276 
218 
112 
144 

71 
57 
68 

182 
146 
123 
200 
120 I 

37 
292 
676 
286 
363 
31 
21 
21 
32 

303 
139 
528 

5? 

J.08 
148 

G5 
123 
150 
12li: 
G32 
302 

28 
65 

189 
227 

90 
157 
135 

Johnston 
Jop_es 
tee 
Lenoir 
Lincoln 
McDowell 
Macon 
Madison 
Martin 
MecklBnburg 
Mitehell 
I'fontgone ry 
Moore 
Wash 
New Hanover 
Hort ha.mp-con 
Onslow 
Ors.rtge 
Pa"Ti.l:i.co 
Pasquotank 
Pendo:t 
Perquimans 
Person 
}~itt 

Polk 
Randolph 
Richmond 
Robeson 
Rocl-:ingham · 
Rovm:n 
Rutherford 
S&"'Ytpson 
Scotland 
Stanly 
Stolces 
Surl'y 
S .. vVftin 

Tro.nsylvania 
Tyrrell 
Union 
Vance 
Wake 
Warran 
Washington 
Wataug0, 
Wayne 
Wilkos 
Wilson 
Yadkin 
Y~mooy 

Sourco: United States Vital Statisties, 191.i:O. 

42 
70 
40 
74 
23 

9 
52 
83 
84 

3 
64 
50 
52 
58 

4 
99 
48 
32 
76 
81 
91 
85 
29 
73 
49 
17 
[-)? 

68 
15 
19 
29 
77 
93 
11 
14 
25 
43 
21 
65 
35 
79 
37 

100 
94 
36 
39 
5·1 
59 

7 
63 

22,9 
40.6 
22,5 
42.1 
11.3 
4,4 

29,6 
45,2 
47o5 
2.6 

36,9 
28.8 
29.6 
32.8 
3.1 

68.8 
23,;3 
16~6 

42.6 
44.2 
56.9. 
47.9 
13.5 
40,9 
28.5 
9.3. 

31. l 
40.2 
8.6 

10.3 
13.5 .. 
42.8 
58s9 

,1. 6 
'7 <') 

j • (..., 

11.9 
25.t± 
11.0 
38.2 
19.9 

20,8 
7,;i, 2 
59,0 
20.3 
22.2 
29.9 
35,0 

4.0 
36.7 

355 
106 
105 
403 

56 
24 

112 
232 
311 

78 
157 

92 
184 
480 
3]. 

476 
136 

79 
103 
151 
252 

93 
83 

601 
75 
88 

271 
893 

96 
125 
138 
517 
304 

30 
40 

122 
91 
32 
50 

197 
301 
459 
,160 
181 

83 
~78 
333 
416 

17 
177 



PERCENTAGE OF LI VE BIRTHS NOT ATTENDED BY PHYSIC I ANS 
NORTH CAROLINA,19ij0 

P.ERCENTAGF 
50 and up• 
40~49.9 

30~39.9 

20-29.9 
10-19.9 
Under -10 \, ~.;.:.-.-.. 

.. 

N.C.Agricultural Experiment Station 
DEPARTMENT OF RURAL SOCIOLOGY Based on dat~ from U.S.Bureau of the Census 



PERCENTAGE OF ILLEGITIMATE LIVE BIRTHS, HORTH CAROLINA~ 1940 

-
Total \Jlihite Nonwhite. ! 'rot al 1Jlfhite !Nonwhite 

County 
Rankt 

County 

~of 
.. 

rd % % % % /0 lo 

NORTH CAROLINA 57 8-.l 2.6 19.6 

Alamance 3? ., 5.2 1.7 l'7 .o Johnston 40 6.0 2.1 19.2 
Alexander 66 9.0 4.7 41.0 Jones 70 9.9 4.2 16.7 
Alleghany 11 3.0 3.0 • - Lee 62 s.s 2.5 22.4 
Anson $4 13.2 2.6 22.2 Lenoir 93 13.l 3.1 23.5 
Ashe 19 3.9 3.7 14.3 Lincoln 38 5.7. 2.8 22.1 
A;rery 27 4.8 4.8 - ,. McDowell 35 .s.4 3.8 25,0 
Beaufort 83 11.7 2.1 23.9 Macon 8 2.s 2.s --
Bertie 68 9,7 2.4 13.1 iviadison 20 4.0 1.0 --
Bladen 62 8.8 3 h .o 15.1 Martin 80 11.5 2el 18.8 
B runswick 91 12.6 3e9 25.3 Mecklenburg 67 9.3 1.8 26.5 
:q=µncombe 27 4.8 2 .? 20.s Mitchell 4 2.4 2.4 .. .. 
Burke 19 3.9 3.l .. 13.8 Montgomery 74 10.,1 3.1 28.0 
Cabarrus 41 6.1 3.3 20.5 Moore 62 B.8 1.6 23.4 
Caldwell u 3.0 2.7 8.6 Nash 90 12.4 3.9 20.9 
Grunden 75 11.0 3.8 17.9. Hew Hanover 84 11.s 1 .. 9 25.8 
Carteret 36 5.6 2 .• 5 .. , 2.1.s Nor-chmnpton 88 l2o3 1.8 15.7 
Caswell 68 9,7 1. '1 lB.1 Onslow 8'1 12.1 1.9 31.4 
Catawba 25 4.7 3.7 1LJ:o3 Orange 112 6.4 1.5 12.7 
Chatham 78 11.3 5.6 18.5 Pa:mlico 59 8.4 3.0 15.Ll 
Cherokee 16 3.5 3 .4: 60 7. Pasquotank t18 7.0 1.8 11.5 
Chowan 99 16.0 2.2 

. 
28.6 Pender 7"' 11.l 1.4 19.3 I .Q 

Clay 6 2.6 2.6 - - Perquimans 81 11.G 2.3 18,8 
Cleveland •1t?. 6.4 2.1 F.O Person 34 5.3 2.5 8,,9 
Columbus 49 7.1 2.0 16.0 Pitt 88 12.3 2.2 20.7 
Craven 97 14e5 4.0 25.9 Pollt 71 10.0 6,8 25.0 
Cumberland 55 7.6 1.9 1801 Randolph 23 1co 6 3.1 15.9 
@l.1rrituck 22 4.2 - .. U.4 Richmond 73 10.J. J..9 26.2 
Dare 2 2.1 1.1 J.(' r7 0o I Robeson 76 lLl 3.6 15.6 
Davidson 30 <1.9 2.6 23.l Rockingham 31 5.1 1.9 17 .1 
Davie 14. 3 •11 1.9 9.2 Rowan 46 6,5 2 "" .o 22.9 
Duplin ' 42 6.4 1.1 15. G Rutherford 47 G.7 3.4 24,2 
Durham 94 13,2 2.8 27. ~) Sampson 53 7. f5 1.8 17.4 
Edgecombe 100 18.8 2.7 28.6 Scotland 85 11.9 2.6 19.l 
Forsyth 86 12.0 2.3 30.8 Sto.nly 16 3,5 l.8 l9o0 
Franklin 42 6.4 1.7 10.s Stokos 1 1.8 1.2' 6.9 
Gaston 32 5.2 3.0 21.6 Surry 4 2.4 1,9 11.9 
Gates 51 7.3 11.3 Swain ·-~ ..'..bo 7 1.5 5.9 .. - '~ tl 
Graham 3 2.3 2.4 - .. Tra1'l.S~rlvania· 14 3. <b 3.1 l·~.3 
Granville 57 8.1 1.8 12.4 Tyrrell 36 .. ,, ... 11.8 ;) • 0 .. 
Greeno 60 8,6 1.8 16.3 Union 5'7 8.1 208 20.9 
Guilford 50 7.2 3.2 22,,8 Vance 52 7.4 2.2 11.4 
Halifax 78 ll.3 2.8 15.4 Wake 61 8~7 1. 7 18.7 
Harnett 27 4.8 2.0 12 .o Warren 53 7.5 2.6 9.1 
Hay;vood 23 4.6 4.4 lG.8 Wash ing·bon 96 13. 8 " ') ~ ae.;.. 22.9 
Henderson 39 5.8 3.9 28.9 Wa·bauc;a 10 2,9 2. '7 25.0 
Hertford 62 8.8 0,7 12.3 Wayne 81 11.6 2.8 21.7 
Hoke 98 15.5 1.9 20.9 Wilkes 6 2e6 1. '7 14.7 
Hyde 71 10.0 4.4 15.2 Wilson 92 1~; :9 1.6 24.3 
Iredell 56 8,0 2.8 26e0 Yadkin 8 2,8 2.3 15.0 
Jackson 18 3.6 3.1 17.6 Yancey 13 r? '? v •f.J 3.0 33.3 

Source: United States Vital Statistics. 
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DEATHS PER 100, 000 POPULATION BY PHmCIPAL CAUSE, 
UNITED STATES, 1940 

.. -
Rate 

Principal cause of death -

TOTAL DEATHS 

Typhoid,paratyphoid fever 
Cerebrospinal meningitis 
Scar le.t fever 
lN'noopinh cough 
Diphtberia 
Tuberculosis,pulmonary 
Tuberculosis ,other forms 
Malaria 
Syphilis 
Poliomyelitis,polioencephalitis 
Cancer & other malignant tumors 
Acute rhuematic fever 
Diabetes mellitus 
Exophthal ic go it er 
Pellagra (except alcoholic) 
Intercranial lesions of vascular 

Total 

1,076.39 

1.10 
.53 
.51 

2.22 
1.11 

42.2l 
3.68 
1.10 

14.43 
.78 

120.25 
1.31 

26.59 
2.78 
l.61 

90.95 
Diseases of ear,nose,throat 5.32 
Chronic rhuematic heart diseases 20. 83 
Disease of coronary arterios,anp;ina 77 .06 
Diseases of ho art ,other forms 19,1. 65 
Influenza,pnemnonia-all forms ?0.27 
Ulcer of stomach,duodenum 6.80 
Diarrhea, enteritis 7.63 
Appendicitis 9o87 
Hernia, intestinal obstruct ion 9. 02 
Corrhosis of tho livor 8.57 
Diseases of tho gall bladder 
Nephritis 
Puerperal septicemia 
Other puorpor:al causes 
Congenital malforma':;ion 
Premature birth 
Suicide 
Homicide 
Motor ve:hicle accidents 
Other accidents 
Deaths from all other causes 

5.99 
81.53 
2.75 
3.99 
9. rJS 

24.57 
B.36 

6.23 
2 6. 20 

132.22 

I Nonwhite 

1, 3 82. 79 

3.20 
• 62 
.26 

5.91 
1.78 

116. 60 
ll.36 

5.57 
54.29 

.54 
78.43 

2.57 
17.90 
1.90 
6.34 

111. 71 
7.52 

211,43 
3,1. 31 

189. 71 
125.39 

6.41 
16.H 
10.39 
10.95 
5. T7 
2.52 

124.72 
6. 2 8 

10.53 
6.15 

37.51 
4. 63 

33.33 
2;3. 76 
53.43 

229.92 

Source: United States Vital Statistics, 1940. 

I 

Ratio of 
Nonwhite 
to White 

. :ciate 
:"!"" 

133 

372 
l19 

48 
328 
173 
346 
404 
944 
548 

67 
63 

220 
65 
66 

593 
126 
148 
120 

42 
97 

193 
94 

242 
106 
124 

65 
40 

16:3 
2G7 
325 

59 
163 

30 
1,058 

90 
ll4 
190 

Rate -Rural 

982 .54 

1.53 
.57 
• 60 

3.16 
1.56 

38.17 
• 3.10 

1.94 
13.32 

.92 
92.35 
1.27 

19.31 
2.27 
2.43 

89 .17 
5.33 

18. 87 
57.40 

160. ·'12 
~ 7 5. 85 

5.10 
9.76 
8.40 
7 .71 
5.28 
L'.b.57 

78.37 
2.79 
4.78 
9.66 

24.25 
12.03 
5.70 

25.73 
46.66 

142.22 

of I Ratio 
Rural to 

Urban 
Rate 

86 

201 
116 
140 
211 

. 205 
84 
75 

431 
87 

137 
65 
95 
60 
72 

246 
97 

100 
84 
62 
73 

115 
63 

163 
76 
77 
48 
65 
93 

102 
Hl · 
94 
98 
75 
86 
97 
97 

114 



DEATHS PER 100 ,000 POPULATION BY Fii.INC IPAL CAUSE, 
NORTH CAROLINA, 1940. 

Pae:e 51 
0 . 

··· · - ...,.......;..,..;...--~~atio-of !Ratio of 
Hate Nonwhite Ra·c.:.._IRural to 

Principal cause of death .. r Hr<r-n·. -. -. - to ~'.'hite ..,.-.., __ ..,..,... Urban 

------.----...---..,,.-...~....- . . . . . . . 1-.~rl~~~~ .. ,..... _1..,.t_,i:.i.t...,. _e...,...,__..__,...,....n_u_:r_a_l_ .... 1 __ ._H_a·_t_e_. 

TOTAL DEATHS 893.26 1,160.07 

Typhoid,paratyphoid fever 
Cerebrospinal menin[;itis 
Scarlet fev-e:r 
Wn.ooping cou2;h 
Diphtheria 
Tube:rculosis,pulmonary 
Tuberculosis,other forms 
Malaria 
Syphilis 
Poliomyel:i..tic, polioencephal it is 
Cancer & other malie;:ne,nt tl1mors 
Acute rheumatic fever 
Diabetes mell:i.tus 
Exophthalic goiter 
Pellagra( except alcoholic) 
Intercranial lesions of vascular 
Diseases o.f ear, nose, throat 

l.06 
.62 
.28 

2.52 
3.00 

41.77 
3.25 
1. 68 

12 .38 
.45 

58.57 
1~88 

14.08 
1.18 
4.68 

88.59 
6. e~5 

Chronic rheumatic heart disoaso,s 14. 70 
Disoc,so of oororwry arter.ies;mgina 37. G6 
Diseases of heart,other f'orHlS 113.90 
Influenza,:rinoumonia-all forms '15.15 
Ulcer of stomach or duodenum 3.56 
Diarrhea, onto r it is 13. '72 
Appendicitis 6.27 
Hernia, intostir1al obstruction 5. ?7 
CerrhosLs of the liver 1.31 
Diseases of the gall bladder 2.69 
Nephritds 96.12 
Puerper-~r~ sopt:i.c:emin ;5. 70 
Other puerper·al causes 7. 84 
Congenital malfonnation ~1.58 

Premature birth 37 .21 
Suicide 8.15 
Homicide 
Motqr vehicle ace idents 
Other accidon-ts 
Dea·l~hs from all othor caur;os 

10.86 
28.:36 
3 (). 93 

134.00 

Source: Unitod States Vital Statist:i.cs, 1940. 

1.4~) 

J..00 
.30 

5.08 
r.;,. 89 

93. 83 

2.69 
3 2. 67 

• 60 

3.09 
12 •. 75 
1.20 
4.18 

111.36 
8.37 

18.3~:5 

126.30 
108. 6'i' 

~') .39 
~-~3 o3l 

G.18 
7.97 
3 • 119 
l.OO 

127.79 
6.57 

12. 9f) 

7.77 
48.11 
2.59 

28.39 
27.09 
113. 83 

193.93 

147 

166 
213 
lll 
33.4 

95 
438 
619 
209 
7~16 

154 
86 

221 
8'1 

103 
86 

H:O 
13L:l: 
138 

46 
116 
175 

94 
2;34 

98 
162 

75 
30 

153 
256 
222 

76 
HE) 

25 
708 

94 
128 
175 

• 89 
• 6~) 
.19 

2.?3 
3.27 

35. 80 
2. 69 
;,.; • 00 

10.09 
.42 

51.74 
2.08 

12.09 
1.00 
[:) .24 

• 83. 50 
6.93 

].5.09 

107.07 
74.88 
3.04 

15.09 
5 0 t-13 
s. ;~o 
3.20 
2.04 

91.13 

7. {]2 
9. 82 

3 6.38 
6.93 
7.d2 

26. 03 
3C:i.15 

135.90 

82 

58 
168 
37 

140 
145 

62 
57 

244 
55 
82 
6? 

156 
62 
61 

165 
sr.; 

105 
111 

.51 
81 
99 
62 

150 

71 

46 

10·:1: 
99 

110 

61 
,11 

75 

105 
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. ._ .. INFANT DEATHS PER 1,000 LIVE BIRTHS BY COLOR, 
UH ITED STATES .AHD NORTH CAROLTI.iT.A.*, 1915-1942. 

Total v\'hite l Nonwhite 
Year i u. s. N. ..., . u. s. I N. c .. u. s. N. c • \j. 

I 
! 

1942 40.4 48.3 
I 

64.6 63.7 37.3 41.4 I 

1941 45.3 59,7 41.2 49.9 I 74.8 80.5 
1940 4790 57.6 43.2 4:9. 8 ! 73.8 73.8 
1939 48.0 59.l 44.3 51.2 

I 
74,2 75.5 

1938 51.0 68.6 47.1 59.9 79.l 87 .4 
1937 54.4 65.5 50.3 56,5 83.2 84. 6 
1936 57.1 68.9 52.9 59.9 I 87.G 88.6 
1935 55.? 68.8 51.(1 59.6 i 83.2 88.5 
1934 60.1 77.9 54.5 67. 2 

I 

94.4 101.1 
1933 58.1 G6.0 52,8 55.0 9ili. 3 89.8 
1932 57.6 66.5 i:- <;:: f7 57.2 86.2 87.2 Ou• t'J 

1931 61.6 72.9 57.4 GO;O 93,1 102.2 
-1930 64.6 78.6 60.1 67.1 99.9 105,1 
1929 67,G 79.l 63.2 66.6 

I 
102 .2 106,9 

1928 68.? 85.'7 64.0 75 .~) 106,2 108.8 
1927 64. 6 79.1 60. 6 65.8 100.1 108.9 
1926 73.3 82.3 70.0 71.1 

I 
111. s 107.2 

1925 71.7 78.8 G8.3 67.0 no. s 104.9 
1924 70.8 82.3 66.8 69,9 112.9 109.9 
1923 77.1 81.0 73 .5 69.8 

I 
117.4 105.7 

1922 76.2 79.5 73.2 69. 6 no.o 101.5 
1921 75.6 75.0 72.5 66,2 I 108.5 94.8 
1920 85.8 84,9 82 el 73~1 

! 
131. 7 112.6 

1919 86.6 84.3 83.0 73.9 130.5 108.8 
1918 100.9 101.8 97.4 84.8 161.2 139.5 
1917 93.8 99.6 90.5 84,8 150.? 133. l 
1916 101.0 99.0 184.9 
1915 99o9· 98,6 181.2 

INFANT DEATHS PER 1,000 LIVE BIRTIIS BY RES IDENCE**AND COLOR, 
TJlHTED STATES AND lJORTH CAEOLINA, 1940. 

Total VJhite Nonwhite 
Residence 

u. s. N. c. U~ S • • l H. C .. . u. s. N., c .. 

'11 0rAL 47.0 57.6 43.2 49.8 73. 8 73.8 

HURA.L 50 .. l 57.7 /±5. 9 51.6 73,4 70.l 
URBAN 4Lle4 57.2 41.l 44.4 74.4 86.2 

90.0 81.,i: 
83. 8 
88.5 

6<l:,O 91.2 

2,500 - 9,999 
I 

53.4 54.5 
10,000 - 2·'1,999 48. 1± 63.3 
25,000 - 99,999 I 45.1 58.1 
i00,000 and over 39.3 45.7 

50.2 116.2 
54,6 
,n.o 

3 6.1 26. l 

* Place of occurance,1915-38; placE;J of residence,1L39-42. *':' Place of residence. 
Source: United State-s Vital Statistics. 
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INFANT DEATHS PER 1,000 LIVE BIRTHS, NORTH CAROLINA, 1940 

County 

NORTH CAROLINA 

Alamamce 
Alexander 
Alleghany 
Anson 
Ashe 
Avery 
Boaµfort 
Bertie 
Bladen 
Brunswick 
Buncombe 
Burke 
Cabarrus 
Caldwell 
Camden 
Carteret 
Caswell 
Catawba 
Chatham 
Cherokee 
Chowan 
Clay 
Cleveland 
Columbus 
Craven 
Cumberl8.nd 
Currituck 
Dare 
Davidson 
Davie 
Duplin 
Durham 
Edgecombe 
Forsythe 
Franklin 
Gaston 
Gates 
Grah8Jll 
Granville 
Greene 
Guilford 
Halifax 
Harnett 
Haywood 
Henderson 
Hertford 
Hoke 
Hyde 
Iredell 
Jackson 

Total 

RankjRate 

53 57.6 

3 29.5 
2 26. 7 

93 82. 8 
( 39· 52.3 

89 79 .1 
71 66. 7 
94 82.9 
84 73 .5 
76 70.0 
73 68. 7 
25 47.7 

4 31.1 
69 65. 6 
22 47.3 
99 101.0 
75 69 .1 
23 47.4 
40 52.5 
11 41. 8 
17 ':j:ll. 7 
78 71. 9 
95 83 .3 
43 53.1 
79 72 .3 
47 55.3 
31 4:9~6 

91 80.5 
10 40.0 
51t 58. 6 
51 56.G 
46 54.8 
42 52.6 
80 72. 6 
86 76.8 
81 73ol 
20 45.tl 
98 98.0 

7 36.4 
16 43.5 
ll 41. 8 
27 48.l 
57 59.7 
62 61.6 
33 50.l 
14 42.9 
87 7708 
24 47.5 
1±<1. 54 .1 
77 71. 8 
66 64. 6 

,___,.._ 

White lifonwhite I 
County 

Rate Rate 

49.8 73.8 

?. 27.9 ./:, .. 8 
30.2 
76.9 1~000.0 
40.9 61.9 
78.6 100.0 
67.3 
67.5 102.7 
36.4 90.7 
79.7 58.5 
54.1 88e5 
46.l 60o3 
30.7 36,3 
56.4 112.2 
47.9 37.0 
85.1 115.4 
66.7 82.0 
LW. 7 52. G 
51.7 60.3 

:±6.0 
67.2 76.4 
83.9 
58.5 37.3 
70.5 75.3 
43.7 67.5 
50. G :17 .5 
89.3 6'1•5 
32 ,3 .B,2 o 8 
57.1 70.9 
·13. 7 106. l 
60.8 45.2 
37.8 72.8 
67.4 75.8 
52.0 126.7 
66.7 78.4 
40.9 78.0 
69. 8 113 .2 
31.l 250.0 
42.1 44.4 
38.5 45.5 
<15 .o 60.3 
26.9 75.5 
50.2 86.5 
1±8. 6 125.0 
39.0 88.9 
50.4 89.5 
38.5 51.2 
22.7 82.5 
59.1 116.8 
53.8 400.0 

1 Johnston 
Jones 
Lee 
Lenoir 
Lincoln 
McDowell 
Macon 
Madison 
Mar-t~in 

Mec)denbur:; 
Mi"tchell 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Nash 
Now Remover 
:Northampton 
Onslow 
Orange 
Pamlico 
Pasqv.otank 
Pender 
Porqu.irnans 
Person. 
p·.i+ '· lu.., 
Polk 
Handolph 
Richmond 
Robeson 
Rockingham 
Rowari. 
Rutherford 
Sampson 
Scotland 
Stanly 
Stokes 
Surry 
Swain 
Transylvania 
Tyrrell 
Union 
Vance 
lNake 
Warren 
Washington 
Yfatauga 
Wa;y11e 
Wilkes 

, Wilson 
: Yadkin 

l! Yancey 

Source~ lli1ited States Vital Statistics, l9·10~ 

I --·-
Total White 

R.ankiltate Rate 

19 
74 
29 
67 
60 
32 
53 
36 
56 
28 
13 

1 
21 
55 
45 

5 
97 
35 
6Ll 
81 
50 
63 

8 
85 
30 

6 
65 
72 
57 
37 
26 
49 
96 
38 
92 
52 
17 
68 

9 
40 
33 
~w 

100 
/88 

83 
89 
15 
70 
Gl 
59 

,-, ,.., 
45.~ 38.~ 

69.0 69.0 
49 .3 :31.4 
6-1.7 60.5 
60. 6 G2 .1 
49. 8 47 .4 
58.0 58.5 
50.7 51.4 
59.5 59.6 
49.0 31.5 
<12 .3 42. 6 
21.9 17.6 
46.6 28.4 
58.7 47$0 
54,.5 4:3 •'1 
3LJ:o7 12.3 
95.8 86.3 
50.4 59.3 
62 .o 79. 7 
73.1 61.3 
56.4 30.0 
61.9 35,3 
37.3 25.4 
7,1.1 52.5 
4~). ,:j, 41. 5 
~"55. r.1 33 .5 
63.l 67.0 
67.$ 66.5 
59.7 54.7 
51.B 38.9 
<17.9 46.5 
56.3 51.0 
89.l 105.3 
52.1 54.2 
81,4 84.5 
56.8 55.8 
4·1. 7 4 7. 6 
65. J. 6(). 7 
38.2 42.9 
52.5 47.1 
50.1 32.3 
55.8 43.9 

lll.3 82.8 
78.2 73 .o 
73.3 73,.9 
79.1 72.3 
43.l 39,3 
66.4 50,3 
60. 7 60, 8 
60.2 60.-1 

-· 
Nonwhite 

Rate 

69.4 
69.0 
87.2 
68.9 
52.0 
83,3 

59,5 
89.6 

32.3 
85.0 
70.2 
70.G 
Ln. 6 

113. 8 
38.8 
38.5 
83. 8 
78.2 
82. 6 
53. 6 
~)2. 2 
87.0 
511.1 
55 .. 2 
68.7 
77 .9 

101.2 
55.2 
G-±. 8 
76.4 
31.7 
53,6 
72.? 
35.3 

32.8 
65. 7 
6<'.'c.3 
72.8 

120.0 
82.4 

87.3 
98. 6 
82,5 
58.8 
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MATERNAL D~~A'I'HS PER 1,000 LIVE BIRTHS BY COLOR, 
mnTED STAT.ES_l\,I'ifD J:JORTH CAROLINA,* 1922-1942. 

. -~· 

Total White Nonwhite 

' 

Year 
u .. s, 'I N. c. u. s. I N. c. u. s. 
... . . ,., 

1942, 2.6 3.4 2.2 ..... 5.4 
1941 3.2 4.0 2.7 - ... 6.8 
1940 3.8 5.1 3.2 4.0 7~7 
1939 4.0 4.7 3,5 3.7 7,6 
1938 4.4 5.3 3.s 4.0 8.5 
1937 4.9 . 5.4 4.4 4.2 8.6 
1936 5.7 6.6 5.1 5.6 9,7 
1935 5.8 6.5 5.3 5.3 9,5 
1934 5.9 7.1 5.4 6.2 9,0 
1933 6.2 6.8 5.6 5.8 9,7 
1932 6.3 6.8 5.8 5.4 

I 
9.8 

1931 6.6 s.o 6.0 6.~t 11.l 
1930 6,7 8.3 6.1 6.7 I 11,7 
1929 7.0 8.4 6.3 7.2 I 12~0 
1928 6.9 7,8 6.;3 6.7 12,l 
1927 6.5 6.6 l 5.9 5.1 11,3 
1926 6.6 8.8 6.2 7.1 10.7 
1925 6.5 . s. 7 I 6.0 6.8 11.6 
1924 6.6 7.7 I 6.1 6.6 11~8 
1923 6.7 8.0 

I 
6.3 6.7 . 10,9 

1922 6.6 8.0 6.3 7.0 10.? 

Iit\TERITl.L llORT.;\.LITY RATES**BY COI.DR AND POPUIJ.l..T ION-SIZE GROUPS*** 
UNITED ST.'.TES .:.rm WORTH CAROLINli., 1910. 

•·· . 

I N. c. 

.. -
- .. 
7.6 
6.8 
8.0 
7,.9 
8,8 
8.9 
9,1 
9.0 
9,8 

11.6 
12.1 
11.2 
10.5 
9.9 

12.6 
12.s 
10.4 
10.7 
9~9 

Total 'White Nonwhite 
Population-size group 

I u. s. 

TOTAL I 3.8 

Cities of 10,000 
und ovor popubtion~ 

Toti:i.l I 3.4 
100,000 and over I 3.l 

25,000 - 99,999 1 3.7 
10,000 .. 24,999 4.0 

Cities under 10,000 
and rural: 

Total 4.0 
2J500 - 9,999 1J:.3 
Riiral . 4.0 

Source: United·States Vital Statistics. 
* Place of occu:rance 

N. c. 

5.1 

5.2 
·1. 8 
5.4 
5.2 

5.1 
7.1 
4.9 

l 
. , . 

I u. s. N. c. u. s. N. c. 
f 

3.2 4.0 7.7 7.6 

I 3.0 4.3 7.3 7.1 
2.8 3.4 6.2 s.o 
3.1 3.8 9,3 8.2 
3.5 5.4 10.1 4,7 

I 
I 

3 • 11 3.9 8.0 7.7 
3.8 3.6 10,2 18.5 
3.9 3.9 7,7 7.0 

.. , . 

** Rates are the ni.Jmber of deaths of mothers in a specified group per 1,000 live 
births ~n that group. 

*** Place of residence. 

.. . 

.. , 
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DEATHS PER 1,000 POPULATION, NOR.TH CAHOL!NA, 1940 

County 

NORTH CAROLINA 

Alamance 
Alexander 
Alleghany 
Anson 
Ashe 
Avery 
Beaufort 
Bertie 
Bladen 
B,runswick 
Buncombe 
Burke 
Cabarrus 
Caldvfell 
Camden 
Cartere-b 
Caswell 
Catawba 
Chatham 
Cherokee 
Chowan 
Clay 
Cleveland 
Columbus 
Craven 
Cumberland 
Currituck 
Dare 
Davidson 
Davie 
Duplin 
Durham 
Edgecombe 
Forsythe 
Franklin 
Gaston 
Gates 
Graham 
Granville 
Greene 
Guilford 
Halifax 
Harnett 
Haywood 
Henderson 
Hertford 
Hoke 
Hyde 
Iredell 
Jackson 

1 Rank! Rat~ 

52 

14 
1 

27 
75 
65 
10 
97 
SJ, 
60. 
89 
51 
88 
24 
32 
96 
83 
14 
14 
63 
24 
83 
10 

7 
63 
95 
56 
92 
'76 

32 
73 
46 
60 
68 
71 
37 

7 
98 

3 
56 

5 
41 
46 
46 
14 
78 
82 
58 
73 
65 
37 

8.9 

7.2 
6.2 
'7.? 
9.8 
9~4 

7.0 
12.4 
10.4 

9.2 
10.9 

8.8 
10.8 
7.6 
8.0 

12.3 
10.6 

7.2 
7.2 
9.3 
7.6 

10.6 
7.0 
6.8 
9.3 

12.1 
9.0 

11.5 
9.9 
s.o 
9.7 
8.7 
9.2 
9.5 
9.6 
8.3 
6.8 

12. 6 
6.5 
g,O 
6.7 
8.5 
8,7 
8,7 
'7. 2 

10.0 
10.5 
9.1 
9.7 
9. tl 
8.3 

6.7 
6.1 
7.6 
9.2 
9.2 
7.0 

10.3 
9.5 
8,7 
9.7 
8.l 

11.0 
6.7 
7.7 

ll.6 
9.6 
7.1 
,6. 8 
9.1 
7.S 
9.3 
6. E) 

7.1 
8.3 
8.7 
7.8 

10.8 
9.5 
7.6 
8.7 
8.4 
7.6 
8.9 
7.6 
8.5 
6.2 

13 .o 
5.9 
8.2 
6.5 
7.4 
6.9 
7.9 
7.0 

9.0 
10.4 

801 
7.8 

11.6 

9.1 
8.5 
9.7 

10.3 
1·1. 7 
7.7 

16.0 
11.1 
9.9 

13.1 
13.2 
8,8 

12.0 
ll.6 
13.4 
16.6 

7.5 
10.3 
9.6 

11:1:.2 
12. 1 
38.0 
5.8 

11.2 
16.2 
11.4 
12.8 
14.G 
11.4 
l5el 
9.2 

12 .1 
10.0 
13.8 
8.1 
9.9 

12.3 
28. 7 

908 
6.9 

12.8 
10.1 
10.8 
13 .4 
18.3 
11.4 
9.1 
8.6 

15.2 
14.3 

County 

Johns·bon 
Jones· 
Lee 
Lenoir 
Lincoln 
McDovreJ.1 
Mao on 
I\fo.dison 
Ms.rt in 
I·f!ecklenburg 
Mitchell 
liiontgomery 
Moore 
Nash 
New Hanover 
1'Tod;hampton 
Onslow 
Orange 
Prunlico 
Pasquotank 
Pender 
Perquiman$ 
Person 
Pitt 
Polk 
l\.andolph 
Richmond 
Robeson 
Roe kine;harri 
Rowan 
Hutherford 
Sampson 
Scotl1:md 
Stanly 
Stokes 
Surry 
Swain 
Transylvania 
Tyrrell 
Union 
VancB 
Vifake 
·warren 
VYasl1i11gto11 
Watauga 
Yifayne 
iNilkes 
'Hilson 
Yadkin 

Source: United States Vital Sto.ti'stics, 1~40 •. 

27 
52 
78 
83 
21 
58 
10 
14 
,n 
52 
20 
31 
21 
78 
99 .., 

·(., 

87 
65 
71 
92 
83 
43 
30 
52 

7 
24 
68 
60 
34 
21 
14 
46 
68 
:'57 
46 
43 

3 
40 
27 
43 
52 
90 
92 
91 
34 

100 
13 
76 
36 

5 

7.7 
8.9 

10.0 
10 .. 6 

7.5 
9.1 
7.0 
7.2 
8.5 
8.9 
7.4 
7.9 
7.5 

J.O.O 
12.9 

6.3 
10.7 

11.5 
10.6 

8. 6 
7.8 
8.9 
6.8 
7.6 
9.5 
9.2 
8.1 
7.5 
7.2 
8.7 
9.5 
8~3 

8.7 
8.6 
6;,5 
8.4 
7.7 
8.6 
8.9 

n.o 
11.5 
11.4 
8.1 

14.4 
7.1 
9c9 
8.2 
6.7 

7.4 
8.8, 
7.8 
9.7 
7e2 
8.5 
6.9 
7.2 
9.6 
7.1 
7.5 
7.6 
6.7 
8.7 
9.8 
7.0 
9~3 
8.8 
9.8 

10.4 
8.5 
s.9 
7.6 
7.8 
6.5 
7.3 
8.8 
8.6 
7,2 
6.2 
7.1 
8.1 
9.4 
8.2 
8.7 

" c o.o 
7.9 

' 7. 2 
8.5 
9.5 

10.1 
9.0 
8.2 
8.3 
6.9 
7.3 
8.2 
6.7 

8.9 
s.o 

15.5 
11.8 
9.4 

16.4 
8.6 
9.0 
7.3 

13.5 
0 

8.8 
9.5 

ll.6 
18 .. 5 
5.9 

H.4 
10.8 

9.2 
12.9 
13.0 

8.2 
8.2 

10.2 
9.1 

10 .. 6 
10.8 
9.7 

11.4 
13 .1 
7.7 
9.7 
9.6 
9.2 
7,9' 

10.7 
12.3 
7.1 
7.5 

l~ .1 
9.3 

14.0 
12.2 
14.5 
2.7 

22.4 
9.9 

1;3. 5 
8.5 
6.3 

• 



NONWHITE 

RATE 

11.5 and ur 
10.5-11.4 
9.5-10.4 I 

8.5- 9.4 
7.5- 8.4 
6.5- 7.1.1 
Under 6.5 

N.C.Agricultural EXperiment Station 
DEPARTMENt OF.RURAL sbcroLOGY 

DEATHS PER 1,000 POPULATION 
North Caro Ii na, 1940 

BASED ON DATA FROM U.S. BUREAU OF THE CENSUS . 
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J:B.ge ou 

PERCENTAGE SELECTIVE SERVICE REG ISTRA!\TTS RE.JEC'l~ED FOR MILITARY SERVICE 
BY CO ID R 0 F IIBG IS TRANT, THROUGH HARCH 31, 1943, NO HT H CAEO LINA 

~ 

• IT t . ' d •. 1.eercem age reJecte 
County 

jPercentage rejected 
Cour:rl:;y Rank . , , 

, jTota:l.j White I Nonwhite 
1..? ~:~ "j"l ~(' 

-"'-··"· l~:o~Thitel Nonwhite 

NORTH CAROLINA 40 48.1 40.9 60.6 

Alamance 27 40.4 32.5 57.5 ,Johnston 86 59.0 56.4 66.0 
Alexander ~ 17.8 15.8 50~0 * Jones v 58 50.5 40.4 G2 .o 
Alleghany 32 41.9 40.3 ·iOO.O * Lee 44 46.8 4'3.0 60.5 
Anson 71 55.3 51. '1 58,4 Lenoir 72 55.6 43.7 64.4 
Ashe 5 25.3 25.6 o.o * Lincoln 37 44 .• 7 41.1 68,9 
Avery 23 39.1 39,7 o,o * Macon 9 31.Q 30.8 ,., r> r-:: 

0 I• v 
Beaufort 91. 61.3 53.8 68~8 Madison 31 41.8 41,,2 60.0 
Bertie 87 59.2 51.8 63.2 Martir1 60 51,0 51.0 
Bladen 89 60.4 51.9 67.6 MoDowell 88 60.3 46.7 69.4 
Brunswick 97 65.5 67.6 63~7 Mecklenburg 16 35.8 25.0 56.2 
Buncombe 50 48.7 43.'7 68,8 il:Iitchell 51 48.9 48.9 
Burke 19 36. 8 36.2 41.9 l'fontgomery 4 22.7 19.3 32.0 
Cabarrus ll 33.7 30.1 47,3 Moore 84 fi8.7 48e4 '12.2 
Caldwell 29· 41.6 38,0 70.0 Wash 79 57.5 47.6 64,9 
Ca.TIJ.den 90 61.0 52.6 * 68.2 * New Hanover 80 5B.O 51.9 64.7 
Carteret 82 58~5 58,2 59.3 lfo rthe.m pt on 99 65. 8 63. 7 66.'7 
Caswell 35 42.7 ~53 .1 53.0 Onslow 6':1: 52.4 65.4 31.3 
Catawba 41 46.3 40.7 78.9 Oran1;e 1:,,7 47.8 43.4 53.2 
Chatham ·.::6 47~3 42.4 55.9 Pamlico 68 54:.4: 51.6 57.4 
Cherokee 14 35.6 35.0 66. 7 * Pasquotank 83 58.6 55.6 60.2 
Chowan 75 56.0 t1:8. 7 62.5 Pendi;r 34 ,42. fl 50.0 34.6 
Clay 6 2 7 .4: 27.4 - - Pe l~qu imo.ns 94 63.4 53.1 f!8.9 
Cleveland 42 ,16.4 38. 6 6t1,,5 Perso:n ,13 46.,5 35.8 55.0 
Columbus 96 64.7 59.3 69. 7 Pitt 73 55~9 14.6 64.7 
Craven 57 50.0 51.9 48.6 Polk 32 41.9 38.4 56.? 
Cumber land 66 53.4 45.8 61.4 Randolph 36 44.6 42 .. 0 58.3 
Currituck 93 62.9 66.7 * 58.,8 * Richmond 52 49.0 44.1 56.7 
Dare 85 58.8 53e3 100.0 * Robeson 7'7 56.2 50.8 62.9 
Davidson 21 37.6 32.6 68.9 Roe kingha..11 99 65,8 62,7 72. 7* 
Davie 1.';;8 48.3 42.9 64.? Rovmn 8 29.0 26.6 46.3 
Duplin 65 52.5 42.6 60.2 Ruthe;;, rfo rd fZO ...,., 45,2 41.6 '70.1 
Durham 73 55,9 52.2 60.4 Sampson 63 5, '7 

. -·' 47,8 56.8 
Edgecom,be 78 56~ 7 47.4 62.l Scotland 76 56.l 50.5 63. G 
Forsy'ch 14 35.6 25.0 48.3 Stanly ,±5 46.9 35.3 65,3 
l<,ranklin 52 49.0 50.0 48.4 Stokes 13 34,7 3LJ,. J, 41.? 
Gaston 24 39.2 34.5 63.? - Surry 25 39.8 39,1 48.6 
Gates 1 o.o * o.o * - ... Svmin 37 44.7 ~A.3 100.0 
Graham 2 4o9 4.9 - - a Transylva:ni'· 20 37.0 38.2 16.7 
Granville 58 50,5 46.·1 53.2 Tyrrell 70 55.0 50.0 59.5 
Greene 29 41.6 25.7 55,7 Union 56 49.6 42,4 ?0.9 
Guilford 18 36.2 29.3 57.0 Vance 53 49.1 45.0 52.2 
Halifax 81 58.3 52.5 62,4 Wake L10 45.7 ·12.2 49.'7 
Harnett 61 51.2 52.7 48.5 V\farren 97 65,5 65 .3 65.6 
Haymrood 22 38. 7 38,7 - - Washington 54 '1:~)' 1 115. 7 51.5 
Henderson 28 40.5 37.9 G0,5 '\fifo.tauga 26 39,9 39.7 50.0 
Hertford 67 53.6 42.2 58.0 Wayne 9f:i 63~8 55.3 68,9 
Hoke 92 62.3 48,6 71.6 Wilkes 7 28,3 28.7 20.0 
Hyde 61 51.2 43. 5 60.0 Wilson 69 5 1:1.9 45.8 61,0 
Iredell 12 31.4 31.0 48.6 Yadkin ,1:D '18• Ei 46.2 68.0 

r. r r, ' ') <'.> Jackson 10 3.::.,4 3,_,,o 100.0 * '·. Yu.ncey 17 36~1 ;36. l .... ... 
* Less than 25 cases in scunplo. 

Source; North Carolina Seloctivo Service Hoadquo.r·l;ors. Thoso calculr"-tions a.re 
bo.sod upon a systematic sample of records and not upon tho ontiro numbc,r 

oxaminod. 

* 
* 

* 

* 
* 

* 
* 



PERCENTAGE SELECTIVE SERVICE REGISTRANTS REJECTED FOR MILITARY SERVICE 
THROUGH MARCH 31 .• 1943; NORTH CAROLINA 

PERCENTAGE REJ.EGT"F:D 

Under 35 
35-42.4 
42.4-49.9 
50-57.4 
57.5-65 *·Less than 25 cases in the sample ' 

Above 65 

N.C.Agr.icultural Experiment· Station· 
DEPARTMENT OF-RURAL SOCJOLOGY 

BASED ON DATA FROM NORTH CAROLINA SELECTIVE SERVICE HEADQUARTERS 



POPUI.LT ION BY COLDR AND RESIDE'r'CE, NORTif CAROLJNA, 1940 

Percent I i 

Total To·be.l I Percent 

County Pop- All 
. 

All Count~r Alli All I All" , All Pop-
ulation Non- Rural RuraJ.- · ule:tion Non .. ,R _· 1 Rural-

white farm 
· . . ura 

1 farm white -
! 

STATE 3, 571, 623 28.1 72.7 46.4 I 

I Alamance 57,427 18.4 81.2 28.9 ,Johnston 63, 798 21.1 94.2 71.!3 
Alexander 13,454 7.0 100.0 75.2 I .Jones 10,926 43.9 100.0 '79.3 
Alleghany 8,341 3 7 lQO,O 8L1e0 I ~ee 18,'743 Z8.5 73.6 51.4 

" Anson 28,443 49m0 82.4 65.9 I Lenoir 41,211 43.2 62.6 50.8 
I 

Ashe 22,664 2.1 100.0 88.5 I Lincoln. 24, 187 13.6 81.3 56.8 
Avery 13, 561 1.9 100.0 68.9 I McDowell 22,996 s.o 87~4 29.6 I Beaufort 36,431 . 37e9 76.5 . 53.0 I Macon Hi, 880 2.9 100.0 70.0 
Bertie 26,201 56. 8 100.0 '74o4 I Madison 22,522 1.0 100.0 3;5 .9 
Bladen 27~156 41.2 100.0 74.3 I Martin 26,111 48.6 84.8 66.7 
Brunswick 17,125 33.8 100.0 55.6 I Mecklenburg 151, 826 28.5 33.5 14.7 
Buncombe 108, 755 1':J,. 8 52.8. 24.8 ' Mitchell 15,980 0.4 100.0 70 .. 3 

I 

Burke. 38, 615 8.2 73.4 . 34.2 I :M:ontg;ome ry 16, 280 23.0 100.0 49.4· 
l Cabarrus 69,393 16.5 73. 8 24.7 l Moore 30, 969 30.l 89.6 4:5.2 

Caldwell 35j795 7.5 78.8 43. 6 I Hash 55,608 4,2.0 75.6 59.4 
Camden 5,,140 41.3 100.0 62 .~1 I 1Te-w Hanover 117, 935 35.6 30.3 ' 5.6 
Carteret 18,284 14.8 61.9 22.2 Nor-'champton 28,299 62.0 100.0 73.1 
Caswell 20,032 45.5 100.0 87.3 011slovr 1'7' 939 2?.1 100.0 '15.8 
Catawba 51~653 10.0 63.9 33.9 Oran[';e 23 '072 :n.o 84.2 49.2 
Chatham 24~ 726 32.0 100.0 69.l Pamlico 9,706 3LJ: o 8 100.0 41.1 
Cherokee 18,813 1.). 100.0 6,'3 ~ 0 Pasquotank 2CJ", 568 42.6 ".1:3 .2 27.5 
Chowan 11,572 LJ:6. 9 33.l 64.9 Pender 1?,710 46.'1 100.0 65 .o 
Clay 6,405 L2 100.0 84.5 Perquimar1s 9~'773 48.4 100.0 67.7 
Cleveland 58,055 22.1 64.5 50.5 Person 25,,029 36.4 81. 6 69.0 
Cohunbus 45,663 32.2 9314 70.9 Pitt Gl, 24~1 47.5 74.4 60.4 
Craven 31,298 44.8 62.2 3\"J .1 Polk 11, 81'4 13.8 100.0 59.3 
Ci.unbe r le.nd 59~320 34.5 70~6 33.6 Randolph 44,554 9.7 84.3 49.9 
Currituck 6,709 34.8 100.0 60.0 Richmond 36,810 3 7. . 'Z Oov 76.2 34.2 
Dare 6,041 7.8 100.0 3 •. 8 I R.obeson 76,860 54.9 92.4 66. 6 
Davidson 53,377 11.0 59.5 35.0 I Rockingham 57, mrn 20.9 82. J. 37.5 
Davie 14,909 ].4.6 100.0 63 .1 I Rowan 69, 206 liJ.8 68.J. 26.9 
Duplin 39,739 35.6 100. 0 . 76.3 

I 
Ruthe :rfo rd 45 j..Jj77 13. 5 80.3 48.8 

Durham 80,244 35.6 25.0 . n.o ! Sampson 47,440 35.8 92.5 79.8 
Edgecombe 49,162 51.2 61.1 52.0 Scotland 23,2P2 53. 6 75.5 57.6 
Forsyth 12 6,/1:'75 3') i:: 36.9 14.G Stanly 32, 834 11.fr 87.6 39.6 ..... .._, 

Franklin 30,382 42.9 100.0 74.1 Stokes 22,656 10.l 100.0 88.0 
Gaston 87 ,531 14.4 G2.9 16.i') Surry 41,783 6.1 78.r± 52.9 
Gates 10,060 49.4 100.0 77.6 Swain 12,177 12,7 100.0 71.l 
Graham 6,418 3.1 100.0 . 64. 6 Transylvania 12,241 6.9 75.0 52.7 
Granville 29,344 51.0 86,Ll 68.9 Tyrrell 5,556 36.2 100.0 G5. 6 
Greene 18, 548 43.6 100.0 88.9 Union 39,097 23.5 83 -~1 69.8 

'Guilford 153,916 20.9 36.4 17 .o Vance 2~),~J6l 46.5 7t1. 5 ·'17 o4 

Halifax 56, 512 56.7 80.6 54. (~ Vfa.ke 109, 5LJA 33.7 57.2 31.9 
Harnett 44,239 27.7 88.l 64.1 Warren ~~3' 14fi 65.3 100.0 '71.4 
Haywood 31±, 804 2.6 '77.l 44.3 Washington 12,323 44.Ll 100.0 50,2 
Henderson 26,049 8.2 79.3 44.2 Vfataue;a 18,114 2.0 100.0 76.5 
Hertford 19,352 59~1 100.0 G5.0 VYayae 58,328 43.4 65.4 49. 6 
Hoke 14,937 61.5 100.0 79.6 Wilkes 43,003 6.6 89.6 71.'7 
Hyde 7~860 41.2 100.0 63. 8 Wi1:.:;on 50,219 4le9 61.7 51. 6 
Iredell 50,424 19,0 64.l 45.1 Yadlrin 20,657 5.7 100.0 '75.5 
Jackson 19 ,366 7.2 100.0 71.G Yancey 17,202 0.9 100.0 85.7 

Source: Unj_ted States Census, 1940. 



NONWHITE 

RURAL FARM 

&elow 
10-19 

20-29 
30'."'39 
l.j()-ljg 

50 and uo 

PERCENTAGE 

E:elow 20 I 20~39 . 

lj().,59 

to-79 
80 and over 

: POPULATION BY CO LOR AND RES I DENCE 

North Car9lina, 1940 

N.~.Agri~ul.tural Experi~erit ·Statipn 
DEPARTMENT OF RURAL SOCIOLOG~ 

Bes~d on da'a from the U.S.Bureau of the Census 
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EXPENDITURES FDR FULL~rrME PUBLIC IlEALTH SERV·ICES, NORTH CAROLINA~ 194,3-44. 

County, City 
or Dis·crict 

Total bi.,idget 

TOTAL STATE 

FIVE C TUES : TOTAL 
Asheville 
Charlotte 
Greensboro 
High Point 
Rocky Mount 

COUNTIES AND DISTRICTS: TOTAL 
Alamance 
Allee;hany, Ashe, Watauga 
Anson, Montgomery 
Avery, Yancey 
Beai,.lfort 
Bertie, Chowan, Gates 
Bladen 
Buncombe, except Asheville 
Burke, Caldwell 
Cabarrus 

Lincoln 
Carteret· 
Catawba, 
Cherokee, 
Cleveland 
Columbus 
Craven 
Cumberland 
Currituck, 
Davidson 
Duplin 
Durham 

Clay, Graham 

Dare 

Edgecombs·, Halifax, except Rocky l\'Iount 
Forsyth, Stokes, Yadkin, Davie, 

except Winston-Salem ** 
Franklin 
Gaston 
Granville 
Greene 

Amov,nt 

2,134,051 

·320, 633 
85,992 
90,061 
68,349 
39 ,061 
37,170 

1,813,418 
24, 114 
18,004 
27 ,538 
14, 895 
15,613 
28,058 

· H,930 
18,415 
22, 715 
13:7 '•111 
17,433 
31, 874 
25,381 
25~:591 
17,605 
28,308 
51,626 
le,049 
J.9,57t1 
17,120 

123' 883 
58,752 

101 85·1 
- ' 

10,088 

Guilford, except Greensboro and Hir;h Point 
Harnett 

39,272 
23,980 
16,329 
20,120 
21,622 

Haywood, Jackson, Hacon, Swain, and 
Transylvania 

Hyde, Tyrrell~ Washington 
]:re dell 
Johnston 
Lenoir 
Martin 
Mecklenburg, oxcept Charlotte 
Moore, Hoke 
Nash, except Rocky Mount 
New Hanover 

45' 131 
23' 696 
18,595 
16,253 
2 9' 3'?.0 
16,794 
20,040 
30' 860 
22, 820 
75,9,±1 

Per 
capita 

• 649 

1.163 
1. 676 . 

• 892 
J..152 
1.015 

-1. 454 

• 601 
~.419 

.387 
• 616 
.484 
.429 
.587 
.550 
.320 
.305 
.798 
• 953 
.• 420 
• 802 
.437 
,386 
.D05 
.870 

1.259 
.367 
• 431 

1.544 
• f.i30 

.971 

.332 

.449 
• 817 
.880 
.359 
.489 

.478 
• 921 
.3G9 
.255 
.711 
• 6<13 
.393 
.672 
,538 

% .. d. istri .. bution lJ. Y!Rank 
source of funds I per 

· j j *··can-
State 11ocal 1other I ita 

"' .. 

8.3 
7. 5 

22.7 
13 .1 
18.3 
11.5 
18.2 
9,6 
9.8 

15.8 
3.8 

10.3 
11.3 
13.0 
7ol 
8.2 
6.4 
3.5 

22.,1 
8.3 
·8.,1 
1.5 
6.1 

5.3 
l•:l:.3 
4.6 
7.6 
9.9 
8.9 
().3 

19.9 
21.9 
9,7 

11.1 
5.5 

10,7 
9.0 
9.9 
7.9 
2. ·~ 

67.6 35.3 36 

74.5 
'73.9 
78.4 
70.7 
71.9 
76.0 

54,. 7 
52.2 
34.6 
49. 6 
21.3 
50.() 
38.2 
<l:O. 8 
82 .1 
52.2 
61.7 
53. 6 
53.7 
35.4 
50.5 
53.5 
50.3 
55.0 
36.8 
67.4 
48 •. 8 
71.l 
57.6 

58.5 
50.0 
68.9 
56.7 
37.8 
82.7 
68.6 

40.0 
•11.3 
57.0 
52.6 
54.2 
54 .. 6 
80.5 
41.5 
52.9 
74.5 

25.5 
26 .. l 
21.6 
29.3 
28. l 
24,.0 

37.l 
40.3 73 
42. 6 76 
37.3 40 
60.4 55 
3 '1. 9 69 
43. 6 43 
49. 6 49 

8.1 85 
32.0 87 
34.5 28 
36.l 9 
35.0 '11 
51.6 25 
42 •'1 6'1 
38.3 79 
43 .3 15 
41.5 17 
40. 8 3 
24.3 81 
42.8 68 
27.4 2 
36.3 38. 

36.1 5 
35, 7 84 
2 6.5 66 
35. 8 24 
52.3 16 

8.3 82 
23.0 53 

,10.1 57 
3 6. 7 10 
33.3 80 
36.3 89 
10.2 32 
34.7 36 
10.5 74 
t18.6 34 
39.2 50 
23.2 1 



EXPENDITURES FOR FULL-TIME PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICES 

North Caro Ii na, I 9lf3-4l+* 

P•r Capita Expenditures 

CENTS 

85 and up 
70-84 
55-69 
lf0-54 
25-39 
None 

Percentage Contributed 

By Counties 

PERCENTAGE 

·. 70 and up 
60.-69 
50-59 
lf0-49 

1-:-lfO 
None 

N.c·,Agticultural· Expe~iment Station 
DEP~RTMENT OF RURAL SOCIOLOGY 

• EXCLUDING ASHEVILLE,CHARLOTTE, GREENSBORO, 
HIGH POINT, ROCKY MOUNT, AND WINSTON-SALEM 

BASED ON DATA FROM THE N.C.STATE BOARD OF HEALTH 



Pae;e 66 
EXPENDITURES FOR .FULL-T TivIE PUilLIC HEALTH SEHVICES,, XORTH CAROLilJA, l9".'o3-44. 

CONTINUED 

County, City, 
or District 

. . . ·--=al budgc-b ·-N·· .. f % distribution by~Rank 
source of funds I per 

Amount J Per 
I C8,.pitl;l 

St;te f Local f oth~~ l C~-P-t ! , ita_ 

Continued 

Northampton, Hertford 
Onslow, Pender 
Orange,Person, Chatham 
Pasquotank, Perquimans, Crunden 
Pitt 
Randolph 
Richrnond 
Ro boson 
Rockinghe.m 
Rowan 
Rutherford, Polk 
Sampson 
Scotland 
Stanly 
Surry 
Union 
Vance 
Wake 
Wayne 
Wilkos 
Wilson 

·1:3 ,862 
27 ,551 
63,227 
30,338 
29,086 
18,739 
19,393 
27 ,477 
22' ,1:88. 
32 ,~l80 
32,305 
22,059 
l<l:, 699 
18,·176 
21, 280 
23 ,363 
14, 57,.:, 
73~704 
43, 03 11: 
13 ,389 
23 ,L187 

.920 

.773 

.868 
0848 
•'175 
.<121 
.q27 
.357 
.388 
~469 

• 562 
• .;165 
• 63~) 
.563 
,509 
.59'7 
.486 
• 673 
• 738 
.311 
.467 

7.8 
15.2 
9.5 

16.4 
G.2 
7.7 
8.<b 
6.6 
8.0 
5.5 

11.1 
'7. 3 

12.2 
' 9. '7 
7.6 
7.7 
9.1 
2. ,;;, 
11.2 

10.8 
Ga9 

34.l 
50.5 
27.1 
i18.·1 
55.7 
57.2 
51.1 
50.0 
59.7 
66.4 
311.4 
46 .. 2 
50~2 
56.4 
50.0 
46.7 
".'c9 • 8 
71.0 
57.9 
t15.0 
G2.;3 

58. l 13 
3<1.2 29 
6~) .IJ: 18 
35.2 21 
38. l 62 
35.J 70 
<i:0.2 51 
1,t3. tl 83 
~)2 .3 75 
28. l 63 
5,1.1 47 
<~7 .5 65 
37.6 3'7 
33. 8 1J:6 
L.i,2 o 1:l: 52 
45.6 42 
41.2 54: 
26.f.i 33 
37.9 31 

30.8 6L1-

------------------------------------------
Thero was no full..,time public health service in the following countios during 

the fiscal year 19,13'1"19'.a: 

Aloxandor 
Brunsvvick 
Ca.swell 
Hendorson 
Jones 
Loe 

* Other agencies include; 

McDowoll 
Madison 
Mitchell 
Pamlico 
Warr on 

Reynolds Funds'!" Special from Smi-bh Reynolds Foundo.tion 
Fodoral Vonoroo.1 Disoaso Control FUnds 
Tit lo VI (Fodor al) 
Children's Bureau (Federal) 

** Winston-Salem uses no Stato or Fodoral Funds 
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ALL PUBLIC HEALTH EXPENDITURES BY FUNDS AlJD TYPE OF SERVICE, FISCAL YEAR. 1943-44, 
NOP:.rn CAROLINA 1/ . 

================;:::::::;:=:::::::;:::=======::::::;::::::::::=:::=:::==::·==========:::=========::::::======== 

Source of funds 

Total 

County g;ovornmonts. 

State government 
Federal government 
and other ~ . 

Total 

County governments 

State government 
Federal govermnent 
and other 

Total 

County governments 

State government 
Federal government 
and other 

Total 

$ 3,400,295 

1,230,046 

528, 689 

1,641,560 

100.0 

1.-033 

- .374 

.161 

.499 

Type of service 

State-vrido health 
services 

$ 1,266,244 

378,, 689 

887,555 

Full-tiine county, 
district, and 

city health servbos 

~~ 2, 134, 051 

150,000 

Percentage clistribut:i,on 
...---, 

100.0 100.0 

.,.. ... 57.6 

7.0 

70.l 35.3 

Per capita distribution 

.648 

.374 

.115 .046 

.270 .229 

Source; State Board of Health. 

Excluding Ylfinston ... $.alel11 which fin.ances its ovm health wodc and hence makes no 
renort to the State Board of Ho~,J.th. 
Other includes the ReJ'Ilolds' Fund. 

following programs: 
J?edors.1 funds include those used in the 

Voneral disease 
Crippled children 
Maternal and Child Welfare 
Gonoral public health work 



ORGANIZATION OF LOCAL FULL-T1ME HEALTH WORK 
Nor th Caro I i na, 1944-45 

District Units 
Work I 
. . ..... . ·-·· ... . ... ... . 

No Public Health 

County Units 

N.C.Agricultural Experiment St~tion 
DEPARTMENT OF RURAL SOCIOLOGY 

Based on data from the North Carolina 

State Board of Health 
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PER CAPITA EXPENDITURES FOR MEDICAL CAPcE PJifD HOSPITALIZATION F'OR TBE IHDIGENT 
HORTH CAROLINA FISCAL YEAR .JULY 1, 1943-Jlff!E 30, 1944 

County 
Total 

expenditures 

NORTH CAROLHJA $. 263,025_,70 

Alamance 
Alexander 
Alleghany 
Anson 
Ashe 
Avery 
Beaufort 
Bertie 
Bladen 
B runsw:i.ck 
Buncombe 
Burke 
Cabarrus 
Caldwell 
Camden 
Carteret 
Casv1rell 
Catawba 
Chatham 
Cherokee 
Chowan 
Clay 
Cleveland 
Colum"Qus 
Craven 
Cumberland 
Currituck 
Dare 
Davidson 
Davie 
Duplin 
Durham 
Edgecombe 
Forsyth 
Franklin 
Gaston 
Gates 
Graham 
Granville 
Greene 
Guilford 
Halifax 
Harnett 
Haywood 
Henderson 
Hertford 
Hoke 
Hyde 
Iredell 
Jackson 

4,530.66 

482.20 
1, 629~27 
1~586.44 
2,894.51 

536.00 
21,144.06 
3' 122 .12 
2,759.17 
2,533.94 

649.47 
821. 78 

1~289.0l 
4,653.70 

.170.34 
9,17.62 
750.45 

1~369.07 
2,689.81 
3~052.81 
5,868.24 
2,081.27 

108.00 
4~ 128.08 
1~286.97 
3,,468,80 

187 .. 66 
6,922.45 
1,528.13 
1;002.a1 
4,889.09 -

112.50 

2,105.40 
1,216.49 

21,540.73 
7, 634.96 
5, 713.08 
3, 853 .i15 

~ - -
l 1 675e28 
2,811.05 

81.25 
2,095.63 

Per capi-ta 
expenditures 

(cents) 

... 

4.2 
5.2 
6,8 

ll.8 
3,2 

21.7 
8.8 
4.5 
7.6 

13,5 
•'.l:e 7 
7.1 

10.0 
.8 

5.7 
'7 .1 

2,6 
6.4 
8.6 
9.4 

37.6 
2.3 
8.3 

10.2 
9.9 

.2 
16.l 
l.4 
3.7 
5.4 
1.3 

7.9 
7.5 

14.3 
15.l 
14.0 
12e7 

10.0 
20.2 
1.3 
4.6 

County 

Johnslton 
Jones 
Leo 
Lenoir 
Lincoln 
Macon 
Madison 
Martin 
McDowell 
Mecklenburg 
Mitchell 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Nash 
:New Remover 
l:Jod;hampton 
Onslow 
Orange 
Pamlico 
Pasquotank 
Ponder 
Perquimans 
Person 
Pitt 
Polk 
Randolph 
Richmond 
Ho be son 
Rockingham 
Rowan 
Rutherford 
Sampson 
Scotle.nd 
Stanly 
Stokes 
Surry 
Swain 
Transylvania. 
Tyrrell 
Union 
Vance 
Wake 
Warren 
Y'fashington 
Watauga 
Wayne 
'Hilkos 
Wilson 
Yadkin 
Yancey 

Total 

expondH;ure s 

7,,933.16 
33,65 

247. 86 
901.04 
437 ,20 
.79.80 

3, 824.06 
2,,339,01 
6, 594,24 

1,294 .. 12 
J., 44,5. 87 
4~364.47 

3,,465,26 
(~, 0".'t5 .35 

. 2,581.39 
158.50 

3,,323.6:j. 

1, 895,31 
2.f10L10 55 
9,274,60 

25,00 
l, 194.ll 
41":,387.87 

11, 2 68~ 85 
4, 03 s. 80 
6, 88~~. 95 

983 .63 
3,089e04 

1,696,90 
2,040.16 
4, 218. 80 

466.30 
z,1L1.27 
367. 83 

:-; J 60l.93 
2,,905.73 

. 988.82 
3 J 5 62. '79 

;30'7.80 
3-:15.26 

2' 418. 85 
4,170.53 
S,l88.25 

861.51 
357.60 

Source: North Carolina State Board of Char:itie~ and Public Welfare, 

Per capita 
expenditures 

(cents) 

14;.3 
.3 

1.4 
2.3 
2,0 

11':t 

21.9 
10.0 
4.5 

8.4 
4.9 
8.8 

13.5 
7.4 

ll.8 
1.8 

14.5 

20,4 
9.5 

16.6 
.2 

3.1 
12.6 
15.3 
7.5 

12.2 
2.5 
7.2 

5.5 
10.9 
10.5 
3.9 
2.0 
7.9 
9,9 

10.7 
11110 

17.2 
2.7 
2.2 
L1el 

11.3 
17,9 

t];,9 

2.s 



PER CAPITA EXPEND I TURES FOR MEDICAL CARE AND HOSPITALIZATION 

OF THE INDIGENT,F1SCAL YEAR 1943-44.NORTH CAROLINA 

CENTS 
20.0,_and up 

15. Od9. 9 

10.0d4.9 

s.o~ 9.9 

Under 5 
None 

N.C.Agricu+tural Experiment Station 

DEPARTMENT OF RURAL SOCIOLOGY 

Q 

.~.ased op_ data from the North Carolina Board of Charities 
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SOUHCE OF GENERA.L HOSPITAL IiTCOME J\FD EXTE11T OF FPJ:iE nos~·Ti'AL CARE 
NORTH' CLROLINA, 1934-1942. 

Source of income 

Number of hospitals 

Total income 

Patients 

Federal gover:nm.ent 

State government 

County governments 

City governments 

Religious organizations 

Duke Endowment 
Other organizations and 
individuals 

Investmeri..:t;s 

Non."1.ospital 

1934 . 

75 

;t, 
i;p 3,661 

2,441 

195 

100 

51 

527 

269 

52 

26 

I 1936 

81 

Income ...,_... 

$ 4,761 

3,359 

12 

245 

139 

61 

566 

274 

73 

32 

Year 

1938 1940 I 
85 90 

in $ l,000'~ 

$ 5, 729 $ 7,039 $ 

4,215 5,242 

2 17 

52 49 

324 364 

147 127 

65 76 

529 571 

314 477 

81 95 

21 

1942 

89 

9,292 

7,787 

28 

52 

333 

144 

89 

420 

307 

94 

38 

~nta~e of free days of hospital care 

Total 53..2 ,15,2 38.5 35.l 

'White 46.6 40.0 31,6 27.7 

Negro n.4 70.8 66,2 66.0 

Source: Duke Endowment Hospital Statistics. These data :relate only to those 
hospitals that were assisted by tho Duke Endovm1nnt, 

22.5 

15,8 

53.5 



• 

·SOURCE OF GEJ:TEML HOSPITAL INCOME 

Based on data from Duke Endowment S·tatistics 

DEPARTMENT OF RURAL SOCIOLOGY 
N.C.Agricultural Experiment Station 
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RURAL-FARM LEVEL OF LIVING INDEX, NORTH CAROLINA, 1940 ( 
" 

County Re,nk Index County .Rank Index 

:,NORTH CARO LINA 39 84 

Alamance 7 98 Johnston 53 80 .. 
Alexander 3'9 84 Jones 69 75 
Alleghaney 8 95 lee 26 87 
Anson 96 64 Lenoir 43 83 
Ashe 47 82 Lincoln 14 91 
Avery 51 80 McDowell 26 87 
Beaufort 79 73 ·Macon 53 80 
Bortie .95 65 Madison 53 80 
Bladen 86 70 W.iartin 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 Orsnge ' 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 
pumberland 91 68 Randolph 32 86 
(;urrituck 39 84 Richmond 90 69 
Dare 1 108 R.obeson 82 72 
f)avidson 5 99 Rockingham 22 88 
Davie 32 86 Rovmn 5 99 
Duplin 84 71 Rutherf'o rd 20 89 
bur ham 16 90 Sampson 73 74 
tdg;ecombe 86 70 Scotland 100 58 
forsyth 2 102 Stanly 26 87 
:Franklin 73 74 Stokes 26 87 
r,7aston 13 92 Surry 26 87 
Gatos 53 80 Swain 49 81 
Graham 61 79 T ransy 1 v0.ni a 16 90 
G-ranville 64 78 Tyrrell 69 75 
Greene 43 83 Un:i.on 36 85 
Guilford 2 102 Vance 69 75 
Halifax 91 68 Wake 22 88 

. Harnett 43 83 Warren 94 67 
Haywood 16 90 Washington 79 73 
Henderson 11 94 Watauga 36 85 
Hertf'ord 84 71 Wayne 49 81 
Hoke 99 61 Wilkes 64 78 
Hyde 73 74 Wilson 53 80 
Iredell 22 88 Yadkin 20 89 

! 
Jackson 73 74 Yo.i1cey 43 83 

Source: Calculations based on 15 u.s.consus items related to both cash and noncash 
aspects of f'amily living. 



INDEX 
95 and UJ' 

84-94.9 
79-83.9 
73-78;9 
Under 7 3 

....... .1 ......... . 

RURAL FARM LEVEt OF LIVING INDEX 
NORTH CAROL I NA, 19>40 

Based on data from 15 U~S.Census items r~lated 

'N.C.Agricultural Experiment Station 

~EPARTMENT OF RURAL SOCIOLOGY 
to both cash and rioncash aspects of family living 
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Year 

1944 

1940 

1934 

1925 

1914 

1944 

1940 

1925 

1914 

TREND nr THE NUMBER AND DISTRIBUTION OF ACTIVE PHYSICIANS 
IN NORTH CAROLINA, 1914 TO 1940 

All 
active In.urban ar0as In rural areas 

.. phy ... ·Total !' 2 ,560 .. , 16, ooo .. · O\rcr Total l Under 
sicians urban ' 10,000 ' 25,000 t 25,000 rural 1,000 

"' -·. . . 

Number of, piixsicians 

1,,688 1,186 324 260' 584 502 276 

1,579 451 381 747 719 407 

2,164 1,403 445 290 668 761 455 

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

l,,936 811 420 2Gl 130 1,125 836 

Percentage distribution 

100.0 15 .. 4 

100.0 68.7· 19.6 16.6 31~3 17.7 

100.0 20.s 13.4 21 .. 0 

100.0 18.3 30.,l 

100.0 6~'T 

NUJ\.'iBER OF PEOPLE PER ACT H'E PHYSICIAN IN URBAN AND RURAL AREAS 
OF NORTH CAHOLilTA~ 1914 TO 1944 

I 
.,. 

-
1,000-
2,500 

226 

312 

306 

299 

289 

13.6 

14,,9 

Year Population 

. Urban 

f People per physician 

State Rural Sta to Urban 
Population A.H.A. 

Consus Directory 

1940 1944 3,571,623 974,175 2,597,,448 821 

1940 1940 3,571,623· 974,175 2:,597,448 1,554 617 

1930 1934 3,170,276 809,847 1,,465 577 

1920 1925 2~559,123 490,370 2,068,753 1,213 417 

1910 1914 2,206,287 318,474 1,887,813 l, 140 392 

Source:: American Medical Directory an~ North Carolina Agricultural Experiment 
Station. 

Rural 

5,174 

3, 613 

3,102 

2,215 

1,678 
.. 



0 

Urban 

1944 

Urban 

1940 

Rural 

Urban 

1934 

Rural 

Urban 

1925 

Rural 

Urban 

1914 

Rural 

ACTIVE PHYSICIANS. IN URBAN AND RURAL AREAS, 
NDR'i'H CAROLINA 

Physicians per l,000 people 
1 2 

,. 
' . 

' " •' 
' ' ' 

. , , 
I 

• 
' 

' '. ' 

. . 
' ' . 

3 

MININIUM NEEDED 

l doctor per 1,000 
people 

Based on data from the American Medical 
Directory and ] .. c. Agricultural 

DEPARTL'.ElTT OF RURAL SOCIOLOGY Experiment Station. 
N. C .Agricultural Experiment Station 
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Year 

1944 

1940 

1934 

1925 

1914 

Year 

1944 

1940 

1934 

1925 

1914 

1944 

1940 

1934 

1925 

1914 

PERCENTAGE OF ACTIVE PHYSICIANS OVER 55 YEARS OF AGE BY YEARS 
IN URBAN AND HURAL AREAS,,NORTH CAROLINA,1914-44. 

Number of physicians l Percentage over 

State I Urban ~ Rural ~ State l Urban 

1,688 1,186 502 42.5 40.l 

2,,298 ;L, 579 719 32 .. 0 29.4 

2,164 l_,403 761 28. 6 24.5 

2,110 1,176 934 22.9 20.4 

1,936 811 1,,125 15.,6 16.4 

DISTRIBUTION OF ACTIVE PHYSICIAlJS BY AGE AND RESIDENCE 
SHOWING DEGREE OF SPECIALIZNrION,NORTH CAROLINA, 1914-19,±4 

55 

Rural 

48.2 

37.5 

36.8 

26.2 

14.6 

State r 
I Urban places Rural areas 

Total! Under I 45 and Total Under 45 and! Total Under 45 and 
t 45 ov-or 45 over 1 45 over 

' 
Number of physicians --

1,686 510 1,,176 1;1s"1 373 811 502 137 365 

2,266 1,,008 1,258 1,,569 741 828 697 267 430 

2,,095 889 1,,206 1,374 630 '744 721 259 462 

1,912 984 928 lll094 587 507 818 397 421 

1,456 75'-1: 702 624 319 305 832 435 397 

Percentage of physicians classed as full ... time specialists 

23.3 23.9 23.0 32.4 28o7 31.8 5oL.1: 10.9 3.3 

22o7 23.9 21.7 31.0 31.0 31.0 3.9 4ol 341? 

18.7 21.9 16.3 26.9 29.2 24 .. 9 3 .. 1 4.2 2.3 

12o7 14.3 10.9 20.,3 22.0 18.3 2 .. 4 3o0 1.9 
' 

4.0 5.8 2e0 8.8 13.5 3e9 .4 .2 .5 

Source~ American Medical Directory and North Carolina Agricultural Experiment 
Stationo 

• 



• 

• 

1944 

1940 

1934 

1925 

1914 

PERCENTAGE OF ACTIVE PHYSicrnws OVER 55 YE.A.RS OF AGE BY YEARS 
IN URBAN AND RURAL AREli.S ,lJORTH CAROLHJA, 1914-44. 

Rural 

·urban 

Rural 

Urban 

Rural 

Urban 

Rural 

0 
I 

10 

Percentage over 55 

20 30 40 

r0~}~~~?r::~_:::~c:.::.~:~:.~:~~;2~22t 

~lll~~~~l*)~~t~lt 

Based on data from the J~merican Eedical 
Directory and the N .C .Lgricultural 

Experiment Statfon 

DEPARTMEWT OF RURAL SOCIOLOGY 
1'T. C .. Lgricul tural Experiment Stat ion 

50 



Page 78 NET HTCOL1E PER FAR.iV1 WORE.ER, NORTH CAROLINA,, 1939 • 

. '. 

Rank Income Rank Income 
County (cash. County (cash 

income !Total I Cash. income Total 1 Cash I . 
. i .. .. 

}TORTH CAROLINA 43 513 357 

Alamance 66 488 236 Johnston 6 666 541 
Alexander 68 4:\8 226 Jones 16 620 486 
Alleghany 78 432 184 Lee 37 549 378 
Anson 75 304 186 Lenoir 9 629 528 
Asha 61 468 269 Lincoln 64 434 21±3 
Avery 88 410 105 McDowell 81 437 125 
Beaufort 6 G32 ·541 Macon 92 438 80 
Be!'tie 22 54i 452 Madison 80 394 179 
Bladen 41 495 363 Martin 3 .760 627 
Brunswick 63 401 244 Mecklenburg 67 363 229 
Buncombe L 84 510 166 Mitchell 95 453 66 
Burke 94 343 69 Montgomery '74 372 188 
Cabarrus 68 416 226 Moore 53 489 292 
Caldwell Sl 416 89 Nash . 23 563 447 
Camden 30 502 403 New !ianover 47 386 330 
Carteret 20 580 457 liforthampto:n 45 433 341 
Casvroll 28 555 412 Onslow 45 441 341 
Catawba 75 . 418 186 Orange 50 605 327. 
Chatham 72 392 213· Pamlico 18 573 472 
Cherokee 100 326 13 Pasquota:n.k 10 646 ·526 
Chowan 15 586. 486 Pender 73 230 193 
Clay 98 343 33 Perquimans 38 498 376 
Cleveland 51 481 314 ·Person 24 586 434 
Columbus 31 527 402 Pitt 4 643 566 
Craven 11 610 513 Polk 86 .4.J.O 129 
Cun1be r land 47 442 330 Randolph ' 82 381 176 
Currituck 43 441 358 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 27 537 420 Rutherfo:rd 75 ·404 186 
Durham 51 505 31'.J, Sampson 26 533 428 
Edgecombe 19 542 467 ScotJ.an(i 56 343 284 
Forsyth 1 962 738 Stanly 83 398 161 
Fra.nklirr 31 534 402 Stokes 39 5.76 372 
Gaston 58 491 278 Su,rry 40 572 366 , 

Ga.tes <17 455 330 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 35 631 388 Vane~ 28. 589 412 
Halifax ·14 460 353 Wake 21 609 tJ,53 
Harnett - 5 691 547 Warren 71 349 218 • 
Haywood 78 500 '184 Washington 17 63.7 479 
Henderson 88 532 105 Watauga 80 373 179 
Hertford 14 614 503 Wayne 12 612 511 
Hoke 33 481 400 Wilkes 96 258 51 
Hyde . 57 386 280 Wilson 8 643 539 
Iredell 59 436 277 Yadkin 36 530 382 
Jackson 97 360 40 Yancey 88 405 105 

•'I' 
,., . 

Source: U. s. Bureau of the Census, 1940. 



• 

NET INCOME 
Under $1-00 
100-199 
200-299 
300-399 

400-499 
500 and up 

NET CASH INCOME PER FARM WORKER 
NORTH CAROLINA,1939 

• 

N.C.Agricultural Experiment Station 
DEPARTMENT OF RURAL SOCIOLOGY 
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HOW NORTH Cf~R.OLINA RANKS IN HEAIJI'H AND U.EDIC.;:..r. C.i\.HE .:um HJ SOCL"J.L AND ECONON[C 
CONDITIONS ..:'...FF'ECTDTG HEALTH 

Explans;tory 1!o~ 

On the following three pages there is a si.;umnary table showing how Worth Carolina 
ranks in the nation vdth regard to many subjects covered in this :ropo:rt. In 
most cases the :rank order is obvioi.w but in other oasos this is not so. This 
explanation virill, it is hoped, chJar up any confusion wh:i.ch may hG.ve arisen, 

In general, the most disadvantaged state is g;iven a rank of 11 48" and the J.east 
disadvantaged state a- rai11:: of •ryn:- Some H;ems,, hovr.:nrer 1 may be cons:i.dered as 
disadvantaging in one :respect and just the opposite ~n ano·l:;her respect. In 
such case::i,, the rank order used may be detenn.:i.ned by comparing the average for 
North Carolina "t'lith that fo:t" the United States. 

Tur instance, the b:irth rate of North Ce.rol:i.na j_s h:ie;her than the averat;e for 
the nation and North Carolina ra.nks 14·bh, moaning tha.t there are 13 states with 
higher birth rates. Some pe-0p~.e may feel that a high birth rate is a 11 bad11 _or 
"disadvantaging" condition, as indeo(l it may be if one is thinking of info.nt 
mortality or possibly tho size· of our child health problem. Howovor, · thoro 
are many reasons for hold;i.ng that a high birth ro.to is a 11 good11 thing, partic• 
ulo.riy because a docroasine; birth rato is now considorod as o. threat to· 11ational 
survbral. Be tha·l:; as it may.; the o:tdor of ranking is more or lo:;;s obvious. 

l:P. the case of 11 fa:rm people per square m:i.le 11 the :ra'J;1.k order could just as well 
have been reversed, because the more de:n;:iely settled an area is,. Jc;he more 
economically can medical care sorv:i.ces bo provided. Yet the ;f'-act that 11 over­
population11 may indicate conditions lea.ding to poor health justifies tho rank 
order which we have used. 

It !!1..ay be said in conclusion that any rank order systpm must be used with 
·caution. All sto.tos might bo very similar, se,y within tvro or throe por cont of 
eaoh other, and yet tho range of ra:nk:s would still bo from 11 111 to 11 4811 , Also, 
a state might improve itself a groat deal in some respect :;i.nd yot koop tho same 
rank order -because somo or all of tho other stato$· may also be improving thom­
solvos. Thorof'oro, it is suggested that the rco.dot, in addition to obsorving 
North Carolina's rank, note also tho a:voro.gos or percon~.;agos flor both North 
Caroliria and tho United States. ~~ - · 
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HOW NORTH CAROLINA RAlJKS IF tlEALTH i~ND lVIEDICl\.L CARE 
AND J!N SOCIAL .i\l\JD ECONOMIC COWDIT IONS AFFECT IHG EEALT Ho* 

Subjects 

HEALTH AND MEDICAL C1'cRE 

Hospital beds per 10.t 000 population 

Days hospitalization pe:r 100 popu1a.tion 

Doctors per 100,000 population 

1:Thite doctors per 100,000 white population 

:; roi'l.Vd1i to doc·cors por 100, 000 :ron:v1J1ito popul;;.tion 

Dentists per 100,000 population 

White dentis·i:;s per 100,000 populat~.on 

Nonwhite dentists per 100,000 nonwhite population 

Nurses (including students) po:r 100,000 population 

White nurses per 100,000 white population 

Nonwhite nurses per 100,000 nonwhite population 

:t:'ercontago live births in hospitals ( 1942) 

:percentage white births in hospitals ( 19,12) 

.Percentage Negro births in hospitals ( l9L12) 

:(?orcentago urban (over 10, 000) births in hospitals 

Percentage rural (under 10, 000) births in hospitals 

Porcontage of li vo births wi'bh no mo die al attendarit ( 1942) 

Porcontage of whito births with no mod:i.cal attendant ( 1942) 

Porcontago of Noc;ro births vrith no medical o.ttondant ( 1942) 

Porcontage of urban births with no mod:i.c~.:cl attendant (1942) 

Percentage of rural births vdth no medical ~~rttondant ( 1942) 

.t:..voro.gc or 
North 

•=_,...,P_o~r~o~e~n~t_a~g~o···~1Carolina 
United J North rank 
Stn.tes Carolina . 

35 23 42 

90 52 43 

125 72 45 

136 94 41 

28 17 30 

58 22 43 

58 28 46 

12 6 34 

2r/O. 175 38 

295 226 30 

54 46 25 

67.9 38.l 41 

72.7 49.0 41 

28.9 13 .6 43 

80.5 55,9 44 

36.5 17.1 39 

7.4 20,7 40 

2,5 6.1 40 

46,8 54.0 10 

2.6 lOoO ~10 

H.2 24.7· 39 

~ Maternal .deaths por 1,000 live births 3.8 5.1 41 

Rural maternal deaths per 1, 000 1i vo births 4.0 4,9 38 

N;onwhito maternal doD.ths per 1, 000 live births 7.7 7.6 31 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - .,.._ ~ - - - - - -~ ~- - - - -- - ..,..... -- - - - - - ..,_ - - - -
.·* These data are for the year 1940 unless otherwise stated. 
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HOVI NOH.TE CAROL UTA RANKS ..... 

Continued 

==========:±::::;:::::::Z::t:::;:~================~· -~~·==·=·~;:;-.:::::;.:·============::::;:::==~== Average or 
Percentage -Subjects 

United North . 
States Carolina 

Infant deo.ths plus still births per 1, 000 births 76 89 

White infant deaths plus stillbirths per 1,000 births 69 74 

Nonwhite infant deaths plus stillbirths per 1, 000 births 123 120 

Mortality rate (per 1,000 populatfon) * 
White mortality rate (per 1, 000 popubtion) * 
Nonwhite mo:tta_lity rate (per l, 000 Population) * 

Rural white mortality rate (per 1, 000 popule;t.ion) * 

Live births per 1, 000 females 15-411 y,ears of age 

White births per 1,000 females 15-44 years of age 

Nonwhite births per 1,600 fen1ales 15-44 years of age 

POPULATION .,......... 

Population per square mile 

Rural population per square mile 

Farm people per square mile farm land 

Percentage of population 1 • . 
~lving on farms 

Percent ago of population living in rural areo.s 

Porcentage of population Yrhich is Negro 

Percentage of employed males. 
over 14 years of ago engaged in o.e;riculture 

People under 15 and over 65 
per 1,000 people between 15 and 65 

Total number of poop lo in l,OOO!s 

Percentage of population increase 1930 to 19L1Q 

"""--·-

7.56 8.12 

7,02 6,72 

13.14 12.25 

G,11' 6.(0 

73.7 90.0 

72.5 85,.4 

83.3 lOJ..6 

44,2 72.7 

19,2 52 .. 9 

18.4 56,4 

22.9 46.4 

43.4, 72,7 

9.8 27.5 

23 .. 2 41,4 

468 585 

131, 669 3,572 

7,0 12,7 

North 
Carolina 

Rank 

38 

35 

26 

38 

15 

21 

32 

14 

H 

11 

35 

39 

48 

43' 

43 

43 

37 

43 

11 

9 

----------------~--~---------------------
* Excluding age group:,:; undor one and 75-up, Adjusted to tho ago distribution 

of tho total United Stat.cs population, 
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HOW NORTH CAROLINA RANKS ••• 
Continued 

INCOME AND LEVEL OF LIVING 

Net income per capita 

Average value of dwellings 

Average value of farm homes 

Per'centase of home ovvnership 

.Ave'rage numbe:t '(median) of people per home 

Percentage of hbmes with more than one person per room 

Percentage of homes with electricity 

Percentage of homes with radios 

Percentage of homes with running ·water 

Percentage of homes with mechanical refrigeration 

Percentage of adults with less than 5th grade educe.tion 

Rural-farm Level of Living Index 

STATE Al'TD COUNTY FINANCE 

Per capita St.ate Government expenditures 

Page 82 

Average or North 

1"="'"...,P,.,.e.,..r...,·c~e,....n.,,,,t~a ... g.,.e~- Carolina 
Unitedj North rank 
States jCaroJ.ina 

$ 573 $ 317 44 

$ 2,503 $ 1,346 42 

$ J., 070 $ 700 38 

43.6 42 .. 4 36 

4 .. 0 48 

20.3 35.3 38 

78.7 54.4 38 

82.8 61.8 41 

69.9 39.1 41 

44.l 28.2 38 

13 .. 5 26.2 42 

100 84 40 

$ 3 6. 80 $ 2 6. 96 38 

Per capita State Government expenditures for public health $ .3 7 ~~ .40 29 

Per capita County Government expenditures 1942 

Percentage State and local tax 
collections are of total income payments 

Percentage taxable income 
over $ 5,000 is of total income payments 1938 

' Per Capi~a federal aid to states 

Ratio (per $100) federal aid 
to state and local tax collections 

$ 12 .09 $ 11.53 28 

11.2 ll.3 24 

9 .. 9 30 

$ 28.82 $ 20.78 43 

44.7 57. 8 26 

Source: Based largely on U. S. Census, reports of State Departments, .American 
Medical Association Directqry 1 and report:;; of spec'ial agencies concernedQ 



.. 

• 

SEIECTED REFERENCES ON MEDICAL CARE. PROBI.EMS 

A.M,.A. MEDICAL SERVICE PIANS. Chicago: American Medic.al Association, Bureau of 
Medical Economics. 1943. P. 72. The American Medical Association expresses 
opposition to the inclusion of compulsory sicR:ness insurance under the Social 
Security Bill. Statement of ten principles for guidanc.e in setting up any 
medical care plan. Description of plans now in existence and a discussion on the 
Association's e:Jtperience with prepay.ihent plans. 

A .. M.A.. GROUP :MEDICAL PRACTICE. Ch::icago: American Medical Association, Bureau of 
Medical Economics. 1940. P. 70. Booklet attempts to define ·group medical 
practice. Gives historical' development in the UniJced States. Q.uotes from 
comments recej_ved from groups themselves as to advantages and disadvantages of 
such ·a set-up~ No conclusion made for or against group practice as opposed to' 
individual pract.ice. · 

. Aiilidon, Beulah. WHO CAN AFFORD HEALTH? New York: Public Affairs Conunittee, Inc., 
1944. P. 31. Prepared on the basis of the National Health' Survey made in 1935-
36 by the United States Public Health Service and other government research 
projects. Stresses .the relationship between income and amount of medical care 
needed and obtainable. Brief discussion of plans for meeting the problem. 

Anderson, Elin L. "ADI:~U'SE J~DJC •. ',J, C~'IJl.E.: FOR RURAL l!\ru\111 .. :U:S • 11 .Jbw:aal of ,1!f:ome 
r.:conom.ios .. Vol.36, No. 7, pp.397-400. September, 1944.· Discusd'."on.,.. of .. tlieneed' 
for medical ca.re; sununary of several p-lans now operated successfully; and con­
clusion as to what the next step must be~ 

Anderson, Elin L. et a.l. MEDICAL C~'Jm AND HF,.l\.LTH SERVICES FOR RURAL PEOPI.E. 
Chicago: Farm FoundiltTOn. 1944. P 226. Report of the Farm Foundation Conference 
held at Chicago April 11-13, 1944. Summarizes disc~ssion and presents detailed 
account of proceedings. 

Atkinson, Miles. BEHIND THE Mi\.SK OF MEDICINE. New York: Charles Scribner. 's Sons. 
1941. Pp. xiv t 348, A popula:t 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 discusses diff'eculties and problems 
involved. 

Bradbury, Samuel. THE COST OF ADEQUATE MEDICAL CARE. Chicago: The Univeri;iity of 
Chicago Press. 1937. Pp.ix ;. 86. Data. collected by Lee and Jones used in tJ:lB 
study of the cost o:f' medical care today. Appendix contains statistical tables 
showing services required for various disease categories, disease expectancy by 
age groups,, fee schedules, and more detailed iriformation. rogarding costs of 
illness. . 

Bureau of Cooperative Medicine. l'JEV'f PLANS OF MEDICAL SERVICE. Now York: 1940. 
P. 72. Gives thirty selected· examples of organi::.od local p],ans for providing 
or paying for medical services in the United States. 

Canadian Federation of Agriculture. HEALTH ON THE MA.RCH. Toronto: January, 1943,. 
P. 31. Part I containos principles for a plan df national health insurance 
Which were presented to the Dominion Government by the Canadian· Federation of 
Agriculture. Each principle followed by explanatory statements. P~rt II 
describes systems in other countries, some plans already in effect in Canada,, and 
a brief picture of what the fururo should hold for Canadian citizens. 
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Cornmittoo on tho Costs of Eodical Co.re. T.IBDICAL C.i1HE FDR THE AViERICAN PEOPLE ... 
Chicago: The University of Chicago Pross. 1932. Pp. xvi • 2130 This report 
out.lines the present situation:, states tho problem, presents tho essentials or 
a satisfactory medical program, and shows how tho latter can be put into practice. 
It doscribos plans already in uso, discussi:nr; their advantages and disadvantages. 
Five broad recornmonds.tions arc me:\de follo':rod by specific plans for their develop ... 
mont, and the final chapter expresses ·\;ho nood for present action and gives 
practical steps to be ta:imn at once. 

Committee of Physicians for tho Improvement of Medico.l Caro, Inc.. A S1JMI<i:iARY AND 
CRITIC!:..L ANALYSIS OF THE lv'.EDICAL FEATURES OF 1'HE WAGNER-NftJRRAY-DINGELL BILL. 
N~"I" Haven; Connecticut: December, J.943. This committee favors a National Hoalth 
Insurance Program but is dissc.tisf'iod with some foo..turos of tho Wagnor-Murray .. 
Dingell Bill. Suggestions aro made for H:;s improvomont. 

Cormnittee on Hesea;rch in Medical Econor:lics. PRINCIPLES OF A NATIOH-WIDE HEALTH 
PROGHLM. New York: November,1944. P. 34. 11The health program presented here 
arises from the belief that there is now need for public ac,cion to make adequate 
medical care more vriclely accessible to the American people and to improve ·che 
quality, organization and economy of medical service." 

OIO~ Depa:rtment of Education and Peseo.rch. FOR 'l'I:!E NATION 1S SECUIUTY. Washing·· 
ton;. D .C., 1943. P. 32 • Discussion of the things needed for security in the 
United States, and tho way in v1hich the Vfagner-i\i1urro.y-Dingoll Bill moots these 
needs. A report most favorable to all provisions of tho Bill. 

Davis, :mchael M., Editor. "tIT~DICAL c":1RE FDR A HUl'JDRED MILLION PEOPLE .. 11 Medical 
Care, Vol.3, lfo.3. PP• 239-256. AugustJ1943. Sum:rnary of tho W&.gnor-Murray­
Dingoll Bill followed by conurrcnts by VIagnor, organized medicine,, progressive 
physicians, and two dentists~ 

Davis, I:/[ichaol M. and Hrs, Roso Bhrlich. uFDTJR Nl1.TION/i.L HEADI'H BILLS CON!PJJ.tEDi. 11 

Medical Caro, Vol.3, No.4. pp. 331-339·. November, 1943. Factual comparison of 
Wagnor-Murray-Dingell Bill of 1943, Wagnor Bill of 1939, Hoa.1th Insurance Bill 
of 1935, and Canadian Health ,\.ct of 1943. No e-valuation nade. 

do Kauif', Paul. KAISER WAKES THE DOCTORS.. Now York~ Horcourt, Brace, and Co. 
1943. P. 158. Describes and ·discusses very favorably· in a popular style the 
group health care plans and ideas of Henry Kaiser. 

Erikson, Carl 1~. 11THE SL;I~I.L HOSPITAL". Hospit:::tls, February, 1940. ·Discussion 
of housing and care of sick, centralization of the I:lodical personnel., o.ad tho 
principles of construction. Plans for a mu:1bor of hospito.ls aro given and con­
structive criticism is nado concerning then. 

Faxon, N.W. nTHE PLACE OF COI:lPULSIOH HJ PREPAID HE.d.fl'H C.\RE 11 • Hospitals, August, 
1944. Favors tho uso of compulsory medical caro plans to supplonont volimtary 
insuro.nco. Would o..ccopt the Vfagnor ... Murray~Dingoll Bill with reservations. 

Hamilton, C. Hora.co. CONCLUSIONS ..:"J:JD PR.IN"CIPLES OF 'r:HE FlcRI.I J!\)TJNDliTION OON­
FEHENCE ON IJEDIC11L CL.RE l1.ND HELLTH SERVICE lN RURJ.,.L ;~REJ:1.S. Raleigh, N.Ca North 
Carolina State CollGge of .Agriculture and Engineering. 1944. P.,5. l:Ii:r:ioogro.phod. 
Unofficial sumrnary of conference hold in Chicago April 11-13, 1944. Outlines 
present conditions in rural areas, tho basic principles o.nd objectives to bo ob­
served in drawing up medical care planso Cites several practical plans and 
programs. 

Hamilton, C. Horace. MEDICAL CliRE NEEDS liND PLL\.NS FOH RURAL PEOPLE IN NORTH 
CAROLil'ifA. RD.leigh,,rJ .. C~ North Carolina State College of icgriculturo and Engineer­
ing. July; 194'2:. P.10, M:tmeographod. Series of four nowspapor articles dis­
cussing tho nood fo:r group health caro in rural aroai;; 1 oommorci:ll and ooopero..tivo 
medical care plans, the Blue Cross plan, and fodoro.l public health insuro.nco. 



Hamilton, C. Horace. ELElfiETu'TS 01'"' A STATE MEDICAL CARE PIAN• Raleigh,. N. C: 
North Carolina State College of Agriculture and En[;ineer:lng, 1944. P. 7. Mimeo_. 
graphed. Outlines a state plrm for pubHc health insurance,. showing 'need for 
federal aid. 

Halbert, Blanche. HOSPIT.LLS FDR Ififfil,L COVM1JNITIES.. U.S.D.A. Farmers Bulletin 
No, 1792. P.41. \'Tashington, D·.c. November, 1937. This bulletin "gives information 
on hospital needs, size, cost,. financing, and plans, l1ased on the experiences of 
many localities.it 

Hellman,: H.ichard. "THE w~:mEERS TRY GROUP J"!~WICINE" Harpers Magazine, Pp.1-8, 
Daoembert 1940,. Experience of .-the F'arm Security Administration iIJ. providing for 
the health of rural people. 

Hollingsworth, Helen and Margaret C. Klem.. 1.EDICAL CL.RE MJD COSTS IN RBL:cTION TO 
FAMILY HJCONIE. Washington, D. Ci Bureau of Research and Statistics. I/larch, 1943. 
P •. 219., Statistica1 source book including data on medical co.re expenditures and 
prevalence, incidence, severity, duration, and fr0quency of illness. 

Johnson, Victor, John Peters, and Louis Wirth. "SHOULD WE i:..DOPr GOVERNMENT HEALTH 
INSURANCE?" The University of Chicago Hound Table, :No. 354. Pp.1-25. Decem1Jor 31, 
1944. Radio discussion broo..dcast from the University of Chicago. Supplomontod 
by several notes and charts. 

JuJ.ius Rosenwald :fund. HOSPITAL Fi1.CILITIES IN RURAL AREAS. Chicago. 1935. P.28'! 
Reprints of' articles from Bulld;in of tho American Eodical Association, Tho 
Commonwealth F\.lnd, and The Modern Hospitar. Cor:cerned ·vvith n,eed for hospitals in 
rural areas, principles to be consJ.dered. in meeting need.s, and plans for buil.ding 
small rural hospitals. 

Kleinschmidt., L.S. "HOVV- ClcN BETTER RUB.AL r14iI.LTH BE DEVELOPED? 11 Rural Sodology, 
Vol.9, No. l. Pp. 21-27 ~ March, 1944. Discusses pres'f:Jnt health conditions in 
:rural areas and the need for improvements. Lists questions to be ansvrered in 
studies of the problem. 

Klem, Margaret C. Pfu'SP.hY11ENT MEDICAL Cl.RE ORG1\NIZATIO~JS. Washington, D.C: 
Bureau of Research and Statisticso June, 1944. Pp. x:+ 130* Digest of prepay­
ment plans now in use in the United States and Canada. Statistical s1rn11nary 
showing number of persons eligible f'or care under existing plans and personnel 
associated with these organiza1cions. Also more detailed· information showing 
specific services received. Data given by census r:egion~ state, and type of 
organization. 

Liebelert Virginia M. "HOW THE BLUE CROSS C.i1.ME TO RURAL LLlERICA. 11 The Modern 
Hospital, February, 1944. Story of the enrollment in the Blue CrosspT'ari of 
rural people in Minnesota. Difficulties involved in enlisting farmers in the 
plan and how they are being overcome. · 

N. C. Commission on Hospitals and Medical Care. iVIEDICLL c:.RE l.ND HOSPITAL 
FACILITIES FOR RURAL PEOPLE IN NORTH C.i\.ROLINA. Haleigh, N. C; October,, 19.44;, 
P. 10. Mimeographed. Report of tho Committee on Hosp:i.tals and i\Iedical Caro fol:' 
Rural People. Sununarizes needs of rur13-l people in North Ca.rolina and makes 
rocomm0ndations as to how these needs can be mot. Other ropor-bs of the Conunission 
are also available. 

Physicians Foru..m, Hm~·rs YOUR HEALTH? New York: 1944. P. 8. L popular leaflet 
showing arguments for and giving enthusiastiq endorsement to the plan for national 
prepaid health insurance, as is proposed in the Vfo.gner-Murray-Dinp;ell Bill. The 
Physicians Fbrum is an organized group of liberal doctors, headed by Ernst P. 
Boas, M.D. of Colul\lbia University~ 
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Porter, furry. 11 DO WE WMJT NATIONAL HE/: .. LTH INSURi"HCE?" Collier's, pp.20-219 65-66. 
January 27, 1945. Arguments for i,md against the Wagner-Murray-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 SHALL 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 designs 
of ten hospitals recentl~r built in North and South Carolina with tho help o±~ Tho 
Duke Endowment. 

Ratcliff, J.D. "CO-OP HOSPITAJ}1 ~ Collier 1s. Pp. 24-26. July 31, 1943. Story 
of a successful co operative cmnmunity hospital in Elk City, Oklahoma. 

Sarvis, Lewis J. and Graham L. Davis. "SOUTH HAVEN HOSPITLL: IT IS EFFICI:8J\1T AND 
. EXPL.ND1J3LE .. 11 Hospitals. Soptombor, 194:3. Comprohonsive description of the 
South Haven hospital, including tho architect's plans and a detailed statomont 
of tho cost of building and equipment., 

Southmayd, Henry J. and Geddes Smith. SMALL COMI'!IU1JITY HOSPIT.LLS.. Now Yorh The 
Commonvroalth FUnd. 1944. Pp x + 182, Includos discussions as to which commu• · 
nitios should have hospito.ls, tho o.rca c. hospital should serve, tho administration 
and or~anization, distributi.on of tho costs, up.d vw.ys in which tho hospital can 
aid tho community getting bettor medical 02,ro. 

United Electrical, Radio and Machine Workers of America-- CIO. UE GUIDE TO GR.OUP 
INSURLNCE. New York: 19440 P,. 127. Booklet 11 designed to help organizers and 
local~ in negotiating group insurs.nce. 11 · Diseussion of tho need for group insur­
ance, concrete plans to be put into use, a.nd some of the things ev0ry group 
insurance should include. · 

Warbasse, James Peter. COOP8Rl:i.TIVE MJ.i.iDICIN1iJ. New York: The Cooperative League 
of the U.S.A. 1942. P. 42. Suggestions for se-bting up a cooperative health 
association in a community. Illustrations of such associations already in ex­
istence. Discussion of cooperative medicine as opposed to state medicine, stress­
ing the advantp.gos of the cooperative system. Sample set of by-laws, rules, and 
agreement with doctors. 
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