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ust what such words as progress and
civilization mean is often disputed,

but no one doubts that the things
themselves exist. Holland is obviously a
more progressive country than Portugal,
and equally obviously France is more civ-
ilized than Albania. It is when concrete
criteria are set up that dispute begins, for
every man tries to measure the level of a
given culture by his own yardstick, and
so we have heard a musician argue that no
country which lacks symphony orchestras
can be called really civilized, and a banker
maintain that wealth and civilization are
indistinguishable, and not long ago a medi-
cal statistician was saying that “the average
length of life is the one and only sure in-
dex . . . of social progress”. But under all
these differences there is still something
resembling a general agreement, and back

* A part of the material used in this article was
assembled by Dr. James M. Chalfant of Ohio State
University, who also suggested some of the obser-
vations upon it. He is, of course, not responsible
for any of the conclusions. Thanks are also due to
Dr. S. H. Hobbs, Jr., of the University of North
Carolina, for permission to use some of the tables
in his book, “North Carolina: Economic and Social”.
In that book Dr. Hobbs employed the present method
in an ingenious study of the position of North Caro-
lina among the States. Part II of this article will
appear next month, and Part 11T in November.

in 1928 it was well stated by Dr. A. J.
Todd of Northwestern University at the
Memphis Conference on Social Work:

We shall have to agree that life on the
whole is better than death, that health is
better than sickness, that freedom is better
than slavery, that control over fate is better
than ignorance, that moderate provision
for human need is better than chronic
lack, that broad interests and moderate
desires are better than narrowness and en-
forced asceticism—

in other words, that a civilized society is
one in which there is reasonable liberty
and security, and opportunity to acquire
knowledge, and no general or unendurable
poverty, and no other avoidable impedi-
ments to happiness and well-being. The
best of societies, of course, fall far short of
the ideal, but they at least cherish it, and
when fortune runs with them they usually
move toward it. Thus “a condition of gen-
eral happiness,” in J. B. Bury’s phrase, is
“the issue of the earth’s great business”.
It may never be attained, but certainly one
must admit that there is such a thing as
striving for it, and that this striving re-
sults in changes that may be measured.
When the percentage of illiteracy in a
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given area is reduced 50%, in a generation,
we all agree—save maybe a few cantanker-
ous iconoclasts—that progress has been
made, and we likewise agree when the
death-rate is reduced, when crime dimin-
ishes, when despotism gives way to free
government, and when the arts and
sciences are actively and effectively prac-
tised. And most of us agree, too, when
there is an increase in the per capita wealth.
In itself, that increase may not be impor-
tant, for a very rich country might still
show a great deal of horrible poverty and
suffering, but in practise we know that
money tends to get itself distributed, and
that when the average wealth increases the
average well-being usually also increases.
Here in the United States the criteria of
progress are often hotly debated, and there
is visible a wide difference over them. The
people who live in cities commonly regard
the dwellers in smaller places as barbarians,
and not infrequently the rural folk think
of the city hordes as savages. There is a
large literature on the subject, running
both ways. One hears, too, of purely sec-
tional disdains and derisions. Not many
natives of New England would admit
that Iowa is as civilized as Massachusetts,
and not many Southerners would admit
that either the North or the West is as
civilized as the South. Of late the Pacific
Coast has come into the contest, and for
a long while the Middle West has been
advancing its claims. Some time ago, in-
deed, William Allen White was depicting
Kansas as a State almost beyond compare
—as certainly superior, on all rational cul-
tural counts, to the highly populous States
along the Atlantic seaboard. But mean-
while, there are plenty of Americans who
regard Kansas as almost barbaric, just as
there are other Americans who shudder
whenever they think of Arkansas, Ohio,
Indiana, Oklahoma, Texas or California.

Perhaps these disputes are destined to go
on forever, as they have been going on in
Europe for centuries. Is Kansas more dry
than New York? Then that is a proof of
a relatively high civilization to the major-
ity of Kansans, and perhaps also to most
people in various other States, but to New
Yorkers it is only proof that the Kansans
are jays. Does California burn more gaso-
line per capita than any other State, and
attract more retired farmers, and produce
more movies, and jail more labor agitators,
and support more inventors of new re-
ligions? Then the Californians are proud
of it, but nearly everywhere else there are
only scoffs. Nevertheless, there remain
certain criteria that are pretty generally
accepted, even in areas where their appli-
cations are somewhat embarrassing. All
Americans seem to be agreed that educa-
tion is a good thing, and that the more of
it there is, the better. All of them agree
likewise that crime is a bad thing, and that
the less of it there is, the better. And all—
or nearly all—agree that it is better to be
rich than to be poor, and that any civiliza-
tion which sees an increase in the general
wealth is a civilization going up grade, not
down. So maybe it will be possible, by ex-
amining certain tables of statistics, with
the forty-eight American States (to which,
of course, the District of Columbia should
be added) ranged in order, to find out
which of them tend toward the top of the
heap and which toward the bottom. Sta-
tistics, to be sure, are not always reliable,
but we have nothing better, and we must
make as much of them as we can.

I

Let us be thoroughly American by starting
with wealth. Which is the richest of the
States, and which the poorest? We turn to
“The Statistical Abstract of the United
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States,” an official publication of the Treas-
ury, and find an attempt to answer the
question on page 294.

It shows the estimated value of all the
tangible property in each State, reckoned
per capita—not the total wealth per capita,
but the amount of zangible property per
capita, regardless of whether it is owned by
residents or by persons living elsewhere.
Here is the table:

TABLE NO. I: TANGIBLE PROPERTY PER CAPITA

1 Nevada . ..ooi i, $6,998
2 Wyoming .............oeiiiinnnn 4,663
3 South Dakota.................... 4,482
4 JTowa ... ... .. i 4,274
5 OIegoM ...vvvvivenroronnenunenns 4,182
6 Nebraska ....................... 4,004
7 District of Columbia.............. 3,879
8 North Dakota.................... 3,692
9 Montana ... ... oL, 3,601
10 Connecticut ..........oeveeiennann 3,614
1r Washington .............. ... 3,600
12 New Jersey............ Veeans e 3,524
13 Arizona ..., 3,512
14 Kansas ... .. 3,493
15 Minnesota ... i iiiiiiiiiie, 3,442
16 New York........covviiivunnn., 3,436
17 Idaho ... .. . oo il . 3,301
18 Iinois ....vvvnivereerinneranns . 3,295
19 Colorado .........cccviiinyunnnn . 3,285
20 Utah ............... e 3,247
21 Massachusetts . ....o.iveneininnn ' 3,243
22 Pennsylvania .........cvivuiann, 3,187
23 Rhode Island.............c0vuuee 3,086
24 New Hampshire................. . 3,074
25 Ohio ...vviiiiiiiiiieei e 3,048
26 West Virginia.......covvvunnnnn.. 3,040
27 Indiana .............. ... ool 2,942
28 Missouri ........cohhiiiiii., 2,903
29 Michigan ............ ...l 2,899
30 Wisconsin .....ovinieniiiiiiiininn, 2,887
31 Delaware ............. ...l 2,728
32 Maryland ...l 2,665
33 Maine .............. i, 2,586
3¢ Vermont ...........oiiiiiiiiiaa. 2,389
35 Florida ...........coviiiiiiiiat, 2,358
36 New Mexico.....ovvvivveininnnnn 2,229
37 Virginia ....... .. . oo 2,050
38 Texas ...t 2,010
30 Oklahoma ....................... 1,864
40 Louisiana .................. . ..., 1,855
41 Tennessee .........iiiiiiiiiiin., 1,773
42 North Carolina................... 1,708
43 Kentucky ..... ... ... ... ...l 1,459
44 Arkansas ... 1,439
45 South Carolina ................... 1,385
46 Georgia .......... il 1,306
47 Alabama .............. ...l . 1,244
48 MissisSippl .. oovv i . 1,216
49 California ................... ... 1,007

United States .......vvurevrennnnn 2,916

The foregoing table, as we have said,
comes from “The Statistical Abstract of
the United States.” Following is a table
showing the assessed value per capita of
taxable property, whether tangible or in-
tangible, compiled from figures supplied
by Halsey, Stuart & Company:

TABLE NO. 2: TAXABLE PROPERTY PER CAPITA

I Montana ... $26,344.61
2 AMZONA . oivvve i 10,441.39
3 South Dakota ................. ... 2,439.00
4 Nevada ...l 2,382.40
5 Nebraska ............. ..., 2,251.18
6 New York .......oooiviiiiiienan, 2,241.52
7 Ohio ......coiiiiiiiiiiiies 2,030.74
8 Rhode Island .................... 2,025.99
9 WISCOnSIA vvvvvvireirnrneennnnn 2,006.26
10 Kansas ..., 1,958.36
IT WYoming . ..vovvnnvinnnennninnn 1,936.59
12 Maryland .. ... o il 1,772.01
13 Connecticut ... ool 1,744.43
14 California ....ovoviininiiinnn 1,742.21
15 Michigan ........... ... 1,693.69
16 New Jersey - .oovinneiiuinnnnnen 1,689.80
17 Massachusetts .................... 1,676.44
18 Indiana .............. ... ... ..., 1,595.45%
19 Jowa ..o 1,569.24
20 Colorado .............. PN 1,531.29
21 NorthDakota .................... 1,469.70
22 Utah ... ... i 1,434.21
23 Pennsylvania .................... 1,414.43
24 MIiSSOUrT .....oviviiiiiinnns 1,369.99
25 New Hampshire .................. 1,338.88
26 Oregon ........coiiiieiiiinn.... 1,179.49
27 West Virginia . ................... 1,176.25
28 Delaware .............. ..., ... 1,158.47
29 Ilinois ..........c.coviiviennn... 1,096.28
30 Idaho ........ ... ... .. oLl 1,093.41
31 Kentucky .............c il 1,061.73
32 Virginmla .......... .. i 1,044.25
33 North Carolina ................... 937.21
34 Maine ............ ... .. ..., 932.61
35 Louisiana ....................... 835.02
36 Washington ..................... 809.55
37 New Mexico .................... 808.60
38 Oklahoma .................... ... 807.08
39 Vermont ........................ 777.93
40 Minnesota ............ ... ... ... 759.65
41 Texas ... 722.80
42 Tenmessee ......ioiiiiiii.. 678.24
43 Arkansas ......... ...l 673.31
44 Alabama ............ ... ... .. .. 470.15
45 Georgia ..., 451.80
46 Florida ......................... 418.00
47 Mississippl .. .o 385.54
48 South Carolina ................... 245.20
United States® ................... 2,137.98

There follows a table from “Statistics of
Income,” published by the Treasury (1930,

2The District of Columbia is omitted.
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p- 73), showing the percentage of the popu-
lation filing income tax returns in 1928,
the last year for which complete returns
are available:

TABLE NO. 3: PERCENTAGE PAYING INCOME TAX

1 District of Columbia.............. 8.00
2 CQCalifornia .................... ... 6.95
3 New York ................... ... 6.76
4 Nevada ......................... 5.74
5 New Jersey .........ccovevnnoon. 5.15
6 Ilnols ..........ccoeeieiinann.. 5.05
7 Massachusetts ................. ... 5.02
8 Connecticut ...........coevneeennn. 4.86
9 Maryland ....... ... ... 4.04
10 Washington ..................... 4.03
11 Delaware ................. ... 3.93
12 Michigan ......... ... . ... ... 3.92
13 Pennsylvania ..................... 3.67
14 Rhode Island .................... 3.60
15 Wyoming ............c.c.ooiiiaa. 3.49
16 Wisconsin ..............c........ 3.34
17 Oregon ..............iiiiiii 3.25
18 Ohio ...... ... ... . 3.20
19 Montana ............. . ... 3.12
20 New Hampshire ................. 3.10
21 Colorado ............. ... ... ..... 2.85
22 Missouri ........ ... i 2.82
23 Vermont ...............iiiiai.n. 2.67
24 Utah ... oo 2.50
25 Arizona ........... ..o 2.43
26 Indiana ............. . ... ... 2.37
27 Maine ...... ... ... . i, 2.34
28 Florida ...... ... ... ... 2.28
29 Minnesota .......... ... 2,23
29 Nebraska ....................... 2.23
31 Texas .. ... 2.05
32 Louisitana ................... . ... 1.90
33 Idaho .......... ... ... ... 1.80
34 Kansas ............ ... ... .. 1.79
35 West Virginia ................... 1.78
36 New Mexico ...............oo... 1.69
37 Towa ... 1.68
38 Oklahoma ....................... 1.54
39 North Dakota ................... 1.51
39 South Dakota .................... 1.51
41 Virginia .......... ..ol 1.46
42 'Tennessee ................i.. 1.40
43 Kentucky ........ . ... .. o oL 1.39
44 North Carolina ................... 1.06
45 Alabama ............... ... ... 1.05
46 Georgia ......... ... ... 1.03
47 Mississippl ... .90
48 Arkansas ......... ..ol .86
40 South Carolina .................. 74
United States ...........coovvunn. 2.89

And here is a table from the same source
showing the average income tax paid:

TABLE NO. 4: AVERAGE INCOME TAX PAID

1 Delaware
2 New York
3 Rhode Island

4 Ilinois ......................... 296.18
s Connecticut ..................... 285.02
6 Michigan ....................... 281.29
7 Massachusetts .................... 277.14
8 Pennsylvania .................... 267.90
9 New Jersey...................... 263.82
10 Ohio ... i 253.54
1x Maryland ... oL, 247.12
12 Florida ......................... 239.91
13 Maine ... ... ... L, 229.03
14 California ....................... 201.14
15 Minnesota ........ ... . ... ... 196.29
16 North Carolina ................... 195.23
17 MISSOUrL ...t 190.45
18 Oklahoma ....................... 173.00
19 District of Columbia.............. 169.17
20 ‘Tennessee ...................0.... 160.51
21 Kentucky ....................... 159.45
22 Jowa ... .. 152.40
23 Alabama ........................ 150.08
24 Colorado ....................... 143.42
25 New Hampshire ................. 140.05
26 Arizona ... 138.83
27 Indiana ........................ 134.01
28 TeXaSs ... 128.28
29 Wisconsin ............c.iiinnn. 126.51
30 Louisiana ....................... 118.44
31 Virginia ......... . oo, 117.20
32 Georgia .......... i, 115.63
33 Vermont ..............c.cociuunn.. 112.38
34 Nevada ......................... 106.69
35 West Virginia ................... 95.32
36 Kansas ......................... 88.92
37 Utah ............ ... ... ., 82.63
38 Oregon ... ...l 81.39
39 Montana ........................ 75.85
40 New Mexico ........oovvviiiiin.. 69.46
41 Washington ..................... 67.48
42 Nebraska ....................... 67.12
43 Arkansas ............. ...l 52.69
44 South Carolina ................... 52.21
45 Mississippl v o v o 47.32
46 Wyoming ....................... 43.16
47 South Dakota ................... 30.19
48 Idaho ............. .. ... L. 28.87
49 North Dakota ................... 21.5%7
United States .................... 176.97

Already, despite certain wild aberrations
—for example, California is at the bottom
of Table No. 1 but stands second in Table
No. 3—certain trends are visible. Nevada
is among the first five States in three of
the four tables, and New York is among
the first five in two. Also, Mississippi is
among the last five in all four, and South
Carolina, Georgia and Alabama are among
the last five in three. Yet again, certain
States seem to gravitate toward the middle
of the list—for example, New Hampshire,
which appears between the twenty-first
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and the twenty-seventh places in three of
the four tables.

Let us now turn to bank clearings, and
confine our inquiry to the top and bottom
of the table. The figures are compiled
from a table in the Commercial and Fi-
nancial Chronicle, a leading authority, and
show the clearings per capita last year:

TABLE NO. 5! BANK CLEARINGS

1 New York...........oovviiiie.. .. $27,890
2 Massachusetts ......... .. 0. 0. 5,569
3 Ilinois ... ... 000 iiiiiiiiiii i 3,867
4 Pennsylvania .............cooiiinln 3,858
5 MISSOUIL  vu'vit i ineeeneanansraans 3,688
45 West Virginia.....oovvvvvvnniaennnn 145
46 South Carolina.........cciivevuunn. 114
47 MISSISSIPPE . oo it 11T
48 New Hampshire .........c.c.cv... 86
49 North Carolina ........ccocvieii.... 36
United States .....vvvvreverernnnnes 1,610

Unfortunately, this record is incomplete,
for Nevada does not report its bank clear-
ings, and neither do certain cities else-
where, e.g., Chattanooga, Tenn., McAles-
ter, Okla, and Los Angeles, Calif. But
when it comes to bank resources all States
report in full, and this is what one learns
about the total resources per capita from
“The Statistical Abstract of the United
States” (1930, p. 263):

TABLE NO. 6: BANK RESOURCES

1 New York ........ ool $1,652
2 Massachusetts ............cociin... 1,127
3 Connecticut .........coviinnnnnnnnann 930
4 Rhode Island ............. ... .. .... 850
5 VEImont ......ovviivrreenuneinaanns 796
45 Arkansas .......iiiiiieieiiineinanaan. 145
46 Alabama ... ... i iiiiiiiiianan, 142
47 Mississippl .. .ot 137
48 South Carolina ..........c.cciiioo... 129
49 New Mexico. ... ovviiinivnnennnannn 121

United States .......c.vvveneeernnn.n 446

From the same source (p. 274) we com-
pile the record of savings and other time
deposits per capita in all banks and trust
companies:

TABLE NO. 7: SAVINGS DEPOSITS

1 RhodelIsland ....................... $951.13

2 Massachusetts ............ o 715.88

3 VEermont ...........oovviviinniennn. 625.59

4 ConnecticUt ........cccvvvineunvnnn.. 503.80

5 New Hampshire ................... 458.06

45 Arkamsas ........ ... .. .o, 51.64
46 Texas ... 48.85
47 Oklahoma ........................ 47.83
48 Alabama ............ .. ... 000l 41.80
49 New Mexico .....iiiiiiiinennninn.. 30.35
United States ... .. 203.15

And from the report of the Bureau of
Internal Revenue (“Statistics of Income”,
1930, pp. 60-61) we compile the follow-
ing return of the aggregate gross estates
of resident decedents per capita:

TABLE NO. 8: ESTATES OF DECEDENTS

1 Delaware ... ... i $229.22
2 Rhode Island....................... 114.65
3 New York ....ciniiininiinen s 87.72
4 Nevada ....... .. .ciiiiiiiiiiian. 86.81
5 Connecticut .......covieeeeceeennen 68.36
45 Arkansas ..., 4-42
46 North Dakota ........covivvvvninnnn 4.14
47 AMZONA ...ttt e 3.85
48 Mississippl ..ot 3.48
49 Idaho ... ... ... il 1.96
United States .........coovevvnnn. . 28.61

Finally, here is a table showing the

spendable money income per capita for

1929:
TABLE NO. 9! SPENDABLE MONEY INCOME

1 New York ...oviriniiiinn . $1,328

2 Califormia .........cveeieniiinenn., 1,186

3 Massachusetts .........cc000evennnn.. 1,131

4 IHlinois ... ..oviiieiiiiiiiin. 1,039

5 NEW JEISCY ..vvverenerneavonrnaneens 1,036
45 Alabama ........ ... iiiiiiiieian. 329
46 Georgia .. ...t 326
47 North Carolina ........ovvivinen. 315
48 Arkansas ...........iieeeiiiian 282
49 Mississippl ...l 239

We now have nine tables, all of them
dealing with the general wealth of the
country. They are of varying value and
significance, and it would be hazardous to
attempt any very elaborate inferences from
them without careful statistical weighting;
nevertheless, it is safe to assume that those
States which tend to appear far down the
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tables are relatively poor. Of the States
that so appear more than twice, Georgia
appears four times, Arkansas and South
Carolina five times, Alabama six times,
and Mississippi eight times. Contrariwise,
of the States that appear among the first
five more than twice, Illinois appears three
times, Nevada, Connecticut, Rhode Island
and Massachusetts four times, and New
York six times.

III

These tendencies are furthermore sup-
ported by an examination of the available
statistics dealing with separate industries.
The States that are poor in general are also
poor in detail. Thus Mississippi and Ar-
kansas are among the last five in the value
of their manufactures per capita (The
World Almanac, 1931, pp. 324-27) ; Missis-
sippi, Arkansas, Georgia and Alabama are
among the last five in the average value
of lands and buildings per farm (“Statis-
tical Abstract,” 1930, p. 626); Mississippi
and South Carolina are among the last
five in the value of their mineral products
per capita (The World Almanac, 1931, p.
290), and Mississippi and Louisiana are
among the last five in the average total
value of their farms, including machinery
and stock, in the average value of their
hogs a head, and in the average value of
their horned cattle. A poor State naturally
has poor farm animals, and many of its
farmers do not own their land, but are
more or less migratory tenants, Here is a
table issued by the Census Bureau showing
the percentage of farm tenants in the vari-
ous States for 1928, the last year for which
complete figures are available:

TABLE NO. I0: RATIO OF FARM TENANCY

1 Maine ... ... 3.4
2 New Hampshire ...........cooiiint. 4.8
3 Massachusetts ......ooiiiiiiiiii. 4.8
4 Connecticut .......ceweriruneennnnnn.. 6.4
5 Nevada ..ooiviiruniniiiinin i, 7.9

6 Vermont ...........ooiiiiiinnianannn . 93
7 Utah ... 1I1.X
8 RhodeIsland .......ccovvvniivinnnnn.. 12.1
9 New York ..o 14.1
10 Califormia «...oviniiiiii i 14.7
11 Michigan ............. o i, 15.1
12 WISCONSIN o vvivnie i iiinnennannnn 15.5
13 New Jersey ..ooviiniiiiiiiiiinanenn. 15.9
14 West Virginia .........oiviiiieneennn. 16.3
14° Washington ........c.ovviiiivnnennnn. 16.3
16 Oregon . .vviieriiiie it 16.8
17 New MeEXiCo . vvivinniiiieieiiannnnns 17.1
18 Pennsylvania ........cviiiiiiiiiiian.. 17.4
19 Wyoming ....vevrvnennenennenennenns 17.9
20 Florida ....ccovvviiiiiiiiiinnn... 21.3
2T ATIZODA vvievevnnnenneannnenneennnss 21.5
22 Montana .......cciiiiiiiie e 21.9
23 Idaho ... .iiiii 24.4
24 VIFgINIA ouiiiinnnnrenenrinenenenens 25.2
25 ODhI0 ..ttt i e 25.5
26 Maryland ... o 26.4
27 MIDNESOtR .. oovit ittt 27.1
28 District of Columbia................... 28.1
29 Indiana .......... . .l 29.2
30 Colorado .........ciiiiiiiiiiiit, 30.9
31 Kentucky ......oviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiaa 32.0
32 MISSOUML .\ .iiiirin e inanernnnnnnnes 32.6
33 North Dakota ..........ocoiiiiiiit, 34.4
34 Delaware ....oviiii ittt 35.8
35 TENNESSEE .t vvvvenvunroeeereronoenenss 41.0
36 South Dakota .......covvievninnnnnnas 41.5
37 IHnois .....ocvviiiiiiiiiiinninon, 42.0
38 Kansas ...veevivinieiiesiieiiiinieeienen 42.2
30 Jowa . i 44.7
40 North Carolina ............. R .. 45.2
41 Nebraska ................. P 46.4
43 Arkansas ....icihiieiiiiie. e 56.7
43 Oklahoma ............. e 58.6
44 Louisiana ....... et e 60.1
45 TeXaS . iiiiii et i i 60.4
46 Alabama ... ...0.iiii i 60.7
47 GEOrgia .. viviii i i 63.8
48 South Carolina .......c.ovvvinivinininnnn 65.1
49 MissisSiPPl .. ovvvir i 68.3
United States .......ccovrninenneannnn. 29.5

Tenant farmers, of course, usually have
relatively poor equipment, but that this is
not invariably the case is shown by com-
paring the position of Kansas, Iowa, Ne-
braska and the two Dakotas in the
foregoing table with their position in the
following, which shows the percentage of
farms employing tractors (“Statistical Ab-
stract,” 1931, p. 648):

TABLE NO. I1: FARMS EMPLOYING TRACTORS

1 North Dakota
2 South Dakota

2 When two or more States show the same serial
number it is given to each of them. The slack is
taken up by advancing the number of the next State
to that of its actual rank.
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California .......cooiviiiiiiiineaan 19.0
Iinois .. .vvvii i 18.4
Kansas ... ... it 17.2
Jowa ... 16.7
WISCONSIM v vt iie it ierieianen s 15.0
Nebraska .. vvviviiineeneraannnneenn 13.9
New Jersey ..oovviiiiniiiniiinn. 13.9
MINnesota ... v.vvvviniin i 13.6
New York ...oooiiiiiii i 12.9
Montana ........i i 12.5
Ohio ... 12.2
Indiana .........ccoiiiiiiiin, 11.7
Colorado ......... o, 10.3
Arizona ... 9.8
Michigan .......ovvviiiiinenn. 9.6
Oregon ...t 9.6
Pennsylvania ......... ... ... . . ... 9.5
Wyoming ......cviuiiiineineina.. 7.9
Maryland ...... ... 0 7.8
Rhode Island ..........c.cciinenenen. 7.2
Massachusetts ...........ciiiiiian. 6.1
Delaware . ...oiiiiiin it 6.0
Washington .......coiivieiveiiiian... 5.9
Connecticut .....vieiieiiiiia s 5.7
Vermont . .v.vuvinnnerinenenannnnennn 5.4
Nevada ........... e 5.1
Oklahoma ........cciiiiniiiiiiain... 5.0
MiSSOUMT v iiieiiiiie e ... 4.6
Idaho ... ... ... i 4.4
Florida ......ciiiiiiiiiiiiain e 4.0
Maine ... e 3.4
VIrgInia vvvreinvirrcnn e 3.3
TEXAS vttt e 3.2
Utah .. e 3.1
New Mexico v .viiiiineninieeiayen.. 3.1
District of Columbia................... 2

North Carolina ,.....covivienenen... 2.7
New Hampshire ..................... 2.3
West Virginia ........coviinvininannn. 2.0
Kentucky ,...vviiiiiiiiininnnenenn 1.9
Louisiana .,.......cciiiiiiiiiiiinnn. 1.9
TEeNnessee .....v.vueenerannn e 1.8
South Carolina ..........coivevivnnnn. 1.5
Georgia vuvvviia i ., 15
Arkansas .....iaiiiie e 1.2
Alabama ......... i 1.0
MissiSSIPPT » v oot iie i e 7
United States ..................i0a 7.4

But in this table, as in No. 10, Missis-

sippi, Alabama, Georgia and South Caro-
lina continue among the last five States,
and Mississippi and South Carolina do so
again in the table showing the percentage
of farms supplied with electric light and
power (calculated as of December 31,
1930, by the National Electric Light Asso-

ciation):

VId W~

TABLE NO. I2: ELECTRIFIED FARMS

California .......ccovvieeneiiiian, 59.5
Washington .......covriiiniereniinn.. 58.4
MassachUsetts .. .c.vivvnvenneinnninnas 50.5
Nevada ..ot 47.0
New Hampshire ..................... 467

44 Mississippi «vvv it i i e, 1.1
45 South Carolina ............. . ..., 1.1
46 Tennessee . ...ttt i 1.1
47 Arkansas ..........iiiiiiiiiiea.e, 1.0
48 North Dakota ....................... K

Telephones, it appears, tend to run with
electric lights and power, as is shown by
the following table from “Telephone and
Telegraph Statistics of the World,” May,
1931. The figures come from the American
Telephone & Telegraph Company, and set
forth the number of telephones in service
to each hundred of population:

TABLE NO. 13! TELEPHONES

1 District of Columbia................... 33.0

2 California ........... .o i, 24.1

3 IHlnols ... it 23.6

4 New York ... 23.3

L U O Y 23.0

45 New MeXICo .t.vviineiiinnnnerninnnns 5.6
46 North Carolina ..........covvvvnn. . 53
47 Alabama ... ... . il . 4.9
48 MISSISSIPPL v vver it . 4.3
49 South Carolina ....................... 3.9
United States .........cccoiivierinnnns 16.4

And the consumption of gasoline in gal-
lons per capita per annum (Congressional
Record, March 16, 1931, p. 7565 f.) nat-
urally follows fairly closely the density of

farm tractors:

TABLE NO. I4: CONSUMPTION OF GASOLINE

1 California .......... ... o0 0. 246
2 Nevada ........ ... ... ... i . 208
3 Kanmsas ........ ... . i i, 205
4 South Dakota ........................ 199
5 Oregon ....o.oiiiiiiiiii e 178
45 Arkansas ... ...l 70
40 Mississippl v vvi i e 68
47 South Carolima* ...................... 68
48 Alabama ............. ... . 00 L, 65
49 Kentucky ......... .. o oo, 64
United States .........oviueeur,inrnn, 129

The total motor vehicle registration per
thousand of population follows the regis-
tration of tractors and the consumption of

¢In this table decimals are omitted, but they are
taken into account in ranking States that here show
the same figures.
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gasoline (Bureau of Public Roads, De-
partment of Agriculture, 1929):

TABLE NO. I5: MOTOR VEHICLE REGISTRATION

1 Nevada ...........ccoiiiiiii.. 350.49
2 QCalifornia ....... ... ... ... 347.76
3 Jowa ... 317.47
4 District of Columbia................. 311.06
5 Kansas ............. i il 308.99
45 Kentucky ...... . ... il 127.30
46 Arkansas ... il ciiieean 125.71
47 Mississippl ... 124.39
48 Georgia .......... ..o 123.39
49 Alabama ............ ... o o0l 107.90
United States ............. ..ot 228.82

Other tables which give more or less re-
liable indications of the relative wealth of
the different States are those which show
postal receipts per capita, life insurance in
force per capita, and the gross income of
local corporations per capita. The first is
compiled from the annual report of the
Postmaster General for the fiscal year end-

ing June 30, 1930:

TABLE NO. 16: POSTAL RECEIPTS

1 District of Columbia ................ $12.41
2 Hlinois ..., 10.34
3 New York ......... ... ..ot 9.91
4 Missouri ........ .. i, 8.28
5 Massachusetts ............. .. ... ..., 6.96
45 North Carolina ..................... 2.15
46 Arkansas ... 2.06
47 Alabama ............ .. ..o i 1.93
48 MISSiSSIPPL .. oot 1.61
49 South Carolina ..................... 1.25
United States ...................... 5.56

The second table comes from the Busi-
ness Research Bureau of the Metropolitan
Life Insurance Company. It shows the life
insurance in force per capita in 1930:

TABLE NO. 17: LIFE INSURANCE

1 New York ... $1.483
2 Delaware .......... ... ... 1,408
3 District of Columbia................. 1,322
4 Connecticut ..................eeiinn 1,157
5 IMinois ......... ..ot 1,117
45 South Carolina ..................... 396
46 Arizoma ...l 380
47 Arkansas ... 334
48 MiSSISSIDPL + v ovvven i 277
49 New Mexico .......... ... oo 248

United States

The third table, showing the gross in-
come of local corporations, is compiled
from “Statistics of Income,” 1930, p. 314:

TABLE NO, 18: INCOME OF CORPORATIONS

1 Delaware ....................... $5,454.21

2 New York ...................... 3,024.90

3 Mlinois ................. ... .... 2,120.73

4 Nevada ......................... 1,945.43

5 Massachusetts .................... 1,695.63

45 Alabama ........................ 194.47
46 New MeXico ....vvniveiiiininnn.. 177.51
47 South Carolina ................... 176.27
48 Arkansas ................ . ..., 158.47
49 Mississippi ... ..o L 143.87
United States .................... 818.41

So far we have eighteen tables, some of
them given in full and the rest confined to
the topmost and lowermost brackets. We
shall now attempt, by an arithmetical
method employed by Dr. Hobbs in his
“North Carolina,” to calculate the average
position of each State in all eighteen of
them, using the full tables where only
parts of them have been given in the fore-
going. We shall also include the six tables
mentioned, but not given, in the first
paragraph of this section (p. 6), and in
addition we shall include tables from the
Census Bureau showing the percentages
of farms reporting mortgages, and the
ratio of farm mortgages to the total values
of farms. This will make twenty-six tables
in all. Here is the result:

TABLE NO. 19! SUMMARY OF WEALTH

1 Connecticut ..................cun.... 9.34
2 Califernia .......... ... ... .. 10.18
3 New York .......... .. ... ... 12.53
4 District of Columbia.................. 12.66
5 Massachusetts .............. . 0.l 13.19
6 Iinols .......c..ciiiiirniinnnnennnnn 13.57
7 Nevada ...t 14.02
8 New Jersey .....cooiiiiiiiiiieo., 15.07
9 Rhode Island ....................... 15.46
10 Penmnsylvania ....................... 16.07
11 Ohio ... 16.92
12 Michigan ........ ... ... s, 17.46
13 Washington .......... .. ... ... ... 18.26
14 Minnesota ..., 18.80
15 Delaware .......... . ... ... 19.32
16 Colorado ............. ... ... ... 19.92
17 Oregon ... 20.26
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18 Towa ... ... ... 20.46
19 Maryland ... ... ... 20.65
20 Wisconsin ............... ... ... 20.92
21 Maine ... ... 21.53
22 Nebraska .............. ... .. ........ 21.84
23 Indiana ....... ... .. ... .o 21.88
24 New Hampshire ..................... 21.89
25 Kansas ,......... .. ... ... ... 22.23
26 Vermont .............ciiiiiaaieanann 23.16
27 Missouri ... 23.19
28 Montana . ....... .. 23.88
29 Wyoming ................... ..., 23.89
30 Arizona .......... e 24.33
31 Utah ..... Y 24.84
32 South Dakota .............. ... .. 27.19
33 Florida ........... ... . ... ... ... 28.66
34 North Dakota ...................... 20.42
35 New Mexico ................ o 29.84
36 Idaho ........... .. ... ... . ... 30.42
37 West Virginia .. ... 30.38
38 Virginia ... 31.11
39 Texas .............. i 31.65
40 Kentucky ... ... i 33.07
41 Oklahoma .......................... 34.07
42 Tenmessee ......vviiiiinaneeiiann.. 35.00
43 North Carolina ...................... 36.19
44 Louisiama ........... . ... . .l 36.23
45 Georgia ........ ... 39.45
46 Alabama ........ .. .. ool 40.76
47 South Carolina ...................... 42.30
48 Arkansas ........... oo 42.34
49 Mississippl ...t 45.26

In this table, plainly enough, criteria of
disparate weight are grouped together and
given the same value. It is thus open to
serious challenge statistically. Nevertheless,
it unquestionably shows certain definite
trends, and is thus probably reliable
enough for all practical purposes. Con-
necticut, which stands at the top of it, has
first place in only one of the constituent
tables—that showing the value of manu-
factures per capita—but it is in tenth place
or better in fourteen of the twenty-six, and
in twentieth or better in twenty-one, and
falls below fortieth place in but one. Con-
trariwise, Mississippi is below fortieth
place in twenty-four of the twenty-six
tables, in last place in four, and in next to
the last place in five more. In only two of
the tables is it above fortieth place. Of its
closest rivals Arkansas is above fortieth
place in four, South Carolina in five, Ala-
bama in seven, and Georgia and Louisiana
in eleven.

v

Let us now turn to some educational sta-
tistics. The returns of illiteracy from the
1930 census show the following per-
centages of illiterates ten years old or over,
disregarding color, sex, place of residence
(that is, whether urban or rural) and the
language written:

oVituniVtuih p N

TABLE NO, 20: ILLITERACY

Towa ... 0.8
Washington .............. . ... X.0
Oregon  ...... ... coiiiiiiiii 1.0
Idaho ...... ... . ... i 1.1
South Dakota ..................... ... 1.2
Nebraska ............................ 1.2
Kansas ....... ... ...l 1.2
Arizona ... 1.2
Minnesota ......... ... 1.3
North Dakota ....................... 1.5
District of Columbia ............. ..... 1.6
Wyoming .......... i 1.6
Indiana ............. . ...t 1.7
Montana ........... ... 1.7
WISCONSINM oo et eee e 1.9
Michigan ... ... .. ... ... ... oL 2.0
Vermont .................ciio 2.2
Ohio ..ot e 2.3
MISSOUIL o ovoi it 2.3
Iinols .....coiiiiiieiie 2.4
California ..........ccoiiiiiiiia. 2.6
Maine ....... ... . 2.7
New Hampshire ....... .. ... ... ... 2.7
Oklahoma ................ ... ...... 2.8
Colorado .......... ... i 2.8
Pennsylvania ............... .. ... .. 3.1
Massachusetts .................. .. ... 3.5
New York ........ ..., 3.7
New Jersey .......c.ccoviiiiiiianin.n 3.8
Maryland ... ... ... o oLl 3.8
Delaware ... 4.0
Nevada ......... ... ..o 4.4
Connecticut .. ........eiii 4.5
West Virginia .................... ... 4.8
Rhode Island ........................ 4.9
Kentucky ......... ... ... ... 6.6
Arkansas ... 6.8
TeXAS ot s 6.8
Florida ............ ... .. . ... ... .. 7.1
TENNESSEE o\ it et 7.2
Virginia ... i 8.7
Georgia ... 9.4
North Carolina ...................... 10.0
Arizona ............ oo 10.1
Alabama ......... . ... ool 12.6
MississIPPR ~ o vvviie 13.1
New Mexico .......covviiieiinin.. .. 13.3
Louisiana ............ ... ... 13.5
South Carolina ...................... 14.9

United States ........................ 4.3



I0 THE AMERICAN MERCURY

‘There is a considerable difference be-
tween illiteracy in town and country, but
the relative position of the States is not
greatly altered when urban illiteracy is
isolated, as the following return for places
above 2500 in population (taken from
Dr. Sanford Winston’s “Illiteracy in the
United States,” 1930, p. 53) shows:

TABLE NO. 21: URBAN ILLITERACY5

1 South Dakota ...............cccvvun.. 1.1
2 Utah ......... .. ... i 1.3
3 Towa ... ... 1.4
3 IWdaho ........ ... ... 1.4
5 North Dakota ..........cvvvvuneinnnn. 1.5
5 Washington ............co0iiiiiinn... 1.5
5 Oregon ... 1.5
8 Montana ............0.iiiiiiiieees 1.6
9 Nevada ..........cciiiiiiiininnon.. 1.8
10 Oklahoma .................. ... ... .. 1.9
39 Connecticut .. .......eiiiiiiiiinaiann. 6.6
40 TENNESSEE . \.vviierie i 7.0
4T ViIrgihia ... 7.1
41 New Mexico ........coiivviiiiiii., 7.1
43 Louisiana ...........c.cciiiiiiiiinie.., 9.1
44 North Carolina .......ccciviienennnn .. 9.3
45 Georgia ...... . ...l 9.5
46 South Carolina ...........coviivann.. 10.3
47 Alabama .......... .. ... .. ..l 10.4
48 MISSISSIPPL v vvriee e 11.3

In both of these tables the Cotton States,
with their Jarge Negro populations, give
poor accounts of themselves, but that they
are striving hard to improve matters is
made plain by this table showing the per-
centages of decrease in illiteracy between
18go and 1930:

TABLE NO. 22: DECREASE IN ILLITERACY, 1890-1930

1 Louisiana ......... .. ... i 32.3
2 New Mexico .......oviiiiii .. 31.2
3 Georgia ... 30.4
4 South Carolina ...................... 30.1
5 Alabama ........... .. .o 28.4
6 MISSISSIDPL  vvovevvnne e 26.9
7 North Carolina ........cooiian.t. 25.7
8 Virginia ........viiiiiiiii e 21.5
9 Florida ....... ... i 20.7
10 ArKansas .........iiieeeee e 10.8
11 Tennessee ......eiiiiiiiiiniiiia 19.4
12 Kentucky ... . ... ool 15.0
46 Nebraska ......coovveeeiniiiii.n, 1.9
47 New York ... ...t 1.8
48 Connecticut ........cviiniviiineinnn 8

& The District of Columbia is missing in this and
the following table.

This effort to abate illiteracy is further
revealed by a table showing the percentage
of the total population enrolled in the pub-
lic schools, issued by the Bureau of Edu-
cation (“Statistics of State Schools Systems,

1927-28,” 1930, p. 17):

TABLE NO. 23: PUBLIC SCHOOL ENROLLMENT

I Mississippl ..ooiii i 33.8
2 North Carolina ....................... 28.9
3 Oklahoma ........................... 28.1
4 Tenmnessee ...l 27.0
5 North Dakota ................cc.... 26.9
6 Utah ... ... e 25.7
7 Florida ... ..o 25.6
7 South Carolina ...............c....... 25.6
9 Alabama ......... ... ... .. ... 24.7
10 ArKansas ... 24.6
43 New York ........ i 17.8
44 Massachusetts ......... ... . .00 17.3
45 Maryland ... .o il 16.8
46 Delaware ......... ... . i 16.7
47 New Hampshire ..................... 16.0
48 Rhode Istand ........................ 15.8
49 District of Columbia .............. ... 14.0

United States ..................c...... 21.0

It appears, however, that it is one thing
to enroll a pupil, and quite another thing
to get him into the classroom. In the fol-
lowing table, compiled from the same
Bureau of Education bulletin, showing the
average number of days each enrolled
pupil attended classes in 1928, the Cotton
States drop from the top to the bottom of
the list:

TABLE NO. 24: DAYS OF SCHOOL ATTENDANCE

1 Michigan ... ... ... ... 171.0
2 Massachusetts ....... ... ... i 161.6
3 Indiana ........ .. ... oL 160.7
4 Mlinols ... ity 159.3
5 Delaware ... i 158.4
40 Louisiana ............. .. ... ... 119.7
4t Florida ... ... i 117.5
42 TEnnessee . ....iiiiiii i 115.6
43 Georgla ... i 112.4
44 North Carolina ...................... 111.6
45 Alabama ... ... ... ool 108.3
46 South Carolina ...................... 106.8
47 Arkansas ... Lo, 106.0
48 Oklahoma .......................... 100.0
49 Mississippt .. ... . e 98.1
United States ................c....... 140.4

And they are low likewise in this table
(from the same source) showing the aver-
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age number of days that schools were in
session:

TABLE NO. 25: DAYS OF SCHOOL SESSIONS

I New Jersey «.cuviiinirinninoennnnnn, 188.0
2 Maryland ... oo, 187.1
3 HHnois . ..iviiiiiiiniiiiineiinaa 186.8
4 Michigan ......iviiiiiiieienninannn 186.7
5 Delaware ..iiiiiiiiiiiiiareiieaa 185.0
40 Florida ...iviiiiiiiiiiiiniinnnnenns 154.1
41 Louisiala .. ....iviiiirinnieanininnnan 153.3
42 TeXas ... iiiiiiiiiii e 152.9
43 North Carolina ...........cecvevnn.. 149.4
44 Oklahoma .........cccvviiivvennnn.. 149.0
45 GEOrgId «v.vniivrennneeeennnnnnnnnns 148.0
46 Alabama ...........cciiiieneinnnn. 147.9
47 South Carolina ..................... 146.0
48 Arkansas .......iiieiiiiiiiiiiiae.., 145.5
49 MISSISSIPPL o ovieiiii i 138.9
United States ........oivvvennnernnas 171.5

Four other tables from the same bulletin
throw further light upon the matter. The
first shows the number of pupils attending
daily for each 100 enrolled:

TABLE NO. 26: DAILY ATTENDANCE

I Indiana ... i

2 Michigan ....... .. o iiinine ol

3 Wisconsin .......

4 Maine ..........

5 Massachusetts
40 North Carolina ...... e ia et 75.5
41 Kentucky ..oooiiiiiiiinniiiiiinn, 73.5
42 Alabama ... i e, 73.3
43 Wyoming ........iiiiiiiiiiiiien.. 73.2
44 South Carolina ...........ecvvvuna.... 73.1
45 Arkansas . ......iiiiiiiiinenenaenen. 72.8
46 MISSISSIDPL . vovvvi e 70.6
47 TeNnessee ......vvivveninnsnonrnnanas 70.5
48 New MeXiCoO ...vviinrnnnaneniinnnnns 69.5
49 Oklahoma .......... ... .o ool 67.1

United States .......c.oeiireeaannnnnn 81.8

The second shows the percentage of the
total enrollment that is in high schools:

TABLE NO. 27! ENROLLMENT IN HIGH SCHOOLS

T Nevada ... ..o, 23.9
2 Washington ..............cceivniun... 23.1
3 OTEEON it ittt it it 22.6
4 Utah ... i i e 20.5
5 Kansas ...ovieiiiiiiiiiinieiaa 20.4
45 'Tennessee 9.7
46  Kentucky 9.5
47 Alabama 8.6
48 Mississippi 8.3
49 Arkansas 8.1
United States ............c.cvevvuvnenn. 15.5

The third shows the average value of

public school property for each pupil en-

rolled:
TABLE NO. 28: VALUE OF SCHOOL PROPERTY
1 California .........o il $386
2 District of Columbia .................. 375
3 New York ....ooiiiiiiiiiiianinnn... 353
4 Michigan ............. eeeeereanas 351
5 New Jersey ...vvnvvnrenans heseranes 336
45 Alabama ........ . i iiiiiiiiieieeaas 73
46 GeOorgia ..vviiviniiiaririinannaeen 69
47 Arkansas .....iiiiiiieeiecianenaenn, 66
47 Mississippl .ot iiiei i 66
49 Tennessec .......iiuviiiiainiaieennn. 46
United States ............... ...t 218

And the fourth shows the average an-

nual salary of teachers, supervisors and
principals in the elementary and high
schools:

ViAW~

45
46
47

49

TABLE NO. 20! SALARIES OF TEACHERS

New York ......covvviiviinnien.t. $2,337
District of Columbia ............... 2,196
California ..........cevivninnn... 2,175
New Jersey . .ovviiiiiniinnnninnennn 2,002
Massachusetts ..... Ceereserteenienan 1,823
South Carolina ............. [N 769
Alabama ....... ... cciiiiiii... 747
Arkansas .........00000.. 680
GEOIZIZ v vvie i inennnsnanarinn 647
MissisSIPPL v iit i it i et 545
United States ....ovveivuinnenonnnns 1,364

To which may be added a table calcu-

lated from “Statistics of State School Sys-
tems” and “The Statistical Abstract of the
United States,” 1930, p. 4, showing current
expenditures on the public schools per
capita of the whole population (1927-28):

AV, Q% VLR N )

TABLE NO. 30! EXPENDITURES ON SCHOOLS

Washington  ....................... $57.01
Wyoming ......coiiieenvnninenai.. 27.25
New Jersey ...ooovviniiniiiinnnn... 25.82
California ....covvnnnin i, 25.43
Nevada . ..iiiiiniiiniiennnnennnn 25.24
Tennessee ....oviiniiiiiiinineiannsn 8.72
Kentucky ........oooiiiiiii... 8.58
ArRansas ....iiiiiiiiiiiii e %.63
Alabama ...l 7.60
GEOIZIA vvvviivn i 6.11

United States ....................... 17.77
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And a table (from the World Almanac,
1931, p. 407) showing the number of stu-
dents to each 100,000 of population in uni-
versities, colleges and professional schools:

TABLE NO. 3I: STUDENTS IN COLLEGES

1 District of Columbia ............... 2598.18
2 Nevada ................ccccn... 1294.45
3 Utah ... . 1294.16
4 California .......... .00 i, 1241.54
5 Oregon .......... ... 1184.58
40 Mississippi ...t 444.14
41 New Mexico ... v viiiiivninnnnnn. 419.44
42 West Virginia ........oooouiivin.. 408.54
43 Maine .. ... i 407.92
44 Florida ... ... ... .ol 389.01
45 Alabama ... ... ...l 383.09
46 Arkansas ......iiiiiiiiiieiieeeeen 327.88
47 Delaware ... .. .. o, 289.75
48 New Jersey ....oviivviennieennannn 270.42
49 Connecticut ............ovuieunvnnnn 221.17

United States .........covvuveinnnn 730.25

In public libraries, as in schools, the
richer States naturally lead the poorer.
Here is a table from the World Almanac,
1931, p. 135, showing the number of vol-
umes in public, society and school libraries
to each 100 of population:

TABLE NO. 32: LIBRARIES

1 District of Columbia ................. 1,747
2 New Hampshire ..................... 4129
3 Connecticut ...........c.eeinrreiniinan 327
4 Massachusetts ..........ciiiiinnieenn 318
5 Vermont ..........cciiiiiiiiiiiennn 313
45 GEOTgIa ..ttt 37
46 Alabama ... ... .. ... i i 34
47 South Carolina ......ccvveevenennenens 30
48 MISSISSIPPL .o itiir it 27
49 Arkansas .. ... ... 24
United States ......... ..., 126

The foregoing table is confined to li-
braries reporting 3000 or more volumes in
1929, and thus excludes many small but
very useful libraries in country towns.
Moreover, the presence of the Library of
Congress and other great national libraries
at Washington gives the District of Co-
lumbia an unfair lead: no other State has
a large national collection, and Washing-
ton is not otherwise well supplied with
libraries. The following table from the Bu-
reau of Education, showing the average

population served by each public library as
of 1929, may throw some additional light
upon the matter:

TABLE NO. 33! POPULATION PER LIBRARY

1 New Hampshire .................... 3,447
2 VeImODt ..v.uiiivininnnineennnnnn 4,333
3 District of Columbia ................ 5,796
4 Maine ... ... ... .. 6,483
5 ComnecticUt ......evivierenrnnnnrennn 8,927
45 Tennessee .......iieiiiiiiiinenene.. 45,904
46 Arkansas ... .. ... ... 50,121
47 Mississippi .. vvviin 50,246
48 Alabama ............. ... ... 58,805
49 Louisiana .................. ... ..... 60,046
United States .............ccvnvvennn 19,097

Like the number and richness of public
libraries, the circulation of newspapers and
magazines offers a useful index of effective
literacy. Here again the richer States tend
to stand far above the poorer ones. The
following table, compiled from figures
supplied by N. W. Ayers & Son of Phila-
delphia, shows the circulation of English
language daily newspapers to each 1000 of
population for the six months ending
March 31, 1930:

TABLE NO. 34! NEWSPAPER CIRCULATION

1 District of Columbia ................ 904.72
2 New York ........ooiiiiieuninann. 615.01
3 Massachusetts ...............c.00.... 561.98
4 Missouri .......c. ittt 467.41
5 Oregon ......niiiiiierieaen 435.13
6 Illinols ....... i, 429.86
7 Washington .......ciivveineinnn.. 425.37
8 California ........cciiiiiinn... 413.28
9 Ohio .t e 402.55
10 Maryland ........... ... ... ..., 370.44
11 Pennsylvania ....................... 369.16
12 Indiana ... .. .. ol 348.58
13 Michigan ... ... i, 322.90
14 Rhode Island ...................... 317.37
15 Jowa (... i 307.76
16 Minnesota .......cciiiiiiiiiie... 305.82
17 Connecticut ....vvenirennnnennnnanns 291.90
18 Colorado .......veviiiiiiniiiiin. 283.96
19 Nebraska .......coiiviiiiiiinnn. 283.59
20 Florida .........cciiiiiiiiii.. 269.22
21 Utah ... e 267.34
22 WISCONSIN ..ot iit i iie e 254.91
23 Oklahoma .................ccuun... 249.07
24 TenDeESSEe . .viiiiiiii i 246.18
25 Maine ... e 239.99
26 AriZona .. ..., 235.15
27 Delaware ............. ... 234.86
28 Kansas ......covviiiiniiii i 232.07
29 Nevada ........................... 223.40
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30 Texas ................. e, 220.17
31 New Jersey ........................ 214.40
32 Louisiana .......................... 186.22
33 Montana .......................... 186.1%
34 Idaho ........... ...l 182.24
35 Kentucky .................... ... ... 171.33
36 Vermont .......................... 168.18
37 Virginia .......... ... ... .. .. ... 165.22
38 West Virginia ..................... 157.84
39 Georgia ........... ... i 152.54
40 New Hampshire .................... 140.72
41 South Dakota ...................... 139.63
42 Alabama .............. .. ... . ..., 138.45
43 North Carolina ..................... 119.19
44 New Mexico ... 115.56
45 North Dakota ... ................... 113.43
46 Wyoming ............. .. .oeeaia 103.28
47 Arkansas ......... ... .ol 04.01
48 South Carolina ..................... 92.13
49 Mississippl ....... ... ... 52.06

United States ..............unn 269.62

The circulation of magazines tends to
follow the circulation of newspapers. Here
is a table showing that of the Atantic
Monthly for each 1000 of population, com-
piled from a report of the Audit Bureau of
Circulations as of December 31, 1930:

TABLE NO. 35! CIRCULATION OF ATLANTIC MONTHLY

1 District of Columbia .................. 3.95

2 Massachusetts . ....................... 2.68

3 Connecticut . .......covuuveunninnnnnnns 2.35

4 New Hampshire ...................... 1.79

5 Rhode Island ........................ 1.75

6 Vermont .........c.ooiiiiiiiiininnen 1.39

7 Maine ... 1.38

8 Delaware ............ i, 1.28

9 California ............ ... i 1.74

10 New York .......... .. ... oot 1.67
45 North Dakota ...............con.... 20
46 South Carolina ....................... .19
47 Arkansas . ... .. ... .. 5
48 MississiPPl ..ot .15
49 Florida ..... ... ... .. ... .. .. .06
United States ........................ .94

And here, turning from conservatism to
radicalism, is the circulation of the Nation,
as of December, 1930, to each 100,000 of
population:

TABLE NO. 36: CIRCULATION OF THE NATION

1 California ............... 0L 50.6
2 Massachusetts . ....................... 37.4
3 Conmecticlt ..........covvvvurnnnannnn 36.9
4 WISCONSIN . vtin e iie e 34.0
5 Nevada ............ccoiiiniil., 33.3
45 Georgia . ... ... ... 6.0
46 Tennessee . ........ .. 6.4

47 Alabama .......... .. ... o oo oL 4.4
48 Mississippl .......... . ... 3.4
49 Arkansas ....... ... 3.1

United States . ....................... 30.3

Finally, here is the circulation of the
Saturday Evening Post, also from the Au-
dit Bureau of Circulations, calculated to
each 1000 of population for the year end-
ing June 30, 1930:

TABLE NO. 37: CIRCULATION OF THE SATURDAY
EVENING POST

1 Washington ........................ 119.98
2 California ......................... 50.73
3 District of Columbia ................ 50.59
4 Nevada ........................... 47.25
5 Oregon ........ .. ... i 42.28
45 Arkansas ........... .. ..ol 9.20
46 North Carolina ...................... 7.85
47 Alabama ......... ... ... ... ... .. 712
48 South Carolina ...................... 6.46
49 Mississippl ... 5.82

United States .........covvvviennn.. 25.29

These tables agree pretty well with a
calculation made by Dr. S. H. Hobbs, Jr.,
several years ago. It is published in full
on p. 375 of his before-mentioned work,
“North Carolina: Economic and Social.”
He examined the circulation figures of no
less than forty-seven national magazines,
and figured out the number of inhabi-
tants to each reader of any of them in the
forty-eight States. Here are his top and
bottom brackets:

TABLE NO. 38: CIRCULATION OF 47 MAGAZINES

1 California .......................... 1.84
2 Oregon ... ..., 2.17
3 Washington ........................ 2.40
4 Wyoming ............iiiiiiia... 2.42
5 Nevada ...........coooiiiii .. 2.79
44 Arkansas ... ... ..ol 9.07
45 Georgia ............ ... 10.28
46 Alabama ........... ...l 10.76
47 South Carolina ...................... 10.81
48 MississIppt . ........... ... L. 12.49
United States .............ooiia.. 3.97

These tables make it plain that the high-
est density of magazine readers is in New
England and on the Pacific Coast, and
that the lowest is in the Cotton States,
with their large Negro populations.
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Another useful gauge of the relative

cultural rank of the different States is pro-
vided by their representation in “Who'’s
Who in America.” Here is a table showing
the number of natives to each 100,000 of
population who are listed in the edition
for 1930-31:

TABLE NO. 39: NATIVES IN “WHO'Ss WHO IN AMERICA”

O oI b W N

Vermont ......ooiiiiniiii i 85.3
New Hampshire ..................... 68.9
Maine ... i 64.4
Massachusetts ................ ... 51.2
Delaware ..........ooviiiiiiiiiia 42.3
Connecticit ..........ovvvrininnneenn. 40.0
Towa ... . e 37.7
Rhode Island ........................ 36.0
Maryland ... ... ..ol 32.6
Ohio vt e 32.1
Indiana ............ ... .. o ol 31.4
VIrgIma ..ottt 31.1
New York .....ccviiniiiiiiinnnnn, 29.1
Wisconsin . ...vvvvnniiriiieeneeeeen. 27.6
Nevada ..........coiiiiivinia... 24.0
IHinols . ooovin i e 24.0
Pennsylvania ..........ccoviivinennnn. 23.8
MiSSOUIT o vvieie e i iie e 22.9
Utah ... o i 22.8
Kentucky ...t 21.6
South Carolina ...................... 20.3
TeNNESSEE v ireeit i 19.4
Kansas ....oviniiiiiiiniin e, 18.7
Michigan .........ccoviiiiiiiiin, 16.9
GEOrgla o .vi it iiiiiie i 16.6
New Jersey .....cuuuiveenrnnnnaeenonn. 16.1
North Carolina .......c.ievieeiennnnnn 15.1
Nebraska ......c.oviiviiiii i, 15.0
Minnesota . ....... ... 14.8
West Virginia ........covvivieenn..n. 13.9
Alabama ........... ... 13.5
MISSISSIPP + v v e 12.2
Colorado ........ ... .. i, 10.0
Louisiana ......... ... it 8.9
South Dakota ................ .0 .. 8.8
Arkansas ... e 8.4
Oregon .........cviiiiiiiiiinii... 8.1
California ....... ... ... il 8.0
TEXAS o vt e 5.7
Montana .......iiiiiiii i 5.2
WYOMING oo ove oot ier e iinnanns 4.8
Florida ........ oo, 4.2
Idaho ... . i 4.2
North Dakota .......coovevenniinea... 3.3
Arizona ... 2.7
Washington ............c i 2.4
New MEXICO «vvvvennin e enenannn 2.1
Oklahoma .......civvnieviiiiinnnnonn .6
United States ... 21.7

A similar table may be extracted from

“American Men of Science,” the last edi-
tion of which is dated 1927:
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41
42
43
44
44
44
44
44
44
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TABLE NO. 40: NATIVES IN “MEN OF SCIENCE”

Vermont . ...t 1.70
New Hampshire .. .................... 1.53
Jowa ... . I.11
Massachusetts  ........ ... ., 1.1
ConNECEICUL o vvtev it ciieieenen e .95
Delaware ...........coiiviiiiii, .81
WISCONSIN v\ttt i 81
Maryland ........ .. ... il 8o
WyYoming .....oiiuiii i .8o
Maine ...t 75
Alabama ............. ... ... ... .07
Louisiana ...........vviininnnnnneann. .05
Oklahoma .........c.cieeiiinenn.. .04
Texas ... e .01
AriZona ... o

Florida ........... ... i, [s}

Idaho ........ .o o

Nevada ... ..o, ¢}

New MeXico . ..vviveenineniinenennn. [¢]

Washington .........ooiiiiiiiiiian, ¢}

United States ......eoeeevrureneneenns 41

Both of the foregoing tables show na-

tives. When one turns to residents there
is a difference, for certain States that breed
eminent men and women seem unable to
hold them, and others that are relatively
backward in producing them give them a
large opportunity to do their work. The
following shows the number of resident
scientists listed in “American Men of Sci-
ence” to each 100,000 of population:

TABLE NO. 4I: RESIDENTS IN “MEN OF SCIENCE”

OOV N VWA W H
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District of Columbia

................. 13.04
Maryland ............ ... ... 1.42
Massachusetts . .............. ... ..., 1.42
ConnecticUt .. vvuuiiiie e 1.19
New York ............ ... ... ....... 1.05
California ........cvvviiiieiniaiin.. 1.03
Arizona ... 84
Wyoming .......oviiiiiiiiiiia .8o
Iinofs . ...oovveiiiii i 70
Minnesota ....vviiiiiii i .66
Oklahoma ..........cciiviinnnr.n.. .04
Kentucky .......cooviiiuiiiiini.. .03
Alabama ... o
Arkansas ... . i o
Georgia ...t 0
Florida ........coiiviiii i, 0
Idaho ... ... ..o i, [
MiSSISSIPPT - o v veee e e 0
Montana .......... ... ... .. ... ... o
Nevada ... it [
New MexXico . .ovvienniiiniiinnaan. o
North Dakota ....................... [¢]
South Dakota ....................... 0
Oregon ...t e [¢]
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36 Utah ..ovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiienaan, 0
36 Vermont ......cevviiiieianenennnnnn. 5}
United States ..o.ovvinnneninrenn... 58

The differences between Table No. 40
and Table No. 41 are striking. Vermont
heads the first and is at the bottom of the
second. Arizona is in forty-fourth place
when it comes to natives, but in seventh
place when it comes to residents. There
are similar differences between the corre-
sponding tables from “Who’s Who in
America” (that showing residents is omit-
ted here). In the table of natives, for ex-
ample, California is in thirty-eighth place,
but in the table of residents it is in tenth
place. But in general such differences are
much less numerous than the correspond-
ences. Connecticut, Massachusetts and
Maryland are among the first ten States in
all four lists, and Oklahoma, Texas, Ala-
bama, Florida, Arizona, Idaho and New
Mexico are among the last ten in three.

Two more tables may throw some addi-
tional light upon the relative cultural
advancement of the States. The following,
showing the number of persons in each
1000 of the total populations applying for
passports for foreign travel in 1929, was
calculated by the Campbell-Ewald Com-
pany of New York:

TABLE NO. 42: PASSPORT APPLICATIONS

United States . .........vvvuieenn.n

1 New York City .................uvs. 29.88
2 Pennsylvania ........................ 9.39
3 New Jersey ....ooveriiiiiiineiinnnn.. 2.63
4 IHhnois ......... . o0 .. 7.12
5 New York (exclusive of New York City) 6.97
6 Massachusetts ....... ... .. 000, 6.34
7 Ohio ... 4.66
8 California ......... . .. il 4.00
g Michigan ............ ... ... .. ... ... 3.87
10 ConnecticUt ...uvvvvuinnrneeeennnenn 2.68
41 Delaware ... ...ttt 19
42 Mississippl oo ever it .15
43 South Dakota ....................... 14
43 Arizona ........iiiiiieiiiiiie .14
45 Arkansas . ......o..iiiiieieiaeen. JI2
45 Idaho ...... ... ... . il 12
45 North Dakota ............ccvevvnn.. 12
45 Wyoming . .........iiiiiiiiiiian. a2
49 Nevada ............ ... ... ..ol .06
50 New Mexico ..., .04
1.99

And this one shows the number of fami-
lies to each radio outht in use, calculated
by the J. Walter Thompson Company,
New York, and published in “Where
They Live: Some Population Figures
From the Census of 1930,” p. 12:

TABLE NO. 43: FAMILIES PER RADIO

1 California ......... ... ..o, 0.7

I Nevada ... ..t 0.7

3 Oregon ... e e 0.9

4 Washington .........ccicenienia.. 1.0

5 District of Columbia ................... 1.2

45 Georgia ......i.iiiiiiiii i 6.7
46 Alabama ... e 6.8
47 North Carolina . ....ovvveinvvenennnan., 7.5
48 MisSissiPPL ..ottt in i 8.6
49 South Carolina ........................ 9.9
United States .....cviinenvnnnnenancnan. 2.3

It is even harder to strike a fair mean
between these tables than it was to strike
a mean between the tables listed in Sec-
tions II and 1II, for some of them plainly
give an undue advantage to this or that
section of the country. The Southern
States, for example, are ill used by Table
No. 25, for the shortness of their school
session is probably due less to any indif-
ference to education than to the excessive
heat of the Southern Spring and Autumn.
Contrariwise, such States as New York
and Massachusetts are done some injustice
by Table No. 23, for it deals with public
schools only, and large numbers of their
children are enrolled in parochial and pri-
vate schools, which are rare in the South.
Similarly, Table No. 22 bears harshly upon
the same States, for their poor showing in
it is not due to their indifference to the
problem of illiteracy, but to their vigor in
dealing with it in the past. To the ad-
vantage enjoyed by the District of Colum-
bia in Tables Nos. 32 and 33 we have
already alluded.

But despite all these difficulties, it may
be interesting to determine the average
place of each State in the tables from No.
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20 to No. 43 inclusive, and let the result-
ant list tell its own story:

TABLE NO. 44: CULTURAL MEANS

1 Massachusetts ........ ... . .. .. 10.95

2 District of Columbia ................ 11.94

3 California ....... ... ... .. 13.00

4 Connecticut ..............ccoiiiiiannn 13.02

5 Michigan .......... ... i 13.79

6 Colorado ............... ... ... . ... 14.83

7 Utah ... 15.54

8§ Ilinois ......... ... i 16.12

9 New York ......... ... ... ... 16.29
10 Oregon ..........iiiiiiiiii 16.75
11 Washington ....................... . 17.08
12 Jowa ... 17.50
13 Nevada ........ ... .. ... ... . 17.91
14 Ohio ... ... . il 18.12
15 Indiana ......... ... ... Lo, 18.16
16 Wisconsin . ...oiiiiii i 18.37
17 Minnesota . ....... .. 190.33
18 New Jersey . ....vviiiiiiiiiineaann. 20.54
18 RhodeIsland ............ ... ... ..... 20.54
20 Missouri ......... i 20.70
21 Montana .......... ..ol 20.83
22 Maine ... o 21.00
22 Nebraska ............ ... il 21.00
24 Kansas ......... .. .. i o, 21.08
25 Maryland ... 21.41
26 Pennsylvania ............ ... . ... ... 21.58
27 New Hampshire .................. ... 21.66
28 Vermont .................. ..., 21.75
20 Wyoming ............c..iiiiiaiii. 21.79
30 Delaware ........ .. ... ... ... 22.41
31 South Dakota ....................... 25.04
32 Oklahoma .......................... 25.12
33 Idaho ... ... ... ... 26.08
34 Arizona ... 28.54
35 North Dakota ....................... 20.37
36 Florida ......... ... il 31.50
37 Texas .. ... 32.37
38 West Virginia ........ ... ... .. ... 32.87
39 Virginia ......... . i i 33.04
40 Kentucky ............ .. . 34.50
41 Tennessee ...t 35.37
42 New Mexico .. ..o ... 35.75

43 North Carolina ...................... 35.87

44 Louisiana .............. ...l 37.00
45 South Carolina ...................... 37.87
46 Georgia ... 38.70
47 Arkansas ...l 39.50
48 Alabama .......... ... . i 40.70
49 Mississippl .. ... 41.70

It will be observed that this table and
No. 19 show a great many correspond-
ences. No less than five States—Connecti-
cut, California, New York, Massachusetts
and Illinois—along with the District of
Columbia, are among the first ten in each
table. And no less than nine—Kentucky,
North and South Carolina, Georgia, Loui-

siana, Alabama, Tennessee, Arkansas and
Mississippi—are among the last ten in
both. They are arranged in different or-
ders, but Mississippi is in forty-ninth place
in both tables. Nebraska and Kansas ap-
pear in both among the middle five States,
and thirty States hold places in each table
that are less than five removes from their
places in the other. Of these, Nebraska,
Wyoming, Kentucky, North Carolina,
Louisiana and Mississippi have the same
numbers in both.

Thus there would seem to be a very
suggestive correlation between the relative
wealth of a State and its relative cultural
standing. And it would seem to be proba-
ble that Mississippi is the most backward
of all the forty-eight States, with Arkan-
sas, Alabama, South Carolina, Louisiana,
North Carolina, Kentucky, Virginia and
New Mexico (which are tied), Tennessee
and Texas (also tied), West Virginia,
Florida and Oklahoma following in the
order named. Dr. S. H. Hobbs, Jr., in his
“North Carolina,” gave the last place to
Alabama, with Georgia, Arkansas, Missis-
sippi, South and North Carolinas, Tennes-
see, Louisiana and Kentucky following,
but the statistics he used were mainly older
than those employed in this article, and it
seems likely that Mississippi, Arkansas,
Kentucky, Louisiana and South Carolina
have been going downhill of late, while
Alabama, Tennessee and North Carolina
have been going up.

But before pronouncing a final judg-
ment it will be necessary to examine many
other tables—some dealing with the pub-
lic health, some with public order, others
with the state of public opinion on politi-
cal, social and religious subjects, and yet
others showing the relative standing of the
States in other matters. We shall present
these tables next month, and follow them
with a critical study of the whole evidence.



OHIO TOWN

BY HUGH HANLEY

priNG comes late in Ohio some years.
Winter drags along until June. It did

that year. There had been cold rains

and even snow all through May in Scatter-
field. Now in the middle of June there
were three or four really hot days. The
people crawled out from the warmth of
their battered kitchens like a swarm of lazy
flies. The streets were still thick with
yellow oozy mud, but patches of green
showed up here and there on the bleak
hills. It was a portent of nice weather.
School had been out for two weeks, and
most of that time our gang found nothing
better to do than loaf around in old John
Delaney’s lumber-yard. Old John didn’t
allow us in there, but the place was like a
jungle, and he couldn’t find us. We could
squat under a heap of lumber within fifty
feet of his grocery-store and he couldn’t see
us. We even knew where he hid his whis-
key bottle. We watched every step he took.
Soap Dodger Pendleton played a good
many mean tricks on Old John, but he de-
served most of them. Old John was suave,
and at first you thought he was fine, but
when you got to really know him it was
a different story. Soapy, as I say, played a
good many practical jokes on him. Soapy
never laughed about them though. He just
watched the effects of the joke and looked
satisfied. Once he got the old man’s whis-
key bottle and poured half of it out. Then
he filled it up with something else. That
was a mean trick. But Soapy crawled back
under a pile of old lumber and waited for

John to come for a drink. All of us sat on
our haunches and peered out through the
rain, waiting for John to come out.

It wasn’t long. He came wading out
through the thick mud. His old bowlegs
were in a hurry. He reached up to the
place where he kept the bottle, peering
around all the time to see if anyone could
see him from the back door of his dirty old
grocery-store. 1 looked at Soapy. He was
watching with the keenest of interest.
Soapy even forgot to chew on the great
cud of tobacco in his cheek. Delaney took
a long pull at the bottle, and then he nearly
strangled. He coughed and wheezed, and
his face got so red that for a while the little
red and blue veins in his cheeks dis-
appeared.

I don’t know whether or not he knew
what was in the bottle, but he threw it
as far as he could see it. Then he turned
around and splashed off through the mud.
He kept coughing and spitting like he had
had something dirty in his mouth. Soapy
watched him, and when he was gone, he
shifted his chew into the other cheek. He
squirted a great stream of tobacco juice
and ran his dirty paw around under his
chin. He took a deep breath and said,
“Come on, fellers, let’s git out of here.” He
acted just like a person who had set out
to do a fine piece of work and accom-
plished it. Soapy was mean in some ways,
but he never smiled about his meanness.
Old John was meaner than Soapy, and he
tricd to hide it with gentility.
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