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PREFACE' 

THIS volume by Professor Dudley Kirk on Europe's Population in the Interwar Years i; 
the last in the series of four stu~ies undertil.ken for the League of Nations by the Office of 
Population Research of Princeton University. This concluding study surveys the over-all human 

· resources of Europe as recorded in the population censuses and vital statistics of the interwar· 
. . ' ~ . . 

,Penod lnd analyzes the demographic 'evolution of the continent in the light of past developments 
ana. future prospects. It supplements in important respects the three preceding volumes in the 
ser.ies, namely: The Future Population of Europe and the Soviet Union: Population Pf<ojections 
I940-I9JO, published in 1944, Economic Demography of Eastern and Southern Euiape, pub
~ished in 1945, and The Population of the Soviet Un~on: History and Prospects, .:vublished 

. m 1946. - · · · .. 
. •· 

• . Originally planned as a demographic atlas of Europe, depicting in cartographic form the 
vVealth of basic data collected by the Office of Population Research<"t3't"rt~ studies of demd
graphic problems, this book has changed complexion in the-course of its elaboration. As the study 
progressed its conception was extended from that of an atlas with descriptive text to that of 
an analytical discussion of European demographic conditions illustrated by maps and charts. 

·A glance at the Table of Contents will show the varied nature of the subject-matter treated 
by the author in his analysis 'of Europe's changing population. The opening chapters describe 
the distriJmtion of the population over the physical and political surface of Europe and the 
:g1ajor changes occurring in this distribution through differential rates of growth among the 
several nations and major regions within the continent. The factors and forces at work behind 
these changes are then analyzed in a comprehensive examination of population dynamics and 
migratory movements. The close association of trends in fertility, mortality, and migration 
with social and economic development is traced, and indices of this development are used to 
measure the material progress of the European population. This discussion views the changing 
social and economic characteristics of the several European peoples as in a single stream of 
cultural development. It is followed by an analysis of the problems of ethnic diversity, especially 
as these are rooted in the measurable linguistic differentiation of the peoples of Europe. An 
evaluation of Europe's position in the world demographic picture concludes the study. 

The thanks of the League are due to the President of Princeton University, Dr. Harold W. 
Dodds, for arranging for the Office of Population Research to make this final contribution to 
the League's publications. By the same token our thanks are due to the Director of that Office, 
Professor Frank W. Notestein, and to the author of this study, Professor Dudley Kirk. 

Princeton, New Jersey 
' July 1946 

( IX ] 

A. RosENBORG 

Head of the League of Nations Mission 
in the United States • 



AUTHOR'S PREFACE 

E.uROPE is the creati?n of its people. A small continent as compared with the giants ~f Asia, 
. Afnca, and ~e ~mencas, Europe is in fact classified as a continent solely by grace of its 
n?n~ge~graphtcal.tmportanc~. As much the smaller part of the Eurasian land mass, it gains the 
dtsbnctton of bemg a contment because its inhabitants and their descendants overseas have 
played a feading role in the recent history of the world. "' • 
T~e components of a great civilization are complex. It must rest on a strong natural resource 

base appropriate to the contemporary stage of technological development. To survive it must 
embody economic and political power. It. must have effective social institutions and sound 
leadership. It must have a sufficiently strong set of ideals and ideologies to evoke loyalty and 
sacrifice on its behalf. It rests, among other basic things, on the number and attributes of its 
population. 

1'he latter are among the more neglected aspects of current though?itgarding the future 
of Europe. The natural and economic resources have been elaborately catalogued both as 
regards their present state and likely future development. The bookstalls are filled with biog
raphies of individual Europeans, both good and evil. The intricacies of diplomacy and national 
politics, no matter how ephemeral and transitory in their importance, are elaborately chron
icled in hundreds of books annually. Ideologies are the subject of exhaustive dissertations and 
endless speculation. But the fundamental human resources--the number and physica~ attributes 
of jhe population, and the quantitatively measurable indices of its cultural development and 
characteristics in the mass-have generally received short shrift in the commentaries of the day. 

The present volume is an attempt to increase the knowledge of man about himself in 
empirical and measurable terms. It takes as a starting point those aspects of human resources 
that have been measured through mass observation in verifiable and quantitative terms, in 
the language of inductive science rather than of impressionistic observation. For the first time 
in the history of Europe the censuses and vital statistics of the interwar period were sufficiently 
comprehensive to afford the possibility of a rather exact measurement of the human resources 
of the continent on a comparable basis. The purpose of the present work is to assess these 
human resources and to indicate the underlying 'and inter-related processes of development 
that they display. 

' 
· The publication of the present volume concludes the series of demographic studies prepared 

for the Economic, Financial and Transit Department of the League of Nations by the Office 
of Population Research of Princeton University. The cooperative relationship has been a 
cordial one, terminated only by the c~mpletion of the work of the League of Nations Mission 
in the United States and the absorption of its functions in the new services of the United 
Nations. The author is especially indebted to Mr. Alexander Loveday, formerly Director of 
the Economic Department of the League, and to his succe~sor in Princeton, Mr. Ansgar 
Rosenberg, for their conscientious and . helpful reading of the manuscript and for their 
sympathetic forbearance in the face of numerous delays in its preparation. 

The writer's colleagues in the Office of Population Research have been a constant source 
of fruitful assistance and counsel. The author is particularly grateful to the Director of the 
Office, Professor Frank W. Notestein, for his unflagging encouragement and for his con
structive criticism and advice at every stage of the project. Special thanks are also due Dr. 
Irene B. Taeuber, Dr. Louise K. Kiser, and Professor Wilbert E. Moore of the Office for their 

[ xi ] 



, · AUTHOR'S PREFACE 

critical reading of portions of the manuscript. The maps· and char~s were prepared by Mrs. 
Daphne L. Notestein. 

The author is also much indebted·to the statistical and secretarial staff of the Office of 
Population Research, the members of which gave wistintingly of their time and effort to the 
laborious tasks of assembling the data and of preparing the manuscript for publication. Without 
their loyal and capable assistance the present work would have been impossible. 

A substantial portion of the f>asic data analyzed in this report was originally asstmbled for 
the use of the Office. of Ge~graphy and Cartography, United States Department of •State. 
Thanks are due that Office and its Director, Dr. Otto E. Guthe, for cooperation and assistance 
in various phases of the project, and .especially in the provision of the base maps used for 
drafting purposes. ·· . 

Finally, the author wis4es to express. his appreciation and that of the Office of Population 
Research for the generous financial support rendered by the Carnegie Corporation of New 
York, the Milbafiit.Memorial Fund, ~d the Rockefeller Foundation. In its early stages the., 
study was. advanced by substantial grants made by the Carnegie Corporation to Princeton 
University specifically for the furtherance of the projects undertaken by the Office of Popula- • 
tion Research for the League. The completion of the work was made possible by the continuing 
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·CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

TH~ most important resotKce of any nation, or of any continent,' is its people. Ultimately they 
are 1ts only resource. Recognition of this fact has motivated eyery European country at one time 
or anothe.to conduct an inventory of its people through a censtis-.of populatio11. Some countries 
have 1leld censuses at regular, usually decennial, intervals qvec .a long period of time. and have 
built up very elaborate statistical documentation of the histori~al developments in the size and 
character of their populations. Other countries have had their first censuses in comparatively 
r~~ent times and provide only rudimentary ."information concerning the details of the compo-
Sition of the population. · · ; . • 

Regardless of their character these censuses have always been prepared for. a .national and 
not an international purpose. The scope of the census and its execution wereiR~~each case tailored 
to the national interest and policy. In no case has a census been prep;red with the idea of 
achieving a maximiun of international comparability. National censuses can provide the raw 
materials but hardly the finished product for an assessment of the huma,n resources of Europe 
as a whole. · 

Various international agencies, such as the League of Nations, the International Labour 
Office, the International Institute of Statistics, and the International Institute of Agriculture, 
hav~ made extensive compilations with the objective of providing international compar~bility. 
These agencies have done remarkably well in drawing together materials from widely scattered 
sources in view of the limited staff and funds at their.commands. Only one who has worked in 
international statistics can appreciate the enormous difficulties that they have overcome in making 
international compilations of demographic and other social data. 

The objective of the present work is to supplement, rather than to supersede, the work already 
done, differing in emphasis rather than in fundamental purpose. In the first instance it was felt 
desirable to bring tog~ther in one place representative indices of the major subjects normally 
considered in the national censuses and vital statistics. Previous international compilations have 
either concentrated on certain ranges of materials, as, for instance, those undertaken by the 
International Labour Office and the International Institute of Agriculture, or have not attempted 
in recent years to go much beyond data relating to population growth and vital indices and 
to the age and sex composition of the population. An objective of the present study is to present 
in summary and graphic form what might be regarded as a census of Europe, covering much of 
the materials normally included in national censuses without their very great numerical detail. 

Secondly, the work of international agencies in compiling demographic data has generally 
been confined to the official source!\, of the countries concerned. Though this restriction is 
entirely appropriate in view of the character of the agencies concerned, it sometimes results in 
incomplete coverage owing either to the absence of official figures or to their unreliability. 
In view of the emphasis on graphic as opposed to tabular presentation in the present study it 
was sometimes possible to supplement the official data with estimates for tho~e areas in which 
the census and other materials were inadequate; with· the assurance that estimates could be 
safely made within a reasonable range of accuracy even though the figures could of necessity 
be .only approximate. These estimates were generally ~erived from official statistics or taken 
from semiofficial or private sources. In addition the greater flexibility of graphic presentation 
made convenient the use of statistical indices derived from but not generally given as a part 
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of the national censuses. Thus the figures on migration used are only in rare cases official figures, 
though they were derived fro~ official figures by standard procedures. 

Thirdly, the present study has attempted to, go beyond the usual compilation of materials 
on a national basis. Perhaps at no time in recent European history has it been so clear that inter
national boundaries are not immutable .. They are. lines arbitrarily fixed by. man. The absorption 
of interest in political boundaries has often obscured the fact that there are many other economic 
and cultural boundaries which cuttJulatively may be at least of equal importance. Regj,onal dif
ferences within countries are often more significant than the differences between countrieD. To 
provide a fuller picture of the European population, an inventory of the more important charac
teristics of the population l!as been made both for the countries as a whole and for their chief 
administrative divisions. · 

Finally, the objective of the present study is no less to present .data than to indicate their 
significance in a logical structure. The gap between the compilation of statistics and their 
application is one eli th~. most serious weaknesses in the structure of modern knowledge. To j:he 
uninitiated, statistical tables are a mystery .. To many they have an aura· of abstraction and 
finality that leads to their uncritical use. To many more the difficulties of tracking down relevant 
statistical data and the further problem of finding one's way through the often complex forms 
of presentation result in a failure to use available material. 

Since almost all of the materials in the present study refer to geographical areas, the map 
was selected as the most economical and significant method of presentation of the 'more 
detailed information. The map has several advantages. It is a medium that is readily under
stood. It is economical, in that a great deal of material can be presented hi a small space. Thus 
data relating to over 6oo administrative districts in Europe may appear on a single map. Finally, 
and most important, the significance of the data as regards geographical distribution may be 
grasped almost instantly from a relatively brief inspection of the map, whereas it would require 
tedious and time-consuming effort to extract the same result from the same statistics given 
in tabular form. 

Despite the emphasis on geographical relationships the maps are not presented with a view 
to showing geographical details. The maps in this book are, in fact, statistical charts, in which 
the cartographic form is adopted for convenience of identification. and use.· They and the 
numerous other charts are introduced as shorthand methods of displaying materials difficult 
to assimilate when elaborated in tabular form. To avoid cluttering the text.tl;le ~dat;~, on which 
the graphic materials are based are given in the appendices. For similar reasons, the ~pecific 
source references are not given where figures cited ·in the text. were obtained directly from 
national censuses. A comprehensive list of these latter appears at the end of the book. 

The difficulties involved in drawing together the data for this volume have made it clear to 
the author why so ambitious a presentation of European. demographic data has not previously 
been attempted. At first blush it might appear a relatively simple matter to pull together national 
census material into a European census. But it will be obvious that tl:i.e assembly of data and 
their interpretation in an integrated discussion are greatly complicated by the fact that the 
materials were originally collected at different times for 29 different national purposes in 2 5 
different languages. The scope of the census, the definitions employed, and the methods of 
analysis were in every case determined by specific requirements of the nation involved. The 
difficulties to be encountered may be suggested by the fact that even the total population figures 
are often not strictly comparable, and that frequently there are two or more official population 
figures for a given area at the time of the census. In the extreme case there are four different 
official population figures for one country (Finland) and for eaCh of its component parts. None 
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of these figures, it may be added, relates to the number of persons physically present in the 
country on the census dates! In some countries the censuses _include only persons physically 
present in the area at the date of the census; in others the figures relate to persons legally resident, 
thereby including persons temporarily absent from their home districts and excluding transients. 
Many countries present both figures. Foreigners are sometimes included, sometimes omitted. 
Soldiers and the inmates of public institutions are variously included and excluded. When 
such qifficulties of noncomparability m11st be overcome even in.obtaining comparable figures 
for th; si~ple population totals of countries as a whole, the difficulties of achieving com
parability for specialized purposes and for some 6oo small areas may well be imagined. The 
most serious methodological problems are mentioned in the discussions relating to each subject. 

It will be noted that the data refer to the interwar areas, both of countries and of adminis
trative districts within countries, and that the detailed maps generally relate to years approx
imating the center of the interwar period. This was necessitated by the fact that later materials 
were often impossible to obtain. Much of the material can only be derived ~m census data; 

• 'in numerous countries the last census was taken in the early 'thirties. In niost of these countries 
, the decadal censuses that normally would have been taken in recent years were suspended owing 
to the war. However, since it is the purpose of this volume to show the more underlying and 
enduring aspects of Europe's human resources,•aspects that do not change overnight and which 
have effectively survived war and conflict, the use of relatively old materials, in any event 
dictated by circumstances, does not make a crucial difference. In some instances later data for 
particular countries (e.g., Germany) were available. However, the merits of comparability 
were>thought to exceed those of having the latest available but not strictly comparable material. 
In a number of instances, illustrative maps present the immediate prewar situation for countries 
as a whole. In addition some attempt has been made lo give historical perspective in similar 
small scale maps for earlier dates. 

As has been suggested, the national boundaries of the interwar period were used. In general 
both national and provincial boundaries are those of the date of the census from which the 
materials are drawn. Thus boundary changes incident to the war and postwar settlements have 
been ignored. 

Some question naturally arose as to the selection of divisions used within c,puntries. In most 
cases the data were collected for the largest divisions customarily employed in the census 
analyses of the country concerned. In some instances, as in Switzerland, the divisions usually 
given are too small for effective mapping. In such 'cases regional groupings were used. In other 
instances, as in Czechoslovakia, the conventional major divisions of the country are undesirably 
large for analytical purposes. Where it was feasible to do so, smaller divisions were employed. 
Unfortunately it was impossible to obtain a complete consistency in the areas, owing to differing 
arrangem~nts in the source materials themselves. 

It is recognized that few persons a.re sufficiently conversant with European geography to 
enable easy recognition of political divisions within countries on an unlabelled map. At the same 
.time it obviously was not feasible to attempt to introduce names of administrative divisions 
on' maps where data for sucli divisions are shown. To provide means of identification key 

· maps showing the names of the administrative divisions are included at the end of the volume. 
Though national boundaries have been entered in each of the text maps, in some of the larger 
maps readers may have some difficulty in locating them. This difficulty will perhaps serve to 
emphasize the lack of correspondence bet~een political and cultural boundaries. 

In the chapters that follow an attempt is made to cover the major demographic materials 
relating to Europe in the interwar period without, on the one hand, over-elaborating the 
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tremendous volume of data available, nor, on the other, needlessly duplicating previous work. 
Since this is the fourth of a series dealing with European demographic problems much of what 

• has apj)eared in the earlier volumes is a~sumed or given less emphasis than its intrinsic im
portance might seem to merit. 1 

The discussion opens with some consideration of population distribution in Europe. This 
subjecf is followed by a much fuller treatment of population dynamics, first in terms of gross 
population change, and then in <terms of the elements. entering into numerical gr<fWth. All 
population change is the balance of births, deaths, and migration. Each of th~se is consi!lered 
in tum. Since the trend of European birth and death rates, their determinants, and their im
plicatio\ls for future population development have already been treated at s·ome length by the 
autho::and his colleagues• these aspects of European demography are not given as full attention 
as mfgl:ation. Four chapters are devoted to the different phases of European migration and their 
combined role in the balance of population change. 

Qu;IDtitative ch3nges in population size and distribution are of crucial importance to .the 
future of Europe; But of equal importance are the composition and characteristics of the 
popu};!tion. These are the subjects of Chapters IX and X, the first dealing with significant 
indices of social and economic development that are common to all of Europe, the second with 
the divisive forces of ethnic diversity. 

The final chapter summarizes the major conclusions of the book in more general form and 
points to some of the larger problems raised by demographic changes for the future of Europe 
and the future role of the continent in the world. 

• 1 Thus the demography of the Soviet Union is not so intensively reviewed as would be desirable were it not for 
the detailed study by Frank Lorimer in this series on The Population of the Soviet Union: History and Prospects 
(Geoeva: League of Nations, 1946). Likewise the extensive study of the interrelationships of demographic trends 
aod low agricultural productivity incorporated in the monograph by Wilbert E. Moore on the Economic Demography 
of Eastern and Southern Europe (Geoeva: League of Nations, 1945) has made it unnecessary to consider at length 
the problems of agrariao overpopulation in that region. 

2 Frank W. Notestein eta!., The Future Population of Europe and the Soviet Union (Geneva: League of Nations,' 
1944). 
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CHAPTER II 

POPULATION DIST;RIBUTION 

IN its pursuit of a livelihood the population of the world has spread itself very une¥enly over 
the _su:face of the globe. Four-fifths of the land area is very sparsely settled. The overwhelming 
maJOrif)\of the earth's people live in a few great clusters of-population, each separated from 
the ~her by the great geographical barriers, the oceans and the almost uninhabited mountai"ns 
and wastelands that together account for most of. the planet's covering. Most of humanity is 
crow~ed into a few favored areas whose dense settlement gives them an importance: all out 
of proportion to their relatively small geographical size. . · :~; 

In modern history Europe has contained ~e most important of these clusters. It is t'u)t the 
largest, either in its area of dense settlement or in its total population. Its densely populated 
ar~ is no larger than that of India and rather smaller than that of East J\!iia. Its tota(popu
lation of some 540 million is larger than India's 400 million, but it is perhaps eXceeded by 
the population living in the East Asian agglomeration composed of China and the former 
Japanese Empire. Nevertheless, the cities and industrial population of Northwester; and 
Central Europe give it the greatest concentration of population in the world. A fourth cluster, 
that of Eastern North America, resembles Europe in its degree of urbanization and indus-
trialization, but the total population is scarcely a fourth that of Europe. · 

• The Continental Pattern 

It is obvious that within Europe the population is neither distributed evenly nor haphazardly 
throughout the continent. In the accompanying map (Figure I) the distribution of the European 
population is shown by dots, each dot representing s,ooo persons. If sand is scattered and 
shaken on a piece of wrinkled paper, the particles will tend to concentrate and distribute them
selves in a manner representing a compromise between the initial impetus and the new environ
ment. The sand will seek out and congest in the low areas on the paper; it will avoid the peaks 
and the steep slopes. Where the concentration is great the lower areas will be filled and some 
of the sand will be forced into the higher valleys; where.the concentration is slight the grains 
will seek out the low, flat areas. 

Similarly, the population has responded to the force of gravity on the European continent. 
It has avoided the Alps, the Carpathians, the Balkan Mountains, the Caucasian highlands, the 
Scandinavian backbone, and even the relatively low Scottish hills. It has_ concentrated on the 
plains, along the rivers, and in the seaports. The reasons for this are obvious: agriculture, which 
was the earlier basis of population distribution, flourished in level areas of good soils and not 
on the barren slopes of mountains. The latter were sought only when war or population pressure 
drove people from the more favorable areas. Later, as commerce developed, the rivers and the. 
sea, as the chief means of transportation, attracted concentrations at favorable harbors, at the 
conjunctions of rivers, and at the heads of fluvial navigation. The denuding of the mountain 
populations in recent times, and their flow into the valleys, has been the subject of extensive 
research on the part of Italian and other scholars. 

However, it is readily apparent that gravity is only one among many forces directing the 
population distribution. Cold has ~bviously inhibite~ spread of P?pul~tion. into t~e. northern 
regions of Scandinavia and Russia- To a less obv1ous extent and chmat1c cond1t1ons have 
resulted in thin settlement of areas in central Spain, in the Balkans (especially in Macedonia 
and Rumelia); and in the steppe regions of Southern Russia. Excessive dampness, on the 
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other hand, has checked population growth in northern Scotland, in some sectio~s of Norway, 
and in the Pripet Marshes of White Russia. Soil conditions have favored population concentra
tions in some areas, inhibited them in others. In Germany, for instance, good soil has promoted 
dense agricultural settlement south of the Elbe, and poor soil has discouraged it north and east 

FIGURE I. Distribution of the European population about 1930. (Adapted from S ydow-Wag 11ers Methodischer 
S chulatlas, courtesy of the American Geographic Society.) 

of that river. The most important influence of soil is in the Soviet Union, where dense agri
cultural settlement follows the black soil belt across the Ul=raine and central Russia. 

Physiography and climate have in general defined the limits of dense population. However, 
withln the European regions suitable for primitive agriculture the pattern of population dis
tribution is much more complex than might be suggested by the more elementary geographical 
features. The development of natural resources, the degree of industrialization, the location 
of markets, the lines of transportation have all created a continental pattern of distribution 
that is shaped only in its broad outlines by the sharper limits of topography and climate. The 
greatest clusters of population are those of Northwestern Europe in England, Flanders, the 
Netherlands, and the lower Rhine Valley. From this center a heavy belt of dense urban and 
industrial settlement stretches eastward across Germany through Saxony and Bohemia to 
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Silesia. Beyond Silesia, and as a continuation, a great arc of close rural settlement reaches across 
Poland and follows the contours of the black earth regions in a grand sweep across Russia and 
into Siberia. From this axis of thick settlement the population density fades to sparsely 
populated regions in northern Scandinavia and northern Russia. The Danube valley, though 
thickly populated, does not have as heavy concentrations, and the Balkan periphery is thinly 
settled by comparison with the central axis extending the width of Europe from the North 
Sea to ~beria. • • • 

A-second axis of population concentration runs up the Rhine valley through Switzerland to 
Italy, broken, however, by the line of the Alps. Northern Italy is very heavily populated and 
the area of dense settlement extends down the peninsula but with some fading in the southern 
areas. Except for a few concentrations France and Spain and Portugal are rather thinly settled 
by European standards. · 

Though there are very great variations in density of population in Europe, in general it is 
ve~ high. Europe with the European sections of the Soviet Union averages a little less than 
50 persons per square kilometer and without Russia about 75· These contrast with an average 
of about 15 persons per square kilometer in the remainder of the Earth. Europe west of the 
Soviet Union is about five times as densely populated as the rest of the world. The population 
density is ten times as great as that in North America, fifteen times as great as that of South 
America and Africa, and seventy-five times that of Australia. It is no wonder that tens of 
millions of Europeans have migrated to less crowded regions of the world. 

Crude figures of population density only roughly measure the relationship of population to .. 
lana and resources, especially where the units considered are as large as continents. Nevertheless 
by any measure of population density other than those. of level of living, technical efficiency, and 
effectiveness in utilization of resources, Europe is one of the most densely populated regions 
of the world. 

The dense clustering of population in Europe exists side-by-side with standards of living 
far above the world average. Though Europe is relatively favored in natural resources this 
achievement of combining high population density and high living standards is much more 
closely connected with the cultural development and technical efficiency of the European 
people. It will be noted that the most densely populated areas of Europe are also in general 
those of higher living standards. Natural resources are significant only if there is the skill, 
the social organization, and the motivation to use them. From a technical point of view Europe 
had quite as great a reserve of natural resources in Neanderthal times as at the present. Europe's 
predominance was made possible by the existence of relatively abundant raw materials, but 
their development is the achievement of European civilization. 

The gradual historical development of the European economy created a continental pattern 
of population distribution. The dist~;ibution of population in the interwar period had almost 
no relation to political boundaries. The greatest concentration of population on the continent was 
centered in the Low Countries but overflowed into northern France on the one hand, and into 

' the German Rhineland on the other. Up the Rhine valley there was a corridor of dense popu-
lation that followed the valleys of the Rhine and its tributaries without any attention to 
national boundaries. The populations of Saxony and of northern Bohemia formed a single 
cluster bisected by the international boundary between Germany and Czechoslovakia. The 
population of the Silesian industrial region, which forms a unit in terms of settlement, was 
divided between Germany, Poland, and Czechoslovakia. In the Danube basin settlement fol
lowed the convolutions of the Danube and its tributaries and had little regard for the political 
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dividing lines that compartmentalized the·region. In few countries was there a national pattern 
of population settlement substantially independent of that of neighbors. . 

It is perhaps significant in this regard that in North America, where political boundaries 
are unimportant, the distribution of population has marked resemblances to that of Europe. 
If one conceives of North America as a mirror-image of Europe, in that directions are reversed, 
it will be noted that the largest centers of population in North America, as in Europe, are 
located on the Atlantic Seabo&rd. In North America othis is the Northeastern ar~ ·of the 
continent, in Europe the Northwestern area. From this center in North America there< is a 
great industrial area extending westward through the North Central states compat:able to that 
in Europe reaching across Ger!Jlany to Saxony, Bqhemia, and Silesia. The Bal.tic Sea finds 
its parallel in the Great Lakes, the settlement of Canada being similar, though ·less dense,. to . 
that of Scandinavia. European Russia is, of course, the Middle West of Europe, with relatively 
close settlement in the regions nearer the main centers of European population, fading gradually 
as one proceeds intD the steppes. In topography. and settlement the latter find their counterpart 
in the American Great Plains. In its scattered and predominantly rural population Southern 

c 

Europe, and especially the Balkans, has a parallel in the American South. In Europe, as in " 
America, there is a continental pattern of population distribution that is largely independent 
of political boundaries. 

The continental pattern of European population distribution is indicated by its organization 
about a central focus in Western Europe. In a general way it is apparent from relative density 
of population that there is a center of population gravity in the Low Countries and neighboring 
areas, and that population density tends to decline with increasing distance from this center. " 

Conventional centers of population inadequately express the importance of this central 
tendency. They are customarily computed by weighting population in direct ratio to distance. 
A thousand persons in northern Russia, for example, may exercise many times the influence 
on the center of population exercised by a tho~sand persons in a more central location, as for 
instance, in Bohemia, which includes the geographical center of population so computed. Based 
on the lever principle, this gives weight in accordance with distance. 

However, in so far as geographical distance is a factor in social relations it is obviously 
a negative rather than a positive influenc~. Proximity facilitates social intercourse, distance 
impedes it. Other things being equal, a man is far more influenced by his neighbors than by 
unknown persons at the other end of the continent. The intensity. of human relationships is· 
inversely rather than directly associated with distance. · 

This being true, a more significant measure of central tendency "in population distribution 
may be determined by weighting the population according to the reciprocal of distance. On the 
analogy of gravity it is apparent that large cities have more attractive force than small, and 
that this force declines with distance. Thus transportation and trade between cities vary 
directly with their size and proximity to each other. 

Figure 2 shows contour lines of gravitational pull computed by weighting the populations of 
European areas inversely to the distances between them. The potentials (on the analogy of an 
electrostatic field) are determined for each area by summing the results of dividing the popu
lations of all areas by their respective distances from the area in question.• 

Computed on this basis the center of population in Europe is an area including London and a 
section of the Low Countries. In this area one is closest to the largest number of people. It 

• 
1 S~ approximations were necessary to measure the intra-district potential of each area on itself, which is 

mc:Iuded m the totaL The contours of Figure :2 are based on the popula\ion potentials computed for the central 
pomts of 93 ar~s in!o which Europe was divided for this purpose. The method employed is that of John Q. 
Stewart as descnbed m Coasts, Waves and Weather (Boston: Ginn & Co., 1945) pp. 164, r66. 
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is no accident that London is the most important commercial ana financial center in Europe. 
If distance were the only factor in European trade, the area of maximum potential (in
cluding London) would be the inevitable distribution center of Europe. Trade barriers, 
the location of natural resources, and inequalities of per capita consumption distort this over
simplified picture. But the patent advantages of proximity to this gravitational center of 

. '-~ . 

"POPUL!\TION POTENTIALS"IN EUROPE 

100 0 100 200 300 400 500 MILtS 

100 0 100 ZOO lOO ..00 500 600 100 800 KILOUmRS 

FIGURE 2. Contours of "population potentials" per kilometer in Europe. 

population are evidenced in the concentration of large banking and commercial firms in or 
near it. • 

Despite subsidiary centers of population concentration outside the center of population 
gravity, the potentials recede regularly as the distance from the center increases. In the inter
war period other population centers in Europe were too small to produce rival centers of 
gravity, though the pull of dense populations in Southern Poland and parts of the Soviet 
Union to the east, and of Italy to the south, modified the shape of the central areas of maxi
mum potential. 

Regions and Countries 

The distrib.ution of the European population among the several regions and countries is 
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TABLE I 

Area, Population, and Population Density of European Countries 

Last Census in Estimated 1939 Popula-
Interwar Area tion in Interwar Areas• 

Regions Interwar Popu- %of Total t,ensity and AreainKm.• lati'On2 Numbers (without rKm.• 
Countries (ooo's) 1 Date (ooo's) (ooo's) U.S.S.R.) in I\li39 

Europe and the U.S.S.R.' 26,494·9 - - 576.725 21.8 

Europe (without U.S.S.R.)' 5,318.9 - - 402,925 100.0 75·8 
Northwestern & 

Central Europe 2,97q> - - 235.354 58.4 79·2 
U.K. & Ireland' 310·7 - - 50,924 12.6 163.9 

England & Wales 151.1 1931 39.952 41,600 10.3 275·7 
Scotland 77·2 1931 4.843 5,018 1.2 65.0 
Northern Ireland 13-5 1937. 1,280 1,300 ·3 ¢·3 Ireland ' 68.9 1941 2,992 2,946 ·7 42·8 

West-Central Europe 1,442·7 - - 164,340 40.8 113-9 Austria 83·9 1934 6,76o 6,672 1.6 79·5 Belgium 30·5 1930 8,og2 8,396 2.1 275·3 Czechoslovakia 140·5 1930 14,730 15,513 3·8 IIO . .f! 
France 551.0 1936 41,907 41,950 10.4 76.1 
Germany 470·7 . 1939 69.317 69,640 17-3 147·9 Hungary 93.1 1941 9.319 9,129 2.3 g8.o 
Netherlands 33·0 1930 7.936 8,834 2.2 267·7 Switzerland 40.0 1941 4,266 4,200 1.0 105.2 

Northern Europe 1,217.6 - - 20,090 5-0 16.5 
Denmark & Faeroes 44-4 1940 3.870 3.851 1.0 86.7 
Estonia 45·2 1934 1,126 1,122 ·3 24.8 
Finland 343·4 1930 3,667 3,888 1.0 11.3 
Latvia 65.8 1935 1,950 I,951 ·5 29.6 
Norway 3o8.6 1930 2,814 2,937 ·7 9·5 Sweden 410.2 1940 6.371 6,341 1.6 15-4 

Southern & 
Eastern Europe 2,151.5 - - 164,886 40·9 16.6 

Southern Europe 906-7 - - 77,123 19.1 85.0 Italy 310.2 1936 42.919 43.864 10.9 141.4 Portugal 91.8 1940 7.722 7.659 1.9 83·4 Spain 5047 1940 25,8'78 25,600 6.4 50.7 
Eastern Europe 1,244.8 - - 87.763 21.8 70-5 Albania 27-5 1930 1,003 1,064 ·3 38-7 Bulgaria 103.0 1934 6,078 6,305 1.6 61.2 Greece 130.2 1940 7.336 7,201 1.8 55·3 Lithuania 53-0 1923 2,029 2,597 .6 49-0 Poland 388.6 1931 32,107 34.848 8.6 89-7 Rumania 295-0 1930 18,057 20,045 5-0 67·9 Yugoslavia 247-5 1931 13.934 15,703 3·9 63·4 

U.S.S.R. 21,176.0 1939 170,467 t73,8oo 8.2 

For footnotes see page II. 
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shown in Table I.• The contrasting relationships of the several countries in their area and 
population are schematically shown in Figure 3· In this chart the approximate geographical 
positions of the countries are retained, but the mapped areas of each country are scaled to 
territorial and population size. 

The territory of Europe in the interwar period was divided among 27 sovereign nations. 
There were major differences in the areas of the other couqtries, but the bulk of the Soviet . ' .. . 
Um~n completely overshadowed the remainder of Europe; in fact, the U.S.S.R. was close to 
four times as large as all the rest of Europe combined. The European territory of the Soviet 
Union, which· has not been clearly distinguished administratively from the Asiatic regions 
since the Communist Revolution, was only about a third of the total. But even European Rus
sia alone included more than half the territory of the continent. The largest country west of 
the Soviet Union, France, had little more than a fortieth of the Soviet Union's territory. 

}'he map of population distribution by country presents a different pigure, but in many 
regards a truer representation of Europe than the map of area. The numerical preponderance 
of the Soviet Union is evident, but it is much less pronounced than in the case of territorial size. 
Instead of being 35-40 times its nearest competitor it had about two-and-one-half times the 
number of the next largest population, that of Germany.• But since more than three-fourths of 
the Russian population was concentrated in the European third of the country, the Soviet 
Union as a strictly European power had a much larger population than its closest rival. 

West of the Soviet Union the populations of Europe were more dispersed among different 
so;.ereignties than in any other continent with the exception of Africa. In Asia some seventy 
per cent of the population live in China· and India, In South America about forty per cent 
live in Brazil; in North America an overwhelming majority are residents of the United States. 
By contrast, Germany in her I937 territory included only 17.3 per cent of the European popu
lation west of the Soviet Union. There were three countries, Great Britain, France, and Italy, 
with IO-I2 per cent of the total; three others, Poland, Spain, and Rumania, with S-Io. per cent; 
and some twenty. others each having less than five per cent .( cf. Table I). There were six 
sovereign nations each of which possessed less than one per cent of the population of Europe 

1 Generally excluding inland waters. 
• For a number of European countries there are two official figures. for each census date, one relating to the popu

lation legally domiciled in the area (the de jure or resident population), which includes persons assumed to be 
temporarily absent from the country, the other to the population physically present at the time of the census (the 
de facto or present population). Where two or more official figures exist, tltose most commonly used for analytical 
purposes and historical comparisons have been entered above. 

a The 1939 estimates relate to the population at the end of the year in the 1937 boundaries of the countries con
cerned. They are generally those given in the Statistical Year-Book of the League of Nations for 1942/1944 and 
previous years. In the caseS of Austria, Czechoslovakia, Germany, Hungary, Lithuania, and Poland, independent 
estimates were necessary to take account of boundary changes and natural increase occurring after the last official 
estimate for the 1937 territories. The figure, for the U.S.S.R is drawn from Frank Lorimer, The Population of the 
Soviet Union (Geneva: League of Nations, 1946), p. 186. 

• Including the following minor areas, with a combined territory of 1g6,4oo sq. km. and a combined population of 
2 521 thousand at the last censuses in the jnterwar period and an estimated population of 2,685 thousand in 1939: 
Andorra the Channel Islands, Danzig, Gibraltar, Iceland, the Isle of Man, Liechtenstein, Luxemburg, Malta, 
Monaco,' San Marino, Spitzbergen, Turkey in Europe, and the Vatican. 

• The grouping of countries into regions is based on demographic. similarities and not on the ~asis of assumed 
political, economic, or ethnic orientatio~s. Hence they do not !'ecessanly conform t~ usual conceptions of Europc:an 
regions. Cf. the earlier work in this sertes by the author an~ h1s colleagues: Notestem ~ a!., T?e Fu!ure Populato<m 
of Europe and the Soviet Union (Geneva: League of Nanons, 1944), pp. 53, 57· This groupmg Will be generally 
followed in the succeeding chapters. • • • • 

a The populations given in Table 1 and Figure 3 refer to the mterwar terntones of all countnes concerned, e.g., 
excluding the Austrian and Sudeten ~exations of. Germ~y in 1938 and I?39., as well as the Soviet incorporations 
of the Baltic countries and western portions of White Russm ":"d the Ukrame m 1939. 
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west of the U.S.S.R. In terms of area and population there obviously was no "~tandard" or 
"typ'cal" E 1 uropean country. · 

The very different relationships exhibited in the two parts of Figure 3 manifest great dif
ferences in the densities of population in the several European countries. These are presented 
in the la;;t column of Table I. Belgium with 275. persons per square kilometer is the most 
densely populated country in the world. Almost equally densely populated are England and 
Wales all.d the Netherlands. At the othtr extreme are the Soviet' Union, with an average of only 
8.2 Y,ersons to the square kilometer, and Norway, witb 9·5· 

As might be expected from an appraisal of Figure 3, the most densely populated countries 
are those of Western and Central Europe. England and the Low Countries are obviously in a 
class by themselves; there are neighboring areas of comparable density (e.g., in the German 
Ruhr and the north of France) but these are diluted in the national totals of these latter 
countries by thinly settled areas. Population densities of over I oo per square kilpmeter were to be 
fmmd in Germany, Switzerland, Czecl10slovakia, and Italy. West-Central 12:urope as a whole 
averaged above this figure, France being the outstanding exception to high densities in this 
region. 

Northern Europe was notable for its low density of population outside of Denmark. In much 
of the area the intensity of settlement was comparable to that of the United States, though 
mucii higher than that of Canada, which has mucii more comparable resources. Southern and 
Eastern Europe approximate the European average. Aside from Italy the countries of this 
reliion present a rather uniform pattern of density, that of a closely settled rural population. 

Aside from the obvious effects of climate in determining the low population densities of 
Northern Europe, differences in European populatipn densities are generally ~elated to the 
degree of urbanization, whicii is one of the most important bases of cultural differentiation 
in the 'modern world. 

Rural-Urban Distribution 

The nature of rural and urban distribution of population cannot be properly considered 
without reference to the definitipns of "rural" and "urban" employed. These definitions vary 
radically from country to country as the result of tradition, administrative convenience, and the 
objectives for whicii statistical data are compiled. Thus, in a number of countries, notably those 
of Central Europe, urban areas are assumed to comprise all communes with 2,000 or more 
inhabitants, smaller communes being classified as rural. Other countries, such as Ireland and 
theN ether lands, have adopted other arbitrary size limits of demarcation. 

The use of arbitrary classification sciiemes based on the size of commune has obvious ad
vantages in facilitating tabulation and in aciiieving comparability from one census to another. 
However, any arbitrarY line will never conform exactly to true rural-urban differences. Thus 
a small community on the outskirts of a large city may fall into the rural category on the basis 
of size class despite the fact that its inhabitants obtain their livelihood in the neighboring city 
and have the social and economic ciiaracteristics of city-dwellers. Conversely many purely rural 
communities may be classified as urban simply by virtue of the fact that they include a large 
area and hence a sizable population. In Southern Europe, for example, there are almost wholly 
agricultural communities with populations as large as so,ooo, owing simply to their large 

physical extent. . . . . . • 
T oid difficulties inherent in a system based on arbitrary s1ze hm1ts, other countnes, mclud-

ing ~:"united Kingdom, France, most ~f ~ o.rthe~ Europ~, se;eral Balkan countries, and the 
Soviet Union, follow equally arbitrary adm1mstrat1ve classifications based on the type of gov-
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TABLE 2 

Rural-Urban Distribution of the Population in Europe and the Soviet Union 

Population (ooo's) Per Cent 

Census1 ' 
Regions and Countries ·Elate Total "RtH"al" uurban" 11Rural" IUrban" 

Europe and the U.S.S.R. - 557.336 299,591 257.745 53·8 46.2 

Europe (without U.S.S.R.) - 386,86g 185,034 201,835 47·8 52.2 

Northwestern & 
- Central Europe 231,002 85,840 145.762 37.1 62.9 -

U.K. & Ireland - 49,043 II,998 37,045 24·5 75·5 
England & Wales* 1931 39.952 8,000 31,952 20.0 8o.r1 
Scotland* 1931 4.843 1,482 3,361 30.6 69·4 
N orthem Ireland* 1937 1,28o 002 678 47.1 52·9 
Irelandt 1936 2,968 1,914 1,054 64·5 35·5 

West-Central Europe - 162,590 61,016 101,574 37·5 62.5 
Austria:j:• 1934 6,756 2,653 4,103 39·3 6o.7 
Belgium+ 1930 8,og2 1,579 6,513 19·5 8o.5 
Czechoslovakia:!: 1930 14,730 7,688 7.042 52.2 47·8 
France* 1936 41,907 19,935 21,972 47·6 52·4' 
Germany:j:" 1939 69,317 20,879 48,438 30.1• 69·9 Hungarytt . 1930 . 8,688 4.997 3,6g1 57·5 42·5 
Netherlands§ 1939 8,834 1,807 7,02'j 20.4 79·5 
Switzerland+ 1941 4,266 1,478 2,788 34·6 65·4 

Northern Europe - 19,969 12,826 7,143 64.2 35·8 
Denmark* 1940 3.844 2,021 1,823 52.6 47·4 
Estonia* 1934 1,126 Boo 326 'j1.o 29.0 
Finland* 1938 3,864 3,003 861 77·7 22.3 
Latvia:j: 1935 1,950 1,275 675 65·4 34·6 
Norway* 1930 2,814 1,7J7 . 1,077 6I.7 38·3 
Sweden* 1940 6,371 3.990 2,381 62.6 . 37·4 

Southern & 
Eastern Europe - 155,267 99,194 56,073 63-9 36.1 

Southern Europe 75,149 39,257 35.892 ' 52.2 47.8 -
Itaim• 1936 42.445 20,417 22,028 48.1 5!.9 
Portugal* 1930 6,826 5,524 1,302 80.9 19.1 
Spainff 1940 25,878 13,316 12,562 • 51.5 48·5 • 

Eastern Europe - 8o,n8 59.937 20,181 74·8 25.2 
Albaniatt 1930 1,003 885 n8 88.3 II.7 
Bulgaria* 1934 6,078 4.775 1,303 78.6 ' 21.4 
Greece:j: 1928 6,205 3.569 2,636 57·5 42·5 Lithuania:j: 1939 2,925 2,250 675 76·9 23.1 
Poland .. 1931 31,916 23,227 8,689 72.8 27.2 . Rumania* 1930 18,057 14.4o6 3,651 79·8 20.2 
Y ugoslaviatt 1931 13,934 10,825 3,109 77·7 22.3 

U.S.S.R.* · 1939 170,467 II4,557 55.910 67-2 32.8 

For footnotes aee page IS. 
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ernmental machinery provided. In these countries the accuracy of the classification largely 
depends on the degree to which administrative organization conforms to social and economic 
reality. Clearly the correspondence will usually be only a rough one. Furthermore the system 
suffers the add~tional liability of making intercensal comparison difficult since true changes in 
the distribution of the population as between its urban and rural segments are confused with 
administrative changes associated with governmental whim or changed political policies. 

The ~fectiveness of the statistica! definitions of "rural", ~nd "urban" have been widely 
reco~nized and remedies have been proposed, but no general agreement has yet been reached. 
No truly homogeneous and strictly comparable data are available for all of Europe. Aside from 
difficulties of diverse definition some countries do not ·eveJ;l attempt an official rural-urban 
distinction. For these countries it is necessary to select an arbitrary boundary of size class of 
commune varying with the nature of administrative organization in the country concerned. The 
official "rural-urban" figures, supplemented by roughly comparable classifications for countries 
not making the distinction, are presented in Table 2, together with the percentages of the total 
populations thus included in the "rural" and in the "urban" categories.• 

In the interwar period the population of Europe west of the Soviet Union was about evenly 
divided between "urban" and "rural" areas as defined in Table 2. In Europe without the Soviet 
Union about 52 per cent of the population is listed as "urban," 48 per cent as "rural." The 
largest urban percentages were to be found in England and the Low Countries, as would be 
expected from observation of the very high population densities in these countries. Here 
foftr-fifths of' the populations were town-dwellers. More than three-fifths of the population 
were also reported as urban in the industrial countries of Germany, Austria, Switzerland, and 
Scotland. Other countries showing an urban majority.were France, Italy, and Northern Ireland. 
West-Central Europe as a whole was almost two-thirds urban, while the peoples of the British 
Isles, reflecting their history as the first center of industrialization, were three-fourths town 
residents. 

The remainder of Europe was overwhelmingly rural. Despite substantial industrialization 
and the existence of important urban centers in the region, thinly-populated Northern Europe 
was only about 36 per cent urban by its own definitions. Southern Europe was more urbanized, 

Explanations of rural-urban classifications used: 
*Administrative definition. 
t Places of 1,500 or more inhabitants classified as urban, the rem~inder as ntral. 
:j: Places of 2,000 or more inhabitants classified as urban, the rema~nder as rural. 
§ Places of 5,000 or more inhabitants classified as urban, the remat~der as rural. 
tt Places of 10,000 or more inhabitants classified as urban, the remamder as rural. 
1 The last census in the interwar territory with available rural-urban data, except for the Netherlands and 

Finland, for which later (registration) figures were used, and for Lithuania, in which an official estimate was used 
in place of the last census. taken in 1923. • 

• Excluding 4.726 persons without fixed residence.. • • • • 
a Excluding 474,138 soldiers and workers abse_nt m the colontes and m EthtOpta. 
• Excluding 191.5 thousand soldiers quartered m barracks. 

• In an effort to achieve stricter international comparability i~ defi~ition of the urban population ~he per. c"?ts 
of the populations reported as living in places of 10,000 or more mh.ab!tan.ts were computed _by countrtes. Thts !me 
of demarcation proved less satisfactory as a basis of rural-urban dts!tncttOn than the defimttons employed by the 
countries themselves and presented in Table 2. . . 

For the use of the United States Department of State the auth?r comptled a co~plete !•st of the town~ and 
"ti' f 000 or more inhabitants in the interwar censuses of countrtes west of the Sovtet U nton. There were m all cteso1o, • . 1 68'th 

55 
btw 

3,270 communes listed, of which 2,091 were in the st~e c ass 1o,ooo-2_5,000, I ~ e group 2 •GO?- o,ooo, 279 e een 

5 d 100 000 and 219 Of Over 1oo ooo inhabttants. These stze groups mcluded respecttVely 20.4, 14.9, 12.4, 
o,oooan • • ' ·· f d 0 hlffth"b" It" 

d t f the total Population in commuruttes o 10,000 an over. ver a o e ur an popu a 10n so an 52.3 per cen o • . 
defined were resident in the larger cities of 100,000 or more tnhabttants. 
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EUROPE's POPULATION iN THE INTERWAR YEARS 

• though perhaps rather less so than is indicated by Table 2.0 In Eastern Europe the rural popu-
lation'outnumbered the urban three to one. In the Soviet Union, despite the most rapid indus
trialization and urbanization in world history, more than two-thirds of the Soviet population 
was still rural at the end of the interwar period. 
- It is apparent that in the interwar period urban living was predominantly a Western 

European phenomenon. But great changes were in process in the urbanization of Europe. These 
and other dynamic aspects of popUlation change will be c"ons~dered in the next chapter!! 

- e 
• As noted above, many chiefly agricultural communes in Southern Europe (and especially Spain) have a 

population size elsewhere indicative of urban concentrations. 
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CHAPTER III 

POPULATION CHANGE 

Tn~ _expansion of ~urope has been the dominating fe_ature of the modern history of the world. 
Pohtlcally, economically, and culturally the civilization of Europe has had a tremendous and 
gro~in_g'impact on other continents anu on non-European peoples. An important element in this 
expans10n has been the extraordinarily rapid growth of the European population both at home 
and overseas. Three centuries ago there were only about a hundred million persons of European 
stock; these being almost wholly confined to the European continent; today there are over 
seven hundred million and very large areas overseas are now predominantly European in 
population. In 1650 less than a fifth of the world's inhabitants were European; at the present 
time more than a third are European or predominantly of European descent. 

The number of Europeans living outside of Europe was negligible in '-1650; it has been 
estimated that since that time some 6o million Europeans have sought homes overseas, chiefly 
in the Americas. Millions more crossed the low barrier of the Urals to settle Siberia and the 
interior of Asia. Some of these emigrants returned to Europe, but those who remained abroad 
have since multiplied several times. . · · 

The spread of Europeans beyond the borders of their native continent was more than matched 
by tremendous increases in the population at home. The population _of Europe alone is today 
ap~roximately as large as that of the world three centuries ago. Since 1650 it has multiplied 
five times; in the past century it has more than doubled. The net increase on the home continent 
in the last hundred years has been at least 270 million.1 

_ Population increases t>f this magnitude are clearly an extraordinary event in European history. 
It is obvious that in earlier times the population of Europe must have grown very much more 
slowly. There are no complete censuses in the pre-modern era to document this fact. But if the 
population of Europe at the height of the Roman Empire in A.D. roo may be correctly 
estimated at some 30-35 million," and if it had experienced the same rate of population growth 
prevailing in Europe in the course of the past hundred years, there would now be over ten 

1 Figures used for the population of Europe at successive dates are: 
Date Pof>ulation .Average .Annual Per 

(in millions) Cent Growth 
1650 100 
1750 140 ·34 
18oo 187 .58 
1850 266 .70 
1900 401 .82 
1940 540 ·74 

Aside from the estimate for 1940, these figure"s were drawn from A.M. Carr-Saunders, World Population (Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 1936), p. 42, and Walter F. Willcox, "Increase in the Population of the Earth and of the Continents 
Since 1650" in International Migrations, Vol. II, ed. by Walter F. Wiiicox (New York: National Bureau of 
Economic Research, 1931). The estimate for 1940 is d~ived fr~m data ~ven in the Stat.i.stica_l Y~ar-Book of. the 
League of Nations I94I/42. The figure for Europe vanes constderably m accordance wtth dtffermg assumpttons 
regarding the location of the boundary between Europe and Asia in the Soviet Union. 

• Estimates of the population in ancient times are necessarily based on inadequate sou~c~ o! info~mation and are 
therefore subject to considerable margins of error. There appear to have been some 30 milhon inhabttants of Roman 
territories in Europe in the early second century A.D., distributed as follows: ltal!-;-7 miiiio~ ~au!-8, Sp.ai.n;--9, 
Danubian Iands-3 and Greece and Macedonia-3. Presumably there were several mtlhon more hvmg m less ctvdtzed 
conditions outside 'the Empire. Cf. article on "Bevolkerungswesen" in the Handworterbuch det" Staatswi.rsenschaft 
(J ena : Gustav Fischer), 4th edition, Vol. 2, pp. 666-670. J uti us Beloch in his classic. work on Die !3 evolk...u"f! ~er 
Griechi.sch-Romischen Welt (Leipzig: Von Duncker and Humbolt, 1886), p. 507, gtves a population of 23 mdhon 
in the European section of the Roman Empire at the death of Augustus in A.D. 14-
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• 

trillion inhabitants. This would amount to some 5,000 times the present population of the 
entire world. It would imply an average density of population in all of Europe-on the peaks 
of the Alps and on the Russian tundra as well as on the fertile plains-equal to over a million 
persons per square kilometer or one person: per square meter. In such conditions there would 
literally have been "standing room only." Patently the rate of population growth in the past 
century was much higher than throughout most of European history . 

. . 
Historical Changes in Population 

Distribution within Europe 

Within Europe the distribution of the population has naturally changed greatly in the long 
history of the continent. In ancient times the European population was clustered on the Medi
terranean shores, first in Greece and then, as colonization and settlement proceeded westward, 
along the entire Mediterranean littoral. An overwhelming proportion of the total Europ~an 
population probably lived within the boundaries of the Roman Empire duririg its centuries ' 
of dominance. Most of Europe was sparsely settled by modern standards; the population of 
the whole continent in Roman times was probably about that of Poland in 1939· 

The Dark Ages are devoid of usable information on population size and density, but it is 
apparent that by the Middle Ages the line of mature agricultural settlement had moved north
ward and westward from the Mediterranean littoral to include France and the Low Countries. 
Much of Germany and most of Eastern Europe were at an early stage of agricultural settle-· 
ment, while N o):'thern Europe and the Russian plain were still very thinly peopled. Though the 
weight of population had shifted to the north and west, the greatest density was still to be 
found in Italy. 

In the succeeding centuries of reawakening the northward drift cootinued. Despite many 
reverses arising from famines, epidemics, and wars most of Western Europe had b~com~.fully 
settled from an agricultural point of view by the seventeenth century, and the line of frontier 
settlement had been pushed far to the East and into the remote North. The greatest concentra
tions were to be found in France, which in the eighteenth century already had 20 million in-
habitants. -

More precise documentation of changes in the regional distrib1,1tion of the European popu
lation is possible only for relatively recent historical epochs. Censuses in the modern sense are 
a creation of the late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. There are reliable population figures 
for only a handful of countries for dates prior to 1800. From that time on, however, reasonably 
accurate data are available for the greater part of Europe. 

The distribution of population among the major nations at the beginning and ending of the 
nineteenth century is illustrated in Figure 4.• The populations given for 1800 refer to the 

. . 
boundaries of 1900 (e.g., the figures refer to the populations of Germany and Italy in their 
1900 boundaries although these states did not exist in 18oo). Owing to adjustments incident 
to making areas comparable and owing to the poverty of statistical materials the data for 1800 
are necessarily subject to wide margins of error. · 

The most impressive feature of demographic development during the nineteenth century 
was the enormous growth discernible in every European country. The population increase on the 
continent totaled well over 200 million, despite heavy emigration overseas. No other century 

1 Populations of European countries and their rates of growth for each decade of the nineteenth century were 
computed by Axel Gustav Sundbarg and presented in his Aper,us statistiques internationau ... (Stockholm: P. A. 
Norstedt & Sons-Royal Printer, 1!)06). 
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FIGURE 4- Population growth in the nineteenth century. Schematic maps of Europe showing areas 
of countries proportioned to population size in 18oo and I!)OO. These are drawn to the same scale 
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in the history of Europe or of any other continent except Asia• had witnessed so massive a 
growth of population. · 

All regions and countries shared in the rapid expansion. In only one country, Ireland, was 
there an actual decrease of the population, which arpse from the wholesale emigration in the 
last half of the century. Nevertheless, there were important regional differences in the rate of 
growth. Gains in the century ranged from 44 per cent in France to the tripling of the population 
in Great Britain, Russia, Germany, the Low Countries,.and Scandinavia all more th~ doubled 
their populations and increased more rapidly than the European average. Northern Eur•pe in 
general e>..-panded very rapidly in the century. The Mediterranean countries, Austria-Hungary, 
and the Balkans all experienced substantial growth but proportionately less than the continent 
as a whole. The rate of growth was lowest in France, though the absolute increase of 12 million 
was considerable. In absolute terms some 75 million or about a third of the total European 
increase occurred in Russia. Germany increased by about 32 million, Great Britain by about 
25, and Austria-[Iungary by 23. • 

The changing position of the great powers in relation to each other since 18oo may be' 
observed in Figure 4· In 18oo no country (in its 1900 boundaries) contained more than a fifth 
of the total population of the continent, though France had done so at an earlier date. Russia 
had presumably passed France in population sometime in the eighteenth century, but her pre
eminence in population was far less marked than in 1900 or at the present time. France was 
not only the most populous nation of Western Europe but further enjoyed the advantages of 
political unification as over against Germany, and of greater cultural homogeneity as com-
pared with Austria-Hungary. '" 

In the course of the century very mar~ed changes occurred in the distribution of population 
among the major powers. In the same areas, Russia.had grown to over a fourth of the total, 
France's share had shrunk from a seventh to a tenth. In the course Of the century Germany, 

' . 
Austria-Hungary, and the United Kingdom had all passed France in population size. Germany 
had emerged by a considerable margin the most populous country in the West. Austria-Hungary 
and Italy grew less rapidly than Europe as a whole, the United Kingdom more rapidly. 

Population Growth in the Twentieth Century 

The cumulative effects of changes occurring in the twentieth century may be seen by a 
comparison of the s9lematic map for 1900 (Figure 4) and that for 1939 (Figure 3 above)." 
Obviously, despite World War I, population growth has continued on an enormous scale. From 
the turn of the century t(} 1940 the European population rose by roughly 140 million, a figure 
equal to the total for all Europe in the middle of the eighteenth century. But significant diver
gences from nineteenth century patterns have appeared in European-demographic trends, diver
gences that become apparent when the rates of populatbn growth in Europe since 1900 are 
examined by decades rather than over the entire period. 

The chief motif of demographie development in nineteenth century Europe was an accelerat
ing rate of population growth, reaching its greatest intensity in the latter part of the century. 

• The growth of population in Asia during the nineteenth century was of comparable magnitude, though at a 
lower rate of growth owing to its much larger starting population in 18oo. . 

• Though owing to changes of boundaries, Figures 3 and 4 are not strictly comparable. In the intervening period 
Italy and France had gained territory, Germany had lost territory, Austria-Hungary' had disappeared, and Eastern 
Europe had been completely reorganized politically. In the chart for 1939 the Asiatic population of the Soviet Union 
is ~clu~ed, since th.ere is no longer any significant boundary between European and Asiat~ sections of the country. 
This gam for Russta was counterbalanced by the loss of the Baltic countries, of Poland, and of .Bessarabia incident 
to the peace treaties in effect during the interwar period. 
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By contrast the outstanding demographic trend of the twentieth century has been a new tendency 
towards a falling rate of growth. 

The changes in the decennial rates of growth since 1900 are presented in Figures s-s.• In the 
first of these, showing the per cent change of population from 1900 to 1910, the nineteenth 
century pattern of growth is still in evidence. All countries except Ireland were growing and, 
with the further exception of France, growing rapidly. Southern Europe was growing less 
rapidly ttlan· the North and especially 'the East. Population irfcreases in Scandinavia, in Great 
Brit1in, in Italy, in Greece, and in Central Europe were appreciably lower than the.y would have 
been in the absence of overseas emigration. 

The decade I910-1920 was naturally much affected by war. In several countries the war 
more than wiped out natural increase and there was a net population loss in the decade. Among 
all belligerents the increase was substantially less than in the previous decade. If the statistical 
records may be trusted, the demographic effects of the war were greater in the East than in the 

, W~st and especially severe in Yugoslavia, Poland, and the Baltic countrie~~, which were the 
main battlegrounds of the Eastern Front. The influx of refugees incident to boundary changes 
were responsible for relatively high rates of growth despite heavy war losses in Germany, 
Hungary, and Bulgaria. Only the neutrals showed normal rates of increase, and even certain 
neutrals, notably Spain and Portugal, suffered severely from the influenza pandemic of 
1918-1919! 

The postwar decade witnessed a res1.1mption of rapid growth in most countries but a growth 
that was not evenly distributed over the continent. In Northern Europe rates of growth were • generally lower than before the war, in Southern and Eastern Europe generally higher. Despite 
the effects of the Communist Revolution in the early, 'twenties the Russian population showed 
a large gain over the whole decade. But in the continent as a whole the rate of growth fell 
below that of the decade I90o-1910. 

In the great majority of European countries the population growth was lower in the 'thirties 
than in the 'twenties. The exceptions are those countries, like Ireland, Scotland, and Italy, 
where the cessation of emigration bolstered population increase or terminated losses. Also, in 
Germany the reversal of migration trends and the National Socialist population policies checked 
a decline in rates of growth that otherwise cet:tainly would have occurred. But the general 
pattern is one of declining rates of increase in all European countries, accelerated in some 
instances by special factors. In the Soviet Union the travails of famine and collectivization and 
the policy of providing free abortions to persons wanting them undoubtedly contributed to 
slower growth than otherwise would have occurred. 8 In Spain the Civil War unquestionably 
contributed to a smaller increase. Nevertheless the Spanish census of 1940, if accurate, indicates 
a surprisingly large population growth in the decade. 

·The Interwar Period 
Countries and Major Regions 

Population changes occurring more specifically in the interwar period are itemized in 
Table 3, showing the populations by countries in 1920 and 1939, together with the absolute 

• For all periods the rates of growth were computed as of the interwar territories of the countries concerned. 
Owing to radical boundary changes following the First World War, and to the fragmentary nature of population 
data for some of Eastern Europe in 1900 and 1910, rates of growth for the countries of this region in the earlier 
decades ar& necessarily estiinates subject to some margin of error. . . 

• The demographic effects of the First World War are more fully described in Chapter IV below, and in the 
previous work of the author and his colleagues. Cf. Notestein et al., The Future Pojmlation of Europe and the 
Soviet Union (Geneva: League of Nations, 1944), Chapter III. 

8 Cf. Frank Lorimer, The Population of the Soviet Union: History and Prospects (Geneva: League of Nations, 
19.¢), 
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PER CENT CHANGE,1900-1910 
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FtGURE 5. Per cent change in population, 1900-19 10 (adjusted to interwar boundaries). 
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Fmuu 6. Per cent change in population, 1910-1920 (adjusted to interwar boundaries). 
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PER CENT CHANGE,1920-1930 
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FIGURE 7. Per cent change m population, 1920-1930. 
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FIGURE 8. Per cent change in population, I930-1940. 
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TABLE 3 

European Population Growth in the Interwar Period' 

. Population Change 
Population ( ooo's) (1920-39) • 

Regions and Counbies • < 1920 . 1939 Amount P1r Cent 

Europe and the U.S.S.R. 483,2392 576,7252 93.486 19-3 

Europe (without U.~.S.R.) . 346.339" 402,925. 56,586 16.3 

Northwestern & 
.Central Europe 2II,638 235.354 23,716 II.2 

. 
8.0 U.K. & Ireland 47,127 50,924 3·797 

England & "Wales 37,881 41,66o 3.773 10.0 
Scotland 4,882 5,018 136 •2.8 
Northern Ireland 1,258 1,300 42 3·3 
Ireland 3,100 2,946 -154 -5.o 

West-Central Europe 146,002 164.340 17,738 . 12.1 
Austria 6,426 6,672 246 3·8 
Belgium 7,466 8,396 930. 12.5 
Czechoslovakia 13,612 15,513 . 1,901 14.0 
France 39,210 41,950 2,740 7-0 
Germany 61,153 6g,640 8,487' 13-9 
Hungary 7.990 9,129 1,139 14.2 
Netherlands 6,865 8,834 1,969 28.7 
Switzerland 3,88o 4,206 326 8:4 

Northern Europe 11,909 20,091) 2,181 12.2 
Denmark 

(with Faeroes) 3,28g 3.851 5(b 17.1 
Estonia 1,105 "1,122 17 I.5 
Finland 3.365 3,888 523 15-5 
Latvia 1,5¢ 1,951 355 12.2 
Norway 2,65o 2,937 ·287 10.8 
Sweden 5.904 6,341 437 7·4 

Southern & 
Eastern Europe 132,498 164,886 32,388 24·4 

Southern Europe 65,265 77,123 n,858 18.2 
Italy 37.929 43.864 5.935 15.6 
Portugal 6,033. 7.659 1,626 27.0 
Spain 21,303 25;600 4·297 20.2 

Eastern Europe 67,233 87,7'63 . 20,530 30·5 
Albania 8o4 1,004 260 32-3 
Bulgaria 4.847 6,305 1,458 30.0 
Greece 5,017 7,201 2,184 43·5 
Lithuania 2,116 2,597 481 22.7 
Poland 26,829 34,848 · 8,o:i:9 29·9 
Rwnania 15,635 20,045 4.410 28.2 
Yugoslavia n,g85 15.703 3,718 31.0 

U.S.S.R. 136,goo 173,8oo 36,goo 27.0 

For footnotes see page 25-
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and percentage changes recorded in this interval of peace. The countries are arranged, not in 
accordance with asswned political or ethnic affiliation, but on the basis of demographic regions 
determined by similarities in age structure and rates of population growth." Thus Czechoslovakia 
and Hungary are classified in West-Central Europe because in population structure they more 
closely resemble the West than the East, and not because of any assumptions regarding the 
geographical or political orientation of these countries. The Baltic countries of the interwar 
period, commonly thrown together as one group, are here divided owing to the fact that in 
demt>graphic behavior. Estonia and Latvia resemble Scandinavia, while Lithuania much more 
closely approximates Poland and Eastern Europe generally. The difficUlties of distinguishing 
European and Asiatic parts of the Soviet Union dictated the inclusion of the entire population 
of the country in the continental total. Since the population of the Soviet Union is over
whelmingly European, the computations are not seriously biased by this inclusion. 

In absolute terms the interwar years were a period of tremendous population growth in 
Et!rope. Some 93 million people were added to the population of Europe ana the Soviet Union 
in the 19-year interval, despite the numerous political and economic troubles that plagued the 
continent in the period. In the area as a whole the increase amounted to 19.3 per cent of the 
1920 population. 

The gains were quite unequally distributed over the continent. With the single exception of 
the Netherlands, every country of Northwestern and Central Europe had a smaller percentage 
of population increase than the average for the continent. With the exception of Italy, every 
country in So~thern and Eastern Europe grew more rapidly than the continental total. 

"rhe only country to lose population in the interwar years was Ireland, which has traditionally 
sent out swarms of emigrants seeking better living conditions in England and in the English
speaking world overseas. Northern Ireland, more industrialized than the South, gained slightly 
in population, but here and in Scotland emigration carried away most of the natural increase. 
Despite the slackening of emigration from England and Wales in the interwar period the average 
annual rate of growth was less than half the lowest rates recorded in intercensal periods of the 
nineteenth century and lower than that reported for the war decade of I9II-1921. 

In West-Central Europe the rates of population growth were generally higher than those in 
the British Isles. The low rate of growth in the Austrian Republic reflects a continuation of 
down~ard trends in population growth evident before the First World War. Even in the 
prewar days of the Austro-Hungarian monarchy natural increase in Austria proper was 
relatively small. In interwar France growth was greater than before the First World War, but 
this increase was almost entirely the product of mass immigration from Eastern and Southern 
Europe, and the rate of growth was far below that of the continent or even of the West-Central 
region. Population growth in Germany continued substantial in the interwar period. Between 
the wars the natural growth of the German population was more than sufficient to balance the 
losses of population experienced as 'the result of territorial cessions made after World War I. 
Nevertheless, the annual rate of. growth was much less than before and the National Socialist 
population policies were not successfUl in doing more than staving off further declines in the 
rate of increase. The growth rates recorded in Czechoslovakia and Hungary were similar to 

1 All data refer to the I937 boundaries of the countries concerned. Figures for I920 relate, where possible, to 
official census totals approximating (i.e., within six months) of the end of that year. In other cases it was necessary 
to use official estimates or estimates derived from official sources. The figures for I939 are estimates as of the end 
of that year (cf. Note 3 to Table I). 

• Totals include minor areas, with a combined population of 2,203 thousand in I920 and 2,685 thousand in I939 
( cf. Note 4 to Table I). 

• Cf. pp. so-54 below. 
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those of Germany. In the West-Central region only the Netherlands continued to display the 
rapid o:pansion typical of most Western European countries in the nineteenth century. 

Northern Europe grew at the same modest rate as the West-Central region. Sweden, like 
France, has had a history of relatively slow population growth; the remainder of Scandinavia has 
o:perienced more typical rates of increase. These facts are reflected in the rates 'of growth in the 
intenvar period. Furthermore, Estonia and Latvia have been much under the influence of 
Scandinavian and Baltic culture and reflect similar demographic trends. Especially noteworthy 
is the exceptionally low rate of population growth in Estonia. '" 

During the interwar period Southern Europe, defined as comprising Italy and the Iberian 
Peninsula, was growing more rapidly than Northwestern Europe, less rapidly than the East. 
In the nineteenth century Southern Europe was an area of relatively small population increase. 
But in contrast with the experience of Northwestern E;urope, rates of increase have fallen 
rather little in the Mediterranean countries. 

Despite disturbbg elements of political chaos and economic disorganization, the countries 
of Eastern Europe experienced rates of population growth in the interwar years comparable to 
those of Western Europe in the last century. At the end of the interwar period these rates were 
declining, but still high. In the Soviet Union the population grew some 37 million, or more 
than a fourth, in the interwar period, · 

The regional differences in rates of population growth inevitably produced changes in the 
regional distribution of population. Of the total increase of 93·5 million, 23.7 occurred in 
Northwestern Europe, 11.9 million in Southern Europe, 20.5 million in Eastern Europe, and 
36.9million in the Soviet Union.'0 Northwestern and Central Europe, with 44 per cent of the 
population in 1920, accounted for only about one-fourth of the total increase. Eastern Europe 
and the Soviet Union, with 42 per cent o{ the 1920 population, accounted for more than three
fifths.· 

The shifts in regional distribution of population resulting from these differences were not 
spectacular, but they were of cumulative importance. The share of Northwestern and Central 
Europe in the total declined from 43.8 per cent in 1920 to 40.8 per cent in 1939. Since the 
rate of growth in Southern Europe was close to that for the whole continent its proportion did 
not change significantly, but the Eastern European countries (including the Soviet Union) 
increased their proportion from 42.2 per cent in 1920 to 45·4 per cent in 1939. 

These regional shifts in population are also reflected in the changes occurring in the distribu
tion of population among the major political units of the continent. The pr~portions of the 
total population of Europe and Russia in these major political units in 1900, 1920, and 1939 are 
shown in Table 4· 

Before the First World War the old Russian Empire included almost a third of the total 
population in Europe and Russian Asia. Territorial losses and the population losses attendant 
on war and revolution pared this proportion to about 28 per cent in 1920. By. 1939 the Soviet 
Union had pulled up to 30 per cent of the total, and if the territorial changes of 1939 and 1940 
are included, to 34 per cent. 

Germany, after Russia the most l?opulous country of modern Europe, was growing rapidly 
before 1914- Despite war losses and the loss of some seven million people in ceded territory, 
Germany had a larger population in 1920 than in 1900. The decline in the proportion of the 
continent's population living in Germany was actually greater in the interwar period than in 
the preceding twenty years, which included the losses of the First World War. The annexation 
of Austria and the Sudetenland, however, fully compensated for all of the losses in relative 

"'Th<re was a gain of .s million in minor areas not included in these regional totals. 
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position since 1900. With these areas Germany in I939 had a population of about So million, 
or 13.8 per cent of the total. . · 

Because its losses in the First World War were relatively light the United Kingdom and 
Ireland had a larger share of Europe's population in I920 than in 1900, but this share was 
reduced in the interwar period owing to the operation of differential rates of population growth. 

·France gained territory as a result of the First ·world War, but the population of the acquired 
territory,was insufficient to compensate for her heavy war lo~~s. Slow population growth since 
190Q reduced. the French share of the European total from 9.I per cent to 7·3 per cent in 
I 939, despite territorial gains and mass immigration. 

TABLE 4 

Political Distribution of Population in Europe, I 900, I 920, and I 939 

• 1900 1920 • 1939 

Country• 
Population %of Population %of Population %of 

(ooo's) Total (ooo's) Total (ooo's) Total 

Soviet Union 138.987 32·3 I36.9QO 28.3 I73,8oo• 30.1 
Germany 56,367' 13.1 6I,I53 12.7 69.6408 12.1 
Austria-Hungary 46.995 10.9 - - - -
United Kingdom and Ireland 41.471 9·6 47,127 9·8 50,924 8.8 
Fr;,nce 38.962 9·1 39,210 8.1 41,950 7·3 
Italy 32,475 7·6 37.929 7·8 43.864 7·6 

Great Powers 355,257 82.6 ~22,319 66.7 380,178 65·9 
Small .Western Countries• 25,106 5.8 30,054 6.2 34.565 6.0 
Spain-Portugal 24,017' 5.6 27,336 5·7 33,259 5·8 
Balkans• 24,752 5.8 39.329 8.1 51,698 9·0 
Succession States• - - 63,039 13.0 75.720 I3.1 

Other States 73.875 17.2 159.758 33·1 195,242 33·9 
Minor Areas' 7II .2 1,162 .2 1,305 .2 

Total Europe and U.S.S.R. 429.843. 100.0 483,239 100.0 576.725 100.0 

• Territory of date. 
2 Excluding territories annexed in 1939 and in 1940. If these are included, the 1939 population figure is about 

196 million or 340 per cent of the total. 
8 Excluding territories annexed in 1938 and 1939. The 1939 population in the German territory at the outbreak 

of war (i.e., including Austria, the Sudetenland, and Memel, but not later acquisitions) may be estimated at 79,855 
thousand or 13.8 per cent of the total. 

• Belgium, Denmark, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, and Switaerland. 
• Albania, Bulgaria, Greece, Rumania, Turkey in Europe, and Yugoslavia. 
• Austria, Czechoslovakia, Estonia, FinlaNd, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, and Poland. 

· T Andorra, the Channel Islands, Danzig (in 1920 and 1939), Gibraltar, Iceland, the Isle of Man, Liechtenstein, 
Luxemburg, Malta, Monaco, San Marino, Spitabergen, and the Vatican (in 1939). · 

The proportion of the total population of Europe and the Soviet Union in the territory of 
the great powers was declining in the interwar period. In 1900, 83 per cent of the total inhabi
tants lived in the six largest countries. Owing to the dissolution of the Austro-Hungarian 
Empire, the fraction remaining in the territory of the great powers was reduced to 67 per cent 
by 1920. During the interwar years this proportion was further reduced slightly to 66 per cent 
as the result of declining proportions in the four Western powers, declines only partially com
pensated by gains in the percentage living in the Soviet Union. 
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In recent decades the small Western states together have ha(t"<iiily about six per cent of : 
the European population and this proportion has remained relatively constant. On the other . 
hand the small states of Eastern Europe, which had the same proportion of Europe's inhabitants 
as the small Western democraCies in I 900, had risen to 22 pei: cent Of the totafin I 938. With 
the exception of Bulgaria, the Balkan states existing before World War I greatly increased 
their populations through annexation and in the interwar period· all .eXperienced very rapid 
natural growth. The Succession States carved from the •. territories of the Central Po.wers and 
Russia also grew more rapidly than Europe as a whole in the interwar period: Up to I93~ and 
the beginnings of German and Russian expansion at their expense, the small states of Europe 
had been gaining relative to the great powers. 

The nineteenth century. witnessed an increasing concentration of_ Europe's people in the 
territories of the great powers. The First World War and demographic trends of the interwar 
period brought about a ne~ tendency to dispersion among smaller countries, a tendency finally 
checked in the ir£mediate prewar years by the territorial annexations of Germany and ihe 
Soviet Union. 

Differentials of Population Growth within Countries:· I, Regional 

Though. among countries only Ireland displayed a net ioss of population in the interwar · 
period, there were very large territories that had stationary or declining population.s. In more 
than half of the departments of France ati.d in much of England and Scotland there was a 
negligible population increase or actual decline. In Ireland, in Scandinavia, in Spain, and in 
the Soviet Union, there were large areas that were losing people. The gains registered "for 
countries as a whole were often concentrated in relatively small geographic areas within 
these countries. 

The rates of population change between the wars are shown for the minor areas within 
I 

European countries in Figure 9· The data on which these,are based and the somewhat varying 
periods used for the several countries are given in Appendix II. With the very important 
exception of the Soviet Union it generally presents the same European pattern suggested by 
the maps of Figures 5-8, but with considerable variations in each country. In the British Isles, 
in France, and in Sweden low natural growth and the desertion of rural regions led tci a sta
tionary or declining population in large sections of the respective countries. In England these 
movements have been supplemented by the emigration from the depressed areas of Wales and 
the North to London and to the Midlands. Population growth in these countries was largest 
in the major metropolitan regions (e.g., London, Paris, Marseille, Stockholm, etc.).' In these 
and in almost all European countries the major cities were attracting population from the 
rural areas and were therefore growing more rapidly.11 Cities, and regions dominated by cities, 
were the centers of rapid population growth in most countries. This was true not only of in
dustrialized countries but also of those in the early stages- of industrialization. Thus in Spain 
growth was especially, rapid in Madrid and Barcelona, the political and economic capitals re
spectively of the country. The Lisbon district was the most rapidly growing one in Portugal. 
In Italy the department of Lazio, dominated by Rome, had much the greatest increase. In 
Greece there was rapid growth in the central region (i.e., Athens), and in Bulgaria the fastest 
growing province contains Sofia, the capital and chief city. The economic development of 
Bucharest and the Ploesti oil fields is reflected in the rapid growth of Muntenia, the central 
province of Rumania. . 

11 An_ outs~ding exception was the city of Vienna, which grew less rapidly than its rural hinterland owing to the 
loss of tts earher function as the capital of the old Austro-Hungarian Empire. 
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• POPULATION CHANGE 

There were two other types of areas that experienced rapid population growth: (I) areas of 
high natural increase and (2) those receiving great accretions of population from refugee 
movements following the First World War. In Eastern Europe generally, and in the Iberian 
and Italian peninsulas of Southern Europe, the natural growth of the population was high. 
Where rural-urban migration was insufficient to drain off the excess of births over deaths, as 
in the Balkan mountains, in the Carpathian highlands, and in much of Poland and Rumania, 
the rates of population growth were impressive. In Macedonia population growth was bolstered 
by the large inflow of refugees from Turkey, in eastern Poland and central Latvia by refugee 
movements from Russia. · 

Regional differences of population growth in the Soviet Union were much sharper than 
elsewhere in Europe. Though the country as a whole grew rapidly in the interwar period, certain 
regions gained spectacularly while others suffered heavj losses. The impact of famine and col
lectivization was most severe in the black earth belt of Russia and in the Ukraine. The rural 

• dist•icts of these regions suffered heavy population deficits, both as the result oi hardship and as 
the result of migration to the major cities and industrial regions. The force of this rural-urban 
migration is reflected in the rapid growth of the Moscow and Leningrad industrial regions 
and in the universal growth of cities. The development of new territories likewise resulted in 
large population increase. Thus the exploitation of the mineral resources of the Urals and the 
forest regions north of Leningrad resulted in spectacular population growth in these regions. 
In the Caucasus, in some of the more remote Asiatic territories, and, for that matter, in the 
country as a whoie, rapid population. growth was a function of a very large excess of births 
over0 deaths despite all the difficulties attending political and economic revolution. 

Differentials of Population Growth within Countries: 2. Rural-urban 

Owing to the scale of the map, Figure 9 does not adequately indicate the full force of one 
of the most important changes in population shaping European life--the drift from farm to 
city. This drift is reflected in the growth of districts dominated by the largest cities and in the 
lower rates of growth in areas from which rural-urban migration is chiefly drawn. But because 

. most districts contain both rural and urban elements the rural-urban differentials in population 
growth often cancel each other in the cartographic presentation. 

The relative rates of ·growth of urban and rural populations in the several countries of 
Europe are shown in Table 5· In every European country the urban population was growing 
faster than the rural population during the 'twenties; in those for which records are available, 
the same is true of the 'thirties. Definitions of what constitute rural and urban populations 
differ widely from country to country, but there is clear evidence of a universal drift from rural 
to urban life in the interwar period. 

The differential rates of growth shown in Table 5 arise both from demographic factors and 
from administrative changes througlr which areas formerly classified as rural are established 
as towns or incorporated in adjacent urban centers. It would be desirable, of course, to 
segregate these two influences, but the very large number of small administrative changes 
normally occurring between two census dates make this almost impossible to accomplish for 
many countries.12 

Urbanization as measured by these figures is therefore a twofold process: on the one hand, 
the urban way of life is extended by the. movement of people to the towns and cities; on the 

· other hand, the growing towns are constantly overflowing into the neighboring countryside, 

12 The record of those countries in which segregation of administrative and true population changes is possible 
supports the general belief that both have favored the urban populati~ns. 
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TABLE 5 

Average·Annual Changes in Urban and Rural Populations inlnterwar Years: 
Earlier Intercensal Periods 

Average Annual Change 

Regions 
Numbers (coo's) 

and Intercensal 
Countries Periods Total Rur'al Urban Total 

Northwestern and 
Central Europe - 1,347 -71 I,418 .6 

U.K. & Ireland - 2o8 -5 213 ·4 
England and Wales~ I921-193I 210.I I5.2 I95.o ·5 
Scotland* 1921-193I -4.0. -g. I 5-I -.I 
Northern Ireland* 1926-1937 2.I -I.4 3·5 .2 
Irelandt I926-1936 --3 -9·9 9·6 -.OI 

West-Central Europe - l,oo6 -104 I,IIO ·7 
Austriq 1923-1934 20.5 -!.4 2!.9 ·3 
Belgium+ 192D-I930 62.6 -7.0 6g.6 .8 
Czechoslovakia:j: I921-I930 114.0 24·3 89.8 .8 
France* 1921-193I 262.5 -59-1 32I.6 .6 
Germany:f: I925-1933 35I.O -92-5 443·5 .6 
Hungarytt I92D-1930 69.8 22.2 47·6 .8 
Netherlands§ 192o-1930 107.0 12.9 94-2 1.4 
Switzerland:!: 192o-1930 18.6 -3-5 22.1 ·5 

Northern Europe - ~33 38 95 .'J 
Denmark* 1921-1930 29.0 13.8 15.2 ·9 
Estonia* 1922-1934 I.9 -1.1 3·0 .2 
Finland* 192o-1930 30.2 17-3 12.9 ·9. 
Latvia:!: 192o-1930 3!.4 2.1 29-3 I.8 
Norway* lg2D-1930 16.4 7·7 8.8 .6 
Sweden* lg2D-I930 23.8 -1.5 25-3 ·4 

Southern and 
Eastern Europe - - - - -

Southern Europe - 645 61 584 ·9 
ltalyff 1921-1931 340.0 -34·3 374·3 ·9 
Portugal* 192o-1930 79·3 54-2 25.1 1.2 
Spaintt 192o-1930 226.1, 4I.~ 184.6 I.O 

Eastern Europe - - - - -
Bulgaria* 192o-1926 105-3 78.0 27-3 2,0 
Greece:f: 192o-1928 156·7 49·4 107.3 2.8 
Poland* 1921-1931 482.4 259-0 204.6 r.6 

*Administrative definition (in Norway includ.ing satellite towns in tecbnically rural areas). 
t Places of 1,500 or more inhabitants classified as urban, the remainder as rural. 
:t Places of 2,000 or more inhabitants classified as urban. the remainder as rural. 
§ Places of 5,000 or more inhabitants classified as urban, the remainder as rural. 

tt Places of 10,000 or more inhabitants classified as urban, the remainder as rural. 
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TABLE 5 (Continued) 

Average Annual Changes in Urban and Rural Populations in !Q.terwar Years : 
Later Intercensal Periods 

. 

Average Annual Change 

• 
Regions Number.s (ooo's) . 

and Intercensal 
Countries Periods Total Rural Urban 

West-Central Europe - - - -
Belgiumtt 19JD-1940 JJ.8 14-5 19-J 
ii"rance* 19J1-19J6 14-4 -95·6 IIO.I 
Germany ' 

(I9J9 area):j: I9JJ-I9J9 496.0 5-J 490·7 
Hungary . 

(1941 area)tt. I9JD-I94I 92-7 41.8 50-9 
Netherlands§ I9JD-I9J9 99·8 IJ.6 86.2 
Switzerland:!: I9JO-I94I I8.I -.8 19.0 

Northern Europe - - - -
Denmark* I9JD-I940 29-4 J.O 26.4 
~inland* I9JO-I9J8 24.6 I.O 2J.6 
Latvia* I9JD-I9J5 7·4 2.'/ IO.I 
Sweden* I9JD-I940 22.9 -15.6 J8.5 

Southern Europe - - - -
Italytt I9JI-I9J6 25J.6 -6.J 259·9 
Spaintt 19JD-1940 2Jl.4 -21.2 252.6 

Eastern Europe - - - -
Bulgaria* • 1926-19J4 74·9 53-4 21.6 

U.S.S.R. I926-I9J9 I,940.J -509.6 2,450.0 

* Administrative definition. 
:j: Places of 2,000 or more inhabitants classified as urban. the remainder as rural. 
§ Places of s,ooo or more inhabitants classified as urban, the remainder as rural 

tt Places of Io,ooo or more inhabitants classified as urban, the remainder as rural. 

Total 

-
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absorbing formerly rural areas into the vortex of urban living. Obviously administrative 
changes do not perfectly accord with the changing territorial spread of urban settlement. But 
there is undoubtedly a rough correspondence, and the changes of urban population arising from 
reclassification, as well as increase of the town population in a fixed area, measure the advance 

of urbanization. 
The 'Twenties. The interwar pattern of urban and rural population growth in Europe is 

apparent despite serious heterogeneity of definition and the paucity of data for the 'thirties. 
Though there was substantial growth of total population; the rural populations of Western 
Europe were generally stationary or .declining in the 'twenties. The exceptions are those of 
England, which is so highly urbanized that the conventional administrative distinction between 
urban and rural has rather little significance, ;md the Nether lands, where the basis of classifi-
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cation used results in the inclusion of much territory as rural that in other countries would be. 
classified as urban.13 

The rural populations of Northern Europe were still increasing during the 'twenties. In 
the thinly settled lands of the ~orth there have been both rural industry and ·a prosperous 
agriculture, factors whiclx may have retarded the flow of rural-urban migration. -But only ip 
Finland was the numerical increase of the rural population greater than that of the urban. In 
the countries of West-Central Europe the total average annual loss of rural population in the 
'twenties amounted to something approximating one hundred thousand a year, with a total of 
perhaps a million in the decade." All o'f the population gain occurred in the urban population 
whiclx grew some I I million in the decade. 

In Southern Europe the rural populations were still rising except in the more urbanized 
regions of Italy and Spain. But nine-tenths of the total population increment occurred in the 
towns, whiclx were growing more rapidly than in the more developed countries of Western 
~~ ~ 0 0 

In Eastern Europe the rural populations were increasing rapidly both in number and in ra,te. 
The numerical increase in the large agrarian populations of this region wa,s probably greater "b 
than that of the towns, though the available information is incomplete. In terms of growth 
rates, the rural populations of the East were increasing about. as fast as the urban populations 
of the West. At the same time the growth rates of the urban populations in the agrarian 
countries were the highest in Europe west of the Soviet Union. The cities and towns were 
small and few in number, but they were growing more rapidly than those of the industrial West. 
. Thus in Europe generally the more industrial countries were losing rural population i~ the 
'twenties and all of the population growth was concentrated in the cities and towns. In agrarian· 
Europe the rural population was still increasing, but the spreading nuclei of urban development 
were growing even more rapidly, reflecting the emergence of an urban civilization in this 
formerly undeveloped region. 

The 'Thirties. Economic conditions of the 'thirties were not conducive to rural-urban 
migration and the development of cities. Indeed there was muclx discussion of a "back-to-the
land" movement forced by the widespread unemployment in the cities. But for the decade as 
a whole it is apparent that the currents were still cityward. In almost every country for which 
there is a census record for the 'thirties, the cities and towns continued to absorb people from 
the countryside, despite differentials in natural increase favoring the rural areas. 

The effects of the depression on rural-urban migration are reflected in the revival of rural 
population growth in a number of Western countries, though the actual clxanges are less 
significant than might be assumed from the technical substitution of growth for decline.'~ In 
those countries of West-Central Europe for ·which materials are available the growth of the 
total population was entirely attributable to the increa~e in the urban population; as in the 

11 The high rate of natural increase in the rural (and urban) Netherlands also contributes to this result. 
" The SJ>ecific figure will, of course, vary with the definitions employed. 
11 Thus a comparison of the data for the two decades is biased by the different definitions used for Belgium and 

by the territorial changes affecting Germany and Hungary. Belgian data for 1930-1940 were not available on a 
basis comparable to that employed for 1920-1930. Since the "rural" classification used in 193o-1940 includes all 
communes of under 10,000 population, the "rural" growth is bolstered by increases more properly allocable to the 
urban population. 

As may be seen below, in the territory of Germany proper, urbanization was more intense under the Nazis than 
in the inunediately preceding period, despite Nazi efforts to keep the peasant on the land: 

Germany (Old Reich), 1925-1933 
1933-1939 
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previous decade there was a slight decline in the rural population in the region as a whole and 
substantial increase in the urban districts. 

In those Northern countries for which data are available relating to both decades, the growth 
of the rural population was generally smaller in the 'thirties than in the 'twenties despite the 
depression. In the whole region of Northwestern and Central Europe the rural population 
was roughly stationary in the 'thirties. As in the 'twenties, the. overwhelming proportion of 
total population growth was concentrated in the towns and cities. 
Th~ materials for 193o-1939 in Southern and Eastern Europe are fragmentary. They indi

cate a continued· cityward drift, even accelerated over the pace of the 'twenties, with a con
tinued but slackening growth of the rural populations. In Southern Europe, particularly, the 
rural areas were giving ground before the advancing urban populations, and in all countries 
the pace of urban development appears to have been rapid. 

In this regard the most spectacular changes of the interwar period were those of the Soviet 
, Union after collectivization and the industrial five-year plans. In 1926 the U.S.S.R. was 
among the most rural nations of Europe, with only 18 per cent of its population classified 
as urban. In the years between 1926 and 1939 the urban population grew from 26 to 56 
million, and expanded to 33 per cent of the total. In the approximately I 2-year interval 
between the censuses18 the cities and towns increased some 30 million ; it is no wonder that 
the housing- and other facilities of the Russian cities were severely taxed in the prewar period I 

At the same time the rural population of the Soviet Union fell some 6 million as the result 
of the hardships of collectivization and the greater agricultural efficiency that provided the 
!abo~ surplus for the enormous industrial development in the towns and cities. Though still a 
predominantly rural country in 1939, the Soviet Union underwent extremely intensive urbani
zation in the interwar years. · 

Taking Europe as a whole, the interwar period was one of great urban development. In 
Northwestern and Central Europe the towns absorbed almost all of the population growth. In 
some countries there was actual as well as relative depopulation of the countryside, though 
in general the rural population was about stationary. In Southern and Eastern Europe the 
town populations were expanding very rapidly in the interwar period, but owing to their small ini
tial size this growth was insufficient to absorb the large rural surplus. The rural populations were 
still growing-rapidly in the 'twenties (aside from Italy), perhaps less rapidly in the 'thirties, 
though the data are not definitive for the latter decade. Finally, in the Soviet Union the huge 
increase in the total population was entirely absorbed in the urban areas. Of the total93·5 million 
population increment in Eur.ope and the Soviet Union, not less than 8o million was in the 
urban population. 

Thus in the interwar period very powerful centripetal forces were at work in the shifts of 
population within European countries. The farms and rural populations were giving up people 
to the towns, the towns were growink into cities, and the great metropolises were absorbing a 
growing· share of Europe's population. In 1920 there were only 8 European cities with over 
a million inhabitants; by the end of the interwar period this number had exactly doubled 
(Table 6). · 

But the centralizing tendency was not without its limits. The largest cities in Europe, the 
great capitals of Western European countries, were not growing as fast as many smaller 
cities, nor as fast as the emerging metropolises of the East and the South. London, Paris, 
arid Berlin were still expanding rapidly in the area of their direct influence; their central cities 
were losing people to the mushrooming suburbs. But in balance these cities, with Vienna, were 

•• December 17, 1926 to January 17, 1939-
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Greater London 

EUROPE'S POPULATION IN THE INTERWAR YEARS 

TABLE 6 

Interwar Population Changes in European Cities Having 
a Million or More Inhabitants1 

Interwar Period 

"' Beginning Ending 
Change 

Population Population Absolute 

Date (ooo's) Date (ooo's) 
Figures 
(ooo's) 

6/21 M8o 6/38 8,700 1,220 
London (County) 6/21 4.485 6/38 4,063 -,422 

Greater Paris ~ 3/21 4,412 3136 4.963 551 
Paris (City) 3/21 2,go6 3136 2,830 -76 

Berlin 6/25 4,024 5139 4.339 315 
Moscow 12/26 2,029 1/39 4.137 2,1o8 
Leningrad 12/26 1,6go 1/39 3,191 1,501 
Vienna 3/23 1,866 5139 1,930 64 
Hamburg 6/25 1,568 5139 1,712 144 
Greater Budapest 12/20 1,218 1/41 1,678 460 

Budapest (City) 12/20 930 1/41 1,163 233 
Rome 12/21 6g2 12/40 1,368 676 
Warsaw 9/21 937 ·6/40 1,307 370 
Milan 12/21 836 12/40 1,238 402. 
Glasgow 6/21 1,034 6/40 1,132 g8 
Madrid . 12/20 751 12/40 l,o89 338 
Barcelona 12/20 710 12/40 1,081 371 
Birmingham . I/21 922 6/38 1,048 126 
Bucharest 12/30 639 4/41 1,ooo 361 

. 

0 

Average 
Annual 

Per Cent 

·9 
-.6 

.s 
-.2 

·5 
5·7 
5-I 
.2 
.6 

1.6 
1.1 

0 

3·5 
1.8 
2.0 

·5 
1.8 
2.1 
.8 

4·3 

1 Figures given are official census counts except in the- following cases for which estimates are utilized for the 
later dates: London, Rome, Warsaw, Milan; Glasgow, and Birmingham. 

• Owing to the union of Athens and Piraeus, the enlarged Greek capital probably exceeded a million population 
at the time of the 1940 census. However, in the absence of definitive data from this census Athens has been omitted 
from the list. 

the slowest growing of European capitals in the million class. They continued to be the end 
destination of much of the balanc~· of migration in their respective countries.17 But low 
natural increase in these cities, and in the town and rural hinterlands from which much of 
their population growth is drawn, has slowed the rates ''of growth. Furthermore, their very 
size makes huge increments necessary to maintain earlier rates of expansion. Smaller centers 
in countries of high natural increase have 'both the advantage of large natural surpluses of 
people on the land and of relatively small urban populations· in relation to the reservoirs of 
populations in their rural hinterlands. 

Thus, within each country the universal trends of centralization were continuing, But at 
the same time, the lower natural increase of industrial Europe led to changes in distribution 
favoring the agrarian and peripheral countries of the East and South. It was in these countries 
and, above all, in the Soviet Union, that the greatest new urban developments were occurring. 

u Cf. Chapter VIIL 
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It will be obvious even from this brief survey that population growth in Europe is not 
simply a function of the available food supply or of the available means of subsistence in 
general. Taking the continent as a whole, population growth was greatest in those countries 
(and often within countries, in those regions) that provide the poorest living for their inhabi
tants. Population growth is a function of a complicated nexus of social and economic determi
nants that cannot be reduced to simple equations relating numbers to the available means of 
subsistence. Mechanically, population gr6wth is the numerical change derived from the balance 
of thr!e. separate elements: births, deaths, and migration, each responsive in its own way to 
the currents of economic and social developments. In the chapters that follow, an attempt 
will be made to analyze the components of population change in Europe and to indicate some 
of the social and economic determinants involved. 
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CHAPTER IV 

THE BALANCE OF BIRTHS AND DEATHS 

The Vital Revolution 

ALI. population gain or loss is the net result of balaqcing three elements : births, deaths, and 
migration. People are born, they die, or they move; these are the components of pop~lation 
change. Each is affected in its own way by innumerable cultural influences, but the trends of 
births and deaths, at least, have conformed to a clear pattern of development in Europe. 

Following in the wake of the agricultural and industrial revolutions in Europe has been a 
revolution in vital phenomena. This revolution has in turn made possible the enormous 
population growth of modern Europe and now is bringing about its end. In this major sweep 
of demographic development migration has played a relatively minor role. · 

Europe entered the modern era with what might be called the primitive phase of popul~tiolf 
development. Life was cheap. Death rates were fantastically high by modern standards. The 

0 

scourges symbolized by the Four Horsemen of the Apocalypse--famine, pestilence, want, 
and war-were accepted as the inevitable destroyers of human life. On the other hand, life was 
as carelessly created as it was destroyed. Birth rate~, like death rates, were high. In normal 
y:ears there probably was a considerable surplus of births over deaths, which, howevel', was 
wiped out periodically by disasters of one character or another. It was the picture gloomily 
p;¥nted by Malthus of a population ever pressing on the means of subsistence, with ntither 
birth nor death control. By modem standards human reproduction, like the production ·of 
goods, was inefficient, wasteful, and inhumane. . · 

Under such conditions and in a comparatively static stage of cultural development, popula
tion increase was inevitably small. Such increase as occurred in the Middle A~s was largely 
that attributable to the agricultural settlement of undeveloped areas in Europe, which areas 
were surprisingly large even in relatively recent periods. Even the reawakening of Europe 
associated with the Renaissance and the era of discovery did not at first fundamentally change 
the demographic situation. Some expansion of population was made possible by the advance of 
the arts, but progress was slow, and both birth and death rates continued very high. 

The dismal outlook of never-ending pressure of population on the food supply was finally 
dispelled in Western civilization by the more modem achievements of the agricultural and 
industrial revolutions, and to a lesser extent by the exploitation of new lands and of old peoples 
overseas. These have combined to provide the basis for both rising levels of living and the 
tremendous population increase of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. 

' 
The Control of Deaths 

Growth was achieved through the restriction of deaths, not through a higher birth rate. 
Lives were saved in many ways. A full listing of the contributing factors would be a catalog · 
of the material achievements of the modem era. The food supply was enhanced and insured 
by better agricultural methods and by better transportation facilities. The New World 
provided an outlet for surplus populations and a source of food and raw materials. Growing 
industry supplied the means of protection against physical hardships and the basis of a 
generally rising 'standard of ·living. Great advances in medical science and practice, imple
mented by improvement of sanitary facilities, by public protection of the food and water 
supplies, and by other ,public health measures, increasingly spared the population from the 
ravages of epidemics and contagious diseases of .many kinds. Underlying this economic, 
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sanita?', and m~dical progress has been the progressive establishment of public order and 
of pohce protection. In peace the modem state provides the most efficient protection to life 
and p~opert~ ever afforded the population. Finally, and perhaps most important of all, the 
matenal achtevements of Western civilization created an attitude of mind in which the 
processes of life and death were regp.rded as subject to rational human influence and control 
and not the inevitable decree of divine ordinance. Modern Western civilization, more than 
any previous civilization, places a high v.tlue on the preservation·of human life. 

Asic:ft: from irregularities caused by war and other special circumstances, there has been 
a universal downward trend of death rates' in Europe in the past century. The successful 
reduction of deaths from so-called "natural" causes has been one of the greatest achievements 
of Western civilization. In the early nineteenth century the death rate in Europe as a whole 
probably averaged in the neighborhood of 30 per thousand. Death rates were lower in North
western Europe as the result of considerable gains made in the eighteenth century in this area. 
'fheyo appear to have been considerably higher in Eastern Europe than in the .West and have 
continued so to the present time. Though there probably was a gradual decline of death rates 

• in the first half of the nineteenth century the greatest advances have been made since 1870. 
These have been shared by all regions and countries and have proceeded with great consistency. 
At the present the peace-time death rates in Europe average well below 20 and in the most 
progressive countries have reached as low as 10. 

The likelihood of dying in a ·given year for the average European has been cut almost 
in half since 18oo. In the eighteenth century the average expectation of life at birth probably 
did not exceed 35 years and in the countries of inferior living conditions probably was no 
higher than in India today. By the nineteen-thirties this average duration of life had been 
increased to 6o in many Western European countries. In the most advanced it had reached 
65 and was still rising. l 

The Control of Births 

The control of deaths has quite understandably been followed by the control of births. Our 
ancestors were careless of life both in its inception and in its destruction. The depredations 
of natural disaster and war seemed to require reckless prolificacy if the race were to survive. 
However, the discovery of the extent to which disease could be rationally controlled and per
sonal welfare promoted by material means naturally led to the recognition that the burdens 
of chiidbearing could also be reduced. It is significant that the small family pattern has spread 
most rapidly among those classes and nations in which the death rates are lowest, and in 
recent decades there has been a close correlation between declining fertility and declining 
mortality. · 

The fundamental causes of declining birth rates, like those of declining' death rates, lie 
in the great cultural changes accomp:Jtying the development of a modern industrial civiliza
tion. The falling birth rate historically observable in every European country is not attributable 
in any major degree to changes in human fecundity, the capacity to bear children. There is 
much evidence that in the absence of voluntary birth limitation women have as large families 
as they used to have. At the same time high correlations have been established between class 

1 Birth and death rates are the number of annual births and deaths occurr!ng p~r 1,000 ~ulation. ~us if births 
and deaths number 2s,ooo and 15,000 respectively in a country o~ I,OOO,ooc;> mhab1tants the b~rth rate .'s 25 and the 
death rate IS per thousand. The rate of natural increase, measurmg the dlfieren_ce be~een the two, IS thus 10 .per 
thousand. The historical trends in European birth and death rates as recorded m officllll figures are fully detailed 
in Robert R. Kuczynski, The Balance of Births and Deaths; Vol. I, J!'estern and N_orthern !'u~ope (New York: 
Macmillan, 1928); and Vol II, Eastern and Southern Europe (Washmgton: Brookmgs Institution, 1931). 
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differences in family size and in the extent of contraceptive practice-an association that 
strongly suggests causal relationship. 

The fall of the birth rate in the modern world is a function of conscious and voluntary 
restriction of births through abortion and contraception. But in this process birth control 
and abortion must be regarded only as means; the more significant causes must be sought in the 
motivation resulting in family limitation. It is not simply a question of the availability of 
contraceptive devices. Birth- control was effectivelY. practiced by the French peasaq,t long 
before the Bradlaugh-Besant trials and before the contemporary agitation on behalf of birth 
control by liberal elements throughout Western Europe. General knowledge and availability 
of contraceptive techniques have undoubtedly populari~ed their use; but use implies motiva
tion-strong and persistent motivation in view of the inefficiency and inconvenience of the more 
commonly practiced methods of birth control and abortion. 

The spreading rational control of human fertility responsible for declining birth rates is 
associated with- the increasing urbanization, industrialization, and popular education in thg 
modern world. In terms of specific motivations it derives from the economic handicaps and o 

social inconveniences of large families in contemporary urban society. On the farms children 
are fed and clothed at a minimum of expense and at the same time furnish a source of cheap 
labor to the family enterprise. In the towns and cities children are more expensive to maintain, 
without any comparable economic value. At the same time they are physically more of a 
burden and a source of inconvenience in the crowded quarters of the typical urban home. 

In broader terms the declining birth rate reflects the growing individualism and rising 'levels 
of popular aspiration in a society freed from the rigid social structure and taboos of a peasant 
community. Thus added to the specific economic deterrents to childbearing are those deriving 
from the changing family institution. In the modern life of mobile, transitory, social relations 
the individual is increasingly measured by his personal achievements and possessions rather 
than by his family status. His position is achieved rather than ascribed by birth and family 
position. Concurrently many of the social functions performed by the family in a rural society 
have been transferred to the factory, the school, and the state. The family is no longer the 
typical unit of economic production. Its members increasingly turn to outside agencies for 
their education, their recreation, and their economic security. The importance of the family 
and its perpetuation is no longer of such vital importance to the parents; a large family is 
now usually a positive hindrance to advancement in the social and economic status of the 
parents. At the same time the family goals have changed to that of providing maximum 
welfare for the individual child. A large family both hinders the achievement of the common 
aspirations of parents and of their hopes for their individual children. 

Given changed goals, the general availability of contraceptive knowledge and materials has 
facilitated their achievement, especially in the context of the modern pragmatic view of life 
favoring the active solution of material problems rather than their passive acceptance. Finally, 
with the general establishment of the small family system the physical arrangements of 
housing, etc.; make the position of the large family difficult and social pressure (e.g., in the 
form of ridicule) adds psychologica~ discomfiture to the increasing economic problem of caring 
for a large family. Once begun there are strong.elements of inertia promoting the wider and 
wider acceptance of the small family pattern. 

Though it has similar· basic origins, the decline of the birth rate has generally appeared 
later, and, in its initial stages, proceeded less rapidly, than the decline of the death rate. Birth 
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rates generally displayed no clear downward trend prior to 18701 and in countries of more 
retarded demographic evolution did not commence before 1900. 

The lag of birth rate trends is to have been expected. The restriction of deaths meets with 
almost universal approval among all peoples; the restriction of births, on the other hand, con
flicts with fundamental values universally developed to foster the survival of the race. Moral 
and other sanctions have generally encouraged the saving of lives, but have o(ten impeded the 
practice of contraception. In the second place, many of the gains in mortality derive not from 
indiv~dual but from governmental action. Consequently the protection of the individual from 
epidemic disease, for example, may occur quite without the exercise of any initiative on his 
part. Thus great saving of !if~ has occurred in India through the enforcement of rudimentary 
public health measures imposed by government officials without any active cooperation on the 
part of the Indian masses. The control of births, by contrast, requires individual motivation 
and action to be effective. It therefore appears at a later stage in modern demographic evolution. 

:Because the fall of the death rate antedated that of the birth rate the margin of births over 
deaths )las been large and the population has grown rapidly. High rates of natural increase 
continued even after the initial declines in fertility because the fall of mortality maintained 
the large eXcess of births over deaths. However, in recent decades the fall of the birth rate 
has gained even greater momentum than that of the death rate. Even before World War I 
the margin of natural increase was contracting in a number of Western countries. In the inter
war period it was shrinking in every European country with the possible exception of the 
Soviet Union . 

• 
The vital revolution has thus normally progressed through three stages: (I) a period of 

detlining death rates with constant birth rates and rising natural increase (rapid growth), 
(2) a period of continued declines in the death rates, with parallel declines in the· birth rate 
still lagging sufficiently to permit a large margin of natural increase (continued rapid growth), 
and ( 3) a period of slowing declines in death rates, continued declines in birth rates, and a 
contraction of natural increase (slowing growth). 

Course of the Vital Revolution in the Twentieth Century 

· The nature of vital changes occurring in recent decades is illustrated in the three series of 
maps comprising Figures 10 to 12. Because the agricultural and industrial revolutions were. 
first' the achievement of Western Europe the concurrent vital revolution began in Western 
countries. As the result of a century of declining death rates health conditions were much more 
favorable in these countries than in Eastern Europe. Before the First World War, for 
example, death rates in England and in Scandinavia were less than half those prevailing in 
Czarist Russia, which remained in a situation characteristic of all Europe at an earlier period. 

Birth declines had already appeared in all European countries prior to World War I, and, 
as in the case of the death rate, the \v estern countries led the trend. The "birth strike" is in 
no sense a creation of the First World War. In France, where birth restriction first achieved 
importance in Europe, the effects of almost a century of declining birth rates .were refl.ected 
in the lowest rates of the contemporary Europe. In all other countries there was a very sub
stantial margin of births over deaths. Birth rates were still high in Germany and primitive 
fertility matche~:l the primitive mortality of Eastern Europe. 

After the First World War appreciable gains in reducing mortality had been made over the 
prewar situation. The war obviously did not permanently undermine the health of the popu
lation and the previous course of mortality declines was continued. As before, death rates 

• Notable exceptions are F ranee and Sweden. 
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DEATH RATES, 

1908-1913 

1921-1925 

1936-1939 

o- 12.4 

FIGURE 10. Death rates in E urope, 1908-1913, 1921-1925, and 1936-1939. 
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BIRTH RATES , 

1908- 1913 

1921-1925 

1936- 19 3 9 

0· 12 4 

125 - 174 

17 5·22 4 

22 5·274 

FIGURE II. Birth rates in Europe, 1908-1913, 1921-1925, and 1936-1939· 
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in England and in Scandinavia were only half those to be observed in the Soviet Union,• with 
other countries intermediate between .these two extremes. In birth rates the prewar position 
of France had become typical of Western Europe and the small family pattern was spreading 
eastward. Only in Southern Europe were the changes' small. 

The death rates of 1936-1939 reflect the further reductions of mortality in the interwar 
period. The gains in Eastern Europe are especially marked. As the result of great progress in 
public health the death rates .jn Eastern European countries prior to the recent war were 
comparable to those of Western Europe before World War I. This fact was often overl6oked 
in the consideration of the potential effects of the war in these areas. The rapid spread of 
mortality control is one of the brightest aspects of modern civilization. Even the effects of 
the two world wars have been relatively small as compared with the saving of lives attributable 
to peace-time reductions in mortality. 

However, there are obvious limits to the reduction of the death rate. Death can be post
poned but never eliminated. There is evidence that in some respects the limits of possible r 
improvements in the crude death rate are being approached. In Western European countries 
the interwar reduction of the death rate was small as compared with previous periods. In 
terms of crude death rates a number of Western countries ·had probably already reached 
their minimum in the late 'thirties, which was attainable at this time only beeause of a 
peculiarly favorable age distribution. 

On the other hand, birth rates declined rapidly over the interwar period in all areas. These 
declines were accelerated by the depression in industrial countries and to some extent checked 
later by improvements in economic conditions incident to recovery and rearmament. But i'n all 
cases birth rates were substantially lower at the end than at the beginning of the interwar 
period and very much lower than before World War I. The losses were proportionately least 
in Germany and the Soviet l)nion, both of which took strong measures to check the trend. 
Despite considerable success of National Socialist pronatalist policies, the German birth rate 
was still below earlier levels. It averaged 19.5 per thousand in 1936-1939, as compared with 
22.1 in 1921-1925 and 29.5 in 191o-1913. Though there is little information on Soviet vital 
trends since 1930, the reported birth rate of 38.3 in 1938 was considerably below the average 
of 43.8 in European Russia reported for 1924-1926 and 45.6 in European Russia (including 
territories of lower fertility lost as the result of World War I) in 1908-1913. 

The trends of natural increase (illustrated by Figure 12) are of course determined by the 
balance of births and deaths. In the early stages of the vital revolution they rise in direct 
relation to the fall of the death rate, since the birth rates·remain relatively constant. Even after 
the birth rate starts to fall, the rate of natural increase continues high and may even increase 
because, at first, death rates fall as rapidly or more rapidly than birth rates. 

Before the First World War the natural growth of the population was still large in most 
of Europe despite the fact that birth rates had already"fallen ·very much in many countries. 
Only in France was there little margin of natural increase. Southern Europe continued to show 
the relatively low rates of natural increase that characterized it in the nineteenth century. In 
Eastern Europe high birth rates were sufficient to cause rapid increase despite poor health 
conditions. 

In contrast with the trends of birth and death rates, rates of natural growth were even 
increased in the Eastern countries after the First World War. This occurred despite fertility 
-decline, owing to the effective and speedy reduction of mortality in this region. Even in Central 

a The data for the Soviet Union relate to the years 1924-1926, vital rates in the early 'twenties being atypical 
owing to the effects of civil war and revolution. 
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RATES OF NATURAL, 

INCREASE OR DECREASE, 

1921-19 25 

1936-1939 

FIGURE 12. Rates of natural increase in Europe, I9Q8-1913, 1921-1925, and 1936-1939-
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Europe further gains in mortality to some extent made possible a continuation of previous 
rates of .natural increase. An outstanding exception is Germany where the birth rate had been 
falling with extreme rapidity since 1900. · 

As is apparent from a comparison of the maps for 1921-1925 and 1936-1939, the fall of 
the birth rate was not balanced by comparable further declines of the death rate in the inter
war period. Only the Soviet Union was still at a stage of population evolution at which this 
was a normal development. ld general there was a marked diminution in growth rates. In 
France deaths already exceeded births and this would have been true in Austria but for the 
sharp rise in the birth rate in 1939 attendant upon the introduction of German population 
measures after Anschluss. Owing to the same factor, natural increase in Germany appears 
relatively high. The figure for Spain is low owing to the effects of civil war, but even so 
the official vital statistics probably indicate a more favorable situation than actually· prevailed. 
The only significant rise in natural increase in the interwar years was reported for Greece. 
This may be attributable in part to the disorganized condition of the country arising frorro 
the conflict with Turkey in the early 'twenties and the subsequent inward flow of a million 
refugees. However, the vital statistics of Greece prior to 1930 were clearly very incomplete 
and the apparent increase is almost certainly a statistical artifact arising from the improve-
ment in the official recording of vital· events, especially births. ' 

Vital Rates in the Interwar Period 

From the previous discussion it will have become obvious that the vital revolution has 
displayed uniformities of pattern both in time and in space. Chronologically, the progression· 
from the primitive demographic condition of very high birth' rates ,has followed a sequence of 
first, declining death rates and rising natural increase; second, declining birth and death 
rates accompanied by substantial natural increase; and finally, a diminution of natural growth 
arising from continued reductions in fertility without numerically compensating gains in 
mortality. 

Geographically speaking it is apparent that the vital revolution first evolved in Western 
Europe and then spread eastward with a considerable degree of regularity. This relationship 
of time and distance from the centers of diffusion is shown more precisely in Figures 13-15, 
which give vital rates. by smaller political divisions, the figures plotted being presented in full 
in Appendix II. National boundaries are lines drawn for political purposes, by no means 
universally following either natural or cultural boundaries. More often than not international 
borders divide areas of common economic and cultural characteristics. In Europe the 
national territory often contains regions of very diverse history and cultural development. 
Small area analysis provides the tools for a more thorough study of the European cultural 
pattern than is possible using only the statistics of countries as a whole . 

• 
Interwar Death Rates 

The control Of deaths is the aspect of the vital revolution that has existed longest and has 
proceeded furthest. In Northwestern Europe death rates have fallen as low as 10 per 
thousand. If such low rates prevailed in stationary populations of constant fertility and 
mortality they would reflect an average expectation of life of 100 years. In actual fact 
they are made possible by the concentration of the European population in the young ages 
where deaths are relatively few. When the population grows older, it will be far more 
difficult to maintain the low death rates of the interwar period. In so far as the crude death 
rate is concerned, the vital revolution has probably already run its course in Northwestern 
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Europe, since further reductions in mortality will ·be counterbalanced by the incre~ing pro
portion of the population in the upper ages where the risk of death is greater. Th1s factor 
was already operating in France, where death rates were relatively high despite actual mortality 
conditions comparable to, if not quite as favorable as, those in England and Germany. 

In the interwar years, the lowest death rates were in Great Britain, Holland, Scandinavia, 
Germany, and German Switzerland. French Switzerland resembles France, Ticino is similar 
to Italy. Almost completely surt"Ounding this area of low mortality is a large belt of territory 
of somewhat higher death rates. Starting from Ireland and Scotland this belt reachese>in a 
great circle including northern Sweden and Finland, the Baltic countries, most of Poland, 
White Russia, and Central Europe including the more backward German areas of Upper 
Silesia and Eastern Bavaria, much of Italy and finally France and the northern and coastal 
regions of Spain. These are transition areas; in a few years of orderly peace they may be 
expected to achieve the favorable position of Northwestern Europe in the interwar period. 

Lying more remote from Northwestern Europe is a further band of areas in a less advansed 
stage of transition, including Western Russia, much of the Balkans, the most easterly section 
of Italy (Apulia and Lucania), and finally the interior of the Iberian peninsula. Certain 
departments of France technically are included in this category though this is more a function 
of age composition than of actual risk of death. If adequate allowance could be made for 
incomplete recording of deaths some areas whose official statistics place them in a lower 
category would probably be included in this less advanced group. There is ample evidence 
that the official death rates were below the actual in eastern Poland, in White Russia, and in 
the Caucasus and Steppe regions of southern Russia. Under-registration of deaths is also a 
factor in the' favorable showing of the Montenegro section of Yugoslavia and to a lesser 
extent in some districts of Italy, Bulgaria, and Greece. 

In the remote regions of Russia and the Balkans death rates are still very high, In the 
interwar period these areas were just beginning the vital transition that had proceeded for 
generations in the West. Very spectacular progress is still to be made In these regions. In 
the Viatka and Ural regions of the U.S.S.R. death rates in the middle of the interwar period 
were as high as those of British India. But even here great advances were made and even 
greater are probably on the way. 

Differences in death rates to be observed in contemporary Europe probably have no rela
tion whatever to diffe~ences in racial or biological capacity to survive. It is only a matter 
of two generations since Western Europe had death rates quite a~ high as, the worst peace
time death rates now to ·he observed in backward regions of Eastern Europe. As was pointed 
out in the discussion of Figure 10 above, the mortality position of Eastern E11rope at the 
outbreak of the recent war was not much inferior to that in Western Europe just prior to 
the last. Such rapid progress could not lie in the genetic development of immunity to disease. 
The better health conditions of the West are almost certainly the product of superior standards 
of education, living conditions, and public health; these are also becoming. the property of 
Eastern Europe. Because so much more progress remains to be made in the East, quantitatively 
speaking, the regional differences now prevailing are likely to be reduced. 

Interwar Birth Rates 

Because it has been more recently affected by modern social trends the birth rate shows 
greater variability than the death rate. Human fertility, as evidenced by the number of 
births, is subject to many influences of both a biological and cultural nature. In Europe, 
however, the variation in fertility, like that of mortality, is much more directly t~e result of 
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social than of biological influences. Differences in fecundity undoubtedly exist, but it is 
questionable if these differences play an important part in determining differences in actual 
birth rates. The ·populations of Eastern Russia were as much as four times as prolific as the 
inhabitants of some of the larger Western European cities, where birth rates were as low 
as IO per thousand. In the extreme case the birth rate of the city of Vienna in 1936 and 1937 
had sunk to 5·4 per thousand, while birth rates in the Viatka and Ural regions of the Soviet 
Union were over so per thousand. The latter rates probably approach the limits of biological 
capacity for reproduction, but the rates for Vienna and other large cities are undoubtedly 
very far below the biological capacity of their respective populations. The very fact that these 
same cities had birth rates twice and three times their present size not many years ago 
supports the common-sense belief that the immediate cause of lower birth rates is the volun
tary control of conception and not involuntary sterility. 

The map of birth rates therefore reflects the greater or lesser extent to which cultural 
factors have motivated the use of birth control. In general the practice of contraceptiott' haSJ 
been an aspect of modern urban influences though other elements have promoted or retarded 
its diffusion. 

As a general rule birth rates are lower in the citiel! than in the countryside. In almost all 
countries (France being the outstanding exception) the larger the city the lower the birth 
rate. Consequently, low birth rates are 11ssociated with the more urban countries and the more 
urban regions within countries. As in the case of death rates, birth rates generally rise with 
increasing distance from the main urban and industrial centers of Northwestern Europe. 

Owing perhaps to the recency of its development and certainly to the- complexity of factors 
affecting its progress, the decline of the birth rate has not proceeded with as much regularity 
as the decline of the death rate. As the small family pattern has spread across the continent 
important islands of relatively high fertility have resisted the tide. On the other hand, fertility 
declines have progressed quite rapidly in some areas rather removed from the principal centers 
of diffusion. Lines of communication, standards of living, traditional cultural associations, 
religious beliefs, migration, and even land tl;nure have played a role in the complicated network 
of determining factors. 

France has been traditionally associated with the beginnings of birth declines in Europe, 
but in recent years has experienced a slower drop in the birth rate than other countries. In 
contrast with the almost universal experience elsewhere the birth rates of her agricultural 
populations are as low as those of the urban and industrial populations. The industrialized 
and urban North displays a higher birth rate than the predominantly rural South, and, in 
contrast with the historical situation, a higher birth rate than exists in England and the 
greater part of Germany. 

In the United Kingdom and the Northern countries the pattern of birth rates is closely 
related to the degree of "modernization." Rates are low in England and higher in Scotland 
and Ireland. In Scandinavia the southern and more developed areas have lower fertility than 
the more remote regions of the North. Thus, in Denmark rates aie higher in the rural Jutland 
than in the more urbanized islands, on one of which lies Copenhagen. In Norway, they are 
relatively high in the mountainous Opland and Hedmark regions of the center and in the 
far north. In Sweden rates are lowest around Stockholm and highest in the North. The 
progression from south to north is especially clear in Finland. The Baltic countries of Estonia 
and Latvia have surprisingly low birth rates. Long under Scandinavian and German influ
imce, these were economiCally the most developed areas of Czarist Russia and at the same . 
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. time the areas of lowest birth rates. Despite their rural character the decline of fertility con
tinued in the interwar period. 

In Germany birth rates are generally lowest in the predominantly Protestant and industrial 
populations of the center, highest in the peripheries. In the eastern marches, higher rates tend 
to reflect the general cultural backwardness of the area, in the South and 'Nest, the influence 
of conservative religious beliefs in predominantly Catholic areas. In the Northwest they are 
linked• to the relatively high fertility of the neighboring Dutch· population. The Netherlands 
is the center of an arc of comparatively high fertility that extends into Germany on the one 
hand and into Flemish Belgium on the other. The high fertility of this region is an anomaly 
in view of its high degree of economic and cultural development. The Netherlands is the 
exception to the rule of low birth rates in Western Europe, an exception not yet adequately 
explained. 

Southern Europe shows the influence of cultural infiltration from France. In birth rates, 
lias in many other characteristics, Piedmont in Italy and Catalonia in Spain are intermediate 
between southern France and the remainder of their countries. In Italy fertility rises with 
increasing distance from French cultural influence. On the Iberian peninsula the pattern is 
mixed, but in general, fertility is lower in the North and in the coastal districts, higher in the 
interior, with the notable exception of Madrid. 

In Central Europe the small family pattern has filtered down the Danube Valley, leaving 
important islands of higher fertility but with a general progression of rising birth rates from 
west to east. Lower Austria, and especially Vienna, have very low fertility. Upper Austria 
and neighboring Czech areas have higher, but still rather low rates. In Hungary, Budapest 
and the Great Plain and the economically developed Baranya region of the South display lower 
rates than the lesser developed Transdanubian territory and especially the Northern region, 
which shades into the high fertility of the Carpathians in Slovakia, the Northern rim of the 
Danube Valley. 

Further down the river there are two islands of low birth rates, one the Banat region of 
western Rum~nia, the other the southern bank of the Danube in Bulgaria. The Banat is a 
rell!tively developed area with a substantial element of Saxon colonists who came to the 
region in the eighteenth century. In this and adjacent Transylvania there is a certain amount 
of small village industry, and a traditional orientation to the West arising from long political 
association in the Austro-Hungarian Empire and from the presence of large German and 
Hungarian elements in the populations prior to the recent war. 

The cultural influences of the Austro-Hungarian Empire are clear in Rumania and Yugo
slavia. Transylvania and Bucovina, formerly part of Austria-Hungary but Rumanian in the 
interwar period, have substantially lo~er birth rates than the remainder of the country. In 
Yugoslavia the old boundary of the Empire is also a boundary between the moderately high 
birth rates of Croatia-Siavonia (formerly Hungarian territory) and the much higher rates 
of Serbia and especially of the mountaii'IOus Bosnia-Herzegovina, the latter only for a few 
years under Austrian administration. Bulgaria has lower fertility than other Balkan countries 
and this trait is particularly evident in the regions more accessible to the West via the Danube. 
In Greece, the southern peninsula and insular areas, early freed from Turkish domination in 
the last century and now more developed commercially, present lower birth rates than Mace
donia and Epirus in the north. 

As one proceeds eastward from Germany across t~e European plain the level of interwar 
birth rates ranges from the moderate fertility of Posen in Western Poland to the truly 
exceptional birth rates of central Russia, which are among the highest in the world. Within 
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Poland alone there are very great variations. The pattern is probably somewhat confused 
by apparent incompleteness of the official Polish vital statistics as regards ~rain~ans ~nd 
Ruthenians resident in the southeastern sections of the country. In the Soviet Umon birth 
rates in the interwar period followed the general west-east pattern. Fertility is high every
where with the exception of the largest cities. It is lowest in the Leningrad-Karelian region 
(which has no doubt been influenced by adjoining Baltic regions), in White Russia and the 
Western Ukraine, and finally 'ii1 the Central Industrial Region dominated by Moscow. 

0 

Interwar Rates of Natural Increase 

The balance of births and deaths can be expressed in the rate of natural increase, measuring 
the population growth in the absence of migration. Except in cities and relatively small areas, 
natural increase is the major determinant of population growth. Figure IS indicates the 
extent to which the populations of Europe were growing from this source in the middle of 
the interwar period. e 0 

Historically most of Europe has had a very substantial margin of natural increase and this 
was continued during the interwar period. Only in some sections of France and in a number 
of the large cities was there an excess of deaths over births. As has been noted, in the 
successive stages of the vital revolution the rates of natural increase are the last of the vital 
rates to show a definite downward trend. 

Variations in both component indices are naturally reflected in the rates of natural increase. 
The influence of death rates is shown in the position of France. Here higher death rates 
(arising chiefly from the fact of an older population) resulted in the absence of .significant 
natural increase in much of the country and a substantial excess of deaths in a few depart-· 
ments where death rates were especially high. The existence of relatively high death rates in 
Eastern Europe naturally tends to reduce natural increase. But since inter-regional differences 
are greater in birth rates tl).an in death rates, natural increase is affected more ,by the former 
than by the latter. 

As variations in the death rates level off, it is the variations in fertility that are chiefly 
responsible for differential natural growth. Thus in Western Europe the quantitative dif
ferences in death rates are relatively sinall except as regards France, where aging of the 
population has introduced a new factor. When birth rates continue moderately high, as in the 
Netherlands, natural increase is still very substantial. Where they are low, as in most of 
Germany, Scandinavia, and the United Kingdom, natural increase is comparatively low. In 
Central and Eastern Europe the centers of low· fertility noted in the discussion of the preceding 

· map also appear as areas of lower natural increase. Despite higher mortality most of Eastern 
Europe has very high rates of natural increase. In a few remote areas such as Albania ·and 
the neighboring regions of Yugoslavia the decline of the death rate had not yet been sufficient 
to achieve the rapid rates of growth characterizing the surrounding areas. But generally 
speaking Eastern Europe .and especially the Soviet Union were still in the expanding phase 
of modern demographic change. Though her rapid growth was to some extent checked by 
difficulties arising from the Communist Revolution, natural increase in much of the Soviet 
Union was as high as two per cent per annum. 

Age Structure and Population Growth 

The course of the vital revolution has brought about characteristic changes in population 
growth and in the relative position of the several regions in this regard. Quite as significant 
as its effects on population size have been its effects on the age composition of the population. 
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THE BALANCE OF BIRTHS AND DEATHS 

Changes in the total population are the result of the cumulated changes at each age. Changes 
in age structure in tum affect present rates of growth and the potentialities for future growth. 
In most Western countries the present age distribution is one favorable to high birth rates 
and low death rates, owing to the abnormally large proportion of the total population in the 
younger adult ages. These are the ages at which most births and relatively few deaths occur. 
A change in age distribution such as might be anticipated from present vital trends will create 
a po~ulat~on less favorable to future population growth. • 

Age structures of the population are conventionally represented by diagrams called age 
pyramids. In these figures the population at each age (or five-year age group) is measured 
by a bar, the length of which is proportionate to the size of the age group. Males are shown 
on the left hand side of the pyramid, females on the right. 

It is apparent that in a stationary population, with a fixed birth and death rate, there will be 
a steady regression of numbers with increasing age. The youngest children, constituting the 
base of the' pyramid, would be most numerous and each older group would be smaller as it was 
progressively reduced by deaths. However, the age composition of the population is shaped by 
the entire sequence of vital events occurring since the birth of the oldest living inhabitant. It is 
shaped by changes in vital trends, by migration, and by catastrophes such as war. 

The age pyramids of European countries in 1940 are shown in Figure 16, the total area of 
the pyramids in each case being determined by the size of the total population. Much of the 
past history of European populations and some of the future may be read in this chart. The 
turbulence of European vital history is evidenced by the fact that the smooth regression of 
numbers with rising age is almost nonexistent in Europe. In most countries the scars of the 

·First World War are clearly evident. The loss of men of military age in 1914-1918 is reflected 
in the deficit of males at ages 40-55 among all the major belligerents. In these countries females 
are far more numerous than males at these ages. A sharper gash is observable at age 20-24 for 
both sexes, representing the loss of births in the period 1915-1919 resulting from military mobili
zation in the war years. This effect of war is observable even among neutrals, and among com
batants sometimes even exceeds the effects of military casualties. In the U.S.S.R. the age 
pyramid reflects the losses of life and deficit of births incident to war, revolution, counter
revolution, and the strains of collectivization and famine in the early 'thirties. 

Underlying the more spectacular effects of war and actually Of greater importance is the 
basic shape of the pyramids ~s determined by vital trends. Three general types may be distin
guished, though it should be recognized that since all European countries are on a single 
continuum of development the types shade into one another. They are (I) pyramids indicative 
of incipient population decline, (2) those of slowing growth, and (3) those of rapid growth.' 

( 1) Age composition indicative of incipient population decline. At their upper ages all 
European peoples display the effects.of rapid population growth in the past, when each suc
ceeding cohort was larger than its predecessor. But in the countries of Northwestern Europe 
the declining birth rate has resulted in the erosion of the base of the pyramid. Though the 
trends have been somewhat confused by the effects of war and of eco!lomic recovery in the 
late 'thirties each of the succeeding cohorts born since the turn of the century has tended to be 
smaller than its predecessor. The progressive decline is perhaps best shown in England and 
Wales, where the effects of the last war were less severe than among the belligerents on the 
continent. In Germany the birth deficits of the First World War are very marked, and there 

• The different types of age structure and certain of their political and economic implications have been discussed 
at further length by the author and his colleagues in Notestein et al., 1'h~ Future Population of Europ~ and the 
Soviet Union (Geneva: League of Nations, 1944), Chapters IV-VII inclusive. 
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were extremely rapid declines in the birth rate after the war. These trends were to some extent 
reversed by the results of Nazi population policies, indicated by the larger number of children 
in the youngest age category at the base of the pyramid. Despite having been much longer 
expose4 to the risks of death, in a number of countries the. cohorts up to age 40 were larger 
than those at the base of the pyramid. In Northwestern and Central Europe only the Nether
lands displayed an expanding base at the outbreak of World War II. 
T~e shrinkage of the young cohorts, combined with the effects of rapid growth in the past, 

has left these countries with a concentration of population in the younger and middle adult 
ages, the survivors of the large cohorts born a generation ago. Old people are relatively scarce, 
partly because they are the remnants of smaller birth contingents and partly because they were 
decimated by the higher mortality prevalent in their younger days. 

Much of the future can be read from the prewar age composition of the countries of North
western and Central Europe. It may be safely predicted that the proportion of the aged in such 
countries will inevitably rise as the persons now in the mi~dle adult ages move into upper ages. 
The problem of old age dependency will inevitably increase. The labor force will inevitably 
become older as the largest cohorts pass into upper middle life and are replaced by smaller 
cohorts in the young adult ages. Military classes will become progressively smaller. Finally, it 
is obvious that unless the decline of births is checked the population will inevitably decline in 
size. The reversal of these trends will become increasingly difficult as the stock of potential 
parents in the young ages is depleted by aging and by the effects of the Second World War. 
These stocks can be replaced only by immigration: a rise in the birth rate can begin to affect the 
age composition of the labor force, military cohorts, and the supply of potential parents only 
after a span of fifteen to twenty years. Population decline can be averted only by an increase 
in average family size or, temporarily, through immigration. This long-range picture as out
lined by prewar. age compositions has been modified in detail but not in basic form by the 
events of the Second World War. 

(2) Age structures characteristic of slowing growth. The age pyramids of Southern and 
Eastern Europe display a less advanced stage of vital transition than that observed in the first 
type of incipient population decline. The upper ages show the sharp peaks indicative of ex
tremely high mortality in the past. The population rests solidly on a broad foundation in the 
younger ages. However, in the more advanced countries of this group, as for instance Italy and 
Poland, the effects of the declining birth rate are readily observable. At the outbreak of World 
War II, the age structures of these countries seemed destined to develop as they had previously 
in Western countries. 

Nevertheless, the populations of Southern and Eastern Europe still present a shape favorable 
to growth in the immediate future. Regardless of fertility trends the number of potential 
parents will rapidly increase in the coming years. There will be a young and growing labor 
force, with relatively few aged. Consequently the age distribution will be one favorable to 
relatively high birth rates, to low death rates, and to a substantial margin of natural increase. 

(3) Age structures characteristic of rapid growth. In the Soviet Union and other parts of 
Eastern Europe, peace-time birth declines have not yet commenced to undercut the base of 
the population pyramid. The very broad foundations of the population structure in the younger 
ages predicate a very youthful and rapidly growing population. High death rates have decimated 
the upper ages; high birth rates have provided a heavy concentration of population at the 
younger ages. Regardless of what happens to fertility rates in such countries there will almost 
certainly be a great increase in the labor force and rapidly rising numbers of persons in the 
most useful economic and military ages. Increasing stocks of potential parents in the young 
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ages will tend to counteract the effects of falling fertility. Barring large scale emigration these 
countries will in, all probability have to provide subsistence for a considerably larger popula-
tion than they now have. · 

Reproduction Rates 

In the preceding discussion attention has been called to the influence of the age composition 
of the population on crude birth" and death rate_s. ·A population heavily weighted in the young 
adult ages has a larger proportion of potential parents and hence a higher birth rate th!n an 
older population of equal fertility. On the other hand a young population will have a lower 
crude death rate than an older population even though the risk of death at each age is the same. 

The Nature of Gross and Net Reproduction Rates 

Crude birth and death rates fail to take account of differences in the age and sex composition 
of populations and are therefore not precise measures of fertility and mortality. A more accu!"ate ' 
device commonly used for gauging the true level of fertility is the "gross reproduction rate," 
which measures the extent to which women in the childbearing ages are replacing themselves with 
girl babies in the absence of mortality between birth and the end of the childbearing period. 
The crude birth rate relates the annual number of births to I ,ooo total population, including 

' males and females of all ages. The gross reproduction ratt;, on the other hand, relates births . 
(of girls) to the childbearing segment of .the population.• If in the average experience I,ooo 
women in their childbearing years bear I ,ooo daughters, the gross reproduction rate is stated 
to be x.oo, indicating that in the absence of deaths between birth and the end of the child
bearing period the female population is just replacing itself. A lower rate indicates that the 
population is not replacing itself; if such rates continue the population will inevitably decline, 
regardless of present rates of natural increase or future declines in mortality. · 

It is obvious that even a gross reproduction rate of 1.00 or somewhat above does not 
necessarily indicate that the population is replacing itself, since some of the girls born will 
inevitably die prior to reaching their mothers' ages. When the gross- reproduction rates are 
reduced to take account of average mortality experience of females between birth and the 
childbearing years, the resultant index is termed the "net reproduction rate," which measures 
the rate at which the population would ultimately grow with the continuation of pre~ent sched
ules of fertility and mortality (ignoring migration). In other terms it is the ratio of successive 
female generations. Thus a net reproduction rate of 2.00 indicates that at current fertility 
and mortality the population would double in each female generation. A rate of I .oo would 
ultimately yield a stationary population; a rate of .so indicates a decline of 50 per cent per 
generation. 

Fertility Differentials in the Middle of the Interwar Period 

The gross and net reproduction rates in the middle of the interwar period as computed in 
some 6oo European areas, are shown in Figures 17 and 18, and in Appendix II. In all 
European countries the reproduction rates indicate a lower rate of replacement than that sug
gested by the current rates of natural increase. In only a few areas, notably .in France, was there 

1 Technically the gross reproduction rate is the sum of female age-specific fertility rates to women in the child
bearing period. For practical purposes this includes the ages from IS through 49. Specific rates are computed for 
each age of mother by dividing the female births to women of each age by the total· number of women at that age. 
Thus if females aged 20 number 1,000 and 35 girls are born to women of this age in the year under consideration 
the female age-specific fertility rate for age 20 would be 35 per thousand. The sum of such· rates for all ages in th~ 
childbearing period measures the extent to which women in those ages are replacing themselves in the absence of 
deaths from birth to age so. 
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a substantial excess of deaths over births. Nevertheless, at the middle of the interwar period a 
sizable section of Europe was not then replacing itself, and in large areas still having a con
siderable rate of natural increase, the true growth in terms of generation replacement was 
actually rather small. Obviously the favorable age distributions arising from rapid growth 
in the past have masked very significant changes in the vital position of the European population. 

The populations of no less than 13 European countries were not replacing themselves in the 
midgle of the interwar period.• As may be observed in Tab!~ 7, this list included the leading 
countries of Europe as regards material progress. In six of these countries (Norway, Belgium,· 
France, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, and Scotland) the deficit was still less than 12 per cent per 
generation. In four more (Switzerland, Latvia, England and Wales, and Sweden) the deficit 
ranged from 12 to 25 per cent; and in the remaining three (Estonia, Gertnany, and Austria) 
the recorded reproduction rates represented a decline of 25 per cent or more per generation. 

In about half ( 6) of the countries failing of population replacement in the middle of the 
int"erwar period, gross reproduction rates were still above unity. But in the remainder the 
populations were not replacing themselves even in the absence of any deaths between birth and 
the end of the childbearing period. In these countries the populations could ultimately per
petuate themselves only through an increase in fertility. 

I 

The countries still having reproduction rates above the replacement level in the middle of 
the interwar period were predominantly rural and agrarian.' In many of these countries death 
rates were high, so that the gap between gross and net rates was very large. Further declines 
in fertility in these countries could be cushioned by readily predictable progress in reducing 
mortality, whereas in countries of lower fertility the possible quantitative gains from further 
reductions in mortality were comparatively small. 1 

Within the smaller geographical areas the range of difference in reproductivity is enormous 
and of somewhat shocking implications. In the middle of the interwar period the net reproduc
tion rate of Vienna was .25, indicating that with the continuation of the existing rates of 
fertility and mortality the population of that city would be represented in the next generation 
by only one-fourth its present numbers; On the other hand, the populations of the Vardar in 
Southern Yugoslavia, of the Dobruja in Rumania, of Subcarpathian Russia in Czechoslovakia, 
and of large areas of the Soviet Union, all had net rates approaching and in some cases exceeding 
2.00. Such a rate signifies that the people of these areas would be represented by twice their 
present numbers in the next generation of Europeans. As compared with the Viennese their 
representatives in the next generation would be proportionately eight times more numerous 
than in the present generation. 

Vienna represents the extreme case, but other large cities, especially in Northern Europe, 
had very low reproduction ratios. Thus the ratio stood at ·37 in Berlin, at .48 in Hamburg, .61 
in Copenhagen, .36 in Oslo, .40 in St(\ckholm, and ·47 in Riga. The rates were somewhat higher 
in London and Paris (.68 in London County and .63 in Paris), but were surprisingly low in 
capitals of countries with higher general fertility than England and France. Thus net repro
duction was far below replacement in Prague, Budapest, Belgrade, and Warsaw. Even in the 

.·The middle of the interwar period having been selected for analysis owing to the possibility of achieving 
comparable data for all European countries at o~e time. • • 

• The Netherlands being an outstanding exception. The Dutch not only have a h1gh gross reproduction rate for 
an industrial and urban country, but because of low mortality also have a much higher ratio of net to gross repro-
duction rates than other countries of comparable ~ross rates. . • . 

a F rtherrnore the apparent differentials evident m Table 7 are conservat1ve. In the computations no correctiOn was 
made ufor omissions in the data. In Eastern Europe the of!icial data almost .certa!nly understa!e the true number of 
births and deaths, and especially of the former. Correction for under-reg1strat1on would w1den the gap between 
countries of low and those of high fertility. 
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TABLE 7 

European Gross arid Net Reproduction Rates in the Middle 
and at the End of the Interwar Period 

-
Middle of the" Interwar Period1 19392 Change2 

• 
NetRe- GrossRe- NetRe- Gross Re- NetRe- GrossRe-

Country Dates production production production production production production 
Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate 

I Countries Below 
Replacement 

Austria '33-34 .66 .So I.* - ++ • Germany '33 -70 .So .g8 - ++ 
Estonia '33-35 ·73 .go ·7g" .g8• + +.o8 
Sweden '3o-31 ·77 .88 .81 .gl + +.o3 
Eng. & Wales '3D-32 .81 .gJ .81" .go• -.OJ 
Latvia '34-35 .82 ·99 .gg I.I8 ++ +lg 
Switzerland '3D-31 .86 .g7 ·7g .88. - -.og 
Norway '3o-31 .8g 1.04 .86 .g3 - -.11 
Belgium '3D-31 .gl 1.og .86 I. OJ - -.o6 
France '3D-32 .gJ 1.10 .go - -
Czechoslovakia '3o-31 .g5 I.22 - -
Denmark '3D-31 .g6 I.IO .g2 1.04 - -.o6 
Scotland '3D-32 .g8 1.17 - • -

II Countries Above 
Replacement 

Hungary '3o-31 1.01 1-34 r.*• 1.211 - -.13 
N. Ireland '31 1.05 I.26 - -
Finland '3o-31 l.og 1.34 .g6• 1.188 ' -.16 -
Lithuania '32-33 1.10 1.48 - -
Ireland '35-37 l.lg 1.42 - -
Bulgaria '34-35 1.20 1.70 - -
Italy '30-32 • I.5g 1.22 - -
Poland '31-32 1.25 1.71 - -
Greece '27·2g 1.26 1.8o - -
Spain '3o-31 1.27 1.76 - -
Netherlands '3o-31 1.28 1.43 l.li 1.2g - -.14 
Portugal '3o-31 1-33 1.87 - -
Rumania '3o-31 1.40 2.16 - -
Yugoslavia '30-32 1.45 2.og • -
U.S.S.R. 126-27 1.72 2.64 I. 54 2.1g - --45 • -

-* Provisional. 
• Usually dates centered on censuses taken about 1930., . ' 
1 Gross and net reproduction rates for 1939 are only approximate. The gross rates were usually of necessity 

computed from estimated (rather than census) age distributions, and the net rates have additional inaccuracies 
arising from the use of life tables that were not strictly applicable to 1939 experience. Owing to the double source of 
inaccuracy in net rates, changes in these rates are indicated only by ( ++), indicating large increase; ( +), small 
increase ; and (-), decrease. 

1 1938 rates. 
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Soviet Union the populations of Moscow and Leningrad were not replacing themselves. Urban 
fertility was generally low in Europe and the larger the size of the city considered, the lesser 
were the absolute differences between the several countries and regions. 

Factors in European Fertility Differentials 

There is no simple explanation of geographical differences in fertility, though it is evident 
thai low reproduction rates are associated with urban and industrial civilization, high fertility 
with the perseverance of the older traditional agrarian manner of life. The small family pattern 
is characteristically associated with superior educatjon, better living conditions, and the urban 
social environment. The most highly developed areas, and especially the cities, are generally not 
replacing themselves. The most isolated and in many respects the poorest populations have the 
highest present and potential rates of growth. Fertility was lowest in the countries of North
w~stern and Central Europe that have played a leading role in contemporary civilization and 
progressively higher with increasing geographical and social distance from the urban heart 
of Europe. 

The degree of urbanization thus plays an important part in determining differential natural 
growth. But it is certainly not the exclusive determinant. Relatively rural countries of Northern 
Europe are among those with the lowest reproduction rates. On the other hand, the Netherlands, 
which is among the most urbanized countries of Europe, continued to have a substantial, though 
declining, true rate of population growth in the interwar period. 

Superimposed on the influence of urbanization are those of numerous other cultural factors. 
In Northern Europe, for example, low fertility.is certainly as much related to the high standards 
of education and of living prevailing in these countries as with urbanization in any quantitative 
sense. Thus, in Europe as a whole, literate populations usually have small families, the illiterate, 
large families. · 

Furthermore, religion has apparently played a prominent role. Perhaps partly owing to the 
absence of ecclesiastical injunctions against birth control in their respective faiths, Protestants 
and Jews usually have lower fertility than Roman Catholics. All countries in which Protestants 
form a majority of the population were not replacing themselves in the latter half of the interwar 
period. In the Netherlands, where Protestants form a plurality, the predominantly Catholic 
provinces of Limburg and North Brabant had substantially higher fertility than the more 
Protestant areas north of the Rhine, though both had high rates for Western Europe. In other 
countries with large elements of both Catholics and Protestants the latter generally have smaller 
families. Thus the Protestant cantons of German Switzerland (as, for instance, Ziirich and· 
environs, Basel, Bern, etc.) had significantly lower fertility than the predominan\ly Catholic 
cantons surrounding the Lake of Lucerne. In French Switzerland the diversity is even greater. 
The lowest reproduction ratios in S\Yitzerland are to be found in the predominantly Protestant 
cantons of Geneva, Vaud, and Neuchatel, the highest in the French Catholic cantons of Fribourg 
and Valais. 

In Germany outside of East Prussia the highest. fertility was to be found in Catholic Upper 
Silesia and Lower Bavaria, the lowest in Protestant Saxony and Berlin. In the country as a 
whole the fertility of Catholics has for many years been notably higher than that of Protestants. 
Where very detailed comparison between the size of family in Protestant and Catholic areas is 
possible (as in the 1933 census) it may be observed that differences in size of family very 
closely parallel differences in religious adherence even in the smallest political divisions. Like
wise in Latvia and in Slovakia, Protestants have smaller families than their Catholic neighbors. 

Nevertheless, it would be easy to exaggerate the importance and ultimate significance of 
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fertility differentials between Catholics and Protestants. In Germany, for instance, religious 
differences in family size were narrowing in the interwar period. Prior to the Nazi seizure of 
power in I933 the net reprpduction ratios of almost all areas, Catholic and Protestant alike, 
had fallen below the level of replacement. Only in the districts adjoining Poland and in a 
section of Bavaria was there still any significant margin of true growth, despite the continuation 
of natural increase. The Nazi population policies effectively raised fertility in most regions 
up to the outbreak of war, but never succeeded in pulling the average of the country above 
the level required for permanent replacement. An important feature of the rise is that it tended 
further to level off fertility differentials of economic classes and religious groups, since Nazi 
measures were most successful where the birth rate was lowest, least successful where it was high. 

The complexity of factors is illustrated by the fact that despite the existence of some religious 
inhibitions wholly Catholic countries have not remained immune to fertility declines. Where 
secular influences have been strong, as in France and Austria, Catholic countries have displayed 

. 0 

very low reproductivity. It is probably not accidental that Vienna, for so many years recognized 
as the center of medical research, should have the lowest birth rate in the world. France, as the 
initial ce11ter of low fertility in Europe, is naturally among those of low fertility today. 

In Eastern Europe Roman Catholics generally have lower reproduction ratios than adherents 
of the Eastern Christian churches. The higher fertility areas of Eastern Poland were over
whelmingly of Orthodox faith, while the Western sections are predominantly Roman Catholic. 
In Czechoslovakia the Orthodox population of Subcarpathian Russia had an extremely high 
reproduction ratio while Catholic Bohemia is among the low fertility areas of Europe. Lower 
fertility ratios in parts of Rumania and Yugoslavia formerly in Austria-Hungary reflect the 
presence of large Catholic and Protestant elements in these territories. ' 

But in Eastern Europe, even more than Western Europe, it is apparent that religious differ
ences alone do not account for fertility differentials. In the East religious affiliation is customarily 
associated with other ethnic characteristics and with traditional cultural connections, which are 
as important as religion in determining growth patterns. The Catholics and Protestants of 
Rumania, for example, are almost entirely of German or Hungarian speech and have strong 
traditional ties linking them to the West. These groups, and particularly the Germans as rela
tively recent settlers, have been much more influenced than their neighbors by social and cultural 
changes occurring in Western Europe. At the same time they have served as centers of dif7 

fusion for new ideas in the Eastern regions. Consequently the regions in which they dwell 
generally show different economic and social characteristics from those with purely Eastern 
European populations. These influences have been re-enforced by the fact of historical and 
political association in which these essentially alien elements were formerly dominant. 

Though ethnic difference has tended to check the spread of the low fertility pattern to the 
East, it has not been an impenetrable barrier. Sheer p'roximity and closeness of historical 
association have often overridden ethnic diversity. The Czechs of Bohemia have fertility pat
terns closely resembling those of Germany and Austria. Despite cultural antipathies the vital 
transition in Poland began in areas under German influence and has spread eastward. Austrian 
influence is clear in the relatively low fertility in Slovenia and in the former Venezia Guilia 
(Trieste) compartment of Italy. French influence in the Mediterranean littoral is evident in 
Catalonia and in Northern Italy. 

Such influences are facilitated by ready means of communications. The Baltic has obviously 
served as a conductor of low fertility patterns. The influence of the Mediterranean is observable 
in Spain and in Greece. Of the rivers, the Danube especially has been a bearer of new ideas as 
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well as of goods. Its influence has been selective, however. Thus, Bulgarians on the sout"h bank 
of its lower reaches have been far more influenced than Rumanians on the north bank. 

The general picture in the middle of the interwar period was one of transition. The small 
family pattern and resultant lower rates of population growth, already firmly established in 
Western Europe, were in process of spreading across the continent through the usual channels 
of cultural diffusion. Low fertility is one element in the nexu.s of cultural traits that comprise 
matirial progress. It was moving across Europe in the company of industrial and urban de
velopment, with educational advances, and with better living conditions. This diffusion was 
facilitated by geographical proximity and common language, common traditions, and common 
religion. It was hindered by geographical barriers and by ethnic differences. 

Developments During the 'Thirties 

:;I'he preceding discussion relates to reproduction rates at the middle of the interwar period, 
a time chosen for analysis because it was possible to obtain reasonably comparable information 
for this period in all European countries. This procedure resulted in the use of dates at which 
fertility was abnormally low in some cases as the result of economic depression. The figures 
for Germany in 1933, for example, were undoubtedly below those that would have prevailed in 
a period of economic prosperity. The further progress of demographic evolution in the 'thirties 
is illustrated by the data relating to 1939 in Table 7 above. Unfortunately these data are almost 
wholly confined to countries of low reproductivity, which are, at the same time, those of good 
statistical records. 

Qf the fifteen countries for which 1939 reproduction rates were available, five experienced 
an increase in fertility over the earlier rates. In the others, previous declines were continued, 
though in England and Wales and perhaps in Hungary the reductions in mortality were sufficient 
to balance declines in fertility, thus holding the net reproduction rate constant. The outstanding 
gains were in Austria and Germany, the countries of lowest fertility in the middle of the interwar 
period. In both of these countries rearmament prosperity and a positive population policy 
resulted in a recovery approximately to the level of replacemept. Measurable increases in 
fertility over the 'thirties were confined to the countries of lowest fertility at the beginning of 
the period. In the others reproduction rates fluctuated with economic conditions through the 
decade, but, as before, there W!IS a downward secular trend. · 

-The downward trend was probably most marked among those countries of highest fertility 
at the beginning of the decade. Thus the fertility rates in the Soviet Union for 1938, though 
based on fragmentary evidence, indicate a very large drop in fertility from levels prevailing 
in 1926-1927, though the fall of the net reproduction rate was cushioned by great gains in 
the reduction of mortality.• Fertility r.ates for most Eastern European countries in 1939 are not 
available, but trends in the rates of natural increase· indicate that fertility rates must have been 
falling rapidly. Thus, in the five high fertility countries of Eastern Europe listed in Table 8, 
the average rate of natural increase fell from 14.7 in 193D-1931 to 10.0 in 1939, a decrease of 
about one-third. Since changes in age composition of the population in these countries were 
probably not unfavorable to the continuation of high natural increase, this decrease very likely 
represents a true drop in fertilitjr. 

The result of these divergent trends among countries of high and low fer~ility was a certain 

• It should be noted that fertility declines in the Soviet Union balance an extremely rapid fall in the birth rate up 
to 1934. followed by considerable recovery in later years. Cf. Frank Lorimer, The Population of the Soviet Union: 
History and Prospects (Geneva: League of Nations, 1946), Chapter IX. · 
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Bulgaria 
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Poland 
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Yugoslavia 
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TABLE 8 

Rates of Natural Increase in Eastern European 
Countries, 1930-1931 and 1939 

' . 
19J0-19JI 1939 

13·9 8.0 
14.1 10.5 
16.o. !0.7(1938) 
14.1 9·7 
15.2 10.9 

14·7 10.0 

Decline 

-5·9 1/' 

-3.6 
-5·3 
-4·4 
-4·3 

. 
-4-7 ,. 

levelling of the extreme differentials prevailing at the beginning of the decade.t• Where repro
duction rates were lowest, declines were checked or even reversed. Where they were highest, 
there was a continued rapid fall in fertility except in the Soviet Union. In general, the picture 
was one of continued diffusion of the small family pattern, modified by fluctuations in economic 
conditions, and by the effects of population policies in Germany and the Soviet Union. 

Implications of Interwar Vital Trends 
in Terms of Future Population 

The Future as Outgrowth of the Past 

The population history of Europe has displayed uniformities that have been described as the 
"vital revolution." In the maps of the preceding section have been depicted various stages in 
the evolution from a primitive vital situation of equally reckless creation and destruction of 
human life toward a new balance of low death rates and controlled fertility. There has been a 
progression of demographic development experienced by all European countries. No country 
has proved immune, and each country in turn has followed essentially the same sequence of 
development. Countries differ, not in the fundamental processes at work, but in the time at which 
these processes first began to operate. There have been many local variations in the speed at 
which the vital revolution has occurred; but there has been a rather remarkable uniformity 
in the direction and sequence of vital trends. Few trends have displayed a comparable uniformity. 

The orderliness of past development gives cause for belief that the future will witness a 
continuation of underlying trends. The very consistency in the course of past vital trends 
suggests that they represent forces of very great inertia that are not likely to be fundamentally 
reversed overnight. In addition, there are elements of inertia in the age composition of the 
population and in the social forces producing trends in vital rates that will contribute to their 
continuation. 

' ' An appraisal of the size and characteristics of the population in the next few decades is 
conditioned and somewhat simplified by the fact that a large part of that future population is 
already born. Thus all persons who will be 20 years old or more two decades hence are already 
alive. Estimates of their number may ignore future changes in fertility, which cannot affect the 

1° For countries with data for both periods, the range of gross reproduction rates was .So to 1.43 in the earlier 
years, and from .88 to 1.29 in 1939. Net rates ranged from .66 to 1.28 in the earlier years, and from ·79 to 1.17 in 
1939- The range between high and low was thus reduced for gross rates from .63 to 41 and in net rates from .62 to .J& 
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size of this segment of the population. Since peacetime mortality fluctuates within rather narrow 
limits, quite accurate prediction of future numbers in this segment of the population is normally 
possible, when dealing with areas unaffected by large migrations. Furthermore, as suggested 
above, the present and readily predictable major facts in the age composition are an important 
factor as regards the future number of births and deaths. Thus in Western Europe it is apparent 
that the age composition of the population twenty years hence wili inevitably be less favorable 
to n\tural increase than the present one. Almost certain changes in the age composition will 
tend to raise the number of deaths and lower the number of births regardless of changes in true 
fertility and in the risk of death. The population of the present will inevitably carry the past 
into the future. 

A more debatable source of inertia in vital trends are those social trends with which they 
have been associated. Fertility and mortality declines have been closely correlated with social 
and geographical mobility, with urban living, with education, with freedom from religious 
inhibitions, with higher income and standards of living-in short, with the nexus of cultural 
traits often called "progress." Though the precise connection may sometimes be obscure, the 
fact of association is inescapable. It is questionable if there is any country in the world that did 
not, in the interwar period, experience some • degree of "progress." As will be observed in 
greater detail in Chapter IX below, in every European country the proportion of persons 
receiving some form of education has been constantly on the increase. The proportion of persons 
engaged in non-agricultural pursuits has been consistently gaining. In all countries the cities 
have been growing more rapidly than the rural areas. In all countries there has been some 
measure of advance in material wealth and iri facilities for industrial production. Barring 
political chaos exceeding that of any recent period in European history, further development 
in the directions indicated seems almost inevitable. To the extent that these social and economic 
trends determine trends in fertility and mortality the vital trends of the past may' be expected 
to continue into the future. 

The portent of interwar t~ends for the future is suggested by the 'maps presented above. 
The gist of general trends and regional differences is evident from the interwar age pyramids 
and reproduction rates. In more specific terms, the effects of the continuation of interwar 
trends on the size and composition of the population have been mathematically executed in what 
have been termed population "projections." These projections demonstrate the results that 
would flow from the prderly development of recent vital trends ignoring war and migration. 
Therefore they are not estimates of actual future population, The actual population will be 
affected by war, migratior{, and such other events as might disturb the orderly unf~lding of 
the past. The actual mechanics and results of such projections as carried out for the period 
1940-1970 are described in great detail in a previous work by the author and his colleagues.11 

It will be necessary here merely to summarize the results of this study, referring the reader to 
the larger work for the detailed meth~dology and results for each country. 

Future Growth as Indicated by the Extrapolation of Interwar Vital Trends 

The projection of past vital trends suggests three major conclusions regarding the growth 
potential of Europe and its constituent regions: 

( 1) Europe west of the Soviet Union is approaching the end of population growth. The 
population of EurC!pe has been growing for the past 300 years. The modern cycle of growth 
began rather fitfully in the seventeenth century, gained momentum in the eighteenth, and 
reached its greatest tempo in the last half of the nineteenth. Today this growth is rapidly fading. 

u Notestein et al., op. cit., Chapter I and Appendix I. 

[ 61 ] 



EUROPE's POPULATION IN THE INTERWAR YEARS 

The population projections, derived from extrapolation of recent vital trends, forecast the 
advent of a stationary or declining population within a generation in Europe west of the 
Soviet Union. 

The population of Europe in 1940 (excluding the Soviet Union) amounted to approximately 
400 million. If we ignore the effects of war, the implications of past trends, as carried out 'in 
the projections, suggest ·an increase to a maximum of about 420 million, in the early 196o's 
and then the beginning of decline. If the projections are borne out, Europe would expegence 
a relatively stationary population in the next generation, with a variation of only about 5 per 
cent between the 1940 population and the 1960-1965 maximum. Between 1940 and 1970 the 
population would increase only 4·5 per cent, between I945 and I970 only 2.2 per cent. By 
contrast, and despite World War I, the population of Europe outside the interwar territory 
of the Soviet Union grew 17.7 per cent in the generation between 1910 and 1940. The el:nergence 
of a relatively stationary and even declining population in Europe is indicated with the con-
tinuation of interwar vital trends. • 

( 2) There were important regional differences in growth potential reflecting different stages 
in the vital transition from high to low fertility and mortality. International differences gen
erally corresponded to these regional variations rather than to differing ethnic characteristics. 

a. Northwestern and Central Europe, an area of incipient population decline. At the end of 
the interwar period there remained a deceptive continuation of the margin of births over 
deaths in this region, but even this was fading and had disappeared in France and in Austria 
prior to German annexation. In most of the other countries of the region the small balance of 
natural increase masked an underlying condition in which the populations were generally not 
replacing themselves. Despite some revivals with improved economic conditions in the late 
'thirties, there was still a powerful undercurrent of downward secular trends (excluding for 
the moment the effects of Nazi population policies and rearmament).'" Northwestern and 
Central Europe faced the prospect of a stationary and ultimately declining population with the 
continuation of interw-ar trends in fertility and mortality. With. extrapolation of past trends, 
every country i1.1 this region (even including the relatively prolific Nether lands) would attain 
its maximum population within the next twenty-five years. 

The population pyramid of this region was one of an aging population, insecurely based on 
shrinking cohorts of children and youth. Though there was· still a heavy concentration in the 
young adult ages during the interwar period, this concentration meant unavoidable future prob
lems of old age and old age dependency as these large cohorts move into the upper ages. There 
was the certain prospect of an aging labor force in the next few years, with a greatly increased 
proportion of workers in upper middle life. Assuming the continuation of interwar trends the 
labor force ·Would begin to shrink in the not too distant future. While in 1940 there were four 
persons reaching working age for every three persons of working age dying or reaching the 
age of retirement, twenty-five years hence the situation would be reversed; there would be only 
three persons entering the labor force ages for each four departing. 

b. Eastern and Southern Europe, an area of rapid but slowing population growth. The popu
lations of this region were still young and increasing rapidly. But there were unmistakable 
evidences of trends in the directions earlier taken by the populations of Northwestern and 
Central Europe. The age structures and vital rates of this region before the war were not unlike 
those of England and Germal}y a generation ago, on the eve of World War I. It was clearly 
an area of vital transition, a transition, if anything, occurring more rapidly in Eastern Europe 
than it had previously in the West. 

12 See above, p. 59· 
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The normal progress of the vital revolution in this area promised some relief from the 
continued pressure of population on the land and on the limited employment opportunities in 

· the area. The region will have a rapidly expanding labor force for a decade or so, but past 
fertility declines promise a reduction in the ratio of persons entering the labor force to those 
leaving it. Continuation of the vital transition would at one time relieve the area of its present 
large burden of child dependency and on the other create a population structured for maximum 
economic productivity in its concentration in the young adult ages. But beyond lay the proba
bility of passing into a situation similar to that of Northwestern Europe. 

c. The Soviet Union, an area still in the phase of rapid population growtll. On the projection 
of interwar trends, every country of Northwestern and Central Europe reaches its maximum 
popula~io~ within the next 25 years. Contrariwise nearly all countries of Southern and Eastern 
Europe are still growing in I970 on the projections, though at a much reduced pace. In the 

, Sovjet Union not only is large growth a reasonable, almost inevitable, future expectation; the 
extrapolation of interwar trends does not necessarily predicate a slackening of growth in the 
next generation. · 

Russia has a long history of tremendous population growth, Unlike other European countries 
she has had an expanding frontier of settlement through the entire modern period, Despite 
primitive agricultural techniques and backward cultural development there has been ample 
room to accommodate large population increase. In the I938 territory of the Soviet Union the 
population had reached I I2 million in I900. Despite the population losses of war and revolution 
the population had risen to I47 million in I926. Between I926 and I939 it grew 23 million 
more to a figure of I70. Projections of Russian fertility and mortality on the basis of generalized 
European experience predicate rapid declines from the relatively high levels prevailing in tM 

. Soviet Union before the war. Nevertheless, on the projections the population of the U.S.S.R. 
in its I938 boundaries rises to 250 million in I970.'8 

From its interwar experience the Soviet Union·carries into the postwar world a youthful 
population, scarred by catastrophe, but structured for rapid future growth. The number of 
potential parents will increase rapidly as the expanding cohorts bf children born in the interwar 
period move into adult life. Even with declining fertility patterned on that of Western Europe 
the inertia of the past would have kept the Russian population firmly grounded on massive 
cohorts of children and youth. 

The rate of increase of the Soviet Union in the interwar period, and the proportionate growth 
potential of the U.S.S.R. inherited from the interwar years, are not exceptional in European 
history. Its great importance flows from hvo facts: (I) while the remainder of Europe is far 
advanced toward a stationary or declining population, the Soviet Union continues to have the 
growth potential of an earlier era and (2) with the large size of the Russian population a rate 
of growth that would not have appeared exceptional a generation ago results in huge quantita-

• 
tive increases. The gain of over 75 million on the projections to I970 alone amounts to a larger 
figure than the I940 population of Germany or that to be expected in the next twenty-five years 
on any reasonable aSSIJ!Ilptions regarding German vital trends. 

(3) As the result of regional differences in growth potential a shift in weight of population 
and manpower from West to East was implicit in the continuation of interwar vital rates and 
trends. At the close of interwar period 41 per cent of the total population of Europe and the 
Soviet Union was domiciled in Northwestern and Central Europe as defined above. This repre
sented so~ retreat from the position of this area in 1900, when it included about 45 per cent of 

•• I.e., this reflected the growth potential of the Soviet Union before the war and without ter~itorial annexationt 
of 1939 apd later. · 
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the t~tal. Most of this loss had been absorbed in the Soviet Union, whose proportion of the 
total (in the same area) rose from 27 per cent in 1900 .to 3~ per cent ~n 1940. Despite th.e effects 
of war and revolution Russia was growing more rap1dly m population than the remamder of 

Europe. . . 
The prospective changes deriving from the projection of mterwar trends are sho~n ~n 

Table 9· On these projections Northwestern and Central Europe have a smaller population m 
(' 

TABLE 9 

European Population Changes, 1940-1970, as Projected for Major Demographic 
Regions of Europe and Compared with Actual Changes, 1910-1940 

Change 

1940 1970 
1910-1940 1940-1970 

Popula- PerCent Popula- PerCent Amount Per Amount · Per 
tionl (in of tionl (in of (in Cent (in Cent 

Regions millions) Total millions) Total millions) Change millions) Change 

' 

0 

Total Popu!ation 572 100.0 668 100.0 100 21.4 95 16.6 

North-Western & Central 234. 40·9 225 33·7 27 13.0 -9 -3.8 
Southern & Eastern 165 28.8 192 28.7 33 25.0 27 16.4 
U.S.S.R. 174 30·4 251 37·6 40 29·9 77 44·3 

Men of Prime Military 
8.8 

. 

. Age (15-34) 95·5 100.0 103·9 100.0 - - 8.4 

North-Western & Central 37·4 39·2 30.8 29.6- - - -6.6 -17'.6 
Southern & Eastern 28.0 29·3 29.8 28.7 - - 1.8 6.4 
U.S.S.R. 30.1 31-5 43·3 41.7 - - 13.2 . 43·9 

1 N otestein et at., op. cit., p. 56 and Appendix IV. 

1970 than in 1940, Southern and Eastern Europe grow at about the same rate as the whole 
area, and the Soviet Union shows an increase more than twice that of the average. The pro
jections postulate a decline from 41 to 34 per cent in the proportion living in the Northwestern 
and Central region, an increase from 30 to 38 per cent in those resident in the interwar territory 
of the Soviet Union. Southern and Eastern Europe would remain a const1!flt proportion of the 
total. The situation is similar as regards prime military manpower, thougH owing to changes 
in age structure the shift in weight of manpower to ~he East is even sharper than in the 
total population. 

It is evident that interwar fertility differentials and the direction of demographic changes 
occurring in Europe portended a strong eastward drift in the demographic potential of Europe. 
Given the extrapolation of interwar trends, the Soviet Union would have a substantially larger 
total population in 1970 than could be expected in all of the countries of Northwestern and 
Central Europe combined. On the projections, and in its 1938 boundaries, the U.S.S.R. by 
1970 acquires as large a source of primary military manpower as Germany, the United King
dom, Italy, France, Poland, Spain, and Rumania combined, these being the seven countries 
with largest military manpower after the Soviet Union. To the extent that demographic factors 
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play a part in economic and military power, the vital trends of the interwar period postulated 
a great migration of power to the East. 

War and Future Population Trends 

The demographic heritage of interwar vital trends have, of course, been modified by the 
.effects of war, perhaps by changing social trends and positive population policies, and to some 
extent by migration. The projections from interwar experience discussed above are not estimates 
of future population because they do not attempt to take account of these factors. They rather 
constitute a "normal" expectation from which deviation will be caused by extraordinary events 
and changing social trends. Obviously war has already modified the orderly unfolding of 
prewar trends. . 

War may affect the utility of the projections in three ways: (1) the entities to which the 
projections refer may be dissolved beyond recognition, (2) war losses and war migrations may 

• be so great that future populations will have little continuity in size and structure with those of 
the past, and (3) the underlying social forces producing demographic changes may be entirely 
changed by the shock of war and reconstruction. 

Territorial changes are occurring. However, these will not in themselves affect the pattern 
of changes indicated. If prewar trends continue there will still be a pattern of slowing growth, 
the Western countries leading the trend and the Eastern countries following a generation or 
so behind. There will still be changing age structures characteristic of the several stages of 
modern demographic evolution. Regardless of how boundaries are drawn regional differences 
in growth potential will persist. These changes will alter the size of the populations affected 
but will not of themselves change the course of vital trends. · 

It is often assumed that war, and especially modern war, is so destructive of life that no safe 
predictions may be made regarding future population trends. Certainly war has resulted in 
staggering losses of life. There ar~ first of all, the casualties on the battlefields. Then there are 
the less heroic but often more numerous military victims of diseases and epidemics. There are 
the excess civilian deaths arising from disorganization of the public health services, from war 
shortages of food and shelter, from the strain of the war effort, and finally from actual military 
operations. Civilian deaths from bombing are just as real a source of war loss as strictly military 
casualties. Finally, from the demographic point of view, loss of births attendant on mobilization 
may be quite as important as the loss of persons already born. In the First World War the loss 
of births was quantitatively as important as the loss of lives. 

Costs of the First World War· 

World War I cost Europe west of Russia a total loss of some 22 million people, or seven 
per cent of the prewar population. Military losses totalled perhaps 60 million, excess civilian 
deaths and birth deficits some xs0 million!' Total population deficits ranged from over 5 mil
lion each in Germany and Austria-Hungary to very small losses in the neutral countries. Among 
all belligerents except the United Kingdom birth deficits exceeded military casualties and 
except in that country only a small fraction of these losses were balanced by temporary postwar 
booms in births. In Western countries the ratios of military to civilian losses were high, reflect
ing the relatively good control of epidemics in these countries. In the East, and especially in the 
Balkans, germs were quite as deadly as bullets. This is also reflected in the highe( ratios of 
military deaths attributable to disease in these countries. In the Western armies only xo-xs 
per cent of the deaths were caused by disease. The proportion was about one-fourth in the 

u The methods of estimate and the detailed figures by countries are given in Notestein et al., o~. dl~ Chapter III. 
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armies of Austria-Hungary, one-third in the Italian army, and probably one-half or more in 
the Balkan forces. • 

The losses of Russia in World War I are extremely difficult to assess. The statistics of the 
war and revolutionary period are hopelessly defective. Lorimer by ingeniou_s 'and somewhat 
heroic methods has estimated the total loss of Russian population incident to war and revolution 
at 28 million, 2 million being attributable tothe flight of White.Russians, 10 miiiiop. "to bir~ 
deficits, and I6 million to military and civilian deaths. He estimates that one-third ofrthese 
losses occurred during the war, two-thirds in the revolutionary period.'" . 

Huge and distressing as war losses appear from a humanitarian point of view, it should 
nevertheless be recognized that their numerical importance relative to basic vital forces can 
easily be exaggerated. In Europe (including Czarist Russia) the population in 1920 was. about 
the same as at the outbreak of the war; in other words; it had eliminated the volume t>f natqral 
increase that normally might have been expected in the war period. Except in the two or three 
countries hardest hit by the conflict prewar population size was regained within a very few years ' 
after the peace. 

Prewar vital trends were sharply interrupted by World War I. In every country, including 
the neutrals, the birth rate declined in the war years. The most active belligerents experienced 
a very abrupt drop following full·mobilization, and in some cases birth rates fell to less than 
half their prewar levels. After the war there followed a brief upswing of births above prewar 
levels, but in most belligerent countries this upswing failed to offset more than a small part of 

_the war deficits. Within two or three years after the war almost all countries, belligerent and 
neutral alike, had settled back into prewar trends. An interpolation of pre- and postwar trends 
neatly bridges the war period in most instances!" The war temporarily disturbed, but did not 
fundamentally change, birth rate trends. 

Similarly the war temporarily provoked a great increase in death rates. But there is no evidence 
that the First World War seriously biased the underlying trends of falling mortality or .seriously 
modified the curves describing their declines. 

The continuity of growth patterns was shown in Figures 5-8 above. It may be readily observed 
that regional differences effectively survived the war. Striking evidence of this is the fact 
that the Soviet Union, despite its deficit of 28 million people, grew more rapidly between 1900 

and 1940 than Northwestern and Central Europe in which losses were less than half as severe. 

The Second World War 

An appraisal of the full demographic effects of the Second World War is obviously handi
capped both by the scarcity of reliable information and by unknown developments incident to 
the final peace and postwar settlement. Nevertheless the general outlines of the war's influence 
are now apparent. 

Military casualties to Western European belligerents in the Second World War were less, 
considering the scale of operations, than they were hi. the previous conflict. The initial German 
victories were attained with comparatively small military loss of life both to conqueror and 
conquered. The military losses to Western European belligerents in the subsequent invasion 
of the continent and the defeat of Germany were small relatively to the casualties suffered in 
the trench warfare of 1914-1918. Thus the military casualties of France in this war were 
only a small fraction of the 1,320,000 military deaths experienced in the last.11 British losses · 

u Frank Lorimor, op. cit.; p. 41. 
1e Cf. Notestein et at., op. cit., Chapter III. 
17 French military deaths in World War II are reported to have been rso,ooo.Journal de Ia Sociite de Statistique 

de Paris 86(9-10) : 223. Sept-Oct, 1945. . , 
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in European and North·African campaigns were only about a third of the 744,000 killed in 
World War I:'~ The I,fali:in forces certainly lost far fewer than the 700,000 soldiers estimated 
to have died in the last war. Only in Germany were military deaths on the scale of those suffered 
in the earlier struggle,•• and these chiefly resulted from the bloody fighting on the Eastern Front. 

The ~astern campaigns were certainly much more costly to the conflicting armies than those 
ot the West. The extent of these losses is not yet clear. In all probability German military 
death;; equalled those of the First World War, even in relation to the larger population of 
Hitler's Reich in 1939 as compared with the Imperial Germany of 1914. Responsible estimates 
of German military dead range from 2,500,000 to 3,2so,ooo. The great majority of these, 
perhaps as much as five-sixths, occurred on the Eastern Front.~ Russian losses appear to have 
been very large, probably even more than the German. In other Eastern European countries 
military c!asualties were heavy, perhaps cumulatively greater than those of the First World 
War, though the losses were differently distributed among the several peoples.•• 

Owing to the extremely heavy casualties of the Russian and German armies in the Eastern 
campaigns, the total military deaths of Europe and the Soviet Union may well have exceeded 
the losses of over eight million suffered in the First World War, the amount of this excess 
depending on the true losses suffered by the Soviet Union. Operation for operation the military 
de11ths were unquestionably fewer in World War II. Great progress was achieved in reducing 
the incidence of disease among the troops, who were formerly extremely vulnerable to disease 
and epidemic; use of blood plasma and the new drugs, treatment for shock, and advances in 
surgery undoubtedly sharply reduced the number of deaths from w~unds. But these advances 
were counterbalanced by the greater scale of World War II. 

The number of civilian deaths arising from direct military action was undoubtedly greater 
. in the.Second World War. Aerial bombardment was very costly of life, especially in Germany 
where it took approximately 500,000 lives.•• In addition, certain other factors have created 
the possibility of greater total civilian casualties in the Second than in the First World War. 
Thus, far more perished from deliberate policies of extermination. Special groups and, above 
all, the Jews were singled out for the most ruthless and barbaric persecution of modern times. 
Again, military operations covered a wider territory than in the last war so that a larger 
population was exposed to war devastation and the destruction incident t<;> battle. 

By contrast, excess civilian deaths arising from general war conditions were probably less 
than in the last war. As pointed out above, medical knowledge and public health had proceeded 

•• Identified deaths to United Kingdom forces resulting from military action amounted to 245,000. To thi1 should 
be added an unknown proportion of the 53,000 reported as missing. However, these figures include casualties In the 
war against Japan (apparently about Ill per cent of the total) and some deaths to personnel from overseas (e.g., 
from Rhodesia and Newfoundland) serving in the United Kingdom forces. Cf. LeagUI of Nations M011th/y Bu//eti" 
of Statistics 27(5): I8g. May, 1946, and the British Whitt Paper of June 6, 1946. 

•• American casualties were of course much greater than before, but the present survey relate• to European 
countries. Military losses to the Netherlands and Norway were greater in the Second World War owing to their 
neutral status in the previous confiict, but the strictly military deaths in these countries and in Belgium were amall, 
amounting to only a few thousand in each case. 

oo Official German casualty lists to November 30, 1944 reported 1,9II,300 dead, I,7I4,054 as missing. Differences 
in the final estimate revolve around the number of missing properly allocable to deaths, and the unknown number 
of deaths occurring between November 30, 1944 and the armistice. 

•• Reliable reports for most Eastern European countries are lacking. Those that have appeared, such as that of 
Poland give a false sense of accuracy in their detail. The Polish Office of Reparations gives a figure of 597.320 
Polish 'citizens "killed in action." Such a large figure seems plausible only if it includes civilians killed incident to 
military combat. More plausible data on military casualties is given by the Greek Government Office of Information, 
which lists 23,700 Greeks killed i": the Italian and the German w~rs. It should be noted that th~ ~~mplete g~e!"'
mental disorganization prevailing m much of Eastern Europe d~rmg the wa~ precludes th.e poss1b1hty of obtammg 
accurate casualty lists, though figures have commonly been pubhshed as a basiS for !eparat1ons demands. . 

•• us Strategic Bombing Survey, Medical Branch Report, The Effect of Bomb1ng DIJ Health and Mtd•ca/ Care 
i" Ger;..;,,, (Washington: U.S. War Department, 1945), p. 12. The comparable toll in Britain was 6o,ooo killed. 
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to the point that Eastern European countries before the recent war had death rates comparable 
to those of Western Europe about 1910. Great strides have been made and applied in pre
ventive medicine, so that even in Eastern Europe the epidemics of typhus, of typhoid fever, and 
of malaria which formerly characterized the area failed to materialize. Though civilian deaths 
may have equalled those of the last war a larger proportion of such deaths were the result of 
military action and deliberate extermination, a smaller part owing to depredations of disease. 

Birth deficits on the scale of the earlier war did not appear during the second conflict .. S<'!veral 
elements in the situation contributed to this phenomenon. Few European countries (to all 
intents and purposes only Germany and Russia) were for long periods engaged in operations 
continuously involving a large proportion of their J'I)ilitary manpower, though this factor 
was in some cases counterbalanced by the large number of military prisoners held during 
(and after) the war. In the years just preceding World War II and in many countrles during 
the war itself, there was a large increase in the numoer of marriages and consequently of 
births. This development tended to counterbalance the fall of births that otherwise would 
have occurred. Also, viewing the effects of the previous war, some countries adopted policies 
calculated to check the demographic effects of mobilization. Periodic leaves were granted the 
troops and in Germany, for example, both legitimate and illegitimate children. of soldiers were 
the objects of many special governmental favors in addition to the regular allowances paid 
on behalf of such children. 

The combined effect of these various influences on the ·civilian population are not always 
easy to assess. War-time reports of famines, epidemics, and civilian casualties ar.e often un
trustworthy and the exaggeration of the individual observer often goes unchallenged because 
of its news and propagandistic value. Even official vital statistics are much less reliable than in 
peace-time owing to civil disorder, to the mobility of the population, and to the possibility 
of misrepresentation for political purposes. · . 

Such official vital statistics as do exist would Indicate that the civilian populations did not 
generally suffer as severe population deficits as in the earlier war. Vital statistics of the civilian 
population are available for four-fifths of Europe west of the Soviet Union through 1942, and 
for more than half of the population through I943."8 Neither war nor prewar vital statistics are 
available for the Soviet Union. For the countries with comparable vital statistics from 1939 
through I942 the aggregate drop in natural increase was progressive, but not spectacular. Using 
1939 as a standard, the cumulative loss of natural increase in these countries through 1942 
was less than a million and a half, a figure smaller than the civilian population deficit in France 
alone in the four years of the First World War. In those countries for which returns are 
available for both years, the rate of natural increase was higher in 1943 than in 1942. Though 
less information is available for the years 1944 and 1945, the general situation was un
doubtedly worse. 

The picture outlined by the available vital statistics is unquestionably too favorable. There 
are significant elements of bias in the data. Thus they commonly do not include deaths of Jewish 
and other deportees, of slave labor, and of political prisoners. They omit the bombing victims 
in some countries and especially in Germany. In the countries hardest hit by the campaigns 
of I944 and I945 the vital statistics are in default. Furthermore, reliable data are generally 
lacking for those countries that suffered most, such as Greece, Poland, and Yugoslavia. The 
First World War caused a civilian population deficit of over 15 million in Europe west of 
Russia. It is likely that even this huge figure was exceeded in the recent conflict. 

Full appraisal of the demographic effects of the recent war are not yet possible in the absence 
21 Cf. League of Nations, Statistical Year-Book, annual issues. 
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of postwar censuses, and are beyond the scope of this survey of the implications of interwar 
population trends. Members of the United Nations have prepared official reports for purposes 
of reparations claims, but these are often based, of necessity, on inadequate sources of informa
tion. In view of the political purposes for which they were prepared and the recency of the 
suffering experienced by those who have survived, there is a natural tendency to maximize 
the extent of population loss. This tendency was clearly evidenced in the reports of losses in 
the First Wdrld War that were made shortly after the close of that conflict. 

Though final analysis is not possible it may be tentatively stated that the total demographic 
effects of the recent war were probably as severe as those of ·world War I.•• On the other 
hand, they do not appear to have been of a completely different order of magnitude, especially 
if consideration is given to the fact that the populations involved had grown substantially since 
the outbr~k of the earlier conflict. 

·The impact of these losses ranges from negligible amounts in certain neutral countries to 
the many millions deducted from the populations of Germany, Poland, and the Soviet Union. In 
some of the neutral countries, and even in certain of those occupied by the Axis powers, it is 
difficult to ascribe any population loss to the war. In Sweden the demographic outlook has been 
more favorable than in any recent period, the birth rate and rate of natural· increase having 
regained the levels of the early 'twenties. This recovery in the midst of a period of great world 
crisis may seem anomalous. It was probably rooted .in two influences, one economic and the 

' other sociaL With full employment and rearmament activity, immediate economic deterrents to 
marriage and children were generally removed. This was reflected in a great increase in the 
Swedish marriage rate in the late 'thirties, gains maintained and even further augmented during 
the war. Secondly, it seems a plausible (though unproved) hypothesis, that restrictions of 
wartime living imposed and encouraged renewed dependency on the family as the fundamental 

•• Estimated military and civilian population losses for European countries have been summarized by the Inter
national Committee for the Study of European Questions in a report on The Rtnlltt of the War of19J9·194S at 
Regards the Population of Germany and of the Allied Co11ntries of Europe (1946). These are given as follows: 

· Approximate Pre-War C iviliaK and Military Losses 

U.S.S.R. 
France 
Poland 
Yugoslavia 
Czechoslovakia 
Holland 
Belgium 
Greece 
Norway 
Denmark 

Total Continental United Nations 
Great Britain 

Total Allied Losses 
Germany 

Population (ooo's) N11mber (ooo's) Per Cent 

193,000 7,000 3·7 
41,500 820 2.0 
35Aoo 4,620 13.6 
16,ooo 1,68o 10.5 
15,200 190 1.25 
9,300 204 . 2.2 
8,3oo 125 1.5 
7,150 490 6.8 
3,000 11 . -

("figures comparatively low because of the small population") 

Approximately 
.) 47,000 

15,000 

398 

These figures do not include birth deficits during the. "!"ar, the effects of territorial chan~s and forced migrations 
incident to the peace, and the results of postwar conditions. When these fa~rs are. cons1der«;d, the ~bove figures 
are certainly low except for the Western allies and perhaps f~r Yugoslav1a. If ~·rt" ~efic1ts are mcluded, ~he 
Russian total loss is certainly substantially greater than that g1ven. Current conditions m Germany and the Ill-
definite withholding of German prisoners will greatly increase the Germa? loss~. • . 

The total population deficits for Europe will also be ~creased by the. ·~elusiOn of lossc~ ~ the Ax11 satellites. 
But the final fig\,re must be compared with the total defic1t of over :n mllhon west of Ru5513 !n. World Vjar I and 
with the huge figure of 26 million lost to Russia as the result of that war and the subsequent c1vd war. Smce a~>?ut 
a third of the Russian loss may be attributed directly to the First World Wa~, the total European population 
deficit in that confiict was somewhat over 30 millioiL Cf. Notestein ct al., op. ell., pp. 75-'17· 
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unit of social existence. Thus the curtailment of travel, of public entertainment, and of social 
gath~rings certainly strengthened home life. It is even possible that strict rationing and the 
limited number of choices for spending money encouraged childbearing among those who 
formerly postponed having children in order to maintain a higher standard of living. 

Similar influences were obviously at work in most Western European countries, though at 
first blush conditions might have seemed extremely unfavorable to the maintenance of peace-time 
rates of growth. In Switzerland and even in occupied countries such as Denmark and Bohemia
Moravia wartime rates of natu~al increase were, on the average, higher than before the war. 
This was true in the Netherlands prior to 1944 and the Allied invasion of the continent. In 
France and Belgium the years 1940 and 1941 were unfavorable, but by 1943 and 1944 the 
prewar position had been regained; the net loss of population in France resulting from this 
war was undoubtedly only a small fraction of that suffered in 1914-1919, though, 'of course, 
the loss may be more costly in the present situation in which France had an excess of deaths 
over births even in the "normal" prewar years. •• In England the deficits of 1941 and 1942 were' 
more than wiped out by later rates of natural increase exceeding any experienced in that country 
since the 'twenties. •• 

Thus in Western Europe the· United Kingdom, Switzerland, and Scandinavia emerged from 
the war with, if anything, a more favorable outlook for future population growth than that 
with which they entered the war period. In the remainder of Western Europe, aside from 
Germany, the war deficits were being effectively cancelled by the surprisingly high fertility 
levels now prevailing in these countries. 

The growth potential of Germany was naturally much affected by the war. The net loss of 
population incident to the war and postwar settlement may total more than ten per c~nt of the 
prewar population. Though some of this ·toss is being balanced by the forced migrations of 
ethnic Germans to the rump Reich, the outlook for future growth in a beaten country so . 
politically and economically disorganized as Germany is certainly unfavorable. 

An accurate statement of the war losses of Eastern Europe is not yet possible. In such 
countries as Poland, Greece, and Yugoslavia they were much more severe than in the West" 
aside from Germany, the losses of the latter country, however, arising as much from the peace 
as from the war. Russian losses certainly exceeded all others in terms of absolute numbers, and 
in terms of proportions to the total population were probably among the heaviest.•• Nevertheless, 
according to official Russian statements, the population of the Soviet Union of 1946, estimated 
at 193 million, was roughly that of 1940, before the conflict began. In other words, if this 
optimistic report is correct war losses were counterbalanced by the natural excess of births over 
deaths in the war period. 

Changes during the war have not changed the fundamental demographic positions of the 

· •• The population .of France is estimated to have fallen 1.5 mil:ion during the war but less than half of this 
could be properly called "war" loss. Cf. Journal de Ia Societe de Statistiq111 de Paris 86(9-10) :222. Sept.-Oct. 1945. 
The French population deficit in World War I amounted to some three millions. 

•• This recovery was certainly not chiefly attributable to the presence of American armies in· England as has 
sometimes been suggested, but to influences similar to those which produced higher birth rates in the Western 
neutral countries. 

17 The Polish Office of War Repar:"tions estimates the total number of Polish citizens killed at 6,104,990; the 
Greek Government Office of Informat1on puts the total deaths of Greeks at 415,300 and the total population loss 
including birth deficits and deportations, at 930,300. Regardless of the accuracy of these figures it is clear that th; 
populations of these countries suffered untold hardships and decimation in the war. Cf. Poland Today, May, 1946, 
pp. 6 and 9, and Greece, Office of Information (New York), Facts About Greece. 

•• The divergence of estimates of Soviet losses may be indicated by comparing the figures given in Note 24 above 
wi';h the report presented in Les Cohiers de l'Economie Sovietique 1(3) :31, Jan.-March, 1946, which gives an 
estimate of 7 million military deaths, 5 million civilians killed, and 5 million dead of malnutrition cold and deporta-
tion, a total of 17 million lost (not including birth deficits). ' ' 
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several powers as determined by long-standing historical trends. The growth potential of the 
Soviet Union has emerged from the war essentially unimpaired, the war losses being balanced 
by territorial acquisitions. Even with the harsh territorial settlements proposed for Germany, 
the German nation, if it survives as a political unit, will have much the largest population after 
that of the Soviet Union, the war losses of Germany proper being to some extent balanced by 
Germans deported from Czechoslovatda and Eastern Europe. The United Kingdom, France, 
~d kaly will continue roughly equal in population, the greater growth potential of Italy at the 
outset of the war being to some extent cancelled by heavier war losses and probable territorial 
cessions. In Eastern Europe heavier war losses are in part balanced by the greater potential 
resiliency of a young and fertile population. 

Viewed in the longer perspective the indirect effects of the war on social attitudes may prove 
more important to the demographic future of Europe than the actual losses experienced during 
the conflict. At the present writing birth rates in ·western Europe aside from Germany are 

' at the highest levels experienced in twenty years. If these high birth rates reflect fundamental 
changes in social attitudes the basic demographic position of the Western countries and the 
pattern of regional differentials may be considerably altered in the coming years. 

It is too early to judge the permanence of these high fertility levels, but it is clear that 
temporary factors are at least partially responsible for the upward trends in birth rates. Thus 
the greater part of the rise in those countries for which order-of-birth statistics are available 
has been the result of additional first and second births rather than of increases in the higher 
orders of parity. In other words, the greater part of the birth rise has been attributable to new 
marriages rather than to an increase in family size. To the extent that this is true the birth 
"boom" will be a temporary one. Present birth rates can be maintained indefinitely only with 
continuing increases in third, fourth, and higher orders of births. Whether these will occur 
can only be a matter of conjecture. 

Unless past vital trends are drastically altered over an extended period of years Europe 
faces a period of slowing growth followed by the beginning of population decline. There will 
be large regional differences, marking various stages in the same continuum of demographic 
development. Every European country will have an older population, with all that implies in 
terms of a shifting burden of dependency from young to old and of an aging labor force. 
Western Europe will be relatively old and Eastern Europe relatively young, but both will be 
moving in the same direction. There will be an eastward drift in the weight of population. 
In so far as numbers and youth are a factor in political and economic power the importance 
of the East in "European: affairs will progressively increase. 

Such was the demographic heritage of the past, representing what might be regarded as the 
"natural" forces underlying future demographic trends. In the past these have been modified 
by migration (considered below in Chapters V-VIII) and in the final years of the interwar 
period by active'state intervention in efforts to stimulate lagging population growth. That such 
efforts will be continued and intensified in the postwar world may be regarded as a certainty. 
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CHAPTER V 

OVERSEAS MIGRATION 

THE demographic history of Europe has been chiefly determined by the normal processes of 
birth and death. The major source of recruitment has always been births; the major source 
of depletion has always been deaths. But in smaller areas, and occasionally in the continent as a 
whole, migration has played a dominant role. The great wanderings of the early Christian era 
produced revolutionary changes in the character of European civilization and European people. 
Even during the Middle Ages, with its fixed mode of life and the legal attachment of the 
peasant to the soil, there were important and shifting tides of migration. This was especially 
true in the East, where movement was facilitated by the sparse population and th~ frontier 
conditions of life and where recurrent invasions from Asia resulted in alternate waves and 
counterwaves. 

More recently migration has been an important element in the two dominant historical 
developments of the modern world: the expansion of Europe and the economic revolution 
that made this expansion possible. On the one hand, migration provided the human sinews for 
the spread and dominance of European civilization overseas. On the other hand, it provided 
the necessary manpower for the development of industry and commerce in the home continent. 
Without the rural exodus to city and factory the achievements of modern civilization would 

' have been impossible. It is also true, of course, that European expansion and the industrial. 
revolution provided the means and the motive for the migratory movements. Cause and effect in 
this, as in most other social phenomena, are interwoven into a pattern of functional relationship. 

In modern European history three types of migration are commonly distinguished: ( r) 
overseas migration, (2) internation~l migration within Europe, and (3) internal migration.' 
The first of these chiefly reflects the expansion of Europe; the second, the intermingling of 
peoples across political boundaries; the third, the almost universal movement from the country
side to the cities within the national boundaries. 

In the three following chapters attention will be successively directed to these three facets of 
human migration. Owing to the nature of the sources the three types cannot always be sharply 
defined. Thus in considering the international balance of migration, the character of the sta
tistical sources is . such that it is not always possible to distinguish clearly the relative im
portance of overseas as opposed to intra-European migration in that balance. Likewise it is not 
always possible to differentiate the effects of external migration from those of internal move
ments in the migration balances of the districts considered within each country. Consequently, 
the three types cannot always be so sharply distinguished in treatment as they may be in con
ceptualization. The final chapter on migration is concerned with the net demographic balance 
arising from all forms of migration, and. the relative importance of this balance as an element 
in population change . 

• The History of Overseas Migration 

The peopling of other continents by Europeans is the largest and most spectacular migration 
in human history. Over 6o million Europeans have sought new homes overseas since the 

1 Technically this is not an all-inclusive list It excludes intercontinental movements involving only land transit, 
as, for example, within the Soviet Union. The migrations between European and Asiatic territories of the Soviet 
Union are not treated at length in this volume; they are more fully considered in a companion volume in this series 
by Frank Lorimer, TM Population of tM Soviet Union: History and Prospects (Geneva: League of Nations, 1946). 

[ 72 ] 

' 



OVERSEAS MIGRATION 

first colonization movements of the sixteenth century. • Many returned horne disappointed. 
But those who remained and their descendants are a majority in areas that, combined, exceed 
Europe in size and natural resources. In many other regions European emigrants and their 
descendants form a solid core of European -cultural influence with or without direct political 
association with European countries. 

The stream of overseas migration differed from the mass migrations of earlier times in 
that it was a movement of individuals, not of tribes or of entire peoples. Furthermore, though 
there were many cases of fo'rced deportation, the bulk of the overseas migration arose from 
voluntary choice and not as the result of expulsion. Governments controlled and to some extent 
directed the movement. Emigration was often facilitated by the official policies of the receiving 
countries and even occasionally by those of the sending countries. But in the overwhelming 
proportion of cases migration was unassisted by government. The migrant himself had to 
bear the costs and the risks of the venture. 

In view of its individual nature overseas migration was a response to very widespread 
attractive and propulsive forces.• Obviously it has not been an isolated phenomenon. It has 
been promoted by dissatisfaction with conditions in Europe. It has been related both to oppor
tunities overseas and to awareness of these opportunities in Europe. Thus push was provided 
both by the spread of the agricultural revolution and by the parcellation of holdings attendant 
on rapid population growth in a static economy. Religous and political discrimination pricked 
many to endure the hardships of exile. The emigration movement was both cause and effect 
of great improvements in transportation facilities. Letters and personal tales of successful 
emigrants provided the lure of an attractive alternative to the hardships at home. Perhaps 
most important of all was the empirical view of life that has motivated the great material 
achievements of the modern era. The mediaeval man accepted his environment and his position 
in the social hierarch)' and tended to adjust himself to the given conditions. Under the 
stimulus of both geographical and scientific discovery, modern man has proved more restive 
in the face of a harsh environment. More often than mediaeval man, he has sought to achieve 
a balance between wish and fulfillment through modification of the environment rather than 
of himself. Within Europe this psychology has motivated a great striving for improvements 
in the material conditions of life, and a corresponding urge to be freed from the restraints of 
archaic tradition and rigid social stratification. Had this feeling not prevailed, the opportunity 
to emigrate and colonize might well have been neglected. 

Though a certain amount of European emigration has existed since the early days of dis
covery the· mass transoceanic movement is a modern phenomenon. Prior to the nineteenth 
century the oceanic crossing was both arduous and dangerous. Aside from those who were 
transported against their wiii, colonists were confined to those who hoped to gain a handsome 
fortune overseas or who had very urgent reasons for leaving Europe. The early colonists were 
almost entirely from countries of the• Atlantic seaboard, where communications with overseas 
countries provided knowledge, stimulated interest, and offered opportunity. The early adven-

• A. M. Carr-Saunders, in his book on World Population (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1936), p. 49, gives a compiled 
figure of 51 696 ooo for European overseas emigration between 18~ and 1932, but points out that this is obviously 
below the f~ct 'owing to the incompleteness of the record in countries of emigratimL The reports of immigrating 
countries indiC:.te that at least ten per cent of the emigrants were omitted in the statistics of the sending countries. 
If allowance is made for an error of this magnitude and reasonable additions are made to take account of migra
tions before and after the dates set by Carr-Saunders, the total easily exceeds 6o million. An extended discussion of 
the volume of overseas migration prior to 1~ is given in an article by Imre Ferenczi on "Migration" in The 
Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences. 

a The individual motivations involved in overseas migration are interestingly and cogently set forth by Marcus 
Lee Hansen in his study of The Atlantic Migration, I6o';-I86o (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1940), 
which draws heavily on the opinions and personal accounts given in letters and contemporary periodicals. . 
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turers were Spanish, Portuguese, French, Dutch, and English and the great colonial empires 
of these nations drew Europeans chiefly from these countries. Prior to the nineteenth century 
the numbers involved were actually very small and the growth of the. European population 
of the .(\mericas, at least, was as much through natural increase as through immigration. Thus 
the French-speaking population of Canada, which now numbers over three.million, is almost 
entirely descended from no more than 6o thousand initial immigrants, all of whom came 
before 1765. Though no adequate record of overseas migration to the United States exists 

• prior to 1820 it is clear that colonial immigration was a thin and irregular stream as compared 
with the torrents of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The chief sources of 
migration were England, Scotland, the Netherlands, and the Rhineland up to Switzerland. 
There were a handful of Swedes, of Catholic Irish, of Huguenot French, and even a few 
Italians, but the great majority were English.' ' 

Mass Migration of the Nineteenth and Twentieth Centuries 

Overseas migration in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries differed from the earlier move
ments in three significant particulars : (I) as regards the chief motivations inducing migration, 
(2) in the numbers involved, and (3) in the areas from which migrants were drawn. 

Although political and religious persecution were importa,nt causes of migration in colonial 
times, by the early nineteenth century economic motivations were firmly entrenched as the 
leading factor in migration. It is surprising that as early as 1820 potential migrants were 
acquainted with the fluctuations of economic opportunity in America and migrated or not 
according to their information. The tide of migration has risen and fallen with political dis
turbance and religious oppression, with changes in agriCulture and landholding, ·and with 
alternative economic opportunities at home, but above all with the fortunes of economic 
conditions in overseas countries. The com:se of overseas emigration in the nineteenth and 
twentieth centuries has been dominated by successive waves increasingly governed by the 
fluctuation of opportunity in the receiving countries.• 

Up to the years of the First World War each successive wave reached a higher crest than 
its predecessor (Figure 19). In the decade 182o-183o the average annual emigration overseas 
probably did not exceed 30 thousand. This figure was multiplied by 10 in the early 'fifties, by 
20 in the 'eighties, and by 40 in the early years of the present century. There were single years 
between 1900 and 1914 in which more emigrants left Europe for the United States than had 
migrated to that country in the entire period from discovery to 182o.• 

The increasing volume of overseas migration was obviously associated with the great 
improvements in transportation. It was also connected with the expanding area from which 

• Cf. Hansen, op. cit., for the best account of the nature of early migrations to America. See also Maurice Davie, 
World Immigration (New York: Macmillan, 1936) for a good general treatment. 

• The high correlation between European emigration and economic conditions in the United States is thoroughly 
documented in Harry Jerome, Migration and the Business C3•cle '(New York: National Bureau of Economic 
Research, 1926). The degree of coincidence of prosperity and immigration in Canada and Australia is examined in 
William D. Forsyth, The Myth of the Open Spaces (Melbourne: Melbourne University Press, 1942), pp. 3o-32. 

• Historical data on European emigration have been assembled in great detail in the volume International Migra
tions, edited by Walter F. Willcox (compiled on behalf of the International Labour Office; New York: National 
Bureau of Economic Research, 1929), 2 vols •. The first volume, Statistics, includes an exhaustive compilation of 
statistics available at the time of publication, with introduction and notes by Imre FerenC2i; the second, InterPre
tations, includes analyses of special migratory movements. Unless otherwise noted, all figures relating to overseas 
migration up to 1924 in the following paragraphs are drawn or adapted from this source. Materials for dates 
after 1924 were compiled by the author from official publications of the countries concerned and from the following 
publications of the International Labour Office: Migration Movements, 1924-1927 (Studies and Reports, Series 0, 
No. 4: Geneva, 1929); The Migration of Workers (Studies and Reports, Series 0, No. s: Geneva 1936) • and 
the various annual editions of the Year-Book of Labour Statistics. It should be emphasized that offi~ial statistics 
of both historical and current migration are of greatly varying accuracy and comparability. 
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emigrants were drawn. As knowledge of the practical opportunities in the New World spread 
· from the seaports into the hinterland, the stream of emigration was fed from sources farther 
and farther afield. As each area in turn was opened up to contact with the New World through 
developing lines of commerce, it sent forth a rapidly rising wave of migrants which tended to 
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FIGUIIE IS). Average annual overseas emigration from Europe, r&j6-I939· 

subside with the growth of commerce and industry, and consequently of economic opportunity, 
at home. 

The course of migration from the sheral countries of Europe is shown in Figures 20 and 22.' 

A distinction is made between those countries in which migration was early established and 
those touched more recently by the migration fever. For ease of distinction, the movements 
from the former countries are called "old migration," those from the latter are termed "new 
migration." 

• The data are drawn from the materials listed in Note 6 sufwa and are presented in detail in Appendix III, 
Table r. It will be noted that in these charts, and in the following discussion, return migration is not considered. 
Some modifications of the general outline would be introduced if differing proportions of emigrants returning at 
various times and in the several countries could be taken into account Unfortunately materials on return migration 
are particularly incomplete and unreliable, and there is insufficient coverage to permit adequate international 
comparison over any considerable time period. 
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The "Old Migration" . tion In their long history of 
K. d th first country of mass emJgra . . all 

The United mg om was e .11• 'grants overseas. The greatest of . 
. . h B .. h I I . h sent some 20 ml Jon em I . . f 

colomzahon t e nt1s . s es . ~ve . · r d third of all overseas em1grat10n rom 
emigrating countries, the Bntlsh Isles have supp le a . 
Europe. 1 

· 

• 
"OLD MIGRATION" 

42&,000 

400,000 

37&,000 

a oo,ooo 

a 2 o,ooo 

aoo,ooo 

2 7&,000 

2&0,000 

... 
22&,000 z 

/UNITED KINGDOM 6 IRELAND 

::1 
0 
:1 200,000 c 

17&,000 

1150,000 

12&,000 

100,000 

715,000 

6o,ooo 

25,000 

0 
1848 .. •150 •aa-'ao '8a-'7o ..,, .. •eo· •aa-'so 'sa-asoo 'oe-'ao '1s-'2o '2a-'3o '3&-'39 

'&1-'&& '81-165 '71-'75 '8l-'85 '91""195 'OI-'o5 , '11-'15 '21-'25 '31-'35 

YEARS 
O,IC£ OF POPUlATION RESURCH,PRINCETON UNIVERSITY 

FIGURE 20. Average annual overseas emigration from .reg!ons of "Old Migration," Il46-1939: 

In the early days of colonization geographical location, extensive commercial connections, 
and a vast colonial empire combined to offer the dispossessed English yeoman favorable oppor
tunities for emigration. Though Catholic Ireland did not play a large part in early colonization, 
by 1820 the emigration fever had spread from Scotland and North Ireland, and already emigra-

• Full accounts of emigration from the United Kingdom are given in R. S. Walshaw, Migration to and from the 
British Isles (London: Jonathan Cape, 1941), which covers interwar movements; in W. A. Carrothers, Emigration 
from tht British Isles (London: P. S. King & Sons, 1913), which relates particularly to the movements to the 
Dominions; and in Stanley C. Johnson, A History of Emigration from the United Kingdom to North America 
(London: George Routledge & Sons, 1913), which provides a well-documented account with a full bibliography of 
contemporary articles and legislation. 
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tion had become a traditional escape from agrarian overpopulation and absentee landlordism. 
This movement reached tremendous proportions in the 'forties and 'fifties, when Ireland was 
the leading country of European emigration. · • 

After the Irish· famine migrations of the mid-century, emigration from the British Isles 
fluctuated violently from year to xear with sharp cyclical peaks and troughs over longer periods. 
In general a high level of emigration was maintained. Because the population of the British 
Isles was growing rapidly the rate of emigration experienced an irregular decline, but the 
absorute numbers involved continued large. . 

An examination of the composition of emigration from the British Isles reveals that this 
apparent over-all stability of movement over longer time periods is the result of sharply con
flicting trends as between migration to the British Empire and that to other overseas destina
tions (Hgure 21 )." The movement to the United States, which was far and away the most 
important foreign destination of British overseas migrants, has fallen irregularly but per· 
sistently. The pattern of migration from the British Isles to the United States since 1870 has 
resembled that of Scandinavia to the same destination. On the other hand emigration to the 
Empire rose very rapidly between 1900 and 1914 and even after the war remained at levels 
higher than in the nineteenth century. 

After 1890 emigration to the United States became less attractive to the mass of British 
subjects. Owing to rising levels of living in England the unskilled British emigrant found 
himself at a disadvantage in competing with laborers coming from peasant Europe. British 
emigration to America was increasingly composed of artisans and skilled workmen who would 
not find it necessary to compete with unskilled labor in America. In any event the fuller indus
trialization of England had almost eliminated the yeoman class that formerly provided a 
large source of emigration. At the same time industrialization and rising levels of living at· 
tracted surplus population from Ireland to England and Scotland that otherwise might have 
gone to Ameri~. 

British emigration to the Empire had the quality of being both internal and overseas. As 
compared with other emigrants British subjects were a peculiarly favored class in the Dominions, 
which took .the bulk of British migration to the Empire. The rapid development of Canada and 
Australia in the immediate prewar period favored a large movement from the mother country, 
especially to the new industries and growing cities of these daughter nations. 

In Germany the first source of emigration was the peasantry of the Palatinate. Impelled by 
the unlimited division of agricultural holdings, by the unreliability of the potato crop, and by 
war and political disturbance, the flow of emigration moved down the Rhine, which served as 
an artery of international commerce at a time when northern and eastern Germany were largely 
cut off from it. Between 1830 and 1840 the Weser was added to the Rhine as an exit gateway 
and by the end of the decade emigra12ts were pouring down the Elbe through Hamburg. In the 
eighteen-forties the wave of emigration spread to the Hesses, to Westphalia, to Thuringia, and 
then, with the construction of railroads, to Central and East Germany. The crest of the wave 
was reached in the Southwest and West in the mid-'fifties, in Central Germany several years 
later, and in the East in the 'seventies and 'eighties. German emigration reached its maximum 

• Unfortunately official British emigration figures prior to 1913 relate to total pa!sengera leaving for overseas 
destinations and not to emigrants strictly speaking. The figures presented in Figure 21 are passenger statistics 
adjusted b; the author on the basis of the ratios of "immigrants" from the British Isles arriving in the United 
States and ·Canada to ·the reported number of total passengers leaving for these destinations in the comparable 
s-year periods. These ratios were applied to total oversea. pa!sengers leaving the British Isles to obtain an esti~ate 
of bona fide oversea. emigration as distinguished from commercial and pleasure travel. The data thus obtamed 
can be considered indicative only of general trends. 
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in the 'elghties and then subsided rapidly i~ the face of opportunities at home created by the 

rapid industrialization of the German Empire. · 
Large-scale emigration from Scandinavia developed somewhat later than that from Germany, 

but rapidly reached big proportions. The flow at first came predominantly from Norway,~h~ 
from Sweden, and only some years later and to a much smaller degree from Denmar n 
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relation to its population Norway has been next to Irel&nd and Scotland in rate of overseas 
emigration. The peak of emigration was reached somewhat later and continued longer in 
Scandinavia than in Germany, but later waves from Scandinavia never equalled the height of 
the movement during the 'eighties. 

Unlike the early flights from Ireland and southwestern Germany, Scandinavian emigration 
has never been motivated by famine or acute economic distress. Four-fifths of the Norwegian 
emigrants between I905 and 1925 described their motive as "lack of access to profitable occu
pation." Bad conditions in Scandinavia were of less immediate influence in determining emi
gration than good business conditions in America. In other words emigration was motivated 
by a desire for economic and social betterment, not by immediate necessity. With growing 
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opportunities at home and increasing competition of peoples from less favored European 
countries in the overseas lands Scandinavian emigration followed a descending spiral.'" 

The "New Migration" 

Up to the middle of the last century mass emigration was almost entirely from Northern 
Europe. It is true that Latin countries had been the leaders in the age of discovery and over 
the centuries much Latin stock found its way to other continents. As compared with modern . . . 
overseas m1gration the flow of Frenchmen, Spaniards, and Portuguese to their colonial empires 
was numerically small, but of cumulative importance because of the great span of years covered. 

The first modern large-scale Latin emigration came from Italy. From 186o to 1913 emigra
tion from Italy followed a rapidly ascending curve with such huge numbers involved that 
Italy, aher the British Isles, has been the second country of European emigration. In the years 
1906 and 1913 overseas emigration from Italy alone exceeded half a million; the total move
ment of Italians to overseas destinations probably exceeds ten million. 

The overseas destinations of Italian migration and its sources within Italy have undergone 
radical shifts. With the opening up of Argentina, Brazil, and Uruguay, the demand for labor 
began to draw North Italians in large numbers. Up to 1900 two-thirds of Italian overseas 
migration had come from North Italy and the bulk of it was directed to South America. By 1900, 
however, a rising flood of emigrants poured from the South to the United States and bv the 
time of the First World War this had become the dominant movement from Italy.11 

France has never been a country of mass emigration. Relatively slow population growth, the 
early loss of an overseas empire suitable for European colonization, and perhaps the long tenure 
of France as the cultural cent~r of Europe have combined to check the incentive to migrate. 
The first two elements operated to a lesser degree in Spain and Portugal. In the latter countries, 
however, interest in overseas opportunities revived in the second half of the nineteenth century, 
though the new appeal was to laborers and not to adventurers. Since the 'eighties there has been 
a large and steady flow of emigrants to Latin America, and in later years there developed a 
substantial overseas seasonal migration taking advantage of the difference in harvest months 
in the Northern and Southern Hemispheres. 

Heavy emigration from Eastern Europe is of more recent origin than the movement from 
Latin countries. In its origins it was connected with the waves of migration that earlier swept 
Germany· and Central Europe. Up to 1850 emigration from Austria-Hungary· was almost 
wholly confined to Bohemia; as the magnetic attraction of the New World spread from the West 
it first reached only the more progressive elements: the Germans, the Czechs, and the Italians. 
This earlier movement was replaced in the 'eighties by a rising flood of Slovenes and Croats 
from the South and of Poles in theN orth. By 1900 emigration from Austria was predominantly 
made up of Poles, Jews, and Ukrainians from Galicia. Mass emigration from prewar Hungary 
is a twentieth century phenomenon. ".rhe Slovakian minority predominated in the first move
ment, to be followed only after 1900 by a large flow of Magyars. By 1910 all of the varied 
elements of the Hungarian population had substantial representation in the outward move-

•• Internatitmal Migratwns, II, Interpretations, pp. 291-297. Cf. also Dorothy S. Thomas, Social and Economic · 
Aspects of Swedish Population Movements, 175o-1933 (New York: Maani!Jan, 1943), pp. 88-92 and J66-16g. 

11 The regional development of Italian emigration exemplifies the common European pattern. The pouibi!ity 
of emigration first captured the imaginations of the most progressive elements of the population; i.e., in the North. 
In other regions the static social conditions of an agricultural and patriarchal civilization shut off knowledge and 
appreciation of the advantages to be derived from migration. Political unification, increasing contacts with more 
advanced areas, and the tariff policy that transformed southern Italy into a colony of the North all combined to 
stimulate economic incentives that could be satisfied only by' emigration. Cf. Anna Maria Ratti in lnltrfl41itmal 
Migrati<>ns, II, Imerpretations, p. 447· 
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ment the rates of emigration being highest for the Slovaks, Germans, and Ruthenians and 
Iowe~t for the Rumanians and the dominant Magyars. . 

Few Rumanians, Bulgars, or Serbs have joined in overseas migration. Prior to the .Fr~st 
World War the pull of overseas countries had just begun to attract Balkan elemetlts. A ~aJorrty 
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of the total overseas emigration from interwar Rumania was non-Rumanian, i.e., of German, 
Hungarian, and Jewish minorities. Migrants from Yugoslavia were chiefly Dalmatians, Croats, 
and Slovenes, and not Serbs proper. . 

Likewise, though prior to World War I Russia was for a brief time one of the chief countries 
of emigration, the most significant feature of this movement was its non-Russian character. 
Almost half of the emigrants from Imperial Russia were Jews, who, on the one hand, had 
great incentives to escape religious persecution, and, on the other, knowledge of opportunities 
by virtue of their urban residence and higher standards of education. The remainder were 
chiefly minorities either geographically or culturally most exposed to contact with Western 
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Europe. There were Lithuanians and Finns from the Baltic regions, Germans from the Volga 
settlements, Ukrainians, and, above all, Poles.11 

The Emigration Cycle 

Up to the outbreak of the First World War, Europe experienced successive waves of mass 
emigration fluctuating with opportunity abroad and with crises at home. Each succeeding wave 
dre"' into its vortex people from a larger perimeter than its predecessor, and the total volume 
of migration increased with the expanding population and area from which it was drawn. 
As regards any given area of emigration a characteristic cycle may be observed. 

In its primary stage mass emigration was first and foremost an agricultural phenomenon 
affecting rural people from rural countric;s. Crop failure, absentee landlordism, subdivision of 
holdings~ and agrarian poverty have been so common that in almost every European country 
there has been incentive to migrate. What has been equally important in emigration has been 
knowledge of opportunities in the New World and of ready means of access to them. Isolated 
rural areas, though they may have particularly poor economic conditions, generally do not 
furnish mass migration. In these areas a hard lot is accepted as a matter of course for lack of 
knowledge of means of improving it. It is the rural areas in transition, areas in first contact 
with urban and commercial influences, that send out swarms of emigrants. A certain degree 
of knowledge and sophistication is necessary to the appreciation of a distant country and its 
opportunities. Interest must be stimulated by contact with persons who have successfully taken 
advantage of these opportunities. The building of railroads and other improved means of trans
portation provide a new gateway to the world and a growing appreciation of the possibility 
of bettering one's lot in a new land. The introduction of a money economy and of material 
values stimulates new desires for economic betterment that do not seem possible of achievement 
at home. Modem influences bring about lower death rates and a rapid growth of population 
without compensating expansion in local opportunities. Aspirations outrun the means of 
achieving them at home, and emigration appears to be the ready answer to this dilemma. 

Emigration has thus followed the spread of modem economic development from its centers 
in Northwestern Europe to the peripheries of the continent. As the surge of progress has 
reached a larger and larger area the character of the emigration has changed with the new 
areas brought into the magnetic force of the New World. Early mass migration was largely 
North European because opportunity and awareness of opportunity first came to these peoples. 
As awareness of opportunity spread to Southern and Eastern Europe the peoples of these areas 
inevitably assumed a larger place in the migratory movement. Up to 1914 the proportion of 
overseas emigrants from the East and South regularly increased until in the decade 1901·1910 

they composed more than three-fourths of the total (Figure 23). 
. After the first rush of emigration following the opening up of a new area, the tide has usually 
subsided. In relation to population size the peak of emigration had been passed before the middle 
of the nineteenth century in England. In Germany the peak of emigration was passed in the 
West and Southwest during the eighteen-fifties and in the country as a whole during the 
'eighties. The Irish, Swiss, and Scandinavian emigrations likewise passed their peaks before 

12 In this very brief review of the history of overseas migration no attempt haJ been made to provide systematic 
documentation of the many streams of migration mentioned. There is an enormous literature on the subject both 
in English ( chiefty written from the point of view of the countries of immigration), and in the respective languages 
of the countries of emigration. Sources in English up to 1935 are adequately covered in the annotated bibliography 
appended to Chapters III and IV of Davie, ot. cit. The most readily accessible analyses from the point of view of 
the sending countries are those incorporated in International Migration.r, Vol. II, Interfwetation.r. Both American 

·and European publications on overseas migration appearing since 1935 are very fully covered in Population Index, 
the quarterly bibliographical publication of the Population Association of America. 
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1900 ; to the extent that their peoples participated in large-scale migration, this was also true 
of France and the Low Countries. . 

In the later stages the character of migration tends to change w1th the character of the send
ing country. As eariy as the middle of the last century emigration fro~ Engl.and had c~ased 
to be predominantly agricultural. In keeping with the progress of the mdustnal revolutton a 
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larger and larger proportion of the emigrants were mechanics and other skilled workers. In the 
later stages emigration from southern Germany included a high proportion of handicraft 
workers, reflecting the degree of development of craftsmanship in that area. 

In general the rate of migration has tended to fall with industrialization and national economic 
development. In the industrial countries the attraction of overseas lands tends to be offset by 
I ' 

new opportunities in commerce and industry at home. Even though these opportunities may 
not equal the more distant ones this differential is counterbalanced by the undesirable necessity 
of adjusting to the alien customs and frequently the alien language of an overseas country. 
Furthermore, with economic and national development non-colonial powers come to look askance 
at the loss of human capital in emigration and actively discourage the outward flow. 

It will be observed that the development of migration prior to the First World War was linked 
both geographkally and chronologically to stages of the vital revolution. Large-scale emigration 
logically accompanies the stage of demographic evolution in which death rates have been reduced 
without compensating declines in the birth rate, and in which large population growth is oc
curring in a still predominantly agrarian economy. This was in fact the position of the Medi-
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terranean and Eastern European countries, which were the chief sources of the tremendous 
tide of migration that reached its peak in the decade prior to World War I;The Northwestern 
countries continued to supply large numbers of emigrants, but at lower rates in relation to 
their population size and in decreasing proportions of the total. In France, which was far in 
the lead in demographic evolution, emigration was negligible. 

• The Interwar Period 

The End of the Great Migrations 

The normal course of overseas emigration was naturally completely disrupted by the First 
World War. The close of the war witnessed a resurgence of emigration from the principal 
emigrating countries, but in the majority the prewar volume was not regaine<\. The total overseas 
movement from Europe had averaged welt over a million per annum in the decade prior to the · 
war, but in 1920 it amounted to about 850 thousand. The figures for I92I and I922 were sharply 
lower as the result of depression conditions in America, but even in 1923, the peak year of 
migration in the interwar period, overseas emigration totalled only about goo thousand, a figure 
well below the prewar average. Even this level was not maintained, the effects of American 
exclusion acts (i.e., in 1921 and 1924) being evident in the lower yolume of migration in 
subsequent years. Average annual emigration in the period 1921-1925 amounted to 629 
thousand; in 1926-1930, to 556 thousand." 

Migration movements of the early 'thirties were governed by the economic collapse both 
in Europe and in the overseas destinations of emigrants. For the first time in the modern 
history of Europe the continent gained population through migration, though this situation • 
was not sustained for the entire decade. The bac~wash of returning migrants rose in 1930 and 
reached its greatest volume in 1931 and 1932, after which it felt away to the normal stream 
of repatriates flowing back to their country of origin for family and other reasons not directly 
related to the economic crisis. The volume of return migration varied among the several countries 
of mass emigration. It was large for such countries as England and Spain, which have close 
cultural connections with overseas lands. Much of the so-called overseas migration from these 
countries has been of a temporary nature, in which the emigrant did not plan permanent resi
dence .abroad. Such emigrants naturally formed a more mobile group, who returned more 
quickly than others to their country of origin. The return movement to other countries of 
large emigration, such as Italy and Poland, was proportionately much smaller. 

The outstanding change in intercontinental migration was not the increase of return migration 
but the shrinkage in new emigration. The 1931-1935 annual average was only 131 thousand, 
and this increased only slightly to 147 thousand in the years 1936-1939. In the 'thirties emigra
tion reached the lowest levels .in a century. 

A substantial proportion of even this greatly reduced emigration might be considered a 
secondary movement resulting from previous emigration. Thus a large percentage of the 
depression emigrants were women, children, and old people going abroad to join the family 
wage-earners who had emigrated and become established overseas in more prosperous times. 
In the late 'thirties these were supplemented by increasing numbers of political refugees. Though 
the latter have never been numerous as compared with proletarian overseas migration their 
character and the circumstances of their departure from Europe make them important all out 
of proportion to their numbers. 

u Cf. Appendix lll, Table I. 
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Factors Affecting Overseas Migration 

The drying up of the stream of overseas emigration is, in some respects, difficult to explaitL 
The war brought serious economic hardship to all of the vanquished and to- some of the victors. 
Through political and social upheaval large groups were uprooted with loss of their property 
and of their traditional standing in the community. New minorities were created through the 
political reorganization of Easterno Europe. The war itself might have been expected to lead 
to skepticism regarding the possibility of resolving endless dissensions with their cor:stant 
threats to the security of life and property. These things, always re-enforced by the persistence 
of agrarian poverty, might have been expected to provide a strong push to emigrate. At the same 
time the means of overseas transportation were never better, an4 American wealth and Europea.n 
poverty were perhaps never more glitteringly contrasted than during the 'twenties. o . 

However, the elements favoring migration were more than balanced by adverse factors. 
In the first place, it soon became apparent that the chief overseas countries of immigration o 

were taking an unfavorable view of future movements on the scale of the past. The United 
States, in particular, placed increasingly severe restrictions on immigration in 1921 and 1924. 

The objective of this legislation was to reduce immigration from those countries whkh had 
been the major source of immigration in the immediate prewar years and which, in view of 
their stage of development, might" have been .expected to be the sources of the heaviest future 
migration. . 

The annual immigration quotas pertaining to European countries as applied by the United 
States immigration authorities are given in Table 10." The actual immigration figures for the 
fiscal year 1921 (the last year of "free" migration into the United States) are presented for 
comparative purposes. It is readily apparent that American legislation was directed at excluding 
the "new" migration from Southern and Eastern Europe. Thus 83 per cent of the European 
quota are allocated to Northwestern Europe, an area that supplied only 21 per cent of the actual 
rtumber of immigrants from Europe in 1921, and about the same proportion in the prewar 
years of I_9I0-19I4. By contrast, Central, Southern, and Eastern European countries are allo
cated only 16 per cent of the quota, though these regions furnished 78 per cent of the 1921 

immigration and So per cent of the 1910-1914 average. The quotas provide for 90 per cent of 
the volume of migration from Northwestern European countries in 1921 and, in actual fact, 
quotas for these countries commonly were not filled in the interwar period.'" The quotas assigned 
to Eastern and Southern Europe admit only 5 per cent of the number actually entering the 
United States from this region in 1921. As a natural result there was heavy pressure on these 
quotas in the 'twenties, though in the 'thirties even the quotas for ·Eastern and Southern 
European countries often remain unfilled. 

Since the United States had been the chief goal of. overseas migration for a century, the 
establishment of barriers to free movement by that· country had sharp repercussions on 'the 
total volume. Before the First World War t)le United States a~counted for about 6o per cent 

16 The quotas given are those in effect since 1934. The first quota legislation (the Immigration Act of 1921) 
restricted the number of alien immigrants from each European country to three per cent of the number of foreign
bo~ of that nationality living in the United States in 1910. In 1924 the quota was reduced to two per cent of the 
fore1gn-bom of corr~sponding. nationality. reported .in th~ Ameri~~n census of 18go. The national origins provislons 
of the 192<! act. (wh1ch came mto effect m 1~29 w1th shght rev1s1ons to 1934) provided that the immigrant quota 
of any nat1o?ahty. should bear th: same relat1on to a total quota of 150,000 as did persons of that national origin 
to the to~al mhab1t~n~s of the Umted States of national origins subject to the quota law. Since all quota countries 
were. ass1gned a nummum of 100 annually the total permissible quota immigration exceeds the assumed 150,000 max1mum. · 

10 A substantial .number of European immigrants into the United States do not come under the quota restrictions 
(e.g., husbands, w1ves, and children of American citizens). · 
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TABLE 10 

United States Immigration Quotas for European Countries 
and Actual Immigration, 1921 and 191o-I9I4 

Annual Immigration Actual Immigration Average Annual 
Quotas• I !):II Immigration l!)to-1!)14' 

• 
Country ')!, of ')!, of 

Numbet4 Total Number' Total Number' 

"Old" Migration 125.653 83·5 138,551 20.9 182,58o 
Belgium 1,304 ·9 6,I66 ·9 
Denmark !:,181 .8 6,26o ·9 
France 3.o86 2.1 9.552 1.4 
Germany 25,957 17.2 6,8o3 1.0 
Great ;Britain 

& Ireland 83.574 55·5 '/9.577 12.0 
Netherlands 3.153 2.1 6.493 1.0 
Norway 2,377 1.6 7.423 1.1 
Sweden 3,314 2.2 9,171 1.4 
Switzerland 1,707 I.I 7,100 1.1 

"New" Migration 24,048 x6.o 520,654 78·4 738,612 
Austria 1,413 ·9 4·947 ·7 
Bulgaria 100 .I 585 ,I 
Czechoslovakia 2,874 1.9 40,884 6.2 
Estonia II6 ,I - -
Finland 569 ·4 3·795 .6 
'Greece 307 .2 28,502 4·3 
Hungary 869 .6 7,702 1.2 
Italy 5,So2 3·9 222,26o 33·5 
Latvia 236 .2 - .-
Lithuania 386 ·3 - -
Poland 6,524 4·3 95,o89 14·3 
Portugal 440 ·3 19,195 2.9 
Rumania 377 ·3 25,817 3·9 
Russia (Total) 2,712 1.8 6,398 1,0 
Spain 252 .2 23,818 3·6 
Turkey (Total) 226 ,2 18,126 2.7 
Yugoslavia 845 .6 23,536 3·5 

Total Europe' 150,501 100.0 664.099 100.0 921,614 

• Under the Immigration Act of 1924. and.according to quotas in effect since 1934 
• U.S. Department of Commerce Statistical AbstrtJCI of the Uniletl Stales, 1943, p. to6. 
a Internalional Migra'tions, I, Statistics, pp. 391·393· 

')!, of 
Total 

19.8 

. 8o.1 

100.0 

• Totals include figures for minor areas not listed separately. 
• Owing to territorial changes, data for individual countries are not comparable for prewar and postwar date•, 

and are omitted for the earlier period. 

of the immigration into the four major American countries of immigration: Argentina, Brazil, 
Canada, and the United States (Figure 24). In the first postwar years this position was main
tained, put after the application of stricter limitations on immigration in 1924 this proportion 
fell. In the period 1921-1925, 51 per cent of the total overseas emigration directed to these 
countries went to the United States. In the last half Df the decade this proportion was reduced 
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to 32 per cent and in 1931_1935 both Argentina and Brazil exceeded the United States in 

amount of immigration. · d 
Though the United States was displaced as the major goal of o~erse:s movement 1t .oes 

not follow that there was any substantial diversion of European e~ugrat!On £:om 0e l!mted 
States to other overseas countries. The fluctuations of move~ent mt~ th~ chtef countne~ of 
immigration suggest the contrary; there appears to have been httle substttut!On of other d~stma
tions for the United States, and what there was clearly did not balance the sharp curtatbnent 
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FIGURE 24· Overseas immigration into the chief countries of destination, 1900-1939. 

of movement into that country. Even in those countries without restrictive legislation the volume 
of immigration w.as lower than it had been before the war. 

These considerations suggest that conditions in the receiving countries offered declining 
inducement to migration even disregarding quota systems and other barriers to free movement. 
Free or cheap land was obviously no longer available in.these countries, except where sizable 
capital was necessary for its development and where climatic conditions were such as to dictate 
a type of cultivation for which the European peasant was untrained.'" Furthermore the appeal 
of land is no longer so strong as it was, and dims by comparison with the attractions and 
greater ease of non-agricultural occupations. What the new countries had to offer was no longer 
land, but a higher standard of living in non-agricultural employment. 

As long as the new countries offered ready opportunities for an immigrant to acquire property 
and to rise in the social scale the disappearance of the frontier and its free land was not a serious 

18 It is true that in any case the immigrant was rarely a pioneer himself. But the existence of good free land . 
on an expanding frontier, and its attraction for natives, assured the immigrant ready access to cheap land in areas 
already settled. 
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obstacle to immigration. In fact, the greatest waves of migration wece induced by the rapid 
industrialization of the United States in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries at a 
time when good free land had already disappeared." But in the new countries, as in Europe, 
difficulties in the way of obtaining property and economic independence have been increasing. 
The economies of large-scale enterprise in most forms of industrial production have made the 
existence of the small entrepreneur increasingly difficult. Even in the realm of distribution. large 
units .have weakened the position of the small dealer. In many fields much larger capital is 
required than formerly to start' a business. These things have lessened opportunities for the 
immigrant to establish himself successfully as an independent owner. As a sequel to these 
changes a larger and larger part of the population, native and immigrant alike, have become 
employees.•• 

For peoples already established in overseas countries the increasing prevalence of employee 
status is counterbalanced by greater opportunities for "white-collar" employment. But this 
avenue of advance is often barred to alien immigrants. Differences in education and language 
are often insurmountable handicaps to advancement in clerical and managerial capacities." 
Furthermore there is every evidence of increasing awareness of the competition of foreign la
bor, and the alien is relatively defenseless against discriminatory legislation such as that in 
the United States excluding all non-citizens from employment in the civil service. It has become 
increasingly difficult for a foreigner to get a good job. 

Faced with the alternative of becoming a member of the proletariat in an overseas country 
or in a nearby town or cit)- the prospective emigrant is likely to c;hoose the latter, even at the 
cost of a considerable sacrifice in standard of living. The risk is small, the migrant remains 
relatively close to home and friends, and much of the strain of adjustment to alien customs 
and language involved in overseas emigration is avoided. The growth of nationalism in both 
sending and receiving countries has made this adjustment increasingly difficult. 

While opportunities in overseas countries have become less attractive and less available 
there were also changes in Europe that modified the current of emigration. In many European 
nations the growth of cities, and of industry and commerce, increasingly offered alternatives 
to emigration overseas at the same time that past declines in the birth rate were beginning to 

•• Thus as early as 18go, 62 per cent of the foreign-born white persons in the United States were resident in urban 
communities as compared with only 26 per cent for the native white. U.S. Census Bureau, Thirlttnlh CtnstU o/lhl 
United Stales, Vol I, Population, 1910 (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1913), p. 175. 

•• According to the 1940 census of the United States only 18.5 per cent of the labor force were employen or 
workers on their own account. More than half of these were farmers or farm managers. Though comparative data 
for earlier censuses are not available, other evidence suggests: (a) that the average size of economic enterpri•cs 
has been growing, (b) that there are growing elements of rigidity in the social class structure. On the first point 
see A. A. Berte and G. C. Means, The Modert~ Corporation and Private Properly (New York: Macmillan, 1933) 
and the analysis of causal factors determining the size of enterprise given in the National Resources Committee 
report on The Structure of the American Economy. Part I. Basic Characteristics (Washington: U. S. Government 
Printing Office, 1939), especially Chapter VII. tf. also "Trends in Economic Organization" by E. F. Gay and Leo 
Wolman in Recent Social Trends in the United Slates (New York: McGraw Hill, 19.13). 

The second point is suggested by materials in P. A. Sorokin, Social Mobility (New York: Harper and Brothers, 
1927), especially with reference to the class origins of American millionaires (pp. 464-465). This general conclusion 
is corroborated in F. W. Taussig and C. S. Joslyn, American Business Leaders (New York: Macmillan, 1932) 
Chapters X and XI. The increasing difficulties of establishing new businesses and in climbing the social ladder are 
reported in Robert and Helen Lynd, Middletown in TraJUition (New York: Harcourt, Brace, and Company, 1937), 
especially pp. ?D-71. How these affect the immigrant in a small American city (Burlington, Vermont) is described 
in E. L. Anderson, We Americans (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1937). 
· •• The percentage of all gainful workers in the United States engaged in the professions or in clerical or kindred 
employment rose from 143 per cent in 1910 to 22.3 in 1930. But in 1930 only 13.8 per cent of foreign-born workers 
were in these "white-collar'' occupations as compared with 27·9 per cent among the native whites. In other words 
twice as large a proportion of native as foreign-born whites were in these occupations. U.S. Bureau of the Census, 
A Socio-Economic Grouping of the Gainful Workers of the United Stales, 1930 (Washington: U.S. Government 
Printing. Office, 1938), pp. 7. u. 
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reduce pressure on the available economic opportunities. The introduction of social insurance 
also probably acted as a deterrent in the more industrialized countries. People who have the 
security of unemployment insurance, old age pensions, and other forms of advanced social 
legislation are naturally loath to jettison them for a speculative advantage in a foreign land. In 
some countries active measures were taken to discourage overseas migration for nationalistic 
reasons. Thus in Fascist Italy efforts were made to divert the· surplus agrarian population to 
internal colonization and to colonial settlement in Africa. •• After the initial flight of ref11gees, 
emigration from the Soviet Union was almost completely halted by government prohibition and 
thereby an important and expanding source of emigrants was abruptly cut off. The subsequent 
industrialization and development of new areas in the U.S.S.R., together with liberal policies 
towards minorities, may have reduced the incentive to emigrate, but in any case emigration was 
forbidden. Finally, the stream of overseas emigration was in part being diverted to continental 
countries. The demographic position of France, particularly, was such as to induce large-scale 
immigration from neighboring countries and from Eastern Europe. France, and increasingly 
England and Belgium, were attracting migrants who might otherwise have gone overseas. 21 

Origins of Overseas Migrants Between the Wars . . 
The several influences discussed above are reflected in the distribution of interwar emigration 

as between countries. Aside from a brief period before the First World War the British Isles 
have been the chief source of overseas emigration for over a century. This position was regained 
after the war as the result of reduction in Italian emigration.' Geographicalloc~tion, trade con
nections, the possession of a great colonial empire, linguistic, political; and cultural affinities 
with important overseas countries-all favor Gr~at Britain and Ireland as sources of emigra
tion. The adjustment of life necessitated by emigration is at a minimum: the British emigrant 
need not sacrifice ~ither his language or his status as a British subject. Since the customs of the 
Dominions and the United States are largely adaptations of English institutions, problems of 
adjustment and assimilation are relatively small. In many countries British immigration is 
highly favored and, in the case of Dominions, financially assisted by the governments concerned. 
Owing to these several advantages British and Irish immigration in the 'twenties amounted to 
30 per cent of the total emigration from Europe. •• However, British emigration was declining 
in both absolute and relative terms. In I921-1925 it amounted to about a million and 32 per cent 
of the total; in 1926-1930 it had dropped to about 8oo thousand and 29 per cent, despite the 
absence of any serious legal barriers to British migration. In the 'thirties British emigration 
fell more than the average and amounted to less than a fourth of the total for the decade. 

Prior to World War I the movement of Italians had reached the highest figure for any 
E~rop.ean country in the history of overseas emigration. Primarily an agricultural country 
w1th poor natural resources, Italy nevertheless has the•very high population density of indus
tri~lized ~ountries. Agrarian poverty and rapid growth have supplied large surpluses of popu
lation wh1ch eagerly sought escape when the opportunities in overseas countries were appreciated 

~·At the same tim; emigration itsel~ was made more difficult and expensive. Thus in October 1927 reduced· 
ra1l~y fares for em1g~nts ~~re abohshed and after July 1928 Italians leaving the country were required to 
prom1se not to have the1r fam1hes follow them abroad. D. V. Glass, Population Policies alld Movements in Europe 
(Oxford : Clarendon Press, 1940}, pp. 222-223. 

11 ~h~ '!'ovement. t? France was to some ~tent itself a substitution for migration to the United States, which 
was mh1b1ted. by ~1g1d quota systems. But !n the absence of French immigration there might have been more 
European em.1grat1on to other overseas destinations and especially to Latin America. 

•• .Though 1t .should. be noted that so-called "emigration" in British statistics includes a large number of persons 
leavmg the Un1ted Kmgdom for temporary residence abroad, e.g., as representatives of British firms, ts tc. 
See p. 77, Note 9 above. agen • e 
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and the means of emigration were made available (as, for example, through labor agents and 
labor contracts). Over five million Italians left for overseas destinations between I900 and 
1915 . 

. After the war Italian emigration fell irregularly but very rapidly. In I92I·I925 it amounted 
to 650 thousand or less than half the prewar average; in 1926-1930 it had fallen further to 
about 450 thousand. In terms of percentages Italy before the war accounted for up to 30 per cent 
of th; total, in the interwar period less than 20. Immigration restriction in America, urbaniza
tion and industrialization at home, growing nationalism and the disapproval of emigration by 

. the Fascist regime, the substitution of France for overseas objectives of migration, internal 
and colonial settlement, the falling birth rate-all contributed to the drying up of the flood 
of Italian migration overseas. 

After Che British Isles and Italy, the Iberian peninsula. was the most important source of 
interwar emigration. To some extent Spaniards and Portuguese enjoy the same relative ad
vantages in South America that the British have in the Dominions and the United States. The 
movement to South America continued large in the interwar period. In particular, growing 
ease of transportation has resulted in a seasonal migration of agricultural labor taking advantage 
of the opposing seasons of the two hemispheres. 

The First World War resulted in a brief revival of emigration from Germany. Though 
Germany was one of the major sources of overseas emigration in the nineteenth century, political 
unification and industrialization greatly undermined the incentives to migration in the prewar 
period. The loss of territory and the economic hardships incident to defeat set in motion a new 
wave of emigration which never matched the flood of the 185o's and the 188o's but nevertheless 
supplied some half million emigrants in the 192o's. During the 1930's the emigration movement 
was numerically much smaller, totalling under 150 thousand in direct migration to overseas 
destinations, but significant because it included a high proportion of political refugees. 

In all of the major countries of emigration mentioned the flow of overseas migration was 
declining even in the relatively normal 'twenties. The only major group from which emigration 
was rising prior to the depression were the peoples of Eastern Europe, despite discriminatory 
restrictive legislation in overseas countries specifically directed at reducing immigration from 
this region. The movement from Poland during the 'twenties amounted to over 500 thousand, 
while that from Rumania, Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, and Greece totalled about 325 thousand, the 
greater part of which occurred in the last half of the period. Migration from Eastern Europe 
(omitting the Soviet Union) was 13 per cent of the total in 1921-1925 and close tQ 20 per cent 
in 1926-1930. 

The distribution of overseas emigration among the several countries of origin did not change 
markedly in the 'thirties. The.most significant change was the reduction in the percentage from 
Scandinavia and the British Isles, with proportionate gains in the remaining countries of 
Europe. In Eastern and Southern Eul'tlpe there appeared to be a persistent tendency to emigrate 
·despite adverse conditions, but in all countries emigration was much lower than during the 
'twenties. The only outstanding exception to the general trend was Jewish emigration to 
Palestine.•• Though the times were not propitious for new settlement, the spirit of Zionism 
and the pouring in of capital from all over the world made possible considerable movement 
from European countries. Jews came to Palestine from all over Europe, but the largest con
tingents wer.e from Germany and Poland. Poland alone sent over roo thousand emigrants to 

· •• Intercontinental migrations in the Mediterranean area are not customarily classified as overseas migration 
even though they technically involve transit over water. However, the movement to Palestine has many of the 
characteristics of more distant transoceanic migrations ; it is therefore conventionally regarded as overseas and is 
so classified above. 
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Palestine in the 'thirties. Other Eastern European countries had small outward balances .of 
general overseas migration while in Western Europe and the Iberian peninsula most countnes 
gained slightly from intercontinental exchange. 

The Residue of Transoceanic Migration 

At the time of its virtual disappearance in the middle of the interwar period the great 
transoceanic migration had left a residue of 20 million persons in overseas countries who were 
born in Europe.•• Over half (about 12 million) of these European~ had found a hom~ ~n t~e 
United States. Some five million were located in Latin America, and there were three mtlhon m 
the scattered British Dominions. Hundreds of thousands more were distributed in administrative 
and commercial centers in the various European colonies, in India, and in the Far East. 

The principal destinations and countries of origin are shown in Figure 25 and itt the cor
responding date given in Appendix III, Table 3· The great bulk of transoceanic migration has 
gone to the Americas. Of all European-born persons living overseas about 1930 probably as , 
many as nine-tenths were in North or South America. The greatest stream of migrants, that 
to the United States and Canada, was drawn from every corner of Europe. About three per cent 
of the total living population born in Europe was residing in North" America in the interwar 
period. The proportions ranged from less than half of one per cent of those born in France, to 
a sixth of those born in Ireland. Taking account of previous migrations, probably half of the 
total Irish stock was living in the United States alone. The transoceanic movement has been 
so large and its concentration so great that major centers of European nationalities have 

' developed overseas. Thus New York has been the largest Jewish and the largest Italian city 
in. the world. There are colonies of almost every European nationality in the largest American 
cities. In the United States and Canada there were over a million foreign-born from no less 
than each of six countries-Italy, Germany, England and Wales, Poland, Russia, and Ireland."' 

The attraction of other overseas areas has been more selective. The very large migration to 
Latin America has been overwhelmingly from Latin countries in Europe. Mo;e than four-fifths 
of the total has come from the three Southern European countries of Italy, Spain, and Portu
gal. The two former have contributed between one and a half and two million apiece, the latter 
about half a million. French, German, and British elements have played an important role in 
South America, either owing to their ..concentration of settlement, as in the case of Germans in 
southern Brazil, or owing to their commercial and economic position. But they have never been 
numerous in comparison with Southern European stocks. · 

Transoceanic migration to other areas of European settlement has been much smaller than to 
the Americas. It has also been more specialized as regards country of origin. Not less than 
85 per cent of the European-born in South Africa, Australia, and New Zealand were of British 
origin. The non-British migrations have often been of specialized character, as, for instance, 
the movement of Italians to tropical Queensland, or of Russian, Lithuanian, and Polish Jews 
to the South African towns. 

In the colonial areas and in the Far East the European-born have been essentially a transient 

•• .T~is residue is th~ to~l overseas emigration fr?m Europe as depleted through death and return migration. 
StatistiCS on return m1gration to Europe are very mcomplete, especially for earlier periods. Consequently they 
have not been given inuch consideration in the preceding discussion although variation in the proportion of emigrants 
returning to the several countries modifies the picture given by emigration statistics in some of its details In 
general the rate of return migration is higher among countries having close cultural and political connections .;.ith 
overseas areas (e.g., Great Britain and Spain), lower among countries having few such connections. Estimates 
of the net ~lances of overseas migration in. the .'twenties (including not only the factor of retu!Jl migration, but 
also the ~nn'!portant element of overseas migration to and from Europe by persons born outside of Europe) are 
graphed m F~g~~re 26 below. 

•• Including both North and South Ireland, there often being no distinction in the sfatistics of overseas countries. 
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community resident abroad· for administrative and commercial purposes .. rn areas not directly 
under European political control there have normall! bee~ representa~~es of the Weste:n 
European trading nations in close numerical correlatiOn WI~ the maritime and commerCial 
interests of the nationality involved. The European population therefore tends ~o fluctuate , 
violently with the fortunes of trade. In the colonial areas the number of E~ropeans IS natur~lly 
closely tied up with the requirements of administration. Where,. as ~n Ind.Ia~ European officials . 
have been increasingly replaced by natives, the European po~ulatiOn.IS declmmg. r.n Far Ea_;;~ern 
countries generally, opportunities for Europeans have declmed -w1th the education of natives 
and their substitution for Europeans in many economic activities. ' 

Significance and Prospects of Overseas Emigration 

To Europe, overseas emigration has been an outlet for surplus and discontented ~opulations. 
This feature of the 'great migration has been overdramatized by speech-makers m overseas 
countries, who have depicted the movement as a flight of European refugees from hunger and 
oppression seeking the freedom and the blessings of life in the New World. From the viewpoint · 
of the sending countries it might as aptly be described as the dumping of unwanted elements 
on foreign shores. 

In actual fact since the midd}e of the last century the overwhelming majority of emigrants 
neither were compelled to leave nor did they seek the New World in the expectation of finding 
a Utopia. Only a small minority have been political refugee~; these have been a large proportion 
of the total only when, as in' the late 'thirties, other migration has practically ceased. The total 
volume of overseas emigration in 1936-1939 amounted to only a fourth of the average figure 
during the 'twenties. The great bulk of emigrants have left for much more prosaic reasons than 
the desire for political freedom or the fear of starvation. The basic motivation has probably 
been that of achieving a higher social and economic status. Poverty of resources and conven
tional barriers to social advancement have often seriously restricted opportunities for better
ment in the old countries. New countries with greater resources and a more mobile social 
structure have provided an occasion for escape from these restrictions. The motivations 
underlying overseas migration have differed only in degree from those promoting migration 
from farm to'city; in fact by 1900 overseas emigration was characteristically a movement of 
European peasants to American cities, i.e., a rural-urban migration.•• · · 

Overseas emigration has normally been of benefit to all concernec!. To participants the great 
mass migrations were a means of social and economic betterment; they were generally, though 
not universally, successful in achieving this objective. To the receiving countries immigrants 
were generally a source of cheap labor and the means of rapid economic development of relatively 
empty lands. To the sending countries they were a source of direct economic loss usually more 
than balanced by indirect gains. It is these effects on the countries of emigration that particularly 
concern us here. · 

Emigration is an exp~nsive process from the point of view of the hom~land. Overseas emi
grants are predominantly young adults and generally include more males than females. They 
are characteristically people in the prime of life, at the peak of physical efficiency. Having borne 
the cost of their nurture and education through the years of childhood dependency, the sending 
countries lose them at the time of their greatest economic productivity. An estimate has placed 
the total capital loss to Germany through emigration overseas at 200 billion marks. •• Similar 

:• Cf: th~ excellent sum~ary o£ the character o£ European emigration in Forsyth, op. cit. 
'Fr1edr1ch Burgdorfer m llottrnational Migrations, II, Interf>rtlalions, p. 370. 
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estinlates for other countries postulate huge capital losses. •• Regardless of the accuracy of such 
estimates it is obvious that the sending country loses valuable human capital that it has raised 
to adulthood at considerable expenditure of time and effort. Economically speaking, emigration 

, is an export without direct compensation other than in the form of emigrant remittances. 
On the other hand, important indirect advantages often accrue to the sending country. Emi· 

gration has rarely offered a definitive solution to problems of overpopulation, but it has afforded 
reliet to acute problems of population pressure at critical times. Emigration has never removed 
more than a third of the natural increase of the continent in any given decade and was generally 
much below this figure. But in some countries emigration has been an invaluable safety valve 
at that stage in population development when falling death rates have provided a rapidly 
growing population without a compensatory rise in economic opportunities. Especially in static 
rural ecoaomies the migration of youths as they enter productive life removes a potential source 
of the further fractioning of holdings and of increasingly inefficient use of agricultural labor. 
It reduces the number of potential parents and hence of future redundancy on the land. In the 
absence of alternatives overseas emigration has served a. useful purpose in providing an outlet 
for surplus rural population. 

In a more general way, overseas migration has been one of the factors in the economic and 
cultural development of Europe, and it is perhaps in this role rather than in sp~cific advantages, 
that emigration has benefited the continent. Emigration has provided the foundation of the 
lasting expansion of European civilization. The European continent has greatly benefited from 
this expansion. The exploitation of overseas resources by European emigrants has been a vital 
factor in the economic development of Europe. On the one hand, overseas countries settled by 
~uropeans have been a great source of food and raw materials to supply the men of European 
cities and the machines of European industry. There can be little question but that the growth 
of European industry and wealth was facilitated by the settlement and development of Europe 
overseas. On the other hand, overseas countries with predominantly European populations 
have been the greatest markets for European production. Much of the European commercial 
and industrial structure has grown up in connection with overseas trade. The great importance 
of the Atlantic ports and their industrial hinterlands is certainly in part a function of trails· 
oceanic commerce. Since emigration has been both a part of this commerce and a factor in ita 
creation, .it may properly be included as one of the elements in the complicated skein of causation 
that has created the pattern of industrial power and cultural achievement in modern Europe. 
· The interwar period witnessed the fading and perhaps the end of the great overseas mass 
migrations from Europe. The future of overseas migration obviously cannot be predicted with 
any assurance of accuracy but some general conclusions may be drawn from past experience 
and the prospective positions of European and overseas countries. 

The overseas movement reached its climax in the early nineteen-hundreds. Europe lost a net 
balance of some 8 million through migration between 1900 and 1910 and about 5 million in the 
decade .. 1910-1920, despite the war. The net loss of the 'twenties was approximately 3 million, 
or less than half that of the last prewar decade of peace."· During the 'thirties net loss through 
emigration was negligible. Aside from the relatively small flow of refugees, emigration re
sponded little to the economic recovery of the late 'th!rties. There has been a clear downward 
trend. 

•• Cf. Corrado Gini, ''Europa und Amerika: Zwei Welten" in Wellwirtschaftliches Archiv 52 (1): 1·37, July, 1940 
(including an appendix on the capitalized value of emigrants to the United States between 1820 and 1930 by 
Agostino de Vita). • • 
· •• Estimates by the author in Notestein et aL, The Future Potx<ialitm of Europe and the SOVIet Un1on (Geneva: 
League of Nations, 1944), p. 8z, adjusted upward to include the European territory of Ru55ia. 
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It may be argued that a combination of unusual circumstances in· overseas countries checked 
the flow that otherwise would have occyrred. Certainly the immigration restrictions and un
employment problems of overseas countries deterred migration. But it would be unwise to 
assume that immigration restrictions are a transitory phenomenon, reflecting a casual trend 
engendered by the depression. In the United States immigration restrictions preceded the 
depression. Furthermore, some of the chief countries of immigration can no longer be regarded 
as underpopulated and their inhabitants have become increasingly conscious of this fac~. Or
ganized labor, which has always been inimical to unrestricted immigration, has grown in 
strength with economic maturity. Furthermore the rising flame of nationalism in the world, 
fed by war and fear of war, has enveloped these countries. The inevitable result has been an 
increasing distrust of alien customs and the economic competition of foreigners. The war has 
not dispersed, but has accentuated, these sentiments. There is little hope of the relaxation of 
existing restrictions, except in those countries, such as Australia, where the realization of the 
necessity of peopling the country may over-ride other considerations. 

If present restrictions are maintained, future overseas migration will probably be much 
more limited than in the past. Present laws in the United States, which has been much the most 
important destination of migration, restrict European quota immigration to an annual maximum 
of a little over I 50 thousand, a figure which could be attained only if every country supplied its 
full quota. American immigration reached totals no less than eight times this figure in the heyday 
of overseas migration. The possibilities of diversion to other destinations are now limited 
by the application of similar restrictive legislation elsewhere, as in Brazil. 

It is possible that new outlets for migration may be found in those countries for which the 
peopling of empty lands is a political necessity regardless of economic considerations. In the 
postwar period, Australia, for instance, may be prepared to accept European immigration that 
she formerly would have rejected as undesirable. However, the empty areas in Australia, in 
Canada, and in the Amazon valley do not necessarily offer attractions to Europeans. Low density 
of population does not usually mean economic opportunity but rather spells the lack of it. The 
better lands are already taken. Those that remain are either climatically unattractive to Eurb
peans or require more capital than a European peasant can normally hope to muster. It is signifi
cant that recent large-scale overseas settlement has been reasonably successful only with sub
stantial capitalization and even then only when the sponsors were willing to accept economic 
losses for political or other purposes.•• Furthermore, land is no longer sought by the majority 
of European emigrants; agriculture has fallen into disfavor as a means of living and as a 

·way of life.81 

The declining appeal of empty countries reflects the great changes occurring in Europe as 
industry, commerce, and city life absorb a larger and larger share of the population. Most 
European countries are now past the stage of demographic evolution that in earlier times sent 
swarms of pe.asants to seek land abroad. In all parts Of tlte world economic opportunity and the 
means of soctal betterment are to be found more in the towns than in the countryside. Land is 
no longer desired as the chief and universal form of wealth. The lure of the city has to a certain 
extent replaced that of the New World. In the early years of the present century these two 
attractions were combined in the cities of the New World and the movement to America was 

80 ~he outstanding case o~ rec;nt settlement o! large numbers of Europeans, that of Palestine, was achieved with 
th~ atd of a Very large capttal m:-estment admtttedly made chiefly for non-economic motives. To a lesser extent 
thts was even true of the extenstve Japanese colonization in Brazil in the interwar period. Cf 1 F N 
an! Anton~Uo Gerbi, The Japantst in South America (New York: John Day, I94J). • • • ormano 

Questtons of future land settlement and development are reviewed in Isaiah Bowman ( ed ) L · "t f L nd 
Sellltnmtl: ~Report on Present-Day Possibilities (New York: Council on Foreign Relatio. ' 

1 
•m?•)s ~f al 

Forsyth, op. cd. . ns, 93 • . a so 
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both an overseas and a rural-urban migration. But today the urban proletariats of immirrrant 
countries are hypersensitive to the competition of alien immigration. In such an atmosphe~e of 
discrimination the European peasant may wisely seek the less glittering opportunities of towns 
and cities where his own language is spoken and his customs are understood. 

Finally, combined with changed barriers and incentives to migration there wiii be some 
release from the pressure of population through the approach of a stationary .population. As 
indi?ted above, the ratio of persons reaching working age to those leaving the labor force 
through death and retirement wiii inevitably decline rapidly in the postwar years in every 
European country. In rural areas this will mean less pressure to further division of land 
holdings; in urban areas it will mean less pressure on the labor market from purely demographic 
causes. 

The aecline of population growth is also likely to have repercussions on the attitude of 
governments in emigrating countries. In a highly competitive situation nations are likely to 
be extremely jealous of their manpower, and especially that portion of it best suited for military 
service. Emigration overseas characteristically draws able-bodied young men in the most useful 
military ages. Their governments are certain to look with a jaundiced eye on the departure 
of such persons in large numbers, and it seems entirely possible that active measures wiii be 
taken to restrain emigration should it reach large proportions. 

The foregoing discussion paints an unfavorable picture of the prospects for future oversea9 
emigration. 81 In summary, the arguments leading to this conclusion are : 

(I) The empirical experience of the past forty years demonstrates a sharp downward trend 
in overseas emigration, partly incidental to war and depression, but clearly apparent even in 
peace and prosperity. Unless the conditions creating this trend are radically altered there is every 
reason to assume its continuation into the future. 

(2) One of the more important conditions reducing overseas migration has been immigra· 
tion restrictions. There is little hope that these will be generally relaxed in the postwar era, and 
considerable danger that they will be even further tightened in the event of widespread unem· 

· ployment. Furthermore, in view of war losses and manifest population trends it seems entirely 
possible that immigration restrictions in overseas countries will be re-enforced by official and 
unofficial restraints on emigration in Europe. These will be especially important if applied to 
those countries of Eastern Europe whose stage of economic and demographic development 
iavors extensive emigration."• 

' 

(3) Quite aside from governmental action the attractiveness of overseas countries to the 
European immigrant has declined. This is evidenced by declining migration to countries 
without significant restrictions on immigration, even during the relatively prosperous 'twenties. 
On the one·hand, the remaining "open spaces" are not suitable for intensive European settle
ment without extremely high capitaiization and in any event their products would be a glut 
on the international market. On the other, many European countries have passed that stage 
of demographic and economic development that historically produced the greatest overseas 
migrations. The centripetal forces affecting migration have superseded the centrifugal ones. 

(4) Certain general trends in both European and overseas countries militate against a new 

•• For similar, but in some regards contrasting, views of the factors favoring and obstructing overseas migration 
see Paul Mombert, "Le regression de !'emigration europeene» in Revue economique inltrMtionale 31 (I): 15-30, 
Jan., 1939, and Edward P. Hutchinson and Wilbert E. Moore, "Pressures and Barriers in Future Migration" in 
AnMls of the American Academy of Political and Social Science 237:164-171, Jan., 1945-

88 Emigration from the U.S.S.R. has long been proscribed by the Soviet state. The extension of Soviet baund
aries and influence in Eastern Europe argues the likelihood of further restrictions on free emigration from this 
most important potential source of European overseas emigration. 
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wave of migration on the scale of the past.•• (a) The rising forces of nationalism have inhibited 
migration quite aside from formal governmental restrictions. The alien immigrant increasingly 
finds himself unwelcome and hence uncomfortable in· the land of his adoption. Conversely, 
being more conscious of his own ~thnic nationality, the prospective migrant is loath to sacrifice 
his language and customs for the sake of an uncertain economic advantage abroad. (b) The 
economic advantages to be derived from migration have probably been reduced by institutional 
changes in the economic structure. On the one hand, the growing size of economic enterprises 

0 
has made it more and more difficult for the individual migrant to accumulate property and to -
achieve economic independence. On the other, increasingly important channels of social advance 
in the "white-collar" occupations are often barred to the immigrant by differences in language 
and education. At home the advance of social insurance gives the potential migrant a vested 
interest in remaining. (c) Finally, rigid control and restriction of migration· are riat~ral con
comitants of economic autarchy and a socialistic economy. The widespread and growing im
portance of governmental participation in economic functions argues the scant likelihood of 
return to earlier conditions of unlimited migration with or without specific migration restrictions. 

Some of the above arguments are admittedly qualitative and not subject to definitive proof. 
Nevertheless their cumulative impact is such that it seems safe to say that the long-time outlook 
for overseas emigration is unfavorable. Those who naively assume or fear a flood on the 
scale of the movements a generation ago are probably iii error. All signs point to· the danger of 
too little migration rather than too m1,1ch. 

Though the long-time outlook for large overseas emigration is unfavorable the immediate 
postwar era may witness considerable distress migration. of uprooted Europeans. Certain 
groups, and especially the· Jews, may find it impossible either to return to their former homes 
or to re-establish themselves in Europe. In this it is to be hoped that they may receive interna
tional and planned assistance. Others may seek to escape Europe's troubles by fleeing from 
them. In particular, many dispossessed nationals of the defeated countries might gladly emigrate, 
if overseas countries would accept them, But it seems likely that these movements will be 
temporary. The peopling of other continents from Europe is proba~ly a passing phenomenon . 

14 These are discussed at greater length In the following chapter. • 
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CHAPTER VI 

INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION WITHIN EUROPE 

SINCE the early tribal migrations that settled Europe, geographical proximity and cultural 
kinship have always facilitated a certain amount of exchange of populations among European 
peoples. The motives of such international migration have been varied. In modern times some 
of it has been closely related in character to overseas emigration. Eighteenth and nineteenth 
century German colonists in Russia, for instance, were impelled by much the same objectives 
as inspired emigration to America, and they encountered frontier conditions not entirely 
dissimilar to those that they might have found in Pennsylvania in the same period. Then, eacl1 
political•or religious upheaval in Europe has sent out its waves of emigres. Finally, with the 
growing ease of travel and communication there sprang up in every country a substantial 
international community connected with international commerce and with cultural interchange. 

In the nineteenth century international migration in Europe was not a mass migration after 
the pattern of overseas emigration. It partook more the. character of an exchange. Thus 
English tutors and governesses were to be found ii1 France, French. tutors and governesses in 
England. German companies trading in foreign countries were likely to be represented by ' 
Germans, Austrian companies by Austrians, and so on. Some of the less advanced countries 
such as Russia offered opportunities for foreigners with teclmical skills. Some o i the more 
advanced, notably France, attracted cosmopolitans from all over Europe. But proletarian 
migration across international boundaries was not large. Such as existed was almost universally 
confined to neighboring countries with short distances involved. Small countries with long 
borders and close cultural connections with neighboring countries, such as Belgium and 
Switzerland, had relatively large numbers of foreigners. Often permanent migration began 
as seasonal movements like those of Italians and Belgians into France and of Poles into 
Germany, movements which left a rising increment of permanent migrants. 

A considerable degree of foreign immigration was early attracted to France in connection 
with industrialization and the construction of railways. A net balance averaging about 30 
thousand a year flowed into France from 1870 to 1900, chiefly from Italy and Belgium. Later 
the industrial growth of Germany brought about the largest intra-European migration across 
national boundaries prior to 1914- "Industrialization gained momentum after the establishment 
of the German Empire and by 1890 exercised a powerful attractive force on nearby countries 
of lower standards of living. Between 188o and 1910 over a million foreigners settled in 
Germany, almost half of these in the single decade 19oo-1910. The majority were Austrian 
subjects: chiefly Poles from Galicia who went to the industrial establishments in Silesia, in 
Saxony, and in the Rhineland, and Sudetens who went to German areas neighboring .on 
Bohemia. Lesser complements carne from Russian Poland, from Italy, and from the Nether
lands. 

France and Germany were the only European countries having more than a million aliens 
prior to the First World War. In the continent as a whole there were approximately five 
million Europeans living outside the country of their political allegiance. Only about one out 
of every hundred Europeans was a political alien in his place of residence. There was con
siderable movement of people back and forth across international boundaries but the net 
residue of international migration was small as compared with emigration overseas. 

The First World War resulted in a large movement of aliens back to the countries of their 
origin. Military conscription, the disruption of trade, and the disabilities of alien status con-
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· · · M'l'ta erations caused a flood tributed to a substantial backwash from earher migrations. I I ry op . 
· · 1 b d · pecially into neutral countnes. of refugees, some of whom crossed mternatJOna oun anes, es . . 

However, little of this migration was permanent; most of the refugees returne~ to their former 

homes after the war. · . 
The peace, rather than the war, caused the greatest permanent displacement of pop~latt~. 

Changes in international boundaries resulted in large movements from the. ceded terntones, 
composed of government officiafs, persons dispossessed of their property, and ot_Jters wh~ had 
little future under the new regimes. These were supplemented by forced population exchanges 
in Eastern Europe with the objective of securing greater ethnic unity jn th~ n.ew states. . 

After the war, migration was subjected to an increasing number of restnct1ons, but never
theless grew to larger proportions than it had in prewar days. -Its character als~ changed. !he 
international trading communities, faced with the rise of tariffs and economic nattonahsm, 
did not draw larger numbers of foreigners. The new migrant was more likely to be a_ laborer, 
less likely to be a technician or a business man. Migration was less diffused and had less the 
character of an exchange of population. Countries of emigration and immigration were more 
sharply differentiated and relatively few countries accounted for most of the migrants. 

Historical Patterns of International Migration 
as Measured by Place-of-Birth and Nationality Statistics. 

Though the larger currents of migration are obvious from non-statistical sources, official 
s·tatistics cover very little of the total accurately. In many cases direct statisticS on overland 
migration are nonexistent, and often cover only the last few years where they do exist. In 
almost all cases they are seriously defective owing to the difficulties of control. Because of 
their inadequacies and because of the limited coverage it is impossible to obtain an accurate 
picture of international migration from this source alone. 

In the absence of adequate direct statistics international migration may often be estimated 
from census reports. Thus where the information is given, the number of foreign-born persons 
in a country is an important clue. to the net volume of ·immigration, since it represents the 
number of all immigrants minus those who have died or left the country. The direction of 
immigration may be determined by the countries of birth "given. The net cumulative balance of 
all migration between any two countries may be ascertained by comparison. Thus a ·larger: 
total of Swedish-born in Denmark than of Danish-born in Sweden indicates a net movement 
to Denmark from Sweden. The method is clearly defective in that it indicates neither the total 

' volume of movement nor the time at which migration occurred; Unfortunately the latest usable 
data for this method are included in censuses taken around. 1930. But it is the only statistical 
method available for most of Europe indicating the net residue and direction of migration. 

The net results of international migration thus computed,are shown in Figure 26 and detailed 
in Appendix III, Table 4-1 Owing to difficulties o( representation only those movements 

• !n. some co'!n~ries ta~ulnt~ons on. the place of b~rth are not made. For these comttries it was necessary to use 
statistiCS of poht1cal nationality, wh1ch naturally d1ffer from those of place of birth. Nationality is a very rough 
measun; of migr~ti?n· On the on~ han.d, forei~ national!ty may arise from other facts than foreign birth. Thus 
where 111.r .MIIQIIInl.f rules of nationality preva1l, the ch1ldren of foreigners though native may be considered 
f?~eigners. On .the' other hand, the. foreign-b?~n rna~ acquire. native citizenship, and if the; ·are the children of 
Clh~ens tl!ey w1l1 often not be cons1dered P?hhcal ahens despite foreign birth. In general the'number of foreign 
nationals ts ~ma11er th~~ the nu!"b~ of fo'71g_n-born. Hence, whero; the place-of-birth statistics of one country are 
compared w1th the pohhcal nat1onahty stat1st1cs of another, there ts a bias in the direction of apparent mo t 
from the latter to the former. Only nationality statistics were usable for Czechoslovakia, Estonia France,v~~n 
Lithuania, Netherlands, Norway, and Portugal. Of these countries only France and the Nether! d• h Ia y, 

t f • • t' th · 1 ed. • • · al' . an s ave a rge amoun o tmm1gra 10n; e error mvo v m usmg nation tty statistics for the other countries Is IL I th 
of France naturalized citizens were added to political aliens to obtain a figure more closely a::Oxn:..m::: 0:: 
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INT(RNATIONAL MIGRATION BALANCES WITHIN EUROPE, ABOUT 1930 
(MEASURED BY PLACE-OF-BIRTH B NATIONALITY STATISTICS) 
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h d the volume of net migration is 
involving a balance of 25 thousand persons are s own, an . . ; 
indicated on the same scale as in Figure 25, showing the sources of over~eas .emtgrat!On. 

Comparison with Figure 25 reveals immediately the far greater numencal resul~ of ~ver~s 
as contrasted with international migration within the continent. Overseas ~tgratton as 

· f I though of -course m the case of resulted in several times as large a net movement o peop e, 
international migration within Europe the net balance of migration represents a muc~ smaller 

part of the total exchange of population. . . . . • . 
On the map an attempt is made to distinguish two major ty.~es of m.temat~onal. mtgrahon. 

The first of these, indicated by solid lines, represents "normal peace-ttme m~grattons. acro~s 
international frontiers; as mass phenomena these have been motivated primarily by econ?mtc 
considerations. The second, indicated by broken lines, includes those movements that etther 
have been caused by boundary changes or that derive their international character hom them. 

The Balance of "Normal" International Migration 

"Nor mal" international migration in Europe has largely been a movement to France. For 
so many generations the cultural center of Europe, France has long exercised a magnetic in
fluence on the intellectuals and upper classes ofall European countries. More recently, and for 
somewhat different reasons, the attraction of France has spread to the poorer classes in 
overcrowded countries of limited economic opportunity. The slow population growth of France 
in relation to that of her neighbors has created a vacuum drawing large numbers of foreigners 
from these countries. In recent years the pull of France has reached to Eastern Europe, and 
France has become as important a country of immigration as those of the New World. 

The extent and pattern of foreign infiltration is indicated in Figure 27, showing the pro
portion of aliens and naturalized citizens by departments in I9II and 1931.8 In general, 
foreigners have clustered in the border departments nearest the country of their origin. In 
France foreigners are mostly Spanish in the Southwest and Italian in the Southeast. Spaniards 
are most numerous in the Pyrenees and the western section of the Mediterranean littoral, with 
lesser colonies in the Rhone industrial region. Italians predominate in Savoy, in the Rhone 
Valley, and on the Riviera. Belgians are almost entirely restricted to the North, and especially 

foreign·born. In the case of Germany it was necessary to use a mixture of sources, including data from the 1933 
census on aliens and from the 1925 census on place of residence of persons born before 1914. 

Further difficulties are introduced by inaccuracies in the reporting of place of birth. Where boundaries have 
changed, there is often considerable and understandable confusion on the part of respondents. Thus Czechoslovakian 
place·of·birth statistics are rendered unusable because a very large number of natives reported themselves as born 
in Austria (as, historically, they were). Though this particular case probably also reflected the political sentiments 
of certain elements in the Czechoslovakian population there is undoubtedly often a great deal of honest confusion 
in census reporting of birthplace. 

In view of the numerous sources of inaccuracy the volume of migration in Figure 26 is scaled in geheral classes 
within ·which the various movements probably faiL · · 

Migrati?ns in and out.of,the Soviet Union ~re not shown because there is no method of checking the net results 
of popu~nhon ex~hanges mc1dent to the ;e~olut1on and to changes in t~e boundaries of Russia. There was a movement 
of cons1derabl~ 1mportanc~ from. Russ1a mto easte~ Poland, but ~ere is no means of accurately measuring its 
volume. Colomcs of Russ1an em1gres were found m many countries of Europe, the largest being in France. In 
1931 there we~e 83 tho~s~nd R u~sians in F~ance, .the m~ ority living in Paris and its suburbs. There were 450 
thousand Russmn·born hv1ng outSide the Sov1et Umon, aSide from those in the Baltic States Poland, and Rumania, 
for which there are no adequate data. ' 

• The two maps are not strictly comparable beca~se in. Figure 25 no allowance is made for persons living in 
Europe but born overseas. However, as compared With nat1ve Europeans living overseas these tatter a r 'bl 
in number and would not have significantly affected the results if they had been subtracted. In an/~v:~ 1~es: 
would have been more than balanced by the number of European·bom living in overseas countries th t t 
included as overseas destinations on the map, a were no 

a Data on the numbers and proportions of foreigners and naturalized citizens together w'th th, · tri' f 
·· · 'F s·· ''I • I e1rcouneso or1gm, are gwen m ranee, tabstlque genora e, Risrc/tats st~tistiquts du rtcetostm<'lll general de Ia population 

~fftcffll /, 8 111ars 1931, Vol. I, Part 5· Etrangtrs tl nal11ra/ssls (Paris: Imprimerie nationale, 1936). 
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to the border department of Nord. Though more scattered, Poles are most numerous in the 
industrial North and particularly in the two northern-most departments of Nord and Pas-de
Calais. German elements are almost exclusively in Alsace-Lorraine. All immigrant nationalities 
are numerous in the Paris area, where there were over 500 thousand foreigners and natural
ized aliens in I93 1. 

The Italians are the largest immigrant group. There were over goo thousand Italians resident 
in France in I93I. Poles numbered over half a million, almost all of whom came to France in 
the lhterwar period. There were over a third of a million Spaniards, over 300 thousand Belgians, 

1911 1931 

NUMBER OF ALIENS a NATURALIZED CITIZENS PER 1,000 TOTAL INHABITANTS 

Do-9 010·49 ~50·99 -1oo+ 

FIGURE 27. Persons of foreign origin per I,ooo total inhabitants in France, I9II and 1931. 

and substantial numbers of every important European nationality. Many strains have been 
poured into modern France. France has been strengthened in numbers by migration from 
abroad, but at the expense of having to assimilate diverse alien elements. 

As compared with France other European countries of immigration have drawn rather 
small numbers. In her period of rapid industrialization and rising prosperity preceding 19I4, 
Germany temporarily replaced France as the leading country of immigration. After the war, 
however, inflation and unsatisfactory economic conditions led to a cessation of immigration, 
except for the refugees from ceded •territories. The foreigners in Germany in the middle of 
the interwar period were to a large extent either ethnic Germans or remnants of the prewar 
immigration of non-German foreigners. • 

Belgium and Switzerland have played an intermediate role as regards international migration. 
Both have drawn population from other countries and lost migrants to France. Belgium has 
substantial gains from Poland, Italy, and the Netherlands. More than any other country 
except France she has attracted migrants from widely scattered countries in Eastern Europe. 
However, this gain has largely been counterbalanced by net emigration to France. In 1930 

• Though there were large movements of seasonal agricultural workers from Poland into eastern Germany 
during the 'twenties. 
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there were about 150 thousand more foreign-born li,ving in Switzerland than Swiss-b?rn liv~g 
in the remainder of Europe, but immigrants to Switzerland are chiefly drawn from ne1ghbor~g 
Germany and Italy. • . 

As the greatest trading nation of the world, the United Kingdo~ has als? attracted fore~gne~s 
to its large international colony. But aside from a.long and contmuous h1story of large~~~-. 
gration from Ireland there has been little mass migration to Britain. The large~t. net fore1gn. 
immigration, amounting to some 40 thousand, came from Poland. Though the Bnbsh standar~ 
of living has been high, rapid population growth and Britain's insular position appear to ·have 
acted as a bar to large immigration from the continent. Similarly Scandinavia has attracted 
few immigrants despite high living standards. Of the Northern countr~es only Latv~a h~ dra~n 
a significant amount of immigration. Its proximity to areas of population pressure m L1thuan1a 
and Poland has resulted in some immigration from these countries, though much of the 

0 

movement from Poland is of a seasonal character. 

The Balance of International Migrations Incident to Boundary Changes 

Migration movements within Central and Eastern' Europe have generally differed from those 
affecting Western and Northern Europe. The latter have represented a movement from coun
tries of low standards of living and often agrarian overpopulation to countries of slower 
population growth and greater economic opportunities. International migration, like overseas 
migration, has to a certain extent served as a safety valve for the relief of acute population 
pressure in critical areas. In a modest way it has tended to equalize differences in economic 
opportunity and population growth. Some migration of this character has also occurred within 
Central and Eastern Europe, especially as regards Austria and Bohemia, but recent international 
migration· within Eastern Europe has usually been the creation of political changes rather 
than a response to greater economic opportunities in other countries. 

Every cession of territory incident to the First World War was followed by a flood of 
refugees from the ceded territories. This flow of refugees was at first made up of government 
officials, of teachers, of railway workers, and other persons whose fortunes were connected 
with the old regime. These were as a rule followed by dispossessed property owners and persons 
whose businesses were disrupted by the realignment of tariff and other barriers. Finally the 
new governments in some cases made both direct and indirect efforts to force out the members 
of the old dominant group in order to weaken any claim or effort for re-establishment of the 
old order. 

The largest migration of this' kind came to Germany from the areas ceded to Poland. Over 
half a million persons were counted in the German census of 1925 who had been resid~nt in 
these areas in 1914. From· Alsace-Lorraine had come 132 thousand more, and the total for 
the ceded areas amounted to 770 thousand. Other German nationals had flocked home from 
abroad and a su~stantial number of ethnic Germans h'\d migrated to Germany from other 
European countnes. In 1925 there were over a million German nationals living in Germany 
who had been ~esident outside the reduced boundaries of-the Reich in 1914. On the other 
hand many foreigners had returned home; through the combined effects of death naturalization 
territ?rial cession, and emigration, the number of foreigners had fallen very ~uch. ' 

.Pnor to the war of 1914-1918 the position of Austria proper attracted large numbers of 
m•grants .from other parts of Austria-Hungary. In its growth·as a great capital and c~mmercial 

·center, V1enna drew large numbers of the many races of the d~al monarchy. Sudeten Germans, 
Czech~, Slovaks, Poles, and Jews were all heavily represented in the population of Lower 
Austna. Though much of this migration required the crossing of linguistic frontiers, it was 
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nevertheless internal migration when it occurred. Many of the earlier migrants remained after 
the First World War, and thereby became "foreign-born." These were later supplemented by 
war refugees from Galicia and peace refugees from the large ceded territories. In the middle 
of the interwar period over 10 per cent of the Austrian population was "foreign-born" from 

• the Succession States and ceded territories of the Austro-Hungarian Empire. Hungary likewise 
was host to a great mass of "foreign-born" from lost territories. Over 200 thousand came 
.fro~ Czechoslovakia, about 200 thousand more from Rumania, and another 100 thousand 
froll_l Yugoslavia. 

. Though the migrations incident to the breakup of the Austro-Hungarian Empire were 
indirectly promoted by governmental action, these were generally carried out by individuals 
on their own initiative. The prewar migrations, which were chiefly internal rather than inter
national, were comparable to those in Western Europe in their economic causation, and even 
after the collapse of the Empire much of the movement to Austria and Hungary was inspired 
by absence of economic opportunity under the new regimes. In the Balkans, on the other 
hand, most of the migration took place at official instigation for political purposes and with 
little regard for economic considerations. 

The largest exchange of populations in the interwar period was brought about by the 
Treaty of Lausanne of 1922, terminating Greco-Turkish hostilities. By this treaty Greece 
was compelled to accept the forced emigration of all Greeks in Turkish territory with the 
exception of those in the City of Constantinople. In return Turkey accepted the forced emigra
tion of all Moslems from territories remaining to Greece. By this compulsory exchange over 
a million Greeks were transferred from Asia Minor and eastern Thrace, particularly to 
Macedonia and the section of Thrace remaining to Greece. Correspondingly, some 400 thousand 
Turks were expelled from Greece. Over so thousand Greeks were further "repatriated" from 
centuries-old colonies in southern Russia and a substantial number came from Bulgaria. As the 
result of these movements and the additional small increments from Albania and Yugoslavia, 
Greece gained a balance of over half a million through migration. Over a sixth of the Greek 
population were born abroad and came to Greece in the 'twenties as refugees.• 

Consequent to her defeat in the Balkan Wars and in the First World War Bulgaria has also 
had to play host to large numbers of her nationals ejected from neighboring territories. Probably 
as many as 200 thousand Bulgars and Macedonians were evacuated from areas ceded to Greece 
as the result of the Balkan Wars and the Treaty of Neuilly in 1919. Some so thousand Bulgars 
crossed the border from Rumania, especially from southern Dobrudjan territories lost in the 
Balkan Wars. Another so thousand came from Macedonia and western Bulgarian areas 
annexed to Yugoslavia. However, because large numbers of Turks were expelled, Bulgaria 
had comparatively little net gain through the various exchanges of population. 

The Turkish and Moslem element in the Balkans, the precipitate of centuries of Moslem rule, 
has long been in the course of liquiJation through emigration. By the middle of the interwar 
period something like a million Turks had been "repatriated" from the Balkans, many of these 
being settled in areas from which the Greeks had been ejected. Yugoslavia and Rumania, as 
well as Greece and Bulgaria, contributed to this "repatriation" of Moslems, though they did 
not immediately enter into formal arrangements for population exchange. In addition, Yugo-

• The exchanges of populations affecting Greece, Bulgaria, and Turkey are deacribed in S. P. Ladaa, The Ex
chang~ of Minorities: Bulg..,;,, Gruc~, ond Turkey (New York: Macmillan, 1932); in Sir John Hope Simpaon, 
Refug~es: A Pr~li......,..., Report of 11 S111'1NY (New York: Oxford University Pre11, under the auspices of the 
Royal Institute of International Affairs, 1938); and in C. A. Macartney, Noti<mol Statu arul National MinDf'ities 
(London: Oxford University Press, under the auspices of the Royal Institute of International Alfain, 1934), 
pp.4Jo-449-
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slavia and Rumania witnessed an outflow of Hungarians and some Austrians from areas 

acquired after the First World War. 

The Interwar Years: Time Period Analysis 

The foregoing discussion relates to the net effects of migration movements involving persons 
still alive in the middle of the interwar period. Though it includes the net results of much of 
the interwar migration the method utilized does not segregate migration by time o~ occuq.e~ce 
and fails to include the migratory movements of the 'thirties. Supplementary mformat10n 
makes it possible to determine more directly the movements occurring in the two decades 
between the wars, though it does not admit precision in measuring the exact numbers involved. • 
In the succeeding paragraphs an attempt is made to summarize th~ internat.io~al migra~ory 
movements within Europe in the interwar period, drawing on all avadable statistical matenals. 

Migration between the two wars falls into two distinct periods, roughly corresponding to the 
two decades covered. In each decade there was one set of migratory currents put in motion 
by political motivations and another induced (or inhibited) by economic differentials and 
fluctuations in economic opportunity. In chronological order of occurrence over the two decades 
these were : (I ) movements incident to postwar boundary settlements, ( 2) "normal" migra
tions of the 'twenties, (3) depression migrations of the 'thirties, and (4) migration move
ments associated with the rise of Nazi power in Europe. 

Movements Incident to Postwar Boundary Settlements 

Some five million persons migrated across international boundaries as the result of the 
political changes following the First World War. As mentioned above, the permanent effect 
of these moves outranks those directly caused by the war. The latter involved a larger number 
of people but for the most part proved to be temporary, since war refugees generally returned 
to th~ir place of origin as soon as it was possible to do so. On the other hand, all the defeated 
powers received many thousands of their nationals from ceded territories in the first years 
of the peace and few of these refugees returned to their former homes. These movements 
were supple111ented in the early 'twenties by a large volume of refugee migration from Russia 
and by the great exchanges of population between Greece and Turkey. The defeated powers 
(including Germany, Austria, Hungary, and Bulgaria) appear to have received a net gain of 
close to two million from their respective lost territories. The various transfers involving 
Greek and Turkish populations ultimately affected as many as a million and a half more. 

o Three methods of measuring migration in given time periods are available: 
(1) For those countries with repeated censuses and accurate vital statistics it is possible to obtain net migration 

tor any intercensal period by differencing population change and natural increase. Thus if natural increase in the 
intercensal period exceeds population growth there must have been a net balance of emigration equal to the 
difference between the two. If the situation is reversed and populatiol\ growth exceeds natural increase, there must 
have been an inward balance of population movement to make up the difference. 

In countries where the vital statistics are incomplete, as is often the case in Eastern and Southern European 
countries, this method of estimating the balance of migration is unsatisfactory. For supplementary information 
on the direction and origin of migration and for countries with defective vital statistics two other sources of sta
tistical information are sometimes available. 

(a) Direct statistics on persons crossing international boundaries. Though these are generally incomplete and 
inaccurate, they give clues as to the direction and magnitude of migration. 

(3) Indirect statistics of countries of immigration on the number of aliens, naturalized citizens, and foreign
born by country of origin at successive censuses. Thus an intercensal increase in the number of Polish aliens and 
naturalized French citizens of Polish origin in France may appropriately be construed as evidence of Polish immi
gration, and when allowance is made for the deaths of aliens and naturalized citizens in the intercensal period 
reaso~bly. accurate q~antitativ~ esti'!'~tes of net ~mmigration :u-e possible. Owing to the intricacies of nationality 
determmahon and to maccuractes anstng from misrepresentation, such data must be used with caution, but may 
serve as valuable evidence, especially where other infonnation is lacking. -· 
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Though less than half a million Russian emigres were recorded in European censuses the total 
refugee movement from Russia in the early 'twenties was undoubtedly much greater, since 
several of the most important neighbors of the Soviet Union did not record the number of 
Russians born outside their frontiers. 

Peacetime Migration in the 'Twenties 

The refugee migrations of the immediate postwar period were replaced in the 'twenties 
by the more normal peacetime movements motivated by economic considerations. The chief 
currents of international migration in the 'twenties, both overseas and continental, are depicted 
in Figure 28

7 and the average annual net gain or loss per 1,000 inhabitants through migration 
is indicated in Figure 29. The data thus charted are given in Appendix III, Tables 5 and 6. 

The gominating feature of migration in the period, as in previous decades, was a westward 
movement, reflected by the migrations within the continent as well as by those flowing overseas. 
Much the larger part of overseas emigrants left for American destinations, while within Eu· 
rope, western countries, and above all France, were the chief destinations of migrants except 
in those instances where the liquidation of minorities broug~ about forced migration. 

As noted in the preceding chapter, intercontinental migration was on a much smaller scale 
than in previous decades. Nevertheless, overseas emigration continued to exceed net migration 
within Europe in importance when movements directly related to boundary changes were ex· 
duded. The overseas movement continued to be the predominant and most generalized. "normal" 
migration. Every country in Europe, with the significant exception of France, lost some popula· 
tion to overseas countries. The movement was led by large contingents from Italy, Poland, and 
the British Isles, but the net balance of overseas emigration in the decade exceeded 2 5 thousand 
in the great majority of European countries. The movement was less in several of the smaller 
countries and reversed in France. France had a gain from intercontinental migration, owing 
to the immigration of French subjects from the African Empire; in 1931 there were over 
100 thousand persons of African origin in France, most of whom came to France froin North 
Africa in the 'twenties.• 

By contrast with intercontinental movements, migration within Europe was as important 
in the 'twenties as it had been earlier. Relative to the overseas current, it was more important 
in the 'twenties than for many decades past. Increasingly France and other countries of Western 
Europe were replacing overseas countries a~ the objectives of migration. France received a 
net balance of almost two million immigrants in the 'twenties, thereby becoming the scco,nd 
destination of European migration after the United States. In the late 'twenties, and following 
the application of restrictive measures in the United States, France took the lead. In the decade 
over a million new residents came from Poland and Italy alone. Spain apparently supplied 
well over 100 thousand and there were balances of 25 thousand or more from Portugal, Czecho
slovakia, Yugoslavia, Turkey (prinfipally Greek refugees), and Russia (refugees). Greater 
or lesser increments came from every European country with the possible exception of Belgium. 
Both French and Belgian migration data report net Belgian immigration into France, but French 
censuses show declines of persons of Belgian origin (aliens and naturalized) in the decade. 

T For purposes of comparability the scale in Figure :28 is the same u that in Figures :zs and :z6 thawing total 
net residue of overseas and in intracontinental migration, though it should be noted that comparability it limikd 
by the different methods of computation. ~e earlier maps ref~ to the ~ r~idue "'!d .balanu of all mi~rationt, 
regardless of time of occurrence, as determined from place-of-birth and nationality ttatutJCt, The data of F1gure :28 
refer to the balance of migration in a specific time period (i.e., roughly 1920-1930), as determined by clwngtl 
in the numbers of foreigners and foreign-born (using the latter where pouible and makinll' allowance for deatht 
in the period under consideration). This source was supplemenkd and checked where possible by direct ttatistict 
of migration movements. 

• Many of ,these were soldiers, and hence not technically inunigrants. • 
' 
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FIGURE 28. Net international migration of European countries during the 'twenties (including only those movements with a balance exceeding 25,000 persons). 
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Besides France the only nations to experience a net inward balance of voluntary migration 
were the Low Countries. Belgium showed a net gain of 140 thousand through migration, the 
chief sources being Poland and Italy, but with greater or lesser contributions from almost every 
other European country. An additional factor was the return movement of Belgians and their 
children from France, which offset the effect of new emigration to that country. The Nether
lands had a small inward balance; immigration from Germany and Central Europe was largely 
ca~elled by emigration to Belgium and overseas. 

During the 'twenties, two other western countries drew significant numbers of migrants frol\1 
countries of lower standards of living, namely, England and Switzerland. In addition to its 
large trading community England in the 'twenties attracted an appreciable migration of Poles 
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FIGURE 29. Average annual gain or loss through migration per I,ooo inhabitants, 1920-1930 and 19JG-1940· 

to the London area. But this movement, combined with that of Russian refugees, probably did 
not exceed 75 thousand. England also received considerable migration from other parts of 

• the British Isles, but because of her large overseas emigration lost some I 50 thousand in 
over-all balance. Scotland and Ireland. continued in their historic roles as countries of large 
emigration. Scotland sent out a net balance of almost 400 thousand in the decade, div.ided in 
destination between England and overseas. Ireland (North and South combined) lost even 
more, chiefly to the same destinations. 

As in previous decades there was an active interchange of population across the borders of 
Switzerland. But Switzerland appears to have gained less from these movements than in earlier 
periods and lost through net emigration to France and overseas. 

As noted above, Germany did not attract migration in the 'twenties as she had in prewar 
days. In the first postwar years over a million persons streamed into the country from ceded 
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territories, but the net gain of population was much smaller. Some of the refugees continued 
on to overseas destinations, and the balance of immigration was fur~er. red~ced by. the re
patriation of aliens, notably of Poles. A sizable number of prewar Pohsh 1mm1grants mto the 

Rhineland movecf on into France. 
After the immediate postwar adjustment, the migration movements across German. bound

aries were relatively small. There was some immigration of Sudeten German~, a trickle of 
ethnic Germans from scattered German colonies in Eastern Europe, and a modest mward flo~ of 
Jews, particularly from Poland, but none of these moveme~ts reached large proportio~s after 
the first postwar rush. On the other hand, there was a considerable move of Germans mto the . 
Nether lands and especially overseas, which produced a negative balance during most of the 

'twenties. 
The dismemi.Jerment of the Austro-Hungarian Empire resulted in the disruption c1f. earlier 

migratory trends in Central Europe. As indicated above, Austria, and particularly Vienna, had 
drawn many migrants of varied ethnic origin from all parts of the Empire. Postwar poverty 
and the erection of political bar~iers put a stop to this migration, and after tl!e mass flights 
from the ceded areas there was little movement of population across international boundaries. 
In general the area was one of emigration to France and overseas, the chief sources of migrants 
being the Slavic elements of the old Empire. Czechoslovakia had a net outward balance of 
200 thousand in the decade, with especially heavy contributions from Slovakia and Carpathian 
Russia. Yugoslavia probably lost a similar amount, principally from Slovenia, Croatia, and 
Dalmatia. areas formerly under Austro-Hungarian aqministration. Above all Poland, and par
ticularly former Austrian Poland, sent out a very large wave of emigration. Apparently there 
was a loss of almost a million persons in the decade. After Italy the crowded Carpathian lands 
of southern Poland were the greatest source of emigration in Europe during the 'twenties. 

Italy was the outstanding country of European emigration both before and after the First 
World War. According to Italian statistics the net emigration of the 'twenties amounted to 
over 1.3 million, three-quarters of a million being directed to the continent, and almost 6oo 
thousand overseas. Though emigration was on a smaller scale than in prewar days (in the 
single year of 1913 Italian emigration reached the astounding total of 873 thousand) continental 
migration was almost as great as before, the reduction being largely in overseas migration and 
especially in that to the United States. Following the restrictions imposed by the United States, 
the current of Italian emigration was increasingly directed to continental rather than to overseas· 
objectives. Within the continent, migration formerly directed to Switzerland and Germany 
was now transferred to France; the latter country absorbed much the greater share of the con
tinental balance from Italy. In the 'twenties the movement of Italians into France was alone 
equal to the total overseas migration from Italy. 

In the Balkans there was little migration activity aside from forced population transfers. 
The Balkan peasant, like his prototype throughout the ates, is loath to move. Only with the 
intrusion of modern influences were there the beginnings of voluntary emigration on a large 
scale. There was a general movement overseas, and a more specialized mio-ration of Greeks 
(including refugees from Turkey) and Yugoslavs to France. " 

After the initial flood of refugees, the Communist Revolution brought about a cessation of 
large-scale emigration. from Russia. In the prewar decade emigration from Russia averaged 
over ~oo tl1ousand per annum directed mostly overseas and particularly to the United States. 
By th1s standard, legal postwar emigration from the Soviet Union was a mere trickle and b 
1925 it is probable that even illegal emigration had been reduced to a small stream The a 'yd 
'd ')' · . rp1 
m ustna 1zahon of Russia, the great population movements within the country, the improved 
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status of minorities and especially of Jews, governmental prohibitions against emigration-all 
combined to reduce both the general incentive and the opportunity to emigrate. Contrariwise, 
the Soviet Union attracted substantial numbers of skilled workers and technicians to further 
its economic program, but few of these could be regarded as permanent immigrants. 

The Depression Years 

~ernational migration within Europe dwindled with the onset of economic depression. 
Owing to their ,relatively favorable economic position France, Belgium, and Switzerland con· 
tinued to attract immigration in the early 'thirties, especially from Italy. But by the middle 
'thirties chaotic economic conditions and political barriers had reduced international migration 
to a small fraction of its former size. The traditional streams of migration were reversed so 
that Frat!ce, for instance, lost over IOO thousand through emigration between 1931 and 1936. 
Polish industrial workers in northern France proved particularly vulnerable to the decline in 
economic activity. Consequently there was a substantial balance of return migration from 
France to Poland.• But on the whole the return movement affected few of the earli~r migrants 
and the net balances of gain or loss through migration were small. On the one hand, the earlier 
migrants were loath to give up a foothold won in the land of their adoption. On the other, the 
depression provoked a longing for security which reflected itself in the acceptance of a pittance 
at home rather than of the very real dangers of seeking a job in a strange place. This natural 
reaction was re-enforced by the active intervention of governments in restricting the oppor
tunities for work available to aliens. In general, the 'thirties were a decade of "sitting tight.'"" 

The most significant migrations of the 'thirties were those associated with political rather 
than with economic motivation. The large-scale Jewish emigration to Palestine has been ffi(•n
tioned in the preceding chapter. A parallel, but less publicized, movement was the "repatriation" 
of Turkish elements in the Balkans. From South Serbia, from the Dobrudja, and especially from 
southeastern Bulgaria and Thrace, there was a substantial stream of emigrants to Turkey. 
The liquidation of the old Turkish colonies in the Balkans has been favored both by the Balkan 
governments and by the Turks themselves. 

A third Mediterranean movement was the increased migration of Italians to Italian colonies 
in Africa. An important phase of Fascist policy was the development of the Italian Empire both 
intensively and extensively. Both approaches required colonists to implement Italian develop
ment of the ¥rnpire. A ready source of such colonization was assumed to be available among 
potential emigrants who would otherwise go overseas to foreign lands. A diversion of this stream 
of emigration to the Italian Empire would both prevent the denationalization of these emigrants 
and Italianize the colonies. It would serve to relieve overpopulation at horne and to populate 
the undeveloped African territories and integrate them with the homeland. Up to 1930 these 
efforts had generally been unsuccessful. At that time there were only 50 to 6o thousand Italians 

• • Because industry is more at the mercy of cyclical depreuions than European agriculture, the return movemP.nl 
was larger from industrial than from agricultural migrations. Cf. International Labour Office, Tht Migrolion of 
Worker.r (Series 0, No. 5), pp. 16-17. 

•• The precise measurement of international balances of migration in the 'thirties il hampered by the fact that 
many decennial censuses scheduled for 1940 were postponed owing to the war. Where such censutel were takm, 
their results naturally reflect cltanges incident to the war u well u those occurring in the 'thirties. However, 
every evidence, direct and indirect, points to a great reduction of international migration uide from movements 
associated with the Nazi rise to power. There is also considerable evidence that the badcwuh or ucontra" migration 
was muclt smaller than is often supposed. Thus the migration loss indicated by a compari1011 of the 1931 and 1936 
Frenclt censuses (cited above) may be compared with a net gain of almost two million in the decade 1921-1931. 
The Frenclt evidence is corroborated by the direct migration statistics of Poland and Italy, which indicate relatively 
small return movements, especially in Italy, u contrasted with the large original migrations. It il clear that the 
reduced balances of migration flow, not from a great comrterwave of return migration, but from the ceuation of 
past currents of "pro" migration. 

[ 109 ] 



EUROPE'S POPULATION IN THE INTERWAR YEARS 
• 

resident in the Italian Empire, these being chiefly concentrated in the towns of Tri~oli .and 
Dengasi. Intensive efforts at colonization during the 'thirties raised these numbers considerably 
and large numbers of temporary workers were further brought to Africa in connection with 
the prosecution of the Italo-Ethiopian War. In the decade as a whole close to 400 thousand 
civilian Italians went to Africa. More than half of these had returned to Italy by the end of 
the decade: the increase of the resident Italian population in Libya was only 85 thousand and 
at the time of Italian entrance into the Second World War there were only 6o thousand lt.alian 
civilians in East Africa. This movement, scattered through a decade, clearly did not serve 
as a complete alternative to other emigration, whicl! netted a loss of over a miiiion in the 
'twenties, despite overseas restrictions on Italian immigration. 

A further migration associated with political disturbance was the flight of Spanish Loyalist 
refugees across the French border following the defeat of the Republic in I938. Ofhe total 
number of Spanish refugees, civilian and military, amounted to 450 thousand; but over 300 
thousand of these had left France by the end of 1939, 20 to 25 thousand for Latin America. 
Of those who remained some had found employment and become integrated in the economic 
life of France; but the majority were still supported by the French government. Following 
the Franco-German armistice several thousand were sent to North Africa for labor service. A 
few thousand found their way to Mexico with the assistance of the Mexican government. How 
many will permanently remain in France is impossible to foresee. 

The economic revival of the later 'thirties brought about some resumption of the old currents 
. of migration from Eastern Europe to France, but these were submerged in importance by 

the migratory movements growing from the rise of Nazi power in Europe. Aside from migra
. tion affecting Germany and annexed areas the total movement and net balance of migration 
were generally much reduced in the 'thirties (Figure 29).11 

Migration and the Rise of Nasi Power 
The accession of Hitler to the German Chancellorship in 1933 was early followed by perse

cution of the Jews, and the flight of Jews from the Reicl!. Successive and rising waves occurred 
after the promulgation of the Nuremburg decrees in 1935, the annexation of Austria, and the 
pogroms Qf November, 1938. The exact number of Jewish refugees has not been determined. 
The number of confessional Jews in the old Reicl! declined by 281 thousand between the 
censuses of 1933 and 1939.11 Some of this decline may be attributed to the natural decrease of 

11 Misrntion balances for the 'thirties were obtained by intercensal comparison for countries with recent censuses 
( c£. method I In footnote 6). In the cases o£ Belgium and the Netherlands, data from the population registers were 
used. For the remainiD!l countries, includiD!l the United Kingdom, Ireland, Norway, and most Eastern European 
countries, It was necessary to rely on the less satisfactory evidence o£ direct migration statistics. 

Owing to the inadequacy o£ the materials it was sometimes not possible to determine whether the true balance 
over the entire decade wa~ plus or minus, even though it is clear that the balance (whichever way it fell) was smalL 
In these cases the countnes were mapped in a special category :!:: o-;, which included the greater part of Europe. 

11 The reduction o£ confessional Jews in "Greater Germany" during the prewar Nazi period according to German 
census figures (as given in Wirtschaft und Stalislik 21 (9) : 173·176, May, 1941) are as follows· . 

Area About 1933" 19394 
Decrease 

AmouiSI Per Cent 

Old Reich 503,230 221,763 28IA67 55·9 
110stmark''b 194,988 84,213 110,775 56.8 
Sudetenland• 23.394 1,638 21.756 93·0 
"Greater Germany'' 721,612 307.614 413.998 57-4 

:In the old Retch,, e."<cludiD!l.the Saar! I~; in the Saar, 1935; in Austria, 1934; and in the Sudeten area, 193o. 
Interwar Austrta plus adjacent dtstricts of the Sudeten area annexed from Czechoslovakia t ' th 

"Ostmark. » o >Orm e 
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the Jewish population arising from its low birth rate, its high average age, and the oppressive 
conditions under which it was compelled to live. There may also have been some successful 
evasion of being reported as a Jew in the later census. But the bulk of the d~o'Ciine must have 
resulted from emigration. Sir Herbert Emerson, High Commissioner for Refugees, estimated 
the movement from April, 1933. to July x, 1939, at 21S thousand. E.'Ctending this to the out
break of the war, Kulischer obtains an estimate of 226 thousand for the entire prewar period." 

In.the earlier years Jewish refugees were able to make their way quite readily out of Gemmny 
to neighboring and overseas countries. Prior to the annexation of Austria, some rso thousand 
refugees had ·gone to overseas countries, about 40 thousand of these having emigrated to 
Palestine. The application of extremely severe financial measures against emigrants made later 
migration very difficult Jewish emigrants were unable to take any money or property of con
sequence~ver the border and their possessions in the Reich were subject to a 2S per cent flight 
taX and exchange disabilities. As a result Jewish refugees ultimately received only a small frac
tion of the value of their property. They were further hampered by measures taken in the 
receiving countries and by the restriction of immigration into Palestine. · 

Despite these difficulties the German occupation of Austria and the ruthless application of 
anti-Jewish measures in that country set in motion a new wave of refugees, which by the out
break of war had attained a figure of 100 thousand. The further acquisition of the Sudetenland 
in October, 1938, put in flight 20 thousand more, or nine-tenths of the Jewish population of the 
area. With the occupation of Bohemia-Moravia a further flight occurred, including not only 
members of the native Jewish population but of Jews who had previously sought shelter there 
as refugees from other territories. 
· In total the prewar emigration of refugees from the Greater Reich may well have risen close 
to 400 thousand, including some 36o thousand Jews and a much smaller number of non-Jewish 
refugees. Of these around 200 thousand appear to have made their way to widely scattered 
overseas destinations. At the end of 1939 there were some so thousand Jewish refugees in 
Great Britain and in neutral countries, the remainder of over roo thousand being in countries 
that later came under Axis sway. 

Though it was properly of great humanitarian interest and concern, the distress migration 
of Jews before the war was overshadowed numerically by a larger movement of immigration 
to the old Reich. Between the censuses of 1933 and 1939 there was a net immigration of so2 
thousand representing a total inward movement of at least 7SO thousand." German statistics 
do not provide the means of ascertaining precisely either the source of the migration or the 
time of its occurrence. But it is clear from indirect evidence that most of this movement occurred 
as the direct result of labor shortages in the Reich attending Hitler's rearmament program. 
When the Nazis came to power in 1933 there were fewer than 12 million employed (i.e., in 
jobs covered by the social insurance scheme) and about 6 million unemployed. When the war 
broke out t,here were 21 million empl!iyed and only 40 thousand unemployed in the same terri
tory. Not only were practically all the unemployed absorbed in the economy but some 4 million 

e Sudeten areas annexed from Czechoslovakia minus South Bohemian areas annexed to the "Oatmarlc. H 

d In the 1939 census Jews were also listed by "race." Persons with the "equivalent" of three or four 1 ewish a rand
parents were classified as "Jews," those with two as "Grade 1 Mixtures," and those with one u "Grade 2 Mixturea.H 
On this basis there were 3JO,!!gz Jews, 72,738 Grade 1 Mixtures, and 42.811 Grade 2 Mixtures In "Greater Ger
many" (Wirlschaft tmd StDiistik 20(5-6) : 84-87, March, 1940). 

11 Eugene M. Kulischer, The Displocemml of PoP,.lDtiois ;,. Europ, (Montreal: International Labour Office, 

l943). p. 4l. • • . . d oth ef ..... _ fi • th" and ··----~· u Taking into consideration the em1gration of Jewuh an er r ugees. • nc: gures m 11 •~mg 
paragraphs were derived from official German sources, and especially from the 1939 ceniUI of "Greater Germany." 
Cf. Wirlscha/1 tmd StDtislik 20(5-6) : 84-87, and 20(n) : 181-186, March and June, 1940. 
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were added to the labor force over and above the increase in the size of the armed forces, which 
were not included in the social insurance statistics as "employed." The early years of Hitler 
power saw a rapid transition from a position of colossal.unemployment to one of acute labor 

shortage. . . · 
Employment opportunities attending the armament boom m Germany naturally appeal~d 

first to the unemployed of neighbori,ng ethnic Germans in Austria and the Sudetenland. It IS 

not possible to distinguish movements occurring before and after annexation, but it is o~vious 
that the total prewar migration from these areas to Germany proper must have been very large; 
the census and vital statistics indicate a combined net loss of well' over 400 thousand in the 
decade. Even allowing for the emigration of Jews and of some Czechs from the Sudetenland 
there must have been a migration of at least 300 thousand non-Jews to Germany. There was 
an especially heavy movement from the Sudeten areas and particularly from tll,ese areas 
bordering on Saxony. 

The net immigration of the Greater Reich between 1933 and 1939 amounted to 78 thousand, 
a much lower figure than that for the old Reich, since there was a heavy migration into the 
latter from the annexed territories. But taking into consideration the volume of refugee emigra
tion, there must have been a total immigration into the Greater Reich of not less than 400 
thousand. Of this number probably around a quarter of a million were of foreign nationality, 
the remainder being German citizens who returned from abroad.10 

Of the aliens a large proportion must have been Volksdeutsche or ethnic Germans. Thus 
there was an increase of more than 30 thousand aliens from Danzig in the prewar Nazi period, 
almost all of whom were of German speech. Ethnic Germans were drawn to the Reich from 
widely scattered colonies throughout Europe, attracted both by economic opportunity and by 
Pan-German propaganda. Though individually small the cumulative streams from the many 
German colo~ies were considerable even before the mass repatriations made during the war. 
German citizens moved to the Reich for much the same reasons as the alien V olksdeutsche. 
The attractiveness of employment opportunities in Germany was also re-enforced by govern
mental edict for certain classes of citizens to return. Thus by May, 1939, Germans in certain 
occupational categories living outside the Reich (e.g., in England and the Netherlands) had been 
ordered to return to Germany or suffer loss of their German nationality. Since there were over 
a million German citizens living abroad it is not unreasonable to suppose that as many as 1 so 
thousand returned to the Reich, the figure indicated as likely in the preceding paragraph (i.e., 
40o,ooo less 2so,ooo). 

' The migration of ethnic aliens to Greater Germany probably was not large prior to the war. 
Italian immigrants may have numbered as many as so thousand, but the remainder apparently 
included only a few scattered thousand of Dutch, Czechs, Slovaks, Hungarians, and Yugoslavs. 
The outstanding pre.war movements associated with the rise of Nazi power in Europe were 
therefore, first, the fhght of Jews from Greater Germany, the majority to overseas destinations; 
and secondly, the flow of ethnic Germans from the peripheries of German settlement and 
residence to the old Reich. 

l11fen1ational Migration and the War 

The war set in motion tremendous movements of population. Successive conquests swept 
millions of refugees before them. Many hundreds of thousands were moved for defense reasons, 

10 The number of foreigners. in th~ old Reich increas~ 133 thousand between 1933 and 193g. Allowing for the 
dep~rture of 70 thousand Jewish •.hens, there was an Increase of about 200 thousand non-Jewish ali s· 
fore1gners .numbered soo thousand m 1933 and these had a relatively high average age, som all .ens. mbce 

d f d th th 1 t f h'ch • • . . e owance must e 
!"a ea o~ e1~ s, be repfacem

1
en isba wat.' ~';"resf new.IIIIJ?'gra~1on. Including some allowance for deaths the 

mere se m e num er o non- ew 1ens ansmg rom unnugration may be -~ rougbl tima' ted ' 
of a million. ·-' Y es at a quarter 
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or shuffied about to implement political purposes and new territorial arrangements established 
after the Axis victories. Many more were exiled to suit nationalistic desires for ethnic unity 
and racial "purity." Finally, millions were uprooted to feed the German industrial and war 
machine, plagued by a perennial shortage of manpower. 

The ultimate effects of war displacements cannot be fully told at the present time. In his 
excellent survey of the situation up to the beginning of I943• Kulischer .estimated that at least 
30 111illion had been transplanted or tom from their homes since the beginning of the war." 
Assuming that this figure is correct, some five per cent of the population of Europe had been 
moved at that time. This number was undoubtedly greatly augmented in the later stages of the 
war, but was also greatly reduced soon after the collapse of Germany with the return of the 
great majority of refugees to their former homes. 

The war displacements of population in Europe were of very different types. There was, first, 
the wholesale flight of refugees before advancing armies. This was the largest, but at the same 
time the most temporary, form of migration. Secondly, there was the deliberate resettlement 
or exile of populations for political purposes. Finally, there was a huge migration to satisfy 

. the labor and defense requirements of the Axis war machine. 
(I) Every campaign drove a host of refugees before it. In 1939 Poles fled the German 

advance, s11eking shelter in the interior and ultimately in Rumania and the Soviet Union. Finns 
were evacuated in front of the Russian invasion in the north. The western campaigns of 1940 
swept a great wave of refugees from the Low Countries across France to the unoccupied 
territories, a few of whom escaped farther to England, North Africa, and overseas. The 
Balkan campaigns of 1941 were very rapid and affected a less mobile population. Therefore 
they did not result in so large a direct flood of refugees. But in these and other invaded countries 
the flight of refugees was not necessarily terminated· by occupation. Especially in the early 
stages clandestine flight to unoccupied or allied territory continued the earlier movement. Then, 
dwarfing all other refugee movements in sheer size, was the eastward tide of Soviet citizenry 
seeking refuge from the Nazi armies in the summers of 1941 and 1942. The retreat and final 
collapse of the Axis armies brought about a new refugee movement of collaborationists and of 
people seeking to escape the battle zones. Finally, to all of these were added the refugees from 
bombing and those ousted from various coastal areas for military reasons. 

The sum total of refugees incident to military action was enormous. It has been estimated 
that in the Soviet Union alone IO million were evacuated before the advance of the German 
armies. Though the great bulk of refugees have returned to their former homes each wave has 
left some remnants that have become established in the place of refuge. 

Aside from the lasting effects of Jewish migrations, the strictly refugee displacements of the 
war itself are not 'likely to result in much permanent international migration. The refugee 
movements may nevertheless have profound effects on the future internal distribution of popu
lation within the countries most seriQusly affected. A plausible generalization is that refugee 
movements are likely to accelerate the process of urbanization. Refugees tend to congregate in 
the towns, which are the centers of communication. Once torn loose from the soil, refugees 
are more likely to become established in industrial and commercial pursuits than on the land. 
It is reported that in the Soviet Union this natural tendency is being fostered by governmental 
action calculated at retaining many of the refugees in the eastern regions to provide a labor 
supply for the industrialization of these undeveloped areas. 

(2) The transplantation and exile of populations for political purposes were conducted on a 
larger scale than in any previous war. Some of the minority problems that have plagued Europe 

•• Kulischer, op. cit~ p. 163-
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for many decades may have been liquidated effectively, if ruthlessly, by forced mi?ration. The 
permanence of some of these forced migrations, such as thos~ in t~e Balk~s, hm?es. o~, the 
nature of the peace settlement. Others, and especially those mvolvmg the repatnat10n of 
ethnic Germans, will be permanent movements, though the ultimate destinations are not those 
originally anticipated by the German government. · 

The extremes of Nazi racial policies as reflected in forced migrations were of c~u.rse 
demonstrated in the wholesale deportations of Jews to Poland and the U.S.S.R. About a Ill,dhon 
Jews appear to have been swept up in the Axis dragnet. There were some 225 thousand from 
the western occupied countries, 180 thousand from Germany and Austria, 185 thousand from 
Rumania, 400 thousand from Polish areas annexed to the Reich, and 90 thousand from 
Slovakia and Subcarpathian Russia.11 Most of these were dumped into the ghettos or con
centration camps of the Government"General and other eastern territories. Had the German 
plan come to full fruition the entire Jewish population of Europe would either have been ex
terminated or expelled to Poland and Russia. The number of Jews who died or were killed 
is not yet accurately established, but it appears to have been a tragically large proportion of those 
who fell into the hands of the Nazis. 

The return of the surviving Jewish refugees to their former homes will be largely conditioned 
by future political and territorial arrangements in Eastern Europe from which the great 
majority of them came. It may be safely assumed that few of the surviving Jews from Austria 
and Germany will ever wish to return to their former homes. In fact a substantial number of 
these emigrated overseas during the war. On the other hand, it may be supposed that most of 
the survivors of the estimated 225 thousand Jews uprooted from their homes in Western Europe 
will return to the countries of their origin. It is evident that the several hundred thousand 
surviving Jews of Eastern Europe desire to go to Palestine but it is equally clear that many 
of these will have to find homes in Europe or in other overseas countries. Their past is a tragic 
history, their future is indeterminate. 

The elimination of the Jew from the "New Order" was a negative aspect of German racial 
policy. On its positive side this policy advocated a consolidation of the more remote German 
"linguistic islands" with the solid bloc of Germans in Central Europe. In its initial application 
this policy had two objectives : first, to remove ethnic Germans from areas turned over to the 
Russians by the Soviet-German agreement of 1939 and, secondly, to consolidate with German 
settlement the Corridor and other Polish areas annexed to the Reich after the defeat of Poland. 
Subsequently arrangements were made for the return of ethnic Germans from other areas, 
though it is significant that no repatriation was carried on among German colonies of Danube 
areas formerly part of the Austro-Hungarian Empire. Apparently these were to serve as outposts 
of German strength in an area closely integrated to Germany in the "New Order." . 

"Repatriation" began in November, 1939, with arrivals from Estonia and Latvia. There. 
followed agreements covering migrations of Germans f.rom the South Tyrol, from Volhynia 
and eastern Galicia in Poland, from the Polish Government-General, from Bessarabia, Buco
vina, and the Dobrudja in Rumania, from Lithuania, and finally from the several Balkan coun
tries and from France. Over 8oo thousand migrants were included in the proposed plans : about 
6oo thousand reportedly were moved.11 In the course of these movements the native German 
minorities were liquidated in the Baltic countries, in Poland east of the Vistula and in the old 
Rumanian provinces of Bucovina, Bessarabia, and the Dobrudja. Most of these were to be 

lT Kulischer, o~. cit., p. In. 
11 

Dit dtutsrlrt Volkswirtscha.ft, April, 1943, p. 344 The transfers of German minorities during the war period 
have been fully and ably. des~r.bed by Joseph B. Schechtman in his Euro~an Po~ulalion Transftrs I939-I94S 
(New York: Oxford Umvers1ty Press, 1946), Parts II and Ill. ' 
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moved to the annexed provinces of western Poland to replace Poles deported to the Govern· 
ment-General. The deportations and influx of Germans nevertheless were far too small to 
change the essentially Polish character of the area, and at the same time great difficulties were 
experienced in successfully establishing the immigrants on the land. 

Of the proposed resettlement schemes only that affecting the inhabitants of South Tyrol 
were not carried out. Of the 237,802 potential migrants, apparently less than a third of this 
number were actually moved. A few of these repatriates, and a number of Germans from 
Slov&ia, were brought to the Marburg areas south of Austrian Carinthia in an effort to 
strengthen the German position in this southern march. 

In contrast with this centralization of Germans from all parts of Europe was the flood of 
German civilians following in the wake of the armies of occupation. Over two million German 
civilians ~read through the occupied territories as administrators, foremen, skilled workmen, 
business men, and as refugees from bombed German cities. It is clear that these and the so-called 
"repatriated" Germans from the liquidated colonies throughout Europe will find a place only 
in the territory of Germany proper. The departure of German minorities was generally welcomed • 
by most of the sending countries; it seems highly improbable that they will be permitted to 
return to their old homes. Their future destiny would seem to lie wholly with that of Germany." 

(3) The final type of war migration considered is that resulting from the labor requirements 
of the Axis'war machine. This was chiefly a movement from all over Europe into Germany, 
where there existed the greatest dearth of manpower. From a foreign labor pool of some 700 
thousand at the end of 1939 (including 200 thousand prisoners), the total number of foreign 
workers rose as high as 7 million, including some 5 million foreign civilians and up to 2 million 
prisoners of war. In the last phases of the war a fifth of the German labor force was foreign. 

Despite the enormous proportions of the voluntary and forced migration of foreigners into . 
the Reich the net residue of international migration from this source will be only a small fractipn 
of the original movement. Very shortly after the war's end an overwhelming majority of the 
6,340,000 displaced persons found in the parts of Germany occupied by the Western allies had 
already been repatriated. The population of Northwestern Europe was rather quickly stabilized, 
the great majority of displaced persons remaining being Polish and Russian nationals. Many 
of 'these were said to resist repatriation from fear of political retaliation in their old homes, this 
feeling being especially pronounced among Poles and Baltic peoples from areas absorbed in the 
Soviet Union. The ultimate disposition of this "hard core" of displaced persons is obscure, but 
it is possible that a substantial number of the remaining displaced persons may ultimately find 
permanent homes overseas or in France, which has expressed a desire to receive mass 
immigration. 

The foregoing analysis suggests that only a relatively small proportion of the total war 
migration is likely to be permanent except as regards movements within national boundaries. 
It seems certain that the greatest per111anent movements resulting from the war will be those 
of the peace rather than those of the war itself. Such was the case in World War I; already 
mc;>vements have been set in motion incident to prospective boundary changes that will cer-

•• In addition to movements affecting Germans there were a number of nther attempts to eliminate minority 
problems by population exchange. Following the Soviet annexation of BcS!Iarabia and northern Bucovina over 
Ioo ooo Rumanians fied or were expelled to the reduced territory of Rumania proper. The division of the Dobrudja 

. in ;940 brought about a wholesale exchange of Bulgarian and Rumanian minoritiCI. The Hungarian annexation of 
half of Transylvania as the result of the Vienna Accord of 1940 lilccwisc induced an agreement covering exchange 
of minority populations across the new boundaries. The exodus of Rumanians from Sovict-anne>eed territoriCI 
may be regarded as permanent. The permanency of the nther movements will depend on the territorial arrange
ments of the peace. For a description of these and other transfers of non-German minorities, sec Schechtman, 
D~. cit., Part IV. 
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tainly eclipse any of the permanent effects of war migration in World War II. The p~ofessed 
intention of eliminating Germans from the Sudetenland and from the ~ew :oland mvolves 
the permanent migration of some 13 million people. Other prospective displacements of 
population in Eastern Europe (e.g., the resettlement of Poles from the se~tions o~ old ~oland 
absorbed in the Soviet Union) promise to swell this total, though the ultimate dislocatiOn of 

people incident to the peace is now unpredictable. 

The Effects of International Migration Within Europe r , 

The currents of international migration within Europe have had two distinct motivations, 
one economic and one political. In the past, differentials in economic opportunity have induced 
a flow of workers from Eastern and Southern Europe to the richer countries of the West, 
much as the wealth of the New World has attracted overseas migration from ay parts of 
Europe. This was the typical form of international migration, even in the .i~terwar period. B~t 
in recent years international migration has been governed as much by political as by economic 
considerations. The achievement of ethnic homogeneity has become a cardinal principle of 
policy in many European states. The liquidation of ethnic minorities by deportation and forced 
population exchange has become one of the most popular means of implementing this policy. 
Even where direct compulsion is not applied emigration has been induce<l by expropriation and 
discriminatory treatment. In view of the very different nature of migration undertaken volun
tarily for economic reasons and that imposed by government for political purposes, it will be con
venient to discuss the two types independently. · 

When the causes were economiC, migration has usually been undertaken by individuals acting 
in their own interests. The decision to migrate or not is made on the basis of factors directly 
affecting tl1e welfare of the migrant. It is not determined by the broader effects of migration 
on the countries of origin and destination: Yet these effects must form the basis for judgment 
as to the value and possible future of international migration. 

The effects of such migration may be considered at several levels. It is first of all obvious that 
the population size and composition of the participating countries will be affected. Secondly, 
migration has important economic repercussions affecting the labor force, trade, the international 
balance of payments, capital formation, and so on. Finally, it has significant social and political 
effects that are increasingly decisive in the determination of public policy. 

Demographic Effects 

The primary effects of migration on the populations are obvious: Population growth is acceler
ated both by the coming of the migrants and by the families that they establish in the country 
of their adoption. However, the degree to which a given amount of immigration will accelerate 
population growth is not constant. The net addition will be greater or less than the actual number 
of immigrants depending on their age composition, their fertility patterns, and the indirect social 
effects of the movement. Obviously young people, at the ~eginning of their child-bearing careers, 
will ultimately contribute more to the population growth of their country of adoption than old 
people. Immigrants from classes and countries of high fertility normally contribute more to 
~opu!ation growth. than those from classes and countries of low birth rates. Finally, if the 
Immigrants are cluefly among the poorer classes, as they have been in France and the United 
States, there may be some cancelling effect on growth through the substitution of immigrant 
for native stocks. •• But this last influence is a speculative one; there is little question but that 

10 ~n v~ew of cla~s di,fferences in size. of family it is possible that the fertility of natives is sometimes reduced by 
lmt!'"g~at10n. Th~ •m.mtgrant customanly commences at the bottom of the economic class structure. Through ex
plmtalton of the tmmtgrant and through the advantages of being first on the ground, the native stock enjoys superior 
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immigration has bolstered the population growth of France and of other European countries 
that have received migrants. 

Conversely emigration in Europe unquestionably means a loss of population. In populations 
living at a subsistence minimum such as those in parts of India and China, emigration does not 
necessarily spell a permanent loss of population to the country of origin; because the gaps left 
by departures are quickly filled through the excess of births over deaths. But in Europe, where 
socii~ factors determine the rate of population growth, losses through emigration are not auto
matically replaced. As in the case of immigration the net numerical influences of emigration are 
dependent on its composition as well as on its actual numbers. 

The effects of migration on the age and sex composition of the populations are usually more 
important than changes in the total size. Migrants across international boundaries arc pre
dominantly young and predominantly male.11 Young adults without family responsibilities find 
it easier both to leave their native country and to make their way in a new land. · 

The effects of large immigration on the composition of the population in the receiving 
country may be illustrated from the experience of France. The age pyramids of the populations 
of French and foreign origin are shown in Figure 30. The French population shows the aging 
attendant on long-established fertility decline. A relatively small proportion of the population 
was in the young working ages, a high proportion in upper middle life and old age. The war· 
and differential mortality favoring females had resulted in an excess of two million women. 

The structure of the combined foreign and naturalized population was strikingly different, 
concentrated as it was in the prime working ages, with few children and few old people.11 With 
its large excess of males the foreign population contributed materially to healing the wounds 
left by war: the reported excess of males over females in the foreign and naturalized population 
amounted to 544 thousand. This relationship was especially important since the excess of males 
was concentrated in the young adult ages. As a result of immigration many French women were 
enabled to marry who otherwise would have had to remain single because there were not enough 
native French men jo go around. Since immigration tended to balance the sex ratio at the 
marriageable ages it probably contributed more than proportionately to the maintenance of the 
birth rate. It was almost certainly a factor in the relatively slow decline of the French birth 
rate in the interwar period. 

Conversely, it seems reasonable to suppose that emigration contributed to the decline of the 
birth rate in the emigrating countries, since it removed a more than proportionate number of 
potential parents and altered the balance of the sexes: 

Economic Effects 

The most immediate economic questions that arise from international migration are those 

economic status and in tum acquires the small family patterns of the upper classes more rapidly than It otherwi•e 
would. The immigrant stoek maintains the• higher fertility of the lower classes from which it hat db placed the 
natives. As the argument runs, if there had been no immigration the poorer and more prolific clatset would have 
been of native rather than of foreign stock. 

u As noted below, this is not necessarily true of internal migratiQn or even of international migration where 
the crossing of political boundaries does not involve the crossing of an important cultural boundary at well. Thut 
females are more numerous than males in Dutch immigration, which largely consislJ of domestic servantt from 

~·French data on persons of foreign origin only approximately represent the ttructure of the Immigrant 
population, since foreign nati~ity is not equivalent . ~ foreign birth: Unfortunately. age distributiont of the 
foreign-born are not directly avatlable from French stattsttcs. Data on ahens and naturalized French are therefore 
nsed as an approximation. Tbat these are probably not too misleading is indicated by the comparative excess of 
mates over females in the two groups: reported as 516 thou•and for the foreign-born and at 544 thousand for the 
aliens and naturalized citizens combined. France, Statistique gencrale, Rimltat1 llatuliquu du r~&tllltmenl glnJral 
de IG pof>ulotiOfO effectui k 8 ,.,.,., I9JI, Vol I, Part 2, Pof>ulotion prismlt lolale (Pario: Imprimerie nationale, 
1935), pp. ?6-78. 
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associated with the labor force. Owing to their age structure, immigrants normally contribute 
to the labor force out of proportion to their total numbers. Thus in France in 1931 aliens and 
naturalized French were 7·5 per cent of the total population, but composed 8.3 per cent of the 
total working force, and 10.4 per cent of the male working force. Because migrants are pre
dominantly young and predominantly male, they contribute heavily to the most physically 
active sections of the labor force. Thus 14-1 per cent of males aged 2o-39 in France were aliens 
or paturalized citizens. 10 

The impact of immigration is usually selective, not scattered equally throughout all employ
ments. Mass international migration characteristically includes a high proportion of manual 
laborers suitable for employment in construction and heavy industry. In France 35 per cent 
of the labor force in metallurgy and 40 per cent of that in mining were of foreign (i.e., chiefly 
Polish) nationality. In some regions almost the entire labor force in these industries was of 
foreign extraction. A fourth of all workers in quarrying, stone work, and construction were 
aliens-principally Italians, who have long been active in these occupations. In relation to their 
total numbers, foreigners were under-represented in agriculture and generally in those occu
pations requiring education or capital. 

Immigration for economic motives has generally been a source of economic gain to the 
receiving country. The reconstruction of the devastated areas in France and the accompanying 
rationalization of French heavy industry during the 'twenties was greatly facilitated by the 
availability of foreign labor. Net increments to the labor force through immigration were 
certainly a source of national wealth; especially as immigration supplemented those sections 
of the French labor force most severely depleted by the war. The immigrants brought to France 
their productive capacity free of the costs of education and upbringing. At the same time Immi
grants suffered disadvantages in bargaining power resulting from their ignorance of French 
customs and language, their lack of organization, and their political disabilities. In consequence 
France gained the products of their labor at much lower cost than would have been necessary 
to induce the employment of French workers in the same capacities. 

Though immigration probably contributed to the over-all prosperity of France it is obvious 
that particular groups suffered from foreign competition. French workers in direct competition 
with foreigners were probably forced to accept lower wages than they otherwise would have 
been able to obtain. On the other hand, foreigners were often not employed in substitution for 
·French workers, but in jobs that Frenchmen were unwilling to take. Foreigners were charac
teristically employed in the less desirable occupations." Furthermore the degree of industrial 
activity made possible by the presence of cheap foreign labor expanded employment oppor
tunities for Frenchmen in managerial, clerical, and service capacities. 

Immigration brings greater productive capacity. It of course also brings greater demand for 
both consumer and capital goods. Because the immigrants are chiefly adults and because many 
of them establish new households, the effect on demand is probably considerably larger than 
that involved in the normal processes of population growth. To the extent that there was a 
persistent increase in demand flowing from immigration the risks of French entrepreneurs 
were reduced and capital investment was made more attractive than it otherwise would have been. 

From the point of view of the sending country emigration has mixed implications for the 

n Op. cit~ VoL I. PartS. Etrafi{Jffl tf Naturalul1, pp. 8, 46. SJ, and 104-
u Thus, as regards agricalture, French workers have disappeared from some of the poorer occupation• auch 

as sheep-herding and wood-cutting. Owing to lack of capital, foreigner• have been compelled to aettle in the leJJ 
favorable lands and on the hillsides deserted by the oatives, leaving the fertile valleya and plai1111 to French culti
vators. The result has been some ec:Oaomic rejuvenation of the countryaide. Cf. Georgea Mauco, "Une mquite 
en cours sur !'immigration agricole en Francew in Dmwgraphk llalillique (Vol. IV in the proceeding• of the 
Congres interoational de Ia population [Paril, 1937] ; Paris, Hermann et Cie, 1938). 
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economic welfare of the country. As noted above with reference to .transoceanic ~i.gration, 
emigration characteristically draws off workers in their period of ~~tmum prod~ctivtty. The 
costs of raising these workers are thus lost to the country ~f ongm,. costs w~tch ~e o~y 
partially balanced by emigrant remittances. The loss of producttve power. mvolve~ m em~grat~on 
is particularly serious to those ~untries providing the sourcc;s. of mass ~ternattanal mtgratton 
within Europe. In these countries problems of low productiVIty outwetgh those attendant on 
business cycles. · • 

Emigration from Eastern European countries is of immediate economic benefit only when 
the additional product of the labor of prospective emigrants is less than their consumption. 
Since the age structure of emigrants is one to favor production relative to consumption, only 
conditions of extreme agrarian overpopulation make emigration immediately worthwhile. Such 
conditions do prevail in some sections of Europe. It has been asserted that in some areas, 
such as Polish Galicia, a third of the agricultural population could be removed without loss in 
total production. 

Furthermore, viewed in longer perspective, emigration may have long range economic 
benefits to overpopulated countries that outweigh temporary losses. In the tight agrarian 
economies of Eastern and Southern Europe the rapid increase of population has no adequate 
outlet in local industry and commerce. Further crowding on the land inevitably leads to the 
further division of holdings, the intensive and uneconomic use of inferior lands, and the per
petuation of primitive agricultural practices necessitated by lack of capital. •• Emigration tends 
to relieve pressure at a critical point by removing young people at the start of their careers .. 
The economic desirability of emigration from overpopulated countries has been generally 
recognized and has found expression in the attempts of these countries to find outlets abroad 
for their surplus populations. 

Differences of opinion exist as to the specific economic benefits involved, but in normal times 
1nigration for economic purposes generally has been found mutually advantageous to the 
participating countries and to the migrants themselves. The social and political effects of inter
national migration have been much less favorably regarded. 

Social and Political Effects 

The social and political effects of international migration arise from the fact that migrants 
are human beings as well as units in the labor force. With their productive capacity they bring 
tlteir language, their customs, and their political loyalties. They create social problems. of ad
justment in their new environment; they form a minority of divided political allegiance. 

Because of the importance of national unity in the extremely competitive internation.:U situa
tion of the twentieth century, there has been much interest in the assimilation of immigrants 
in the receiving countries. Certain generalizations are possible from the experience of overseas 

. ~igration and migration within Europe. ~tis first of all app!lrent that the rapidity of assimilation 
~s a~ected by the nu~ber and concentration of immigrants. Obviously the larger proportion of 
mmugrants there are m a population, the more difficult is assimilation. When migration is scat
tered throughout the receiving country, assimilation is greatly facilitated; when migration takes 
tlte form of c?mpact sett.Iement, as of the Germans in southern Brazil, in Pennsylvania, or in 
~1e Volga reg•on, tlte res1stance of tlte colonizing groups to absorption in tlte native population 

. IS much greater. 

Secondly, as.similation is greatly facilitated by similarity of language and cultural tradition. 
In France, Itahan and Spanish immigrants have readily intermarried witlt the local populations. 

11 
Cf. Wilbert Moore, Th# Economic Dnnogrophy of East'"' tmd South,. EuroAe (Geneva. Lea f N ti' 

1945), Chapter I. " • gue o a ons, 
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In regions adjoining their respective countries they have rapidly become indistinguishable 
from the natives whose dialects and customs are themselves intermediate between the French 
and the other Latin groups. Poles and ·Slavs generally have been less readily assimilated. 

Thirdly, assimilation takes place more rapidly among immigrants from relatively backward 
areas living in an economically developed country than in the reverse situation. In general, 
foreign industrial workers in France and Germany have been rapidly assimilated, complete 
a~turation occurring in the second generation. On the other hand, the economically advanced 
colonists from Germany in the Baltic countries, in Russia, and in Eastern European countries 
generally have survived for many generations as distinguishable minorities and linguistic 
enclaves. 

Finally, immigrant colonies show much less resistance to absorption than established 
minori£ies and especially those forming solid blocs of settlement across international boundaries. 
It has been observed in France that the children of immigrants quickly adopt the French language 
as soon as they go to school. Without their roots in the soil, without established cultural insti
tutions, immigrants are at a great disadvantage in resisting assimilation. 

The dangers of establishing minorities have been well understood by modern countries of 
immigration and have been the cause of vigorous assimilation policies. The fear of dilution 
of race and culture by uncontrolled immigration bas been an important factor in the rapid 
spread of restrictive policies. The aggressive policies of the receiving countries have been 
matched in turn by the increasing concern of the sending countries over the denationalization 
of their migrants. Efforts have been made to keep up cultural contacts with emigrants, to pro
vide for the education of children in the country of origin, and through propaganda to strength· 
en loyalty to the fatherland. 

With this growing contradiction of policies in countries of immigration and emigration 
it was inevitable that migration should be more and more controlled in interests of implementing 
national policies. From the guidance of natural currents of migration, a number of countries 
have gone on to seek ·in forced emigration and population exchanges a solution of troublesome 
minority questions. 

Forced Migrations 

International migrations imposed by governments or induced by political oppression can be 
justified only in terms of political objectives. There is little to be said for them on economic 
or humanitarian grounds. They impose great hardships on the migrants. Uprooted, usually 
dispossessed of much of their property through forced sales or through outright expropriation, 
the migrants must start life anew. As refugees they create problems of dependency and support. 
Once tom adrift, some never find a satisfactory niche in their new homes. During and between 
the two wars forced migration has been one of the most important causes of personal tragedy 
and human suffering. • 

The justification for population exchanges and of government policies encouraging the 
liquidation of minorities through emigration has been the achievement of ethnic or racial purity. 
It is contended that the elimination of minorities removes one of the most serious causes of 
international friction. Thus the friendly relations between Greece and Turkey existing since the 
early 'twenties have commonly been ascribed to the resolution of minority problems by the 
Greco-Turkish exchange of population. Unfortunately, however, most forced movements 
of population, such as those attendant on the Nazi rise to power, have had as their purpose 
some narrowly nationalistic objective. Too often deportation and forced migration have 
served as a .manifestation of sentiment rather than as a rational attempt to resolve sources of 
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international differences. Just before and during the war forced migration served as an ominous . 
instrument of aggression. . · 

Forced migration and population exchanges are, in fact, a confession o~ def~t. ~ey. are 
based on the assumption that people of different speech and customs ~ot live ~etr.~atly lives 
together without conflict. Their fundamental premise is that .if differ~t n~ttonah.bes ~ow 
each other too well they will inevitably hate each other. In thts conceptiOn, msulat10n rather · 
than mutual understanding is the key to peace. , 

Finally, there is no guarantee that once made, forced migratio? will o~er a permanent 
solution to territorial questions. Static boundaries do not enclose statt~ populations; the ~uman 
content of boundaries is constantly changing. Differential rates of growth on the two stdes of 
a political boundary may ultimately lead to new admixtures of peoples through new migrations, 
or through less peaceful means; o 

Prospects for International Migration Within Europe 

The interwar period and the chaotic years of the Second World War witnessed a kaleido
scopic series of migration currents. There was no clear pattern of migration trends comparable 
to those observed in fertility and mortality. In the first years of the interwar period migrations 
were conditioned by the new territorial arrangements of the peace. These politically motivated 
migrations were followed in the 'twenties by "normal" migrations inspired by differentials 
in economic opportunity. In the depression years international migration was greatly reduced 
and its revival, in the late 'thirties, was conditioned by political developments more than by the 
resurgence of earlier movements springing from fundamental differences in levels of living. 
Thus the flight of the Jews before Nazi oppression, the "return" of German colonists from 
Eastern European countries to the Reich, even the movements of workers from Austria and 
the Sudetenland to feed the labor demands of German rearmament-all were planned features 
of the German ".New Order." Other important population movements of the 'thirties, such as 
the large emigration of Jews from Poland to Palestine and .the exodus of Turkish peoples fr~m 
the Balkans, had a strong political fiavor .. Even migrations for economic purposes were becom
ing less· spontaneous and persoQal, more under governmental control both in the country of 
origin and in the country of destination. Traditional !=Ountries of emigration, such as Poland 
and Italy, were taking increasing interests in the fate of their nationals seeking their fortunes 
in other countries. Countries,of immigratiort, such as France and Germany, subjected alien 
workers to increasing control and restriction. In the immediate prewar years migration was 
becoming less and less a matter of individual choice, more and more guided and even imposed. 
Tpe war saw this tendency magnified in the forced uprooting of many millions of people to 
satisfy conflicting and changing political objectives. 

This trend will almost certainly continue in the immediate postwar years. The territorial 
arrangements of the peace are bringing about a great r~shuffiing of populations and there 
is every prospect that this will be completed by force if the populations do not acquiesce. . · 

With the resumption of more normal conditions the older economic motives for migration 
will undoubtedly reassert themselves. The reappearance of pressure to migrate from Eastern 
and Southern Europe to Western Europe seems highly probable. The basic differences in 
economic opportunity in the two major regions are very great and will certainly persist in 
the postwa~ ~ears. Thus with interwar agricultural production in Eastern and Southern Europe 
over 35 mtlhon persons would have to be removed from agriculture to gain the average per 
capita productivity of Europe in this region. •• Since opportunities in non-agricultural occu-: 

11 lbid., 63·64. 

[ 122 ] 



INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION WITHIN EVR.OPE 

' pations are also poor in this area, it would require an even larger movement to bring about 
~orne hypothetical equalization of economic opportunity. . 

The postwar situation will be aggravated by more rapid population growth in the Eastern 
and Southern region. Ignoring war, the population projections described above•• predicate a 

. decline of 9 million people in Northwestern and Central Europe between 1940 and 1970, but 
· .a gain of 27 million in Southern and Eastern Europe in the same period. They suggest an 
incr~ase of some 32 million persons of working ages in the latter area. Existing differences in 
economic opportunity, plus differential population developments, seem certain to create some 
pressure for migration. The equalization of economic opportunity through emigration would 
involve the movement of tens of millions of persons in the next few decades. 

There is little likelihood that these migration potentials will break out in a movement of 
propoft4>ns dangerous either to sending or to receiving countries. Even under the best of 
circumstances elements of rigidity would prevent the achievement of economic parity through 
migration. Migration is always checked by man's innate conservatism and love of home. 
Barring any political or social obstacles, a considerable margin of difference in level of living 
would still be necessary to induce inter-regional movement. In actual fact there are serious 
economic and political considerations of a more specific nature that will inevitably hold intra
continental migration far below that necessary to bring about equality of economic levels 
of living. · 

Thus migration might well be economically unwise even in the face of large international 
differences in general levels of ·living. The immigrant typically starts at the bottom of the 
economic ladder. Therefore, in ·order to induce mass migration the jobs at the bottom of the 
ladder in the new country must be superior to the mass opportunities in the old. Or there must 
be the fact or the expectation of ready advancement from inferior economic status in the 
adopted land. Furthermore,· opportunities differ widely in various sections of any economy, 
so that relative advantage sufficient to induce migration may be confined to a limited range 
of occupations. These and other institutional rigidities, such as the opposition of organized 
labor, greatly reduce the advantages and the opportunities of migration.•• 

The fear that immigration may be a cause of unemployment and economic depression in 
the industrial countries is probably groundless. It is sometimes popularly supposed that 
unemployment is an expression of overpopulation and that relief from this problem may be 
promoted by restrictions on immigration and on the employment of aliens. This view is 
superficially supported by the fact that the most severe unemployment in Europe has occurred 
in the most densely populated countries. It is possible that there are some rigidities in the 
economic system that result in the expression of overpopulation in unemployment. But it is 
obvious that unemployment also exists as a very serious problem in such underpopulated 
countries as Australia and New Zealand. The determining factor is clearly not population 
density but the degree of industrialization. It is the industrial countries of Europe, and ipso facto 
the most densely populated ones, that are most subject to the vagaries of the business cycle. 
In general, countries subject to widespread overt unemployment are countries of high standards 
of living. In agricultural countries with low levels of living the problem is not so much that of 
cyclical unemployment as it is chronic and concealed underemployment in the rural areas. This, 
and not overt cyclical unemployment, is a symptom of overpopulation and the chief source 

n Cllapter IV. 
u A new deterrent to migration is the development of social eec:arity benelite. Thus a prospective migrant may 

prefer to acc:ept a lnwer wage rather than to sacrifice accnmulated claiml (e.g., to an old age pension) by emigrating, 
or to give np rights to unemployment benefits, etc., in his own country for the prejudicial position of an alien in 
another land. 
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of pressures to migrate. It is unlikely that depression and unemployment ~ill be.a m~jor ~ource · 
of migration in Europe and that they will be accentuated in the countries of 1mm1gration by 
prospective population movements. If depression and unemployment exist they ~i~ ?robably 
be widespread, as in the past. As in the depression of the 'thirties, they would inh1b1t rather 
than promote migration. - _ . 

Obviously even if the economic barriers to migration were insufficient to check a swampmg 
of the labor market by immigration, political controls would be intr~~ced to p~event ~uch a 
condition. And in the larger view, countries of higher levels of hvmg certamly w1ll' ~ot 
permit the immigration of the hordes necessary to create equilibrium of eco~o~ic opp?~umty. 
With political controls so readily at hand, the danger is clearly from too r1gtd restncbon of 
migration rather than too lax. 

The social and political deterrents to migration have already been discussed .. Regardl~ss of the 
nature of the postwar world these will certainly not disappear. To the .receiving countries in 
advanced stages of demographic evolution, immigration may be the quantitative solution to 
problems of population decline. It also may be viewed as a menace. A group threatened by 
declining numbers is likely to be particularly jealous of its cultural traditions and especially 
sensitive to fears of foreign inundation. In such a climate the ·assimilation of large-scale im
migration is rendered difficult even if outright restrictions are not applied, or even if immi
gration is legally encouraged, as in France. 

For emigrating countries migration is in some regards a confession of failure. In a na
tionalistic world, it means the loss of human capital, of military potential, and of ethnic sttength 
because the home country is unable to provide acceptable conditions of life for its citizens. 
Other solutions to the problem of poverty and lack of opportunity will certainly be preferred 
by the sending countries. Industrialization and the importation of capital, for example, will 
certainly be favored over the export of people.•• Emigration is likely to be considered a residual 
and last resort solution. Public policy will almost certainly be directed at other. methods of 
relieving economic hardship. 

The new role of the Soviet Union in Eastern Europe will probably strengthen the- political 
deterrents to emigration from this region. It has been the policy of the Soviet Union to forbid 
free emigration altogether; presumably this policy will be extended to her newly acquired 
territories once the minorities (e.g., Polish and Rumanian) have been transferred. Closer 
economic and political ties with the Soviet Union seem likely to encourage similar policies and 
attitudes toward migration among the smaller neighbors of the U.S.S.R. It is even possible 
that new political orientations and the industrialization of the Soviet Union may result in a 
diversion of emigration from these countries to the East and away from the West. 

O::~te ,future of inte~nationa~ migration in Europe is obviously dependent not only on specific 
pohbcal and econom1c questiOns, but also on the general organization of European affairs. 
L?rge-~cale free migration in Eu~ope is a phenomenon ,Pf "normal" times. In the past, free 
~11grat10n has been the accompamment of free trade, of free capital movements, of a free 
hberal economy. The movement of people is closely correlated with the free movement of the 
other factors of economic production. The control and restriction of migration is a natural 
corollary of other economic controls.•• Free migration in Europe will be large or small depending 

10 
As, for ex~mple, the program signed and sponsored by leading experts from several Eastern European countries 

in: Ro~al Institute o£ International Affairs; Agrariaro Problems from t/o4 Baltic to th4 Aegearo (Lo d ) 10 
It IS true, o£ course, that migration stands in a substitutionary as well as a supplementary rel:ti~.':;h~~o ·the 

mo-:ement or. goods and the fiow or capital. Migration could take the place o£ capital movements. Thus capital may 
be mvested • m u~developed areas, or the labor o£ those areas may move to the established seats o£ industry. In 
act~al practice thmly populated areas o£ undeveloped resources (e.g., in the Americas) have drawn both le and 
cap1tal. Densely populated areas or undeveloped resources (e.g., in Asia and Europe) have attracted =ftal but 
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upon the extent to which systems of economic autarchy are breached to permit freer flow of 
goods and people. 11 

In the final analysis the amount of free migration wilt depend upon the political climate of 
the New Europe. If fear and suspicion are still the dominant emotions of the international 
scene, immigrants wilt be viewed as hostile minorities, an opening wedge for disntptive potiticnl 
action, treachery, and Trojan-horse activities. If the tense, competitive atmosphere of the 
inte~ar period can be dispelled in the postwar years, we may anticipate some revival of the 
mutually advantageous flow of labor to the West and reciprocal movement of capital to the 
East. Supplementing the purely economic advantages would be the invaluable gnins of mutual 
understanding and cultural stimulation that in the past have contributed so much to the achieve
ments of Western civilization. 

• have sent emigrants to other Mgio111 Empirically, free lnlernational migration and free capitAl movement• have 
tended to fluctuate together in the larger scene, and have both been aharply curtailed with tho Introduction of 
economic autarchy. 

11 It might he argued that the inlu'bitlng influence of arbitrary and conflicting national controla could he ofhet 
by the substitution of greater international controL Bilateral agreementa, auch aa thoao concluded between France 
and Poland, could certainly contn'bute to the welfare of the individual migranL Such agreementa are to bo desired 
from all points of view. However, until countries relinquish to an international authority their aovereiMn riMht to 
control migration across their boundaries, standards elf national rather than International Interest will Inevitably 
govern migration policy. 
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CHAPTER VII 

INTERNAL MIGRATION 

IN discussions of migration attention is often focussed on movements across international 
boundaries. These movements are of interest because of their political significance. They are 
commonly statistically reported owing to the formalities involved in crossi~~ frontie;s. ;t'hey 
are dramatic in that they often involve the crossing of cultural as well as pohttcal barrters. 

Internal migration is less dramatic, 'but its influence touches a far greater number of people. 
In the middle of the interwar period some 10 million inhabitants of Europe west of the Soviet 
Union were resident outside the l!ountry of their. birth. By contrast, as many as 75 million 
were living outside their native province or department and at least a third of all E"aropeans 
were living outside the commune or locality of their birth. Prior to the war at least I 50 million 
had moved from their native communities. 

Logically, internal migration includes all changes of residence within the national territory. 
It covers not only the exchange of population between communities but also those within 
communities. Thus it is not so easily measured and defined as international migration. Except 
in those few countries, such as Sweden and the Netherlands, which have reasonably accurate 
population registers, movements within countries are not officially recorded. Furtliermore, 
within countries there is a great deal of temporary and seasonal migration that is not always 
clearing distinguishable from permanent change of abode. Often these half-migrations partake 
of much of the character and fulfill much the same functions as permanent migration. Even 
commuting has been considered as a phase of internal migration. 

Because the barriers to free movement -are far less within countries, internal migration is 
much more sensitive to differences in opportunity than is international migration. It much J?Ore 
fully carries out the theoretical function of migration, namely, the equalization of population 
and opportunity. Both sides of the equation are constantly changing. Population differentials 
are subject to changing forces affecting fertility and mortality, while technological progress 
may quickly alter relative opportunities. Migration, no matter how uninhibited, never quite 
achieves a balance of the dynamic forces altering both population size and opportunity. As an 
in'dividual choice, migration is always subject to errors of judgment regarding comparative 
opportunity. More important, there are always social and other ties that limit complete freedom 
of movement. But errors of judgment are less likely in internal migration than in international 
migration. Often the migrant within a country is already familiar with the nearby community 
to which he travels. He is much more likely to have first-hand judgment of the conditions 
of his new environment. On the other hand social and economic barriers are small. The internal 
migrant generally goes to a community whose language and customs are familiar. His economic 
and social ties with the place of origin generally continiJe close. The risks of migration are 
small and often these can be tailored to fit the psychological requirements of the individual. 
T~e less ent~rpri~i~g individual may be unwilli.ng t~ go to a distant city even for relatively large · 
ga~n, but qutte wtlhng to undergo the smaller rtsks mvolved in moving to a nearby town for less 
gam. Through seasonal and temporary migration individuals may achieve some equalization 
?f opportunity w!thout sacrificing their position in their home communities. Internal migration 
ts thus more fiextble and responsive than international migration to differential opportunities.• 

1 Th~ relationships betw~n distance, opportunity, and knowledge of opportunity in migt'll.tion present interesting 
theoretical problems tentatively explored by Samuel A. Stouffer in his article on "Interven· 0 rtu "ti • A 
Theory Relating Mobility and Distance" in A"wrican Sociological Rtfliew s(6). o·s-86? Dmgembppo ru esTh. • 
theory has b-· t ted . t ti"cl bs I . "" • ec er • 1940. IS -~· es m wo ar es su equent y appearing in the same journal: Margaret L. Bright and 
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Patterns of Internal Migration in E11rop' 

In modem Europe superior economic opportunities have been concentrated in the towns and 
cities. Consequently internal migration has been very uniformly from rural to urban areas. 
Even where inter-regional migration occurs it is normally overshadowed by the movement 
from farm to city. Of itself inter-regional migration is often a migration from the rural 
countryside of one region to the industries and towns of another . 

• 
Problems of Meas14rement 

There is ample evidence in the growth of cities that there has been a general rurnl-urbnn 
migration of tremendous proportions. In every European country the urban population is a 
rising share of the total. However, the direct statistical evidence of migration is extremely 
inadequatl. Changes of residence within countries are rarely systematically recorded. 'Where 
they are, the reporting is often so incomplete or so biased as to render the materials unusable. 
Thus a common bias arises from the more accurate reporting of arrivals than of departures, 
so that migrants often continue to appear on the registers of both sending and receiving com
munities. The result is 'an exaggeration of in-migration since the counterbalancing out-migration 
is not fully recorded. 

Owing to the absence of adequate direct statistics on internal migration it is necessary in 
most cases to rely on indirect evidence. In many European censuses place of birth is recorded, 
so that it is possible to ascertain the net results of migration, though without reference to the 
time of its occurrence. Further, the net balance of migration in intercensal periods may be de
termined from census and vital statistics where both are reasonably accurate. The latter do not 
indicate the sources and direction of migration except by inference but supplement the former 
in that they provide time reference. Neither of the two types of material exist for all Europe, 
but they are sufficiently common to permit some general analysis, which may be further sup
plemented from the very large number of case studies of special areas. 

Place of birth is recorded in almost every European census, though the results are not always 
tabulated and published. -Thus in Germany the individual census replies include place of birth, 
but these have not been tabulated in the results since 1907. In other countries, and notably France, 
place of birth is tabulated, but only for purposes of determining the proportion of the inhabitants 
born in their department of residence. Since the departments are not cross-classified by place 
of birth against place of residence the direction of movement can only be inferred.• However, 
such cross-classification has been tabulated for a number of European countries. The results 
of these tabulations in terms of balance of migration are depicted by flow Jines in Figure 3 1.1 

In the following discussion by countries these place-of-birth materials are supplemented by 
reference to data on the over-all balance of migration in specific time periods mapped and dis
cussed in Chapter VIII. • 

Dorothy S. Thomas, ''Interstate Migration and Interveoing ()pportunitiea," 6(6) : 773-783, December, 1941, and 
Eleanor C. Isbell, ''Internal Migration in Sweden and Intervening Opportunitiea," 9(6): 627-639, December, 1944-

• Though in the case of France a special study of the origins of provincial• living in Parit in 1931 wat made by 
Henri Bunle, "Les provinciaux a Paris en 1931," in Bulletin tk 1<J llalulique glnlrale d' 1<J FratKI 26(3) :473·89, 
April-June, 1937. 

a Thus if 10,000 residents of Province A are reported as born in Province B, and JO,OOO re.identt of Province B 
are listed as born in Province A, the net migration u computed to be 20,000 from A to B. Obviously thit method 
does not indicate when these movements occurred, nor does it record intermediate step-migrations that may have 
occurred between birth and the date of the census. 

• The net balance of migration as determined by differencing intercensal growth and natural increase is a measure 
of net gain or loss of population from all migratory movement~, and not just internal migration. Nevertheleu 
internal migration ;. commonly much the large.t component of the total, so that the over-all balances provide u•eful 
clues as to the amount and direction of internal movements. 
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INTERNAL MIGRATION 

AUSTRIA, HUNGARY, YUGOSLAVIA, 

GREECE, SPAIN 

THOUSANDS 

-5-10 
-10-30 
-30-50 

ITALY 

..,_50-70 

.,_70-90 

..,_90-110 

SWEDEN, FINLAND, LATVIA 

••• 190-210 

(MIGRATIONS UNDER 5,000 EXCLUDED) 

FIGURE 31. Patterns of internal migration in selected European countries as determined from place-of-birth statistics. 

Tile British Isles 

Within the British Isles migration is directed, first of all, to England from the other com
ponent countries,• and within England to the metropolitan area of London. Place-of-birth 

• Migration between the several countries of the British Isles may be regarded as internal migration, though the 
position of Ireland is sm.·h that migrations between that country and the remainder of the British Isles are 
sometimes classed as international (cf. Figure 26 above). There are no legal barriers to free migration in the 
British Isles and no change of nationality is involved even in those movements affecting Ireland. 
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statistics for I93I indicate a net gain to England of IOO,ooo from \Vales, of 200,000 from 
Scotland, and over 300,000 from Ireland. There were also minor increments from the Qmnnel 
Islands and the Isle of Man. 

The attractiveness to migrants of the component countries of the British Isles is directly 
related to the degree of industrial and commercial development. Ireland sends migrants to 
Scotland and England, Scotland sends migrants to England, and within England migration 
flows Jo London. Rural Eire, traditionally suffering from agrarian overpopulation, has sent 
its surplus inhabitants to the United Kingdom as well as overseas. Southern Irish have long 
been attracted to Belfast in Northern Ireland, to the Oydeside in Scotland, and to the English 
ports facing the Irish Sea. In the past Irish immigrants have clustered heavily on Merscyside 
and in the industrial cities of the North, where they have furnished an important share of the 
labor employed in shipbuilding and heavy industry. 

The interwar period witnessed the increasing importance of the United Kingdom liS 11 

destination of migration from Eire. In the days before the First World War less than ten 
per cent of the total Irish emigration was directed to other parts of the British Isles. During 
the 'twenties this proportion increased to more than a fourth, and in the 'thirties over ninety 
x)er cent of total Irish emigration was absorbed in the United Kingdom. This violent shift was 
of course partly the result of immigration restrictions overseas in the earlier decade and of the 
drying up of overseas migratiqn as the result of the depression conditions in the later decade. 
However, Irish migration into Great Britain is unique in that it was larger in the 'thirties 
than in the relatively prosperous 'twenties. The average annual migration from Eire to Great 
Britain was only 7·3 thousand in the period 1924-1929, as compared with an annual average 
of 17.S thousand in the years 1930o1937·" 

Furthermore, the character of Irish in-migration and its destinations within the United King
dom have changed. In recent years the distribution of Irish immigrants in Great Britain has been 
altered by the growing importance of London and the South East counties as place of ultimate 
destination. Migration to the Glasgow area in the interwar period was reduced by the relatively 
poor economic conditions in Scotland, especially in the shipbuilding industry. Though Liverpool 
has continued to be the chief entrepot of Irish immigration it has increasingly served as a way 
point to other destinations, and notably to the London metropolitan area. This shift has been 
accompanied by a change in the nature of Irish emigration to England. The economic oppor· 
tunities of the North were those appealing to men and especially to day laborers. Consequently 
men were customarily in a majority in the movement across the Irish Sea. More recently women 
have predominated, apparently owing to the growing demand for Irish servants in London and 
its environs, where there were half again as many Irish-born women as men. 

Migratory movements within Eire itself have been relatively minor as contrasted with . 
ext~rnal· migration, but there is evidepce of a substantial centripetal movement to the more 
developed eastern province of Leinster.and especially to the city of Dublin. Between 1926 and 
1936 Dublin County was the only one in Ireland to gain through migration. Losses were pro
portionately greatest in the western Gaeltacht areas, least in the east. 

Northern Ireland has experienced a small net in-migration from Eire but has lost to the other 
divisions of the United Kingdom. Geographical location has resulted in a large migration to 
Scotland. Over half of the Irish-born in Scotland are from Northern Ireland, while only a fifth 
of those in England and Wales are Ulstermen. 

Scotland, like Ireland, bas long contributed far out of proportion to overseas migration 
from the British Isles, and supplementing this movement has been a longstanding migration to 

oR. S. Walsbaw, Migratimo to tmd from the British Isle~ (London: Jonathan Cape, 1941), p. 72. 
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England and Wales. A poor country and a lively sense of economic opportunity have lo.ng 
pricked the Scotsman to seek his fortune in other lands. Up to ten per cent of each Scottish 
generation has found its way to England, and the Scotsman is a common figure in all walks of 
English life. 

Every county in Scotland was losing population by migration in the 'twenties. Most areas 
were losing heavily, the relative losses being greatest in the Highland North. Only the larger 
cities have gained appreciably in the balance of internal migration, and the bulk of the ,move
ment has gone to the two cities of Glasgow and Edinburgh. These cities have served as two 
poles of attraction; the one more influential in the west, the other .in the east. Though the 
smaller city, the position of Edinburgh as an administrative center appears to have favored its 
development over Glasgow, which suffered from the depression in the shipbuilding industry 
after the First World War. " , 

Analysis of internal migration in England and Wales is hampered by the fact that places 
of birth and residence have not been cross-tabulated in the publications of the English census. 
However, by inference it is apparent that London and the South East Region have been areas 
of great population absorption. In the southeastern counties five million people hom in England 
and Wales were living outside the county of their birth. More persons were living outside their 
native county in this region than in all the rest of England combined: There were nearly four 
million in London and the five surrounding counties, and three mitlion in greater London 

' alone. In part these figures simply represent the greater mobility of persons born in south-
eastern England,' but very substantial numbers unquestionably moved to the London metro
politan district. 

The importance of the southward drift is more directly Indicated in the balance of migration 
between 1921 and I93I, presented in Figure 36.1 With the single exception of London County 
itself, every one of the IS counties within a radius of so miles from London gained through 
migration. Of the 48 remaining administrative counties less than a fourth (I I) showed gains. 
The South East Region gained 633 thousand through migration in the decade while of the 
other major regions only the South West showed a gain. The depressed coal areas of South 
Wales and Durham showed the greatest losses. Wales as a whole lost almost a tenth of its 
population in the decade through out-migration. 

The reciprocal nature of losses in Wales and the North and gains in the South obviously 
suggests a large direct movement. This undoubtedly occurred. However, the total migration 
pattern was certainly more complicated. England and .Wales have traditionally lost in balance 
of migration, chiefly as the result of overseas emigration. Such losses in the South East are 
generally counter-balanced by immigration and return migration from overseas. Thus foreigners 
and British subjects retiring from the colonial and other overseas careers tend to settle in the 
London area. Much of the Irish and Scottish in-migration is drawn to London. Gains in the 
South East are not only the result of direct migration,.which is large, but also of the indirect 
effects of external migration. . 

The effects af external migration also influence the position of the northern industrial region, 

'The proportio? of the P?PUI~tion born. outside t?e ,Place of residence is a commonly used source of fuference 
o~ the. exte~t of mterna! m1grabon .. Unfortunately 11 IS a precarious one. It is true that a district of heavy in
m1grabo~ will show ~ h1gh prop?rt10n of persons born elsewhere and that a district of heavy out-migration will 
custom~r~ly s?ow a h~gh proporbon o_f natives. But the proportion of natives in the population is also a measure 
of mo~lllty (1.e., of the ~tent I? wh1ch populations move about regardless of the direction of their movement). 
Thus m ':"est:rn countr.1es of h1ghly mobile populations even areas of out-migration may have many "foreign"
born acquired m population exchange. At the same time a high proportion of native-born in Eastern Europe may 
be. the result of both out-migration and immobility, the two elements being indistinguishable on the basis of this 
ev1dence alone. 

1 Chapter VIII. The data mapped are given in Appendix III, Table 8. 
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w~ere losses to other parts of England and especially London have been partially balanced by 
gams from Ireland. Like the "depr~ areas" of South Wales and the North East, the Lanca
shire region has experienced a loss of both industry and population to the South. The difficulties 
of the textile industry in particular have caused an outflow of people. The shift to different 
types of industry is reflected in the migration position of the Midlands, several counties of which 
experienced modest gains through in-migration in the 'twenties. But the great shift has been 
to the South. • 

Special factors have, of course, played an important role in the relocation of British industry 
and people. The decay of the mining areas was associated with the transfer from coal to oil 
fuel in shipping. The difficulties of the textile industry are traceable to the increase of foreign 
competition. However, the decline of the old industrial centers relatively to London is of much 
more g~ral significance. In every developed country an increasing part of the energies of the 
people are being devoted to distribution and what are generally classified as "services." In 
England and elsewhere there has been a drift from primary to secondary industries; there has 
been an even more marked drift to the growing "tertiary" industries: the professions, govern
ment, and all those occupations devoted to the creation of time and place utility rather than to 
physical production. Such occupations, being largely divorced from the immediate sources of 
raw materials, tend to concentrate in the administrative and commercial cities. As the greatest 
administrative and commercial center in the world London has naturally drawn the lion's 
share of such development in England. 
· Within the South East Region the pattern of migration has been almost entirely a function 
of the London metropolitan development. In common with many other large cities London was 
sprea~ing geographically even more than it was increasing in population. The metropolitan 
area sprawls into five surrounding counties and its suburban influences are progressively 
reaching into quiet communities once far removed from the jostle of urban living. The rapidity 
of the suburban development is indicated by the fact that the five surrounding counties gained 
over Boo thousand through migration in the single decade, I92J·I9JI. In Middlesex and Surrey 
the increases amounted to 20 per cent of the population at the beginning of the decade. In the 
outer ring of counties included within a fifty mile radius, migration gains were naturally smaller 
with the fading influence of the metropolis. The driving centrifugal force reflected in the 

. suburban movement is paralleled by the desertion of the central city. The administrative county 
of London lost 36o thousand persons through migration in the 'twenties.• 

Northern Europe 

Migratory movements within the several countries of Northern Europe are documented with 
greatly varying degrees of completeness. The materials for Sweden are especially complete; those 
for the other Scandinavian and Baltic countries are less satisfactory. 

· o Owing to the limitations of official statistfCJ, studies of internal migration In England and Walea during the 
interwar period are of necessity rather inadequate. There are two noteworthy atudiea utilizing atatiotical materiala 
not considered above. The first of these, by H. Makower, ]. Marschak, and H. W. Robi111011, uaed the Regietrar
General's estimates of annual population changes by counties (derived from registera of parliamentary eleetora and 
housing statistics) to obtain estimates of internal migration for each year from 1927 to 19J(i. These figurea were 
related to data on unemployment to determine coeflieienta of mobility and indieea of population exceaa {i.e., the 
number that would have to move to equalize unemploymeot rates). The results, with interesting theoretical Interpre
tations, are incorporated in three papers: uStudies in the Mobility of Labour: A Tentative Statistical Measure" 
and ustudies in MobilitY of Labour: Analysis for Great Britain," Parta I and 11, in Oxford Eeorwmie PDP'"• Oct., 
1938. May, 1939. and Sept., 1!)40. 

Another study, by Brinley Thomas, uses Ministry of Labour data on origia of record boob of the inaured 
·population in the two chief areas gaining by internal migration. The results are given in two articlea, "The Influx 
of Labour into Londoa and the South East, 1920-1936," and "The Influx of Labour into the Midlanda, 1920-1937" 
in EcOfiOfllictJ N.S. 4(15): 323-336 and 5(20): 41o-434, Aag., 1937, and NOY., 1!)38. 
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Sweden has long been a country of active migration. Emigration has been highly correlated 
with economic cycles in the countries of destination. Similarly the volume of internal migration 
has been closely related to the economic cycles in Sweden, rural-urban migration being greatest 
in periods of industrial expansion and job opportunities in the towns!• With the industriali
zation of Sweden the towns provided increasingly effective competition with the New World 
for the surplus population of Swedish agriculture. 

Place-of-birth data reveal widely dispersed losses through migration and a concentration of 
gains in the three large cities (Figure 3 I). It is apparent that the city of Stockholm was in 
effect the ultimate destination of migration in Sweden. Stockholm City and Lli.n (the latter 
including important suburbs)' drew a balance of migration from every other department of 
Sweden, though the numbers were in some cases too small for presentation in Figure 31. The 
cities of GOteborg and Malmo have significant local spheres of attraction as evidenc~d by the 
inward balance of over-all migration in their respective provinces. GOteborg, as the second city 
of Sweden and an important port, has exercised considerable pull in its region though its net 
inward balance was only a little more than a fifth that of the Stockholm area. The pull of Malmo 
at the southern tip of the country was more restricted; an important part of its local gains were 
drawn off to Stockholm, and to Copenhagen across the straits. · 

The drift of the Swedish population to the larger towns has been analyzed in detail and for 
various time periods. A striking feature of Swedish migration has been its extensiveness as 
compared with net movements in or out. The net balance of migration has generally been only 
a small fraction of the total migration streams. Thus in the period from 1895 to 1930 the net 
gains of the towns (as classified by the Swedish census) has been only one-eleventh of the total 
movement to them. Similarly eight times as many persons moved from agricultural commiUlities 
as were "lost" to these communities.11 

Despite its complexity the townward movement has nevertheless been persistent in direction. 
In each of the four periods of analysis between 1895 and 193012 communities classified as agri
cultural and "rural-mixed" lost by migration and those classified as "rural industrial" and 
towns gained. In every period agricultural communities lost most heavily and the greatest 
gains were in the towns. Stockholm has consistently gained more than the other towns. 

In recent decades there is evidence, not only of dispersion from rural communities, but also 
from the smaller towns. In the 'twenties 35 of the 88 town regions showed losses, and if intra
regional (short distance) migrations are excluded 58 of the town regions were dispersion 
areas.'" There appears to have. been a growing concentration of areas of absorption. In the 
over-all balance of migration (including international) only three of the 2 5 departments gained 
(Figure 36). The greatest losses occurred in the interior areas. Four-fifths of the gains were 
concentrated in the three cities of Stockholm, GOteborg, and Malmo and two-thirds were in 
Stockholm alone. 

Stockholm is often reached by stages of migration f'rom agricultural communities to rural 
10 D?rothy S. Thomas, Social and Economic Aspects of Swedish Population Movements, 175o-1933 (New York: 

Maamllan, 1941), Chapters 8 and g. . 
u D~roth~ S. ~homas, "I,?t;rnal M!grations in Sweden: A Note on their Extensiveness as Compared with 

Net M1g~t10n Gam or Loss m Amtncan Jouma/ of Sociology 42(3): 345-357. Nov., 1936. A large interchange 
of population and volume of total migration relative to net balances is doubtless a general phenomenon though 
perhaps not with such a high ratio as exists in a relatively mobile population such as the Swedish. 

11 1895-1904, 1905-1914, 1915-1920. and 1921-1930. 
11 The internal migration mov~ent~ are analyzed for this period in Sveriges Officiella Statistik, Folkriilmingm 

d~ 31 d.tct~nbtr 19~. II. Bygdemdelmng. Folknwngdm efter Alder, Kon och Civilstdnd. Inrikes Omflyttning (ink/. 
Forddnmg t/ttr Fodclsort). Pp. 6o-131 and 138-250. Cf. also Dorothy S Thomas "The Anal · f I ternal 
M' rat' . th S ed' h C f " . • • yslS o n 1g •on m e w 1s ens~s o 1930. m !oumal of the American Statistical Association 32(3): 124_130, 
March, 1937, and Jane Moore, Cttyword Mtgrahotl: Sweduh Data (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1938). 
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industrial communities, and from these ,to the towns and finally to the capital. Sometimes the 
procedure occurs over generations and in any given period does not necessarily involve the 
same people. Thus the most common pattern is one by which the towns receive migrants from 
the rural areas and in tum send different people to Stockholm and the largest cities, often 
displaying little net migration as the result of these compensating movements. 

The balance of inter-regional migration, as distinct from rural-urban migration across 
regiQ!lal boundaries, is small. The most important inter-regional movement independent of this 
factor has been the migration incident to the development of the north. Norrbotten, the northern
most department and the scene of great mining operations, is the only Swedish department aside 
from those containing the three largest cities to show an inward balance of migration from 
place-of-birth statistics. An interesting feature of the northward migration is its step-like 
charactef; the departments in the northern region tended to gain from the neighbors immediately 
to the south and lose to those adjacent on the north. But the migration movement wns 
numerically small. Owing to heavy losses to Stockholm the northern region as a whole has lost 
through internal migration in recent decades. Even when the losses to the Stockholm depart
ments are omitted from consideration the total gain by migration in the northern region 
amounted to only 15 thousand in a district comprising two-thirds of the area of the country. 

Migration !llovements in the other Scandinavian countries parallel those of Sweden, though 
the information on migratory trends is far less complete. A larger city in a much smaller country, 
Copenhagen has been an even greater focus of migration in Denmark than has Stockholm in 
Sweden. In over-all balance of internal migration as measured by place-of-birth statistics 
greater Copenhagen has registered roughly equal gains (about 200 thousand) from a reservoir 

0 

of population only half that available to Stockholm in Sweden. Another 100 thousand were 
gained by the provincial towns, a total of 300 thousand thus being drawn from the rural areas 
and smaller towns. In the relatively normal 'twenties only four of the 22 Danish departments 
had inward balances of population movement, and of the four, three are in the corner of 
Sjaelland dominated by Copenhagen. The net balance of migration favoring the capital was 
rising in the interwar period. Copenhagen Commune and Department gained 22 thousand 
from migration in the period 1921-1925, 39 thousand in 1925-1930, and So thousand in 
193o-1935· In part these figures reflect the decline of emigration out of the country but there 
is also reason to believe that the capital was becoming more and more important as a focus 
of internal migration. As in so many other cities the centralizing influence represented in the 
flow of people to the capital was accompanied by a decentralization of residence in the city 
itself. In the interwar period the suburbs of Copenhagen were growing much more rapidly than 
the central city. 

Geographically a much larger country than Denmark, Norway has natural barriers that 
have promoted the development of rtgional centers and checked the forces of centralization. 
Furthermore, orientation towards the sea has encouraged the seeking of economic opportunities 
in overseas countries rather than in the domestic cities. The development of commerce in the 
nineteenth century brought about some urbanization, but since 1900 the cities have scarcely 
gai~ed relative to the remainder of the country, arid in the decade 192o-1930 increased Jess 
rapidly than the rural population. 

The appar~t ruralization of Norway is, however, largely the product of a statistical artifact 
by which the growing suburbs of the larger towns count as rural areas. When the population 
of the environs of the larger towns are bracketed with the urban population, the latter grew 
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almost twice as rapidly in the decade 192o-1930 as did the stri~ly ~rat population.'". Though 
Oslo proper actually lost population in the decade through emtgratJOn, ~e metropolitan area 
as a whole grew 12 per cent or roughly twice the average of ~e remamd.er of the ~ountry. 
In view of the more rapid growth of cities and of rural-urban dtfferences m natural n~cr~e 
there must have been considerable migration to the towns and especially to .the Oslo dtstr~ct. 
This is reflected in the large gain through migration in the province of Akershus,_ which 
includes the more important suburbs of Oslo. A similar, but weaker, pull was exerctsc;_d. by 
Bergen, the second city of the country. The only other ·significant gain through migration 
was in the far north, where mining developments have attracted some in-migrants ... 

In general Nor way has shown greater resistance to centripetal tendencies than the other 
Sca~dinavian countries. It is apparent that overseas emigration has overshadowed internal 
movements and that this element, rather than internal migration, explains the great wigration 
losses experienced in most Norwegian provinces ( cf. Figure 36, below). . · 

Substantial .rural-urban migration, coupled with overseas emigration, ·is a longstanding 
process in Scandinavia that has proceeded generally without great stress and strain. In the other 
countries of Northern Europe it is more recent, and internal migration has been a more violent 
phenomenon. Thus since 1890 the populations of Stockholm and Copenhagen have each some
what more than doubled, but in the same period Helsinki, the capital of Finland, has grown 
five-fold. In contrast with the old established capitals in the other Scandinavian countries 
Helsinki has emerged relatively recently as the dominant center in the country. Yet the pattern 
·of urbanization has been much the same. In balance of migration determined from place-of
birth statistics· the Finnish provinces arrange themselves in accordance· with the size and 
relative attractive power of their chief cities. Uudenmaa, including the city of Helsinki, has 

" drawn a balance of population from every other department. Viipuri, with what was formerly 
Finland's second city, drew from every other department, but lost to Uudenmaa. Hameen, 
with the important center of Tampere, has generally gained but has lost to Helsinki and Viipuri. 
On the other hand the interior provinces, which lack important centers, have lost heavily to all 
other regions. Regionally the rural-urban movement has meant a southward, and to a lesser 
extent eastward, drift of population. The lake and forest regions of the interior are being 
deserted for the southern fringes of the country. As in Sweden and Norway modern technology 
and the discovery of mineral resources have made possible new settlement and development 
in the Arctic regions. However, as in these countries also, the movements of people were 
quantitatively rather small, and, certainly not in proportion to the degree of economic develop
ment. The migration gains were chiefly drawn from the nearer provinces of central Finland, 
and not from the cities of the south. 

Internal migration and urbanization in Estonia and Latvia have been subject to violent 
fluctuations incident to political disturbance and war: The cities were not generally founded 
by the indigenous populations now forming the great m.ajority, but by German and Swedish 
conquerors, and until recent times the cities were largely occupied by peoples speaking these 
~anguages and that of the later Russian rulers. Under Czarist Russian rule, and particularly 
m the last few decades, internal migration and differential rates of natural increase resulted 
in the substitution of overwhelming majorities of the local nationalities in the. towns. Thus 

10 On this basis the percentage growth. fo.r the decade was 8.9 in the cities, 4-6 in the rural districts, and 6.2 in 
the country as a wh?le .. Norway,. S':'ttsttske CentralbyrA. Folketel/i,.gen i Norge r desember r930. Vol 1• 

Fo/kerr1tngdt og •;••I• Rtkets /orsk}tlltgt de/er. Bebodde ;ier. Hussatn/i,.ger pa laitdet (Norges oflisielle statistikk. 
VIII. 182). P. 19 . · 

10 
E."<amination of the origins of pe~sons emigrating from N?rway in connection with the general migration 

balances also suggests some mov~men~ mto the southwestern regton, though this internal movement was far more 
than balanced by very heavy emtgration overseas. 
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in Tallinn, Germans were a fourth of the population in 1881, but less than 5 per cent prior to 
the "return" of the Baltic Germans to the Reich in 1939-1940. During the same period the 
Estonian-speaking population increased from 54 to 86 per cent of the total.'" In 1897 only 45 
per cent of the population of Riga was ethnically Latvian; by 1935 this ptoportion had risen 
to 63 per cent." · 

The First World War wrought great hardship on these cities and especially on Riga. Food 
shottages and the flight of refugees probably reduced the population by half from its prewar 
figure. In the interwar period Riga again grew rapidly but failed to regain its prewar size. 
The importance of migration to Riga may be judged by the fact that in 1930, 61 per cent of 
the inhabitants were born outside the city. In balance of internal migration as measured by 
place-of-birth statistics Riga had gained 148 thousand, a huge total in view of the small 

. populat~n of Latvia. The earlier position of Riga as one of the important cities of Czarist. 
Russia was reflected in the large number of persons born in Russia, and the Russian territories 
of Lithuania, Poland, and Estonia. Within Latvia Riga bas drawn heavily from all provinces 
but the attraction of the capital was greatest in the neighboring countryside and of declining 
importance with increasing geographical and cultural differences. Thus a fourth of the persons 
born in Riga County and living in Latvia had moved from the country to the city, while at the 
other extreme, in the Jaunlatgales district located on the eastern edge of the country and having 
a large Russian population, only two per cent of those born in the area had moved to Riga. 

Other Baltic cities have apparently played a relatively small role in rural-urban migration, 
though in Estonia, Tallinn and the nearby town of Nomme attracted considerable numbers 
in the interwar period, and Tartu, the second city· and cultural center, bas had some local 
impw:tance. 

West-Central Europe 

In those countries forming the industrial heart of Europe rural-urban migration Is a long 
tradition and often is regarded as a major problem. Despite considerable popular interest and a 
host of special studies on particular areas, statistical information on internal movements Is 
woefully defective. Cross-tabulations on place of birth and residence are unavailable for 
France since 1911 and for Germany since 1907· Except in the Low Countries the registration 
systems of the interwar period were too in~ct to provide the materials for systematic 
analysis. Information on the total balance of migration in specific periods is available from 
census and vital statistics though, as indicated above, these data suggest the direction of migra
tion only by inference, and fail to distinguish between international and internal migration. 

This latter defect is especially important in the case of France, where the immigration of 
foreigners bas played such a large role in population trends. From a comparison of those de· 
partments showing migratory gains (Figure 36) and those showing a large increase of 
foreigners (Figure 27) it is apparent that there is a rough correspondence between the two. 
It would be strange if it were otherwise. But the magnitude of international migration makes 
it impossible to analyze closely migration trends within France solely on the basis of the 
·over-all balance of migration. 

There is no completely adequate method of eliminating the influence of international migration 
with existing French statistics, but an approximation is possible utilizing census statistics on 

10 Estonia. Riigi Statistika KeskbUroo, II Ralruolontdru Eutu, VoL IV, Ralrvlutihtrobklm# Et~tu (Second 
Census of Estonia. 1934. VoL IV, Problems of Population), p. 23- . 

11Latvia, Valsts Statistiski Pirvalde, CnurUJ laultu 11laitliaM LDtvijlJ 1935 g., VoL IV, Taullba (Fourth Census 
of Latvia, 1935. VoL IV, Ethnic Nationality). 
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changes in the number of foreign-born.11 When the esti~ated immigration baianc; from 
abroad is removed from the migration balances shown in Figure 36, the pattern of Internal 
movement is brought into relief. This pattern is shown in Figure 32. 

The removal of external migration balances reveals that there is only a very rough corre
spondence between the migration destinations of Frenchmen and of foreigners. Paris a_nd the 
Mediterranean littoral appear to have been quite as attractive to Frenchmen as to fore1gners, 
but it is apparent that the total balance of in-migration in the industrial regions was almost 

• • 0 • 
entirely the result of foreign immigration. The northern and eastern ~rontler reg10ns~ co~~m-
ing the major textile and metal industries of France, apparently gamed ?ver half a mdhon 
from abroad in the single decade I92I-I93I. In the same period these regions appear to have 
lost some I70 thousand native French through internal migration. The single department of 
Pas-de-Calais appears to have gained 145 thousand from abroad, but at the same time lost 
6o thousand French to other departments. It is obvious that the industries of the northern 
departments had little appeal to the mass of Frenchmen in the 'twenties, despite the fact that 
reconstruction and relative prosperity resulted in considerable industrial expansion in these 
departments during the 'twenties. 

Though the divergence in the direction of migration is most apparent in the northern indus, 
trial regions, in other regions there were similar differences of lesser magnitude. Thus stripped 
of the influence of foreign immigration the large inward balances of the Pyrenees and the 
Garonne districts of southwestern France (apparent in Figure 36) disappear, and this pre~ 
dominantly. agricultural· region is shown to be losing population to· its two major centers, 
Bordeaux and Toulouse. In the Alps and in the Rhone Valley the inward balances were chiefly 
the product of Italian immigration; only in Lyon and its .environs was there an inward 
balance of Frenchmen. In the whole region of Lyon and the Alps and Jura there was a*' gain 
of over 250 thousand foreign-born, but iJ. loss of some 65 thousand natives. In the center, 
foreign immigration appears to have furnished a net gain of about 85 thousand, partly bal
anced by an apparent loss of 45 thousand native French. In the country as a whole 47 depart
ments showed net gains in the total balance of migration, but only 26 of these were also. 
gaining from internal movements. 

Foreign immigration into France has been diffuse. In many cases destinations have been 
determined as much by the factor of nearness to the country of origin as by the nature of 
opportunity. Rural areas have been much more attractive to the foreign than to the French
born. Foreigners have been drawn to small industrial towns as well as to the large cities. · 

By comparison French migration has been focused more sharply o.n a few centers. Bordeaux 
and Toulouse have drawn migrants from the Aquitanian plain, Lyon and Marseille have at
tracted native migrants from the Rhone and the Alps; above all Paris has had that same appeal 
to Frenchmen that it has so long exercised on other nationalities as the most sparkling of 
European capitals. 

• 
The Paris region, including the Seine and neighboring departments, gained almost a mil-

11 Thus an increase in the foreign-born between the 1921 and 1931 censuses indicates an inunigration balance in 
the intercensal perio~. U?fortunately, however, this balance does not measure the actual amount of immigratio!L 
In !!'• absen~e of m1grahon, tl_te number of the foreign-born inevitably declines owing to deaths. The increase of 
foreign-born IS therefore a mm1mum measure of net migration since those dying must be replaced by new inunigrants 
merely to, hold t~ numbers constant. ~o make ~Uowance for this factor in the computations for Figure 32 the 
apP;"rent m.crease ~ th: nll'?ber of fore1gn-b?':" m each department was raised by a factor representing the total 
nat!onal gam !rom t~mlgrahon ~1,76o,ooo) d1v1ded by the reported gain in the number of foreign-born (1.325,ooo). 
Th1s method IS not rigorous. It 1gnores departmental variations in the proportion of the foreign-born disappearing 
through death or migration and disregards the international movements of the French-hom Furthermore, it was 
necessa~ to co~tput~ the in~al migration balances on the basis of the present (de facto) rather than the legal 
population used tn F1gure 28 smce place of birth is available only for the former. 
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lion persons through migration in the 'twenties. This was about half of the net migratory gain 
of France in the same period. Paris also drew the larger share of the inward balances of internal 
migration, the Paris region gaining some 440 thousand in the exchanges of population within 
the country. In terms of numbers the largest groups of provincials in the Paris region were 
from the North and from Britanny. In relation to the population of origin, the largest per
centages have been drawn from the departments of the center and the thinly populated Massif 
Cen•raJ.•• 

Notable for their resistance to the pull of Paris are the departments of the Rhone Valley 
and the Mediterranean littoral. In recent years these favored areas have rivalled Paris in their 
appeal to French and foreigner alike. The presence of large industrial and commercial centers 
and the distance from Paris combine to supplement the ancient regionalism of the Provence. 
Marseill\!, the chief city of the region, is aft~r Paris the most important destination of migrn· 
tion movements and unlike Paris, the greater part of the inward balance was derived from 
native French rather than from foreign in-migration. The Mediterranean littoral as a whole 
gained over half a million migrants in the 'twenties, of which about half appear to hnve been 
French. 

The relative attractiveness of this region is reflected in the continuation of a large immi
gration balance in the 'thirties, despite economic difficulties which resulted in a large return 
migration of foreigners from the North. In the 'thirties the Mediterranean region emerged 
as the most important district of immigration in France though how much of this was owing 
to continued Italian immigration and how much to French internal movement is not clear. 
The experience of the region, however, suggests the possibility of the greater {uture influence 
of sf'-Called "hedonistic" motives in migration, in which the beauties of climate and terrain 
may compete successfully with purely economic advantages of esthetically less attractive 
regions.•• 

, In Belgium, as in France, the pattern of internal migration is obscured by large immigration 
from abroad. But in Belgium, place-of-birth statistics cross-tabulated with province of resi
dence provide a clearer picture of internal movements. Brussels, as the capital and chief city, 
has drawn large numbers of Belgians from all the provinces. Antwerp, the Flemish capital 
and chief port, has appealed almost exclusively to Flemings. Though in-migration has been 
less than in Brussels the city bas grown as rapidly, owing to the higher natural increase of 
its inhabitants. A third factor in internal movement has been the magnetic force of the great 
mining and metal industries extending from Mons to Liege. These are the backbone of 
Belgium's importance as an industrial nation, and have drawn Belgians from neighboring 
provinces as well as large numbers of foreigners. The Flemish provinces of Flanders and 
Limburg, and the Walloon Luxembourg are areas of traditional out-migration. In general 

'F:Iemish areas have lost by migration, both to foreign countries and to the Walloon half of 
the country. 

The large· immigration from foreign countries in the interwar period reached every province 
but centered chiefly in Brussels and the industrial districts of Hainaut and Liege. With the 
flood of immigration these latter districts apparently became less attractive to Belgians, and 
the inward balance through internal migration disappeared. Even more than before, Brussels 
has become the chief destination of Belgian migration. 

More than in most countries the currents of internal migration have been a function of 
differences in natural increase. The Walloon element of the Belgian population has grown 

•• Cf. Bunle, o~. eit. 
10 Though of course there were abo very practical economic attnctions io the region ao well (e. If., io the de

velopment of vegetable and fruit growing for the Paris market). 
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little through natural increase in r~cent years; in fact, since 1932 there has been 11~ exa:ss of 
deaths over births in the French-speaking sections. The growth of the Walloon provmces m the 
interwar period was almost entirely due to Flemish and foreign immigration. The Flemings, 
on the other hand, have had a large natural increase in an already v~ densely populat~d area. 
The flow of internal migration has been a natural equalizing force. The low natural mcrease 
in the large cities of Brussels and Liege has created a vacuum attracting the surplus popula-
tions of the prolific rural Flemings. · . . . . · . 

In the Nether lands internal migration has lacked the sttmulus both of very sharp dtfferentials 
in natural increase and of a single dominant metropolitan center. The Dutch, as close cultural 
relatives of the Flemings, also have high rates of natural growth. Dutch cities, in common with 
Fl~mish Antwerp, have a substantial excess of births over deaths. Instead of being concen
trated in a single capital the functions of metropolitan centers are distributed amcng three 
cities of comparable size and importance. Historically the chief urban center of the country 
and still the largest city, Amsterdam has been divorced from many commercial functions by · 
geography and from some administrative functions by tradition. Rotterdam and The Hague 
are rival cities, the latter particularly having gained importance in the interwar period. These 
cities, with Utrecht, form the urban triangle of Holland that has absorbed population from 
the other provinces of the Netherlands. In the interwar period the three provinces in this area. 
gained 190 thousand by migration, the balances probably deriving chiefly from the province of 
Zeeland and the rural North. The remaining provinces occupied an intermediate position. 
There were some gains, notably in the province of Limburg, during the 'twenties, but general 
losses through migration in the 'thirties. In, the latter decade migration_ from the traditional 
areas of dispersion was on a smaller scale than previously but gains were more concentrated 
in the urban provinces. 

An interesting facet of internal migration in the Nether lands is the prospect of movement 
into the polders reclaimed from the Zuider Zee. Up to the outbreak of war this had only begun, 
and the destruction of dikes and flooding' for milit.ary purposes will undoubtedly retard future 
development. · 

Even more than the Netherlands, Switzerland differs from the majority of European 
countries in the absence of a dominant capital functioning as the chief final destination of the 
balance of internal migration. Mountain barriers and linguistic differences have strengthened 
Swiss economic and cultural regionalism and promoted the diversification of migratory 
currents. Bern, the political capital, is not important as a center'of in-migration. Zurich, as the . 
largest city, is the economic capital of the Confederation and chief destination of migration 
from German-speaking areas. In this movement Basel functions as a secondary and local center 
of attraction. There has been a large interchange of population across the border with Germany 

Though it contains no major metropolitan centers, French Switzerland has drawn migr3l1f~ 
from other regions, though its towns have not grown so fast as those of German Switzerland."' 
But high standards of living and exceedingly low birth rates have created incentive and oppor
tunity for in-migration. Italian-speaking Ticino has lost comparatively small balances to 
Zurich and French Switzerland, which losses have been more than replaced by substitute im
migration from Italy. 

Incident to the First World War Switzerland lost much of her foreign population. Most 
of the cantons, and the country as a whole, were losing population through migration. The 
only significant gains in total balance of migration during the 'twenties were. registered in 

11 
As ~cently as 187~ Geneva was the largest town in Switzeiland, but is now the fourth city with little more 

than a th.rd the populahon of Zurich. The population in the area of 1930 was declining in the interwar period. 
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Ziirich, B~ Geneva, Vaud, and Ticino. Both French- and German-speaking areas were 
generally losing in rural-urban migration. In terms of larger regions the two sections dominated 
by Zurich and Basel were gaining and other German-speaking regions were losing. French 

· Switzerland as a whole lost owing to the net departure of foreigners, despite the establishment 
of international agencies at Geneva, and within the French-speaking area there was a substantial 
movement from rural Fribourg, Neuchatel, and Valais to Geneva and the towns of Vaud. 
Ti<ino continued to serve as an entrq>Ot for Italian immigration. 

Though internal migration and especially its rural-urban phases have been of absorbing in· 
terest to German scholars and statesmen, German statistical information on these movements is 
scarcely more adequate than that of France or England. Studies of special areas of Germany 
based on sample statistics or on police registration systems probably total in the hundreds, but 
gerteral ~nalysis of recent movements is of necessity based on inference from migration balances 
in intercensal periods. u 

Historically internal migration in Germany has been dominated by two trends : ( 1 ) move
ment from East to West and (2) within each region, the Landfluchl or rural exodus. Differen
tiation of the two movements is substantially a question of long-range versus short-range 
migration, since the westward drift is in itself basically a rural-urban movement. The typical 
out-migrant from the East was a peasant or agricultural laborer seeking better economic oppor· 
tunities in the cities or industries of the West. 

The early statistics_ on place of birth show a very large drain of population from the eastern 
provinces. In 1900 the five east.ern provinces of East Prussia, West Prussia, Posen, Silesia, 
and Pomerania had lost a balance of 1,619,000 through emigration, the percentage losses 
being greatest in the border marches of East Prussia and Posen, least In the Industrial districts 
of Silesia. The flight from the eastern provinces sought chiefly two destinations: the nearby 
Berlin-Brandenburg province and the more remote factory towns of Westphalia and the 
Rhineland. Poles were numerous in the latter movement. Lesser magnets to eastern out· 
migrants were the older industries of Saxony and the rapidly growing city of Hamburg. In 

· addition Hamburg and the other Hanseatic cities were important foci of migration in their own 
regions; as were the great industrial towns of the Ruhr and Rhine. The South participated 

. little in inter-regional migration, though Alsace-Lorraine drew migrants from a large area. 
Within the South, Wiirttemberg had been a region of population dispersion for centuries and 
migrator-y currents in Bavaria were directed largely to the expanding towns and particularly 
to Munich. 

In Imperial Germany there was a definite continuum of migratory choice, ranging from 
remote and agrarian East Prussia, which !oat in balance to every other province, to Berlin 
and the Hanseatic cities which gained from all comers of the Reich. After the war the 
pattern of choice remained substantially the same with the important difference that the 
Rhenish-Westphalian district was rv> longer especially attractive to migrants. With the onset 
of depression it became an area of dispersion. 

Under National Socialist control there were further significant changes in the traditional 
pattern. It is evident from Figures 36 and 37' that far more of Germany gained by migration 
in the 'thirties (i.e., 1933-1939) than in the earlier period (i.e., 1925-1933). This is attributable 

u Nativity statistics, aoss-classifying place of birth and residence, were wt tabulated for Germany In the 
occupational ceosu.s of I!J07. 

An exceptionally good review of German approaches to the question of internal migration, together with an 
annotated bibliography of the chid'. German contributions in thu field, are .:ontained in two large appendlca by 
Rudolf Heberle in Dorothy S. Thomas, Reuarclo Memorandum"" Migralil»> Dif!ermlio/1 (New York: Social 
Science Research Council, 19,38), pp. 269-341. In the same volume. pp. 342-365, there u a sood review of the 
methods and sources of German internal migration statiJties by Fritz Meyer. 
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to the net gain in the old Reich of 502. thousand by international migration, a~ contrasted 
with the net loss of 234 thousand in the previous period. The greatest inter-reg1onal move
ment continued to be the retreat from the eastern border areas to the interior of the Reich, 
and in the Nazi' years this movement was re-enforced by a flood of ethnic Germans from the 
Sudetenland and frotn Lower Austria seeking employment in the expanding armament in
dustries. But in keeping with trends already observable in the 'twenties, there was a definite 
movement from the Rhineland-Westphalia industrial region to the interior. The old industrial 
areas in Saxony also lost heavily. The center and the northwest, much of which formerly had 
been a rather passive region in the balance of internal migration, emerged as very active centers 
of in-migration. To some extent this development was the result of the deliberate policy of 
moving vital armament industries to areas more remote from attack in the West, though other 
factors, such as the increasing use of Swedish iron ore, were more important in the rttlocation 
of industry and population. 

Despite Nazi dogma and policy the quantitatively most impodant migration continued to be 
rural-urban. Communities with populations of less than 2,000 (rural populations as defined 
by the German census) lost 959 thousand persons through out-migration in the six years 
1933-1939. In almost all districts the rural gemeinde lost; in the Sudetenland and in the rural 
Allenstein district of East Prussia more than io per cent of the rural population was lost 
through migration. Rural areas gaining population through migration were located in the 
environs of the large cities. 

In the Nazi period small cities were more attractive to migrants than the metropolises, though 
it is very doubtful if Nazi fears of urban decadence and "asphalt intellectualism" were a 
decisive factor in this development. The apparent dispersion of population and industry Jl1ay 
in part reflect attempts to scatter armament factories and provide less concentrated targets 
to air attack. It is certainly due in part to the fact that military barracks were disproportionately 
located in the smaller towns. •• A further element in the apparent decentralization may be the 
suburban drift, which was evident prior to Nazi-domination. Thus between 1933 and I939 the 
city of Berlin gained only two per cent by migration, but the surrounding district of Potsdam 
gained 16 per cent. 

Central Europe 

The collapse of the Austro-Hungarian Empire in World War I inevitably disrupted chan
nels of migration in Central Europe developed over centuries of political unity. The .n:rost 
important of these, numerically speaking, were those affecting the western sections of the 
Empire with their relatively mobile populations. In the more backward eastern regions there 
was little exchange of population in any event. · 

The Austro-Hungarian Empire was generally a country of out-migration with large emi
gration to overseas countries and lesser overland movements to Saxony and German Silesia. 
Within the Empire the dominant movement was short distance migration from rural districts 
to urb~ centers,. the. attractive po.wer and range of influence of each center being roughly 
proportionate to 1ts s1ze. Inter-reg1onal movements were of relatively smali quantitative im
po~nce, ~pecially if they involved the crossing of linguistic frontiers. The outstanding ex
ception was, of course, the cosmopolitan city of Vienna that drew mass migration from Czech 
a~d SI_ovak, as well as Ge_rman-speaking, districts. Even as regards Vienna the cityward 
mrgratron was clearly selective of German-speaking elements. Thus in Bohemia and Moravia 

20thTh~ soofldiers conscripted from '";Ira! communities (or large cities) whose units were stationed in small towns 
at e time the censu,s count as m1grants from these communities. . 

[ 140 ] 



INTERNAL MIGRATION 

the heaviest sources of migration to Vienna in relation to population were German-speaking 
districts, the cities of Prague, Brno, and Plzen being important alternatives for Czech migrants. 
German-speaking sections of Silesia were a greater source of migrants than Czech areas closer 
to Vienna. Despite physical proximity to the imperial capital Hungarians were never drawn in 
large numbers. In Hungary and to the south, German linguistic islands contributed to the 
Viennese population far out of proportion to their populations. 

Ill fact, the. most significant feature of migration within the Empire was a displacement 
of German-speaking populations on linguistic frontiers (a) through the emigration of German 
elements, chiefly to Austria proper and (b) through short distance infiltration of neighboring 
Slavic, Hungarian, and Italian populations. Thus Poles were displacing Germans in Galicia, 
Italians were moving into the German Tyrol, and the Germans of Hungary were retreating 
throughodifferential migration and lower natural increase. In northern Bohemia German
speaking populations were emigrating heavily across the boundary to Saxony, while Czechs 
were taking their places in the Sudetenland. 

The interwar period witnessed the disruption of old lines of inter-regional migration, but 
altered the general pattern less than might be expected. The movement from South Bohemia 
to Vienna was reduced, as was the comparable but lesser migration of Slovaks to Budapest. 
Certain specialized migrations incident t,o the economic development of the Empire were 
suspended. Thus the ports of Trieste and Fiume, which had drawn population from Slovene 
and Croat hinterlands, were. less attractive to these groups under Italian sovereignty. Polish 
migration to the Teschen area was reduced by the establishment of a political barrier between 
Czech Silesia and Galicia. 

Despite these changes the basic pattern of migration remained substantiaiiy unaltered in the 
0 

'twenties. Areas of in- and out-migration continued the same, although the direction and outlets 
for migration were sometimes different. Thus in Austria proper the three western Lander 
of Salzburg, Tyrol, and Vorarlberg continued to be regions of modest immigration as in 
the prewar years, while the remainder of Austria, aside from the larger cities and the environs 
of Vienna, continued to have a negative balance. Aside from the city of Vienna and its 
environs the gains and losses were of comparable rate and magnitude. •• The withering of 
Vienna's hinterland is reflected in her declining attractiveness to immigrants. In the deeade 
I90o-I9I0 Vienna drew a balance of I4I thousand, in I923-I934 only 49 thousand. 

The stifling of Vienna naturaiiy reacted on those populations of Czechoslovakia that had 
formerly found ·outlet in migration to that city. Nevertheless, in the interwar period the 
southern rim of the country continued in its traditional role as an area of heavy emigration. 
In the single decade I92I-I930 the three southern districts of Plzen, Ceske Budejovice, and 
Jihlava lost over seven per cent of their populations through out-migration. Only the direction 
of the migration was changed: from the old capital in Vienna to the new one in Prague. In 
the remainder of Bohemia and Morayia the general currents of migration remained the same, 
though the attractiveness of Prague was generaily enhanced by its emergence as a political 
as well as a cultural capital. The large cities such as Brno and Plzen gained; there was a large 
exodus from most agricultural areas!" As before there was a drift of Czech immigration into 
the industrialized Sudeten Erzgebirge, and as before the German elements were being graduaily 
displaced by Czech in-migrants. 

Inter-regional migration within Czechoslovakia has been largely confined to the western 

•• Cf. Austria Statistische Zentralkommission, Die Ergebnisse der Volkzahlung vom JI. Dezember I9IO. Vol. I, 
Part 1, p. 29* ;,d Austria, Bundesamt fiir Statistik, Die Ergebnisse der Oste"eichischen Volkzah/ung vom 22. 

Mars I934. Vol. II, pp. 6-7. . 
•• Cf. International Labour Office, The Rural Exodus in Csechos/Oflakia. (Studies and Reports, Series K, No. 13.) 
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and more developed sections. The proximity of Slovak areas to Vienna and Budapest brought 
about some migration to these centers before the First World yvar, but the:e has been no 
diversion to Bohemian cities comparable to that in South Bohem1a and Morav1a. The surplus 
population of the overcrowded mountain valleys of Slovakia h~ve rather sought ~verseas 
destinations, and the eastern provinces have even had a small mward balance of mternal 
migration through the influX of Czech officials and teachers. 

The pattern of internal migration in Hungary is a simp!~ one : from all a:eas to Budapest. 
The capital and its environs have no rival as the industnal and commerc1al cent~r. of t~e 
compact nation. Population flows freely to the capital from :UI corners of th~ countr~ w1th o~ly 
minor points of resistance in a. few of the larger towns. As1de from the. cap1tal and 1ts satelhte 
cities the only important focus of in-migration was in the Baranya (I.e., the towns of Pees 

and Baja). 

Eastern Europe 
Mate~ials on the migratory currents within Eastern Europe are very scant, and those that 

exist are often subject to misinterpretation. Thus in Poland reliance must be placed on indirect 
measures of internal migration, ~orne of which may be misleading. Place-of-birth statistics are 
absent and the only generally available measure of migration is the total migration balance, 
which includes international as well as internal migration. 

A cursory glance at the balance of migration in Polish departments during the 'twenties, 
(Figure 36) might suggest that eastern Poland is one of the chief areas of in-migration in 
Europe, and that very heavy out-migration is confined to the western province of foseri. Such 
a picture, which could be readily derived from the apparent statistical facts, would beotom
pletely erroneous. 

In actual fact, the balance of migration as derived from Polish census and. vital statistics is 
biased (a) by the admitted defectiveness of the 1921 census in the eastern areas and (b) by the 
under-registration of births in the central and eastern departments. Both of these defects tend 
to maximize apparent in-migration balances and minimize or eliminate !JUt-migration ba:I
ances ... Perhaps even more important, the intercensal period cpvered (i.e., 1921-1931) 

included in its early years very heavy repatriation of war refugees in the eastern and central 
regions and· a lesser return movement to Galicia in the south. According to official statistics the 
repatriations occurring after the census of October 1, 1921 totalled 530 thousand. The ap
parent inward balance (as measured by census and vital statistics) of the four eastern depart
, ments plus Bialystok was 444 thousand, a figure probably fully explained by· this return 
migration from war displacements. 27 In view of the previously noted statistical biases it seems 

•• Thus if the 1921 census had many omissions the apparent population growth between 1gz1 and 1931 is greater· 
than the actual. If many births are not registered the actual natural increase must be greater than that reported. 
Since the migration balance is measured by differencing growth and"natural increase, an exaggeration of growth 
and an under-reporting of natural increase would tend to widen the margin between if growth exceeds natural 
increase (ie., a situation of in-migration) or to reduce or eliminate the difference if natural increase exceeds growth · 
(i":, out-mig_ra~ion). Cf. Poland. O!Ji~ Centr~ de Statistique. Problemes dimographiques de Ia Pologne (In 
PoliSh), StatiStlque de Ia Pologne, Sene c, Fasc1cule 41, especially Part I, Ch. 2, and Part II. Though the author 
(Stef_an Szu~c) ~phasizes the. importance of under-registration of births (and to a lesser extent deaths) .in former 
Rus:""" ternto~~· there also 1s some reason to suspect some under-reporting of vital phenomena in the Ukrainian 
sections of Gal1c1a. 

27 A detailed comparison of counties gaining by migration and the reported destinations of repatriates shows a 
very close and r~nable correlation between the two. Ci Stefan Szulc, "Sur l'accroisement de Ia population en 
Pologne ~ Ia ~enode de 1'?21-1931" (In Polish), Revue trimestrielle de statistique de rO/fice central de statistique 
de Ia Repub/sque Polonaue, Vol. IX, No. I, pp. 31-40. The detailed fignres are given in "Les elements de 
l'accro!s"?'ent de Ia population a Ia periode de 1921-1931" (In Polish), Informations statistiques de /'Office central 
de statistsqut, Vol X, No. 4, pp. 73-So. Feb. 5, 1932-
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likely that the eastern districts were losing rather than gaining population through migration 
aside from the repatriation of war refugees in the early years. 

It is probable that the more typical trend of internal migration in the country as a whole 
was that revealed in western Poland, where the statistical sources are more reliable. In this 
area the data show a depopulation of the countryside paralleled by a rapid growth of cities or 

· (as in Silesia) ofindustrial populations in smaller communities. Internal migration is difficult 
to d.etermine precisely owing to the importance of international migration from Poland, but 
the very large in-migration balance of the principal cities and their environs is clear evidence 
of a substantial rural-urban movement!" 

·This movement appears to be most important in former German Poland and in the westerly 
regions-dominated by the three centers of Warsaw, Lodz, and Cracow. In eastern Poland the 
attractiOJl of the towns apparently was much less!• In general Polish populations appear to 
have been more susceptible to urbanization than other Slavs in Poland. Where Poles formed 
minorities or islands of settlement among Ukrainians and White Russians the Polish element 
was being reduced by differential emigration to foreign countries and out-migration to pre
dominantly Polish cities such as Lwow and Wilno. Thus in the salient ot Polish settlement 
reaching across eastern Galicia to Tarnopol most Polish areas displayed a heavy migration 
loss, as contrasted with small losses or gains in the Ukrainian districts. 80 

Information on internal migration in the Balkans is as fragmentary as for Poland. The 
typical Balkan peasant did not move unless forced to by' war or governmental edict. Conse
quently internal migration was generally small. IIi. the region as a whole about three-fourths 
of the native-born population in the interwar period was living in the commune of birth and 

. over .,nine-tenths apparently remained in the same district. 81 Only in recent years has t,he 
immobile Balkan peasant begun to respond to the economic attractions of distant lands and to 
the emerging cities of his own region. 

The only important focus of long distance migration within Yugoslavia is the capital city of 
Belgrade. One of the smallest capital; in Europe, Belgrade has grown very rapidly through 
migration. The population of the city has come from every section of the new country, but 
there has been some selection in favor of Serb elements. Zagreb, the Croat cultural center, 
has also grown rapidly though its influence is regional rather than national. In the balance of 
.internal migration as measured. by place-of-birth statistics (Figure 31) Vardar (old South 

•• Migration balances for small areas as determined from vital statistics and intercensal growth are presented 
in a map prepared by W. Orinicki in Revue Mensuelle de Geographie 10(8-xo): n8-12o. Krakow, 1932. 
, •• In a comparison of .the growth rates of towns and of total populations in small districts Wiktor Ormicki found 

that in a large section of eastern Poland the urban population grew less rapidly than the total between 1921 and 
1931. "Un coup d'oeil sur le developpement de !'urbanisation en Pologne au cours des annees 1921-1931" in Congres 
international de Ia population (Paris, 1937), Dbnographie statistique (Vol. IV of the proceedings), pp. 138-147. 
There are several possible explanations of this apparent de-urbanization which do not entail the assumption of the 
migration from town to country: (1) At the time of the 1921 census large numbers of refugees were temporarily 
quartered in the towns prior to their return <to the.land, and were enumerated as town population though that was 
not their usual residence. (2) It is likely that the 1921 census was more complete in the towns than in the countryside 
in view of the unsettled conditions of .the times. If this were true the apparent growth of the rural population 
would be exaggerated relative to that of the towns. (3) Differential emigration of Jews, who form the largest 
element of the urban population in this area, probably contributed to the relatively low growth rate of the urban 
population. (4) The rate of natural increase is lowe~ in the towns, so that in the absence of migration they would 
have a lower rate of growth than the rural population. · . 

8o Cf. J erzy Smolenski, ''Le repartition de Ia population ayant pour langue maternelle le polonais sur le territoire 
de Ia Republique Polonaise" in Revue tri~Ustrielle de statistique de l'Office central de statistique de Ia Republique 
Polonaise, Vol. X, No. 4, pp. 454-460. · · , 

81 Thus of the native-born population of Yugoslavia 78 per cent were living in the commune and 94 per cent 
in the banovine of birth. The corresponding figures for Greece were 75 for communes and 92 for regions of birth. 
There are no figures available for Rumania. Seventy-nine per cent of the native-born Bulgarians were reported in 
the locality of their birth. 
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Serbia) has been the most favored banovine after the capital, but the net balance of immigra
tion is very small except for the movement from neig~boring ; Zets~a ( Mo~tenegro) · . The 
mountains of Dalmatia and Montenegro have been a reg10n of dispersion for. mternal migra
tion as well as the chief source of emigration to overseas countries. There has been a general, 
though diffuse, movement from these regions and Bosnia to more favored and less over-
populated sections of the country. . · . 

Despite enormous exchanges of population with neighboring countnes the volume of Iyter
regional migration in Greece was relatively small, with the exception of the movement to the 
capital. In the interwar period Athens and its port of Piraeus were growing rapidly in com
mercial importance in company with the expansion of the Greek merchant marine. In addition 
to some 300 thousand refugees from Turkey, Central Greece has attracted a balance of over 
200 thousand through internal migration from other regions. It seems probable that th& Athens 
agglomeration even in 1928 had gained at least soo thousand persons through immigration. 
Internal migrants were drawn chiefly from Old Greece. Contributions were especially heayy 
from the Peloponnesos and froin the islands, whose sea-faring people found a natural outlet 
for their talents in the growing port and fleet of Greece. More than a fourth of the population 
born in the Cyclades had moved to Central Greece, and there were substantial movem~nts 
from the Aegean Islands, from the Ionian Islands, and from Crete. Epirus was also an area 
of dispersiop, while Macedonia drew small contingents of Greeks through internal migration 
as well as very large numbers from abroad. The 'thirties witnessed further large migratory 
gains to Athens and also to Salonika, but detailed analysis of these movements, on the basis 
of the I 940 census, is not yet possible. 

In Bulgaria, as in Greece, the dominant source of migration has been international exchanges 
of population. Such internal migration as has occurre!l seems to have been directed to §ofi.a, 
the capital and one large city. The district of Sofia was the only one to gain in the balance of 
migration (Figure 36). 

Migratory movements within Rumania are very poorly documented. 82 The chief internal 
movement appears to be associated with the phenomenal growth of Bucharest, which has almost 
tripled in size since 1912 and is now a city of a million inhabitants. There has obviously been' 
in-migration into the area of the Ploesti oil fields, and the ·central province of Muntenia as 
a whole has gained through migration. Transylvania lost through migration between: 1930 
and 1941 but it seems probable that this loss is wholly attributable to the outward movement 
from the territory annexed to Hungary by the Vienna Accord of 1940. There was a movement 
of Hungarians to Budapest from the annexed area and a flight of Rumanian refugees from the 
same territory. The Banat, as a region of low birth·rates and comparatively high levels of living, 
seems to have drawn some internal migration. The Dobrudja lost heavily, owing to the flight 
of Rumanians from Bulgarian annexed territory and owing to the emigration of Moslem 
elements during the 'thirties. . . . 
Southern Europe 

In Eastern Europe the flood tides of internal migratio.n that in Western countries have 
pr?duced the p-eat cities were just getting under way in the interwar years. In Southern Europe' 
this process IS much further advanced. The traditional immobility of the peasant pas been 

12 The only •t:'tistical measure of migration in Rumania in. the interwar period i~ derived from the censuses of 
1930 and 1l!.J1 (_m the red~ced area of that .Year? and vital statistics of the intervening years. The average annual 
rates of migration so denved are shown 10 ~1gure 37. They include refugee movements incident to territorial 
changes_ of 1940 as well as the mo~e normal mter.nal movement of the 'thirties. Data for Transylvania and the 
Dobrud)a were based on the Hunganan and Bulganan censuses of 1941 in the ceded areas as well th R · • th .~: f th . • . • th . as e uman1an census m e ~uons o ese provmces remammg m e posseSSion of that country. 

' 
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effectively shaken except in the more remote corners of the two Latin peninsulas. This has been 
the result (I) of closer contacts with overseas lands, (2) of the existence of important and 
long-established commercial and industrial centers within the area, and (3) of great regional 
differences in the degree of economic development. Though greater mobility has found expres
sion in emigration overseas and to other European countries, important internal movements have 
also developed. In both Italy and Spain there have been two competing foci of in-migration, 
one,lleriving its importance chiefly from economic development, the other from its importance 
as a political capital. 

In Italy the re-establishment of Rome as a political center is measured by its attraction of 
pop~lation from all other parts of Italy (Figure 31). Of rival magnetic force were the in
dustrial and commercial regions of the northwest. The three departments of Piedmont, Lom
bardy, and Liguria in 1931 had gained 6oo thousand in the balance of internal migration as 
measured by place-of-birth statistics. This contrasts with 350 thousand gained by Lazio 
(i.e., Rome). 

The most favored Italian department in migration choice was Liguria. This pleasant district, 
comprisil!g the Italian Riviera, the naval base at La Spezia, and the great port of Genoa, gained 

. population from all other departments. Lombardy and Piedmont, with their great cities of Milan 
and Turin, were almost as attractive, in balance gaining from all regions except Rome. Some 
of this movement consisted of laborers from the poverty-ridden South. Each of the southern 
departments, as well as Sardinia and Sicily, sent a significant number of workers to feed the 
industries and enjoy the higher living standards of the North. But the mass of wage-earners 
drawn to the factories and shops of Piedmont and Lombardy travelled short distances from 
the l~wer valley of the Po. Confined by the shortage of land and the smallness of their holdings, 
the prolific families of Emilia and Veneto have sent their young folk abroad or to the great 
towns, where better opj:lOrtunities were to. be had. Some, especially from Veneto, have also 
pushed up the mountain valleys of the Tridentina and contributed much to the growth of 
Fiume and Trieste in the Julian salient held by Italy between the wars. 

' Though the current of migration has tended to flow uphill away from lowlands of the Po, 
it is nevertheless true that for shorter migration within smaller districts the law of gravity 
generally asserted itself. One of the most popular subjects of Italian research is the spopolamento 
della montagna and few countries devote equal attention to the relationship between population 
and altitude of residence. The slopes of the spiny Apennine Chain reaching down the Italian 
peninsula provide a poor living to their inhabitants. For many years these populations have 
been flowing into the valleys, denuding the mountain tops of their surplus population, ·though 
insufficiently fast to leave an adequate living for those that remain. 

The South has lost population to the. other regions. Reduced by union and tariff policy to a 
colonial status as an agricultural hinterland for the industrial North, economic and cultural 
dev~lopment has been slow. Once th~ largest city in Italy, Naples has fallen behind in recent 
decades, and its attraction to migrants has been small. · 

During the interwar years the pull of Rome surpassed that of the North. Lazio, including 
the capital and the nearby Littorian settlements established in the Pontine Marshes, gained 
ten per cent in total balance of migration while the major industrial departments of Piedmont 
and Lombardy drew very small inward balances. The latter were gaining from other areas but 
were in turn losing to France. For the years I931-1936, when it is possible to determine the 
balance for the provinces as well as for the large compartimenti, the city of Rome and its 
environs are found to have grown very rapidly. In the course of the interwar period, Rome 
almost doubled its population, chiefly through migration. The Eternal City passed Naples in 
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the 'twenties and in the 'thirties finally displaced Milan as the largest Italian city. In the North, 
gains through migration have been chiefly centered In Milan, Turin, Genoa, and Bologna. 
These cities continued to draw migrants even in the depression years. 

Though the country is in a more primitive stage of economic development, Spain has had 
currents of internal migration similar in pattern to those of Italy. Set Jn the heart of the 
country, Madrid has ~rawn its population fro·m all quarters of the land. As the long-established 
political capital of great historical importance, it has been the center of Spanish life. N eve"the
less, its location in· the arid and mountainous interior has weakened its strength in an age of 
growing commerce and industrialization. The Spanish population is concentrated in the more 
favorable coastlands; the interior is hollow, a thinly settled region by European standards: 
Stimulated by greater contact with more developed countries and by the presence of greater 
natural resources, industry and commerce have latterly blossomed in the North. Industry has 
flourished especially in Catalonia, whose regional capital of Barcelona became the largest 
Spanish city in the interwar period. In their narrow coastal country at the other end of the . 
Pyrenees the energetic Basques have created another important regional center of commerce, 
and further west, in Asturias and Galicia, the exploitation of mineral resources has .further 
shifted the economic center of gravity northward. 

In the struggle between the two poles of attraction, the political represented by Madrid and 
the economic represented by Barcelona, the latter was gaining up to the outbreak of civil war. 
In the balance of interprovincial migration as measured by place-of-birth statistics in 1930 
both had gained over half a million (Figure 31), but the pull of Barcelona was greater in the 
later years and much more intense in the narrow Catalonian and coastal hinterland from which 
it has :recruited most of its people. o 

No other regions or cities rivalled the two metropolises in their attractiveness to migrants. 
There were three other regions of in-migration. The most important were the Basque provinces 
of Vizcaya and Guipuzcoa,- tucked in the corner of the Bay of Biscay adjacent to France. 
Another, with two minorcenters of attraction, was to be found in the Andalusian cities of 
Seville and Cordoba in the South. Seville, especially, has served as an outlet for the excess 
populations of Extremadura and Andalusia, peoples that have traditions of emigration dating 
back to the early days of Spanish colonial glory. A final in-migration point of local importance 
is Valenda, third city and an importan~ Mediterranean port. Despite the recent growth of. 
mining activity in the Northwest this area has not attracted migrants. As the most overpopu
lated region of Spain, Galicia has been well able to supply the necessary labor for its own mines. 

These migratory movements are reflected in the migratory balances of the 'twenties (Fig
ure 36). The Civil War naturally disrupted normal internal migration. Few evidences of 
its net effects are available. The 1940 census is suspect in that it shows almost as rapid popu
lation growth in the 'thirties as in the previous decade.•• For what it is worth this census . . 
suggests relatively normal trends in most of Spain, but l<;.ss than normal growth or population 
loss in Catalonia, in the Basque districts, and in the battle areas of Toledo and Guadalajara. 
In many respects the Revolution was a reaction of the conservative and backward South and 
Center against the growing strength and challenging ideas of the North. The victory of the 
Franco regime consequently resulted in great hardships to the centers of Republican resistance 

11 The interc.ensat growth for 1920-1930 y;as 2,261. thousand or 10.6 per cent of the 1920 population. 'The reported. 
~us population of 25,878 thousand (rev1sed downward from 26,222 thousand) postulates an intercensal growth 
m 193o-1940 of 2,314 thousand or 9.8 per cent of the 1930 pOpulation. Though emigration was much reduced in the 
decade (there apparently was an inward balance of return migration from overseas) the war casualties and absence 
~ refng':"" in France a~ the taking of the 1940 census make the reported 193o-1940 growth seem implausible. The 
~fferencmg of reported mtercensal growth and reported natural increase postulate a two per cent immigration balance 
m the country as a whole, but the vital statistics are clearly defective .. 
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and a serious set-ba<:k to their further economic development and attractiveness to migration. 
Internal migration in Portugal is small. The Portuguese peasant is among the least mobile 

in all Europe. In most districts ninety per cent or more of the inhabitants were born in the 
locality of residence. The overpopulated North has furnished most of the Portuguese emigra
tion overseas, this ·being reflected in strong negative migration balances (Figure 36). The 
upland Traz-os-Montes and Beira provinces have much in common with neighboring Spanish 
Gali.:ia. Such internal migration as has occurred has been directed either to Lisbon and Oporto, 
which are the only two cities of consequence, or to the thinly populated southern provinces of 
Estremadura and Alemtejo. The only internal migration of any quantitative significance has 
been directed to the capital."' 

• Factors Affecting Internal Migration 

Viewing the European scene as a whole, the pattern of internal migration is simple in its net 
results, but of extreme complexity as regards its component elements. Thus in its net results 
European internal migration has been almost universally centripetal. This was true before 
World War I; it was equally true of the interwar period. Centralizing tendencies have persisted 
through depression and in the face of strong governmental attempts to reverse them. Every
where rural areas have lost population to the towns; almost as universally the smaller towns 
have given up population to the larger cities. Among the cities purely, industrial towns have 
surrendered people to the great commercial and administrative centers. 

On the other hand it is important to recognize that the net balances of migration are residuals 
of vqy complex and selective migrations. Net balances of migration represent only a small 
portion of the total movement. Space does not permit a full analysis of the extremely com
plicated network of movements involved, nor of the important selective factors affecting the 
demographic composition of these movements. The selective elements have been the subject of 
interesting studies where materials are available, .. but such analyses are necessarily beyond 
the scope of the present general sui'Vey of Europe. 

The net results of internal migration reviewed above point to the great importance of rural
urban migration in the total migration picture. In some countries internal migration is almost 
equivalent to rural-urban migration. Even inter-regional migration upon analysis is commonly 
fc;>und to be a movement from the rural areas or small towns of one region to the cities of 
another. Other non-urban movements have been of small consequence. The northward migration 
in Scandinavia, the eastern settlement projects in Germany, the general dispersion of population 
from the mountains of Yugoslavia, the Littoria settlements in Italy, and similar non-urban 
movements have all been mere ripples across a cityward tide. The factors affecting net internal 
migration in the 'interwar period were therefore chiefly those stimulating or inhibiting rural
urban migration and the drift from small town to large city. 

•• The p.pparent in-migration balances in the South are probably largely fictitious. There is reason to suppose that 
the reported vital statistics underestimate natural increase and hence exaggerate apparent in-migration and minimize 
apparent out-migration. Thus despite evidence of considerable overseas emigration from other sources the balance 
of intercensal growth and reported natural increase for the 'twenties gave a net emigration of under 10 thousand 
for the country as a ,whole. 

•• An extensive and well-annotated bibliogtaphy of German, English, and American studies on the causes and 
selective factors involved in migration is given in Dorothy S. Thomas, Research Memorandum on Migration Dif
ferentials, op. cit., Appendices A, B1 and Ba. Owing to the high quality of the source materials the most com
plete studies have been carried on with reference to Sweden. A good Gel'man study, making careful use of indif
ferent source data, is that of Rudolf Heberle and Fritz Meyer, Die Grossstiidte im Strome der Binnenwanderung 
(Leipzig: 1937). 
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General Conditions of Rural-Urban Migration 

Though it is one of the most universal social phenomena of contemporary Europe, the causes 
of rural-urban migration are the subject of much disagreement. Extensive controversies have 
raged over the relative importance of "push" and "pull." The relative ease and attractiveness 
of urban living, the amenities of a technological civil_ization, the wage differentials favoring 
non-agricultural employment-these are presumed to lure the peasant from his native heath. 
Many have sought the cause of the cityward fl9od at its source: the peasant is presumlld to 
be driven from the land by systems of land tenure, by the laW's of inheritance, and by the. 
limited capacity of agriculture to provide profitable employment. . 

A common difficulty in the analysis of rural-urban migration is the failure to distinguish 
between specific situations providing the immediate incentive to migration and the larger 
cultural framework prerequisite to a substantial rural-urban movement. The numerous~attempts 
to generalize regarding the motives for migration from the study of special areas inevitably 
run foul of the fact that rural-urban migration is a well-nigh universal phenomenon in Western 
and Central Europe. . 

The rural exodus has appeared in widely contrasting agricultural systems. The large estates 
of East Germany and Hungary have lost many of their laborers and "deputatists" to the cities. 
But the tiny peasant holdings of western Galicia, and the medium holdings of Sweden have 
also supplied their quota. There is no clear distinction .in migration between areas of primogeni
ture and those of divided inheritance. There has been heavy rural-urban migration in regions 
of tenancy', such as England and southern Italy, but also in regions of peasant ownership. In 
areas as widely scattered as Scotland, central Finland, and the 'Apennine valleys of Italy 
farmers have streamed cityward from poor lands. They have come in even greater numbers 
from the best agricultural lands in Europe in the Po Valley, in the Hungarian plains, and 
in the lower reaches of the Rhine. There have been large movements from areas of primitive 
agriculture with defective techniques and little 'capital. But the areas of highest agricultural 
capitalization in Europe, such as those of Denmark,. the Netherlands, and Switzerland have 
been quite as susceptible to the attractions of nearby towns and cities. 

The intensity of internal migration in Europe is generally related to the advance of modern 
influences, of which it is itself a functional part. Internal migration is a form of social mobility. 
In regions where the old pattern of village life still prevails, with its strong communal ties, its 
adherence to ancient traditions and customs, and its self-sufficient economy, there is little 
internal or rural-urban migration. The degree of imm~bility still observable in the Balkan 
mountains was once characteristic of all of Europe. But the advance of the modern· world 
across the continent has pushed this pattern into the remote and inaccessible peripheries of 
Europe or into pocket recesses passed over in the march of economic progress. Modern_ tech
nology has given non-agricultural occupations great advantages over agriculture as a means 
of profitable employment. Everywhere in Europe urbart occupations are more remunerative 
in terms of wages than agriculture. •• Where the returns from agriculture are relatively high, 
as in Scandinavia, in England, and in the Low Countries, the industrial wages are even higher. 
Where the wage-scale of agricultural labor and the returns from agriculture are pitifully 
small, as in much of Eastern Europe, urban wages are likely to be low, but still StyJerior to 
those of rural employment. In most countries these differentials are perpetuated and accen
tuated by the higher fertility of the rural populations. Therefore, to the extent that monetary 

as Cf. ,"Statistics of Agricultural Workers in Various Countries, 1927-1934" in IHiernalioMI Labour Review 
30(5): 692-7~ an~ 3o(6): 844-865, November and December, 1934, for a general survey of agricultural wages and 
numerous articles m the same publication on wages in various industrial occupations. 
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criteria prevail there is an almost universal incentive to leave farming for other employment. 
Migration is thus not ~:mly an expression of differences in opportunity but also of the 

realization and appreciation of those differences. Realization arises both from wider contacts 
with the "outside" world and from the gradual infiltration of urban values. Better roads, the 
construction of railways, and the development of commerce provide a channel for the diffusion 
of knowledge regarding economic opportunities elsewhere. These contacts and the stimulation 

• of public education lead to the breaking down of the "cake of custom" and the substitution of 
. urban st<mdards for those of the old peasant community. This is manifested in the Joss of class 
pride among the peasants, and changing emphasis from land to money as the criterion of 
economic value. It has been observed that peasant women often like to marry out of their class 
and that in their aspirations few rural boys hope to follow their fathers' occupations. They 
wish to leave agriculture because "the work is too hard" and because they can "make more 
money'' in other occupations. When' urban val~es have thus captured the imagination of the 
peasants rural-urban migration is inevitable. 

Rural-urban migration is thus a general phenomenon in every economically developed country. 
As modern influences penetrate Eastern Europe new centers are beginning to draw a flood . 
. of migrants even from the "immobile" populations of these rural areas. It is within this 
generat frame of reference that specific factors have tended to speed or retard the cityward 
tide. 

Economic Influences: Rural Economic Institutions 

The nature of rural economic organization has commonly been regarded as a determining 
factor in rural-urban migration .. There is a widespread belief among authorities as well as 
laymen that the existence of large estates and an accompanying rural proletariat is conducive 
to the depopulation of the countryside. Where the agricultural worker is already a wage-earner 
he is naturally most attracted by the higher wages of the towns. Where such agrarian organiza
tion existed with opportunities for migrl}tion as in eastern Germany, in western Poland, in 
Hungary, and in Scotland there was an exceptionally heavy exodus to the towns and cities. 
The fact that interstitial areas .of small holdings in these regions have often lost quite as heavily 
as the estate districts does not prove the unimportance of the large holdings in the Landflucht. 
Thus in Hungary the heaviest rural depopulation was occurring in the peripheral districts of 
small holdings rather than in the central districts with their large estates. Nevertheless, the 
latter was the determining factor since small-holders customarily sought seasonal employment 
on the estates and their migration.to the towns was as much determined by labor conditions on 
the estates as by the agrarian conditions of their native districts. 

The influence of other aspects of agrarian economic institutions is not so clear. Widespread 
tenancy, as in England and in Southern Europe may have contributed to the flight from the 
land. The differing types of inheritance do not appear to have been of decisive importance. 
Primo~niture tends to create a landless class of younger sons and force them to work for 
others or to seek' non-agricultural occupations. But in areas of divided inheritance land tends 
to be fractionalized to the point where many peasants have insufficient land for self-support, 
likewise forcing them to seek other employment. In actual operation the two systems are often 
not very different. 81 The difficulties of obtaining credit, the lack of capital, the defectiveness 
of"Social insurance provisions for rural populations and other agrarian problems have been 
examined as causes of the rural exodus. Though these are very common disabilities of agri
culture in Europe it seems unlikely that differences among rural regions in these regards has 
been a crucial factor in differentials of rural-urban migration. 

iiT Cf. Heberle, op. cit. 
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Perhaps the safest generalization that may be made concemi~g the relationship of agrarian 
economic organization and the intensity of rural-urban migration is that the latter tends to be 
correlated to the degree of intrusion of capitalistic elements and o~ rationalization in agricult~re. 

/ Where the farmer is already a busineSs man producing money crops he is _alrea<J.y half urb~~zed 
in point of view and physical migration to the city is an easy and log1cal further tr~Sltlon. 
Though traditional elements are unquestionably: important it nevertheless appears true that 
the same desire for economic advance that makes the farmer receptive to improv~d agricultural • 
techniques also makes him and his children give attention to the greater economic oppMtunities 
in non-agricultural occupations. At the same time mechanization and improved technique often 
reduce the need for labor on the land. The transition of farming from 3: way of life t?. a busines_s 
enterprise is facilitated by the presence of large estates. Mechanization and rationalization are 
promoted by the large scale of the· enterprise apd the owner of the estate is usually inore in
terested than the peasant. in direct cash returns. To the• extent that labor is hired there. is 
created'a rural proletariat whose primary. concern is not the land but wages. Once the criterion 
of reward for work becomes money th~ attraction of higher wages in other employments 
becomes readily effect.ive. On~e money has been substituted for land as the criterion of. wealth 
the rural-urban differentials in economic opportunity become irresistible. Thus the division of 
the old Austrian estates in Bohemia among the peasants seems to have done little to stem 
the cityward migration. 88 Attitudes conducive to the rural-urban movement were already 
firmly established and were not altered by the satisfaction of land hunger. -

.. . . ' 

Economic Influences: Agrarian Levels of Living 

Internal migration is obviously related to agrarian levels of living as well as to the institu
tional structure. Areas of manifest agrarian. overpopulation, such as Polish Galicia, the 
Dalmatian mountains in Yugoslavia, and the lower Po Valley, Apulia, Campania, and Sicily 
in Italy have been areas of dispersion. But the relationship is not a simple one. It is often the · 
best agricultural r~gions rather than the worst that have succumbed most to the attractions . 
of the cities. Thus in Germany the areas of highest per capita. productivity in the N orth• and 
Center (Figure 52 below) 89 are regions of relatively high rural-urban migration while the 
South and Southwest, with low per capita yields, have a smaller drain of population to the · 
cities. As noted before, regions of western Poland wi~ relatively high per capita production 
in agriculture experienced the heaviest movement from the countryside in the interwar period. 
~n .Cz~choslo~akia the rural· ex~dus was keen in Bohemia with its high per capita yields, but 
mstgndicant m the poverty-str1cken mountain region of Subcarpathian Russia. In Austria 
the prosperous lowlands have lost more people to the 'cities than the mountain regi~ns ·0 £ low 
per capita production. · 

These apparent anomalies are not so strange as might appear at first blush. HPush" to leave 
the l~d is not so much a function of the fact as of ~he realiz~tion of agrarian poverty. To be 
effe~tve th~ P?sh. must be felt. As discussed above, the existence of high pet Ca.pita y,elds in 
agrtculture ts 1n 1tself generally an indication of rationalized production for the market ~d 
hence an evidence of transition from rural to urban values 

F~~e~or~ th~ incentive !o ~~grate is .not so much d~termined by general averages as by 
con~ttons tm~tng~ng o~ the ~divt<:Iual. There is· obviously a logical gap betw~en average er 
captta production m agnculture and the actual level of consumption enJ· oyed b · th · , d" "d i 1 
Th · th bl f . Y e 1n 1v1 ua . 

ere ts e pro em o the distribution of returns. Institutional aspects, such as the wag~ 
:: International. Labour Office, The Rural E.xodus in Czechoslovakia, 0 ;. cit · · ' · 

Cf., International Labour Office, The Rural E.xodus in Germany (Studies ~d R t Se • K . 
, epor s, nes , No. 12, 1933). 
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system of .th~ large estates in eastern Germany or Hungary, may restilt- in· a very poor living 
~o the maJo~Ity of agricultural workers even though average per capita production is high. 
The conver~1on of:production to consumption may be moFe or less favorable depending upon 
!he proporb~n of the crop sold, the market conditions, and habits of consumption. Finally, 
1n peasant areas such as southwestern Germany strictly agricultural inct?me is often supple
mented ~y returns from crafts and by invisible and "psychic" income that cannot be measured 
by monetary standards. These things tend to reduce· the "felt" pressure to leave. the land. 

• 
Economic Influences: ''Pulr of the City as the Dynamic Factor 

- Though certain institutional aspects of agrarian life and absolute levels of agrarian poverty 
provide "push" to migrate they are probably no more important than the incentives provided 
by town life which form the other· side of the equation. The universal wage differentials favor~ 
ing the towns have- been mentionea. These are supplemented by the fancied educational and 
recreational advantages of the city. The "anonymity" of city life is often desired as an 
escape from ·the social sanctions of the closed village community. Allied to this is the fact 
that the main _channels of social mobility are found in urban life and .occupations. These and 
other attractions provide the "pull" of the city. 

In the b~ance of factors producing rural-urban migration the "pull" ·of the city is empirically · 
the more dynamic factor. Where_ sufficiently ·accurate statistics exist tQ test the relationship a 
high correlation exists between industrial activity and rural-urban migration.40 There appears 
to be a latent and potential push to leave all rural areas that becomes active when there is a 
sufficient demand for workers in nearby towns. 

The importance of opportunity is illustrated by ~e influence of the famous Bata shoe factory -
which was set up in a small town _in the midst of a. purely agricultural district. Some of the 
native "Moravian Slovaks" of the neighborhood had found employment previously in Vienna 
or in Si~esian industries but the distr~ct was not ~ceptional in the degree of its rural exodus. 
In the early 'twenties the Bata factory employed.around 2,000 workers and in 1924 the town 
of ~lin had a population of 4,500. By 1931 the number of workers had sky-rockete~ to 

· 20,000 and the town had grown to 30,000. No special measures were taken to recruit ordinary 
workers other than to provide. transportation to the plant from more distant points. When tJ:te 
opportunity arose to work in the Bata plants the countryside readily· supplied all the ~ecessary 
unskilled labor. In a very few yea~s many thousands of cquntry folk left the land to swell the 
population· of the growing town and for many more agriculture ceased to· be the chief basis 
of livelihood. 41 

The importance of opportunity is further exemplified in the effects of depression ~n migration. 
If "push" were the dynamic factor in rural-urban migration this movement would have been 
accentuated in the depression years when th~ prices of agricultural products were especially 
low. In actual fact, of course, rural-urban migration was greatly reduced with the rise of un
employ1nent in the cities. 

·To siunmarize, in its economic aspect& .. r~al-urban migration is th~ response to differential 
economic opportunities. Owing to many elements of inertia and to the higher birth rates of 
agrarian populations agriculture almost universally employs a much larger share of the total 
w~rking population than- is justified by its economic output. Consequent!!, to the extent ~at 
purely e~onomic criteria determine occupation there is a drift to non-~gr1cultural occupations 

'o Cf. Dorothy S. Thomas, Social and Economic As~e~ts of Swedis~ Popula.#on Movements, o/J. cit., pp. 304-317. 
41 International Labour Office, The Rural Exodus m. Czechoslovakta, op. cd., pp. 141-144- . · • 

[ xsi ] 



EVB.OPE'S POPULATION IN THE INTERWAR. Y~ 
• (I . e . 

that is manifested in migration. The economic·differ.ential between agriculture and other em-
ployments is a latent force to migration in almost all rural are~s. · . · . 
· The degree to which this is effective depends not only on absolute differences tn wages and-

levels· of consumption but also on the knowledge and appreciation of these diffe:ences. Kno~l
edge is determined by cultural contact with u~ban areas dev~oped thro.ugh tmpro~~d. co~
munication the introduction of a market economy, and popular education. Apprectatton IS· 

dete~ined' by the substitution of urban monetary standards of. value: The capitalisti~ org~i
zation of agriculture with wage labor and u~e of farm maclunery ttself reflects ort~tatton_ 
to 1,1rban values and therefore is conducive to migration. · 

The differentials in economic opportunity naturaDy fluctuate with economic expansion and 
the trade cycles in the towns. ·Rural-urban migr~tion is therefore especially sensitive to the. 
gyrations of the business cycles affecting urban occupations, since rural conditions do not 
change ·so violently. " 

Finally the volume of rural-urban migration as a response to economic objectives is affected 
by alternatives for achieving the same objectives. Overseas migration has been an important 
alternative in most European countries and international migration within Europe has served 
the same purpose for Poland and Italy. On the other hand, it is often possible to change occu
pation without change of residence. ·Thus in Polish Silesia, for ~ample, industrialization has 
been brought to the countryside, thereby affecting great changes in the employments of the 
people with relatively little urbanization.· 

Obviously there are other limiting and controlling factors in rural-urban migration than 
the general economic and cultural factors discussed above. Geographical barriers .to centraliZa
ti9n, political boundaries, ethnic barriers, . demographic trends,· and finally national policies 
have all played a role in the complicated nexus of causation. 

Geographical FacttWs and National Boundaries 

. Geography has· clearly been an important element_ in population movement~. Sheer physical 
distance has been of decisive i~portanee in the· realization and acceptance of opportunitiel in 
the towns. Every town and city has a hinterland in which it dominates. trade and from which 
it largely recruits its population. In generaJ. both its economic domination and its attractiveness 
fade with increasing travel time from the center. The superior opportunities. in the cities 
of Western ~urope have not be~n effe~tive in draw~ peasants from Eastern Europe until 
very re~~t times because ~hee~ physica~ distance limited knowledge of the opportunities and 
greatly tncreased the :financtal rtsks of tmgration. Similarly, within countries local centers m 
be preferred to more distant and more economically fa_ vored centers beca~se of f "li ·atyy 

"th • • • th . ' . . am1 an 
wt opportunttles tn . e smaller nearby towns. There is a lesser gain but also a le • k 
Wh t d · · f • . , sser rts . 

ere owns an cttles are ew, as m Eastern Europe there are bo· th f · · 
d 1 f

. • • . • , ewer opportuntttes, 
an ~ss amthanty wtth those that exist; consequently there is less rural·- b · • 

E · · 11 · · . ur an mtgratton. 
. ven tn economtca y developed countries geographical barriers rita 1a • 
check on centralization. In Norway and Switzerland for example th Yhp c~l and unjft>rtant 

ff . 1 • • • ' , e tnter an s of urban 
centers are· e ect1ve y limtted by mountatn ranges In Norway th n f . 

. d th . . . e exce ence o sea communi 
cations an e geographtcallocation have favored the substituti f · -
• 1 · · · I · on o overseas emigration for 
tntema mtg~ation. . n all countries· internal migration has been f T tat d b · 
munication and transport and inhibited by mountains f r . ts daatht e y e~e. of co~-
of· the terrain. . . . . · ' 0 es ' an . 0 er obstructtve features ... 

Closely allied to the geographical barriers is the influen f 1" ." . . . 
• ti . • ce o po ttlcal boundar. W"th exts ng state orgamzatton a political boundary is "t . . tes. 1 

. qut e as tmportant as a mountain range 
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in defining the hinterlands· of cities and their attractiveness to migrants. T.he intensity and the 
direction .of internal migration ~ay be greatly .altered by the creation of new boundaries. 
Thus in Estonia and Latvia the growth o~ cities was undoubtedly. restricted by the severance 
of these countries from Russia in die interwar period. Formerly industrial centers for a large 
.hinterland, the Baltic towns lost much of their market area as the result of political ~dependence, 
and their attractive power even within the small~r te~ritories was probably reduced by this 
circum~tance. It would seem logical to .suppose that l~rge countries are ·more favorable than 
small to internal migration since· the prospective migrant has a larger range .of .choice free 
from. political re.strictions. . . . . 

Ethnic differences are less· form3.1 than political boundaries but quite as important in their 
irifluence on migration~ Migration is often strongly selective of. certain liriguistic groups,, and 
language boundaries commonly bar migration. ' 2 An ethnic minority may. be quite unresponsive 
to the attractions of a capital largely 'inhabited by the ethnic majority. Thus ·the Swedes of the 
Aland Islands emigrate overseas and to Sweden, not to Finnish towns. In milder form regional 
differences in dialect and customs tend to deflect migration to regional centers and to··permit 
the continuation ·of substantial regional differences in economic opportunity. Even reliiious 
affiliation plays a ro.le. Thus the conservative inftuep.ce of the Roman Catholic church in areas 
of mixed religi~n has tended to retard urbanizatibn. In Germany, ·for example, Protestants 
have been more active in internal migration than Catholics, ,a .factor of no small importance in 
explaining the comparatively slow urbanization of Catholic South Germany as compared with 
the Protestant North. 

Demographic Factors· 

Demographic factors may promote or inhibit migration. The relatively slow urbanization 
of France no doubt. partly springs from the absence of pressure on the land in a country of low 
birfJt rates. ·Because the rural population has remained relatively static there has been little 
pressur~ for the division of holding~ and there has .been land enough . for all. Conv~rsely! 
because land was readily· ~btainable and because families were small the landless class has 
never been large and a substant~al part of the agrarian population is tied to. the soil .~Y bo~ds 
of . ownership and capital investment. Low rural fertility in Sweden has probably likewise 
retarded the growth of the larger cities., · . 

On the ~~er hand, urbanization in Italy has probably been accelerated by the high ~ural 
fertility, especially in _the South. In fact, .in most of Europ~ the high reproductivity of. th~ 
rural population unquestionably gives an il!lpetus to cityward migration. . 

Since rural-urban migration is a response to both urban attraction and propuls~on from 
agriculture the rates of naturai increase in the cities are also relevant. Where natural increase 
is lowoar negative, as in Berlin, Vienna, _and Geneva, .this fact probably produces something 
of a demographic vacuum attracting migration. Where urban increase is high there is naturally 
less inducement for in:Omigration, given the same· economic development As compared with 
other major European ~ities in neighboring lands the larger Dutch and Flemish centers have 
attracted relatively little. in-migration, though, owing to high natural incr~ase, they have 
gfown about as rapidly as· their rivals. It is. reasonable to suppose that with lower natural 
increase these cities would. have attracted more in-migJ;ation. These rel@.tionships will be 

· further di~cussed below. 

•2 Cf. the selective appeal of Vienna and Budapest in the old Austro-Hungarian Empire noted above, pp. 14o-I42 • . 
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Influence of National Po_lii:ies-

· National policies can a.ft'ect rural-urban migratio~ in many unanticipated and some intentional 
ways. The division of large holdings in Eastern Europe in the interwar period probably slowed 
nri"al-urban inigration by temporarily satisfying peasant aspirations and by tying more persons 
to the soil. Efforts at improvements in education and in communication stimulate interest in 
towns and facilitate contact with them. ·The result is certainly greater movement to the towns.· 

· It is likely that most governmental attempts at improving ·the ·conditions of rurallif$ .speed 
rather than check the·~ of rural-urban migration. Tariffs promoting the d~elopment of 

·domestic industry in the. agricultural countries of Europe ·probably created greater economic 
opportunities in the towns of the countries and thereby stimulated urban growth. In more 
urban countries tariffs on agricultural products may lessen rural-urban differentials in economic 
opportunity and hence hold some of the rural po_imlation on- the land that might otherwise have 
left.· Any governmental policy affecting the economy of the country may thus swing the 
balance in favor of or against rural-urban migration. 
· In general, political centers have been rivals of purely industrial. and commercial centers. 
Ow~ng to the increasing scope of governmental fmtctions political centers . are o~ increasing 
importance as magnets of population. The pull of such capitals as., Berlin, Madrid, and Rome, 
which are located in relatively barren and otherwise unattractive regions of their respective 
countries, is to 'be explained chiefly by political rather than economic factors. 

Of equal importance is the influence of the political direction bt orienting· the economy 
to economic autarchy and to the achievement of maximum military potential. Nazi attempts 

· to scatter crucial defense induStries were certainly a factor in the redistribution of population 
in Germany between 1933 and 1939· Especiany noteworthy in this regard was the development 
of industry in Northwest Germany at the expense of the Rhineland and the Ruhr, though this 
also continued a trend evident bef~re the Nazis came to power. . . 
' The denouement of' such policies is war itself. War migrations incident to total mobilization, 
refugee flights, and the depOpulation of bombed cities uproot D)any millions and shunt 1item 
mthlessly about the national territory in accordance with the fortunes of battle. How the 
Second World ·War ·has redistributed the population within the national boundaries cannot 
be fully told until p~twar censuses provide the basis for statistical appraisal. · . . 

In .addition to unintentional effects of governmental policies on internal migrati~n_ some 
countries have embarked on specific policies directed at encouraging or discouraging cityward 
movements. SoViet Russia has deliberately and success~ully uprooted many millions of peasants 
. fr~m the soU ·and induced them to :Bock into the sprawling cities. ConServatively-minded coun
tries have attempted to do exactly the reverse. They have tried to hold the peasant on. the land 
and to preser-Ve his way of.life. These efforts· have been much.less successful. · · 

'The most widespread governmental action against the rural exodus has been land reform 
and resettlement. The effects of land reform· are difficult to prove but it prpbably ames to . 
retard the flight from the .land. The division of large holdings provides greater employment 
and tends to fix the small holder on the soiL However, the process has obvious limits. In· an 
overpopulated region the equal division of land among all peasants woul~ result in none having 
a large enough holding for adequate sustenance. .... 

Resettlement is frequently undertaken with the specific purpose of retarding the :flight from 
the land. In this ptirpose it has generally been ineftective. Thus in Germany, wher~ resettlement 
was an important aspect of national policy, the total number of persons settled in new holdings 
was small i'elati:ve to the number involved in the flight from the land. In the years 1926-1933 

. . 
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~~cl~si~e a total of 196,240 persons•a were settled .in new holdings. In the roughly correspond
mg mtercensal period•' the reported loss of- populatiOn through -migration "in communities of 
under Io,ooo inhabitants was 1,102,6I9."' Even ·assuming that all families settled on the land 
~auld otherwise have gone to the towns, and that the new holdings did. not displac~ any popula
tion already dependent for. employment on the settlement area, the population placed on the 
land amounted,,to only a small fraction of that withdrawn in the normal course of rural-urban 
migration .. Of course, both assumptions are false and the· net influe~ce of s~ttleme~t on 
migratiBn was··undo~btedly much less than that sugg~sted by the ~umber of persons settled 
on the land .. . .,. . ~ 

. The establishm~t of a stro~g peasantry was a cardinal policy in the Nazi program, but 
resettlement. w~ even less. effective in stemming the. r.ural e~o.dus ·_in the N a:d period. ·The 
~umber of new holdings establishe~ steadily.declined from 1934 to 1940,. and the effects on 
rural.;urban migration were insi~ificant.'8 A program of adding to small holdings also declined 
in importance from J933 onward and never was sufficiently widespread to be a very signifi~t 
factor in German rural life. . . 

Other phases of the Nazi program favoring the peasant life were probably more successful. 
The establishment of he~editary peasant holdings and similar measures have been it:1-terpreted 
as helping to bind the peasant to the soil. They were probably most effective, however, in rais
ing the_social status and class pride of the peasantry and thus indirectly striking at some of ... 
the less tangible causes of the flight from the land. · . · · ~ 

Nevertheless, thi combined effects of Nazi back-to-the-land policies were insuffident to stem 
the cityward. tide once employment conditions improved in the ·cities. Almost a million persons 
left German rural communities between rg33 arid 1939· 

In general, _land settlement schemes undertaken with a view to reversing the cityward trend . 
have been more spectacular th~n effective. Thus the draining of the Pontine Marshes and the 
establishment of new villages in Littoria received gr~at publicity in Ule interwar period, but 
the -~umber of persons attract~ to these communities was ~significant as C<?mpared with the 
number drawn to nearby Rome. No government ha~. been able t~ reverse the tide of rural-
urban migration. · 

The foregoing analysis will perhaps serve to illustrate the complexity of factors affecting 
internal migration. How these .many influences b~ce and check one another in any given 
area can be ascertained only through .intimate acquaintance with their specific operation in the 
particular district under consid~ration. Such a survey of Europe is obviously beyond the scope 

of the present study. . 
Taking Europe as a whple, internal migration is Chiefly a response to differential opportunity. 

Since the sharpest contrasts in economic opportunity are those of agricul~ural and non-agricul
tural occupations the outstanding net result of internal migration is an enormous flow of 
populatfon to the. towns and cities. The tendency to equalize economic opportunities is checked 
at many points by-geographical, political, cultural, and economic barriers. Elements of rigidity 
have always been sufficient to prevent any complete equalization of wages and levels of living~ 

48 Statistisches Jahrbuch fur das Deutsche Reich. 1936, p. 82. 
44 June 16, 1925-] une 16, 1933- _ . · • 
411 Germany Statistisches Reichsamt, Volksiihlung: Die BevOlkerung des Deutschen Reichs nach den Ergebnusen 

der Volkzahl~ng ItJ33· Statistik des Deutschen Reichs, Vol. 451, Part I, pp. 64-65. 
48 The total number of new holdings established was 21,936 in the eight years from 1933 through 1940, as com

pared with 57,457 from 1919 through 1932· By contrast the intercens~llo~s of pop~ation through mi~tion from 
1933 to 1939 amounted to 959,485 in communities of less than 2,ooo inh_ab1tants. ~•rtschaft und Statutik 21(15): 
286 and 21 (20) : 374- August and October, 1941. 
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Nevertheless rural-urban migration is now almost universal in Europe. Up to this point ~v
ernmental efforts to reverse the stream have been ineffective. By contrast, govemme?tal poli~tes 
ccswimming with the tide, as in Soviet Russia have met with ~ctacular success ~ quantita-
tive terms. · · . 

The Results of Intental Migratjo~~: · 

The effects of rural-urban migration may be viewed from the s~dpoint of the towns, fr~m 
that of the countryside, and finally from. that of the nati~n as ~ whol~. The r~sults v:-ry wtth 
the nature of migration. Long distance migration normally differs m ch;lracte~ from short 
distance migration. ·Depression migration brings very different results from th~t 1n prosperous 
times. Some cities, depending on the nature of their chief economic-activities, are more ~ttrac
tive to males·, others to females. Migration is generally age~s~ective, and draws some occupa-
tions ·more ihan others. · .. . · · . . 

In view of the complexity of migratorY movements it will be necessary·to -confine attention 
to a few of the more outstanding·net results recognizing, of course; thatthere_are many ~cep
tions and that the skein of migration is a much more complicated interweaving of move and 
counter-move than might be judged from t"ough mea5ures of their final ~~ti~~ti~e influence. 

TO'U11IS and Cities 
For many generations th~e has been a popular idea that the cities ·are the gravt:yard of the 

naqon's best human resources. This view received support in a classical treatise by Georg 
Hansen•' who came· to the conclusion (on the basis of erroneous reasoning from statistical 
facts) that t:Jte city populations of Germany were comp~etely renewed from the outside every 
two generations. The hypothesis derives more sophiSticated statistical basis from the commonly I 
observed low urbali fertility and fr~m the substantial rural-urban differentials in fertility 

. existing in mast cquntnes. It is assumed that the citi~ could eXist only with a large inward 
balance of migration drawn ..from the surplusei· of the healthier rural populations. 
· It is ironical that Hansen developed his thesis at a time when it was least true. In e1.rlier 

times the poor sanitation-of the cities probabJy resulted in higher.urban than rural death rates. 
But public health services of the cities have made such rapid progress th~t th~re is probably 
no longer any great health liability in city life.··Medical facilities are concentrated in the cities 
and the generall~ higher level of ~ducation in the towns favors urban pOpulations. As measured 
by dea;th rates aty people are· now about as healthy as th~r country cousins. As the result of 
adv~ces in the control of urb_an mortality and the persistence of high fertility the natural 
increase of cities was high in J?an~'s t~e. Subsequent fertility declines, only partially com
pensated for by further reductions m deaths, have resulted in renewed failure of the cities to 
reproduce_-the!r pop~ations~" Fe~ large European cities were replacing themselves through 
reproductaon m the tnterwar peraod, though some continued to have a balance f t 1 
• d • • f f 1. • o naura Increase envmg rom avorab e age dtstributions. •• - _ 

The observed growth of the larger cities was chiefly owing directly to 1• • t" ·~< A th . • . . n-mtgra 1on. t e 
same tun~, rural-ur~ n_t•gratton characteristically brings a balance of young adults to the 
towns, who have thetr children as a part of the urban population thus m' · th b f birth B · , creasmg e num er 
o s. ecause of the1r youth they do not contri~ute many deaths. · 

6' Georg Hansen, Die D,.,;· B.Wlienmg181u/m B" ~ h tJk U:. . 

Volk,. ~~ (Miinchen: 188g). ' .,. "'"" ,.st~chnl fllr las Blilhm •n4 A.lte,.,; der 
68 Cf. above, Chapter IV. 
•It may be noted that in Figure 38 below (Chapter VIII) mo 1a • • • ; 

c:itiea are either areas of absorption in which in-migration ~cee: ~f~es and districts dominated by large 
through migratiOD, in which in-migration was o:ffsetting Datural dec::se. .tncrease, or areas of "repopulation" 
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Thde beffect of internal migration on the age-sex distribution of the urban population is sug-
geste Y the representative "d f F" · · · . . age pyramt s o tgures 33-35. Companson of age pyramids IS 

not many se?se a ngorous measure of age and sex differentials in migration owing to other 
factors affectmg these char t · t' B k · · · · ac ens tcs. ut nowmg what these other factors are tt ts posstble 
to reach general conclusions as to the effects of rural-urban migration. 

The first of these panels illustrates the acute rural-urban contrasts that may exist in a country 
that was undergoing rapid b · · · h · · :~~ ur amzat10n m t e mterwar penod. Tne second shows the relatively 
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FIGURE 33· Contrasting age pyramids of urban and rural areas, Germany, 1933. 

small differences in a country already almost wholly urbanized. The third pictures rural-urban 
variation in a peasant country where migration of any kind is still rather small. 

The age pyramids of Berlin and the rural Allenstein district of East Prussia were the ex
tremes of rural and urban types in interwar Germany. Both show the effects of World War I 
in deficits of males at the military ages and in deficits of births in the war years. Otherwise the 
population structures are very dissimilar. The small base of the pyramid in Berlin is partly a 
function of very low fertility, partly a function of the great migratory currents that have 
swelled the adult population. In Allenstein the broad base reflects high fertility, and the adult 
population shows the effects of heavy depletion through emigration. The Berlin population in 
the adult ages is heavily weighted with females. Like most German and Western European 
cities Berlin draws a larger .net-in-migration balance of females than of males. 5° In Berlin the 
sex ratio was 8 56 males per I ,ooo females, indicating an excess of women of about 18 per cent. 
Of the 52 German cities of Ioo,ooo population and over in 1933 only two had more males than 
females. These two cities (Gelsenkirchen al).d Oberhausen) were industrial cities of the Ruhr, 

110 This does not argue that females are necessarily more mobile than males. The opposite is probably the case. 
The total volume of male migration is probably greater, but in balance of population exchange more females remain 
in the cities than males. 
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· 1 d f ales were almost exactly 
which employed many men and few women. In contrast rna es an em 1 h f 1 s 

. · th e more ma es t an ema e · balanced in the total rural population and m Allenstem ere wer 
Rural-urban migration is selective of young people and especially of femalles.h th tt'onal 

. h' h t' of old peop e t an e na It will be noted that rural Allenstem had a tg er propor ton . b 
averaO'e Berlin a lower proportion. Rural-urban migration contribu.tes to thts ~henhomenhon Y 

0 
' • Th · 1 me evtdence that m t e exc ange withdrawinO' young cohorts from farm to ctty. ere IS a so so . 

of populati~n cities lose old people, though of course this loss is usually numencally small as 

compared with the inward flow of young people. 
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FIGURE 34- Contrasting age pyramids of urban and rural areas, England and Wales, 1931. 

The second pyramids, those contrasting London and the total rural population of England 
and Wales, illustrate the convergence of urban and rural populations in an almost completely 
urbanized country. In England much of the census-defined "rural" population is not rural in 
any sociological sense, and even the farming population is obviously much influenced by the 
overwhelmingly urban character of the country. 

The third panel compares the population structure of Belgrade with the predominantly rural 
country of which it is the capital. The city has grown very rapidly, and it is apparent from the 
age pyramid that there must have been a large in-migration of young adults in recent years. 
In this feature the movement to Belgrade resembles those to older destinations of mass rural
urban migration in Western and Central Europe. The distinctive feature of migration to 
Belgrade (and to other Balkan cities) is the high proportion of males in this movement. At 
age 2o-24 the sex ratio of males per 1,000 females was 1,633, i.e., a 6o per cent excess of ma!es. 

A reasonable explanation of this different effect of migration in the Balkans is the relative 
adventurousness required for migration in this region and the nature of employment in the 
towns. Unsettled conditions and the force of community sentiment tend to keep women at 
home. Men more readily than women break away from community bonds. At the same time, 
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opportunities for employment in th t · 
tration fields that · th . e owns of the Balkans are chiefly in industry and adminis-

' m ese countnes d t tT 1 ment of the econom d th 0 n?. u ttze a arge female labor force. With the develop-
to assume the plac Y.tanh . e gWrowth of cthes, female migration in the Balkans may be expected 

e 1 as m estern Europe. . . 
Enough has been said regardin th d . 

tions regarding the d" g e emographtc factors to suggest some parallel generaliza-
, more trect economi ff t A · h migration the r 1 b c e ec s. s m t e case of overseas and international 

• 

' ura -ur an movement · ~ represents a very substantial contribution of wealth from 
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F IG URE 35. Contrasting age pyramids of urban and rural areas, Yugoslavia, 1931. 

fa rm to ci ty. Migration provides the towns with a young, energetic labor force. It has furnished 
free to the cities the human capital upon which the great achievements of modern urban civili
zation have been based. 

T he specific social effects on the cities are not always clear. Internal migration has been 
considered to have contributed to congested slums, juvenile delinquency, crime, and bad health 
conditions in industrial centers. There is undoubtedly some lag in adjustment to the new 
environment, with consequent casualties in the form of nervous disorders and social maladjust
ment. H9wever, these effects are probably reduced by the fact that in-migrants into the more 
extreme urban environments of the large cities generally do not come directly from the open 
countryside, but from smaller cities and towns with a somewhat intermediate environment. 
There is no adequate proof that rural migrants contribute more to the social ills of town and 
city than do the natives of cities. Personal and social disorganization in cities may be accentu
ated.tby in-migration but it certainly is not the fundamental cause. 

T he Countryside 
The consequences of rural-urban migration to the countryside are naturally complementary 

to those of the city. Through rural-urban migration the rural population loses part of its 
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natural increase and grows less rapidly than if the movement did not exist. In some cases the 
movement is so intense that there is absolute depopulation. Through the differential emigration 
of young adults, especially young women, and the return of old folks from the towns, rural 
populations in Western and Central Europe are more masculine in composition than the urban 
populations and have higher proportions of the very young and the very old. 

Migration is an important capital loss to the countryside. Considering the defectiveness o~ 
knowledge concerning the details of this movement of human capital it would be idle to place 
an exact valuation on the loss to the countryside and gain to the tity. An Americln investi
gator" has asserted that during the 'twenties as much as half of the urban labor force was 
recruited through migration, and that in the United States the average annual capitalized value 
of rural-urban migration was equal to the value of the wheat crop plus half that of the cotton 
crop. Attention is also called to the inheritance of farms. by non-farm migrants and to the loss 
of rural capital suffered thereby. 

Such estimates are likely to lead to the dangerous conclusion that the assumed gains to urban 
areas represent equivalent losses to the rural districts, and that rural-urban migration is thereby 
an acute source of impoverishment. This is true to the extent that rural areas have had to_ bear 
the burden of clothing, feeding, and educating those leaving the farms. These things are usually 
provided at less expense than in the towns, but undeniably the cost_ of these items represents 
a loss to rural districts. On the other hand, an overpopulated rural district may gain by the 
out-migration of excess labor force that could only be used inefficiently on the land in any case. 
The value of the worker is greater in the city; that is why he moved. His removal from the 
rural ~istrict may well benefit those who remain, by raising wages or by relinquishing a poten
tial claim on the land. 

Probably more serious than the direct economic loss of labor force is the draining off of the 
natural leaders and innovators from the rural community. An extensive intellectual controversy 
has raged over the alleged dysgenic effects of rural-urban migration without conclusive results. 
But it is not necessary to argue the question on biological grounds to demonstrate its uuhappy 
effects on the countryside. There is general agreement based on numerous studies that rural
urban migration is selective of the better educated of the rural population. The countryside is 
thereby deprived of leadership and knowledge. It is true that migration may also draw out the 
poorest elements without fixed ties (i.e., the landless) but in any event rural areas are left with -
mediocrity. 

The Nation as a Whole 

The effects of rural-urban migration on the country as a whole are naturally a synthesis of 
their effects on the component areas. The country becomes more urban and less rural as the re
sult of the cityward drift; in fact the movement is itself the most important factor in the rate of 
urbanization. Owing to the inefficient use of labor in agriculture, migration leads to a better 
distribution of income and economic opportunity as a whole. Not only the migra;t but the 
country as a whole is more wealthy as the result of internal migration undertaken for rational 
economic motives. 

In demographic terms rural-urban migration clearly means a reduction of fertility and of 
the rate of natural growth. Rural migrants to the city quickly acquire the small family patterns 

' of the city. Consequently the shift of population to urban areas implies a reduction in total 
fertility. At the same time the continued co-ntacts of migrants with their native communities 

01 0. E. Baker, "Rural-Urban Migration and the National Welfare," Annals of the Association of American 
Geographers 23 :59-126. 1933· , -
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speeds the dissemination of small family patterns in rural communities. Rural-urban migration 
unquestionably accelerated the demographic transition. 

Whether a nation is culturally richer or poorer as the result of the "flight from the land" 
has been the subject of endless debate. Modern technological civilization has had its greatest 
flowering in the cities. On the other hand, the mobile society characterizing modern urban life 
has led to the disintegration of traditional values still cherished in the rural environment. It is 
commonly asserted that economic and political instability are· the inevitable consequence of 
excessive 11rbanization. 

This is obviously not the place to argue the merits of the contrasting ways of the modern 
cliff dweller in his machine-made environment and the self-sufficient peasant "seeking the food 
he eats and pleased with what he gets." The peasant's life may be regarded as idyllic or animal 
depending on the emotional bia's of the observer. City life may be considered shallow and de
generative or stimulating and creative· depending on one's personal prejudices. Whatever the 
respective merits of the contrasting ways of life, it is obvious that city life has found greater 
and greater favor in Europe, and that the standard pattern of European life is being trans
formed. The chief physical means by which this transformation has occurred is internal 
migration. 

The Future of Internal Migration 

It is impossible to foresee with any exactitude what the volume and the form of internal 
migration in the future is likely to be. Nevertheless, certain general conclusions may be drawn 
from a consideration of past experience and trends. Two problems concern u~ here : (I) the 
prospective volume of internal migration and ( 2) changes in the type and the principal desti-
nations of migration. ' · 

In the preceding chapters it has been suggested that the prospects for large-scale interna
tional migration of voluntary origin are unfavorable. Less international migration than in the 
past seems a likely possibility. It does not follow that prospects for internal migration are 
equally'unfavorable. Quite the contrary: there is every reason to suppose that the volume and 
intensity of internal migration will increase. The declining importance of geographical and 
social barrie;s to internal migration, combined with the greater importance of international 
boundaries as a restraint to free migration, imply the likelihood of intensified exchange of 
population within the national territory. 

Geographical distance is a factor of declining importance in human society. Mechanical 
inventions.have systematically reduced travel time and costs per kilometer. Through modern 
miracles of transport the world and every country within it has shrunk in size. Similarly, 
mountain and water barriers have become less and less of a bar to social intercourse. The 
means of internal migration are faster and more comfortable than at any previous period in 
human history. There is every reason to suppose that this progress will continue and that inter
nal migra:,ion will be facilitated thereby. 

Social inhibitions against free movement are also fading. In Eastern Europe the closed 
village community is being pried open by contact with the modern world. In every country in 
Europe there is an almost irresistible trend to greater geographical mobility as the bonds of 
tradition that held the individual to the local community are weakened by the substitution of 
the n~w values of a more mobile society. Regional differences in customs and dialect are 
dissolving under the influence of the public school, the cinema, the radio, and the ?aily news
paper. The cultural barriers to migration within an area of common language are bemg reduced 
by the trend to national uniformity. 
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Possible future changes in the destinations and types of migration are suggested by interwar 
developments. It is obvious that movement between cities will become of greater relative impor
tance as the rural sources of migration are exhausted. Thus in England and Wales, where only 
seven per cent of the population is normally engaged in agriculture, rural-urban migration is 
no longer the dominant form of internal migration. As other countries urbanize further and 
further, internal migration will inevitably become an inter-urban phenomenon. · 

As between cities, commercial and service centers were generally favored over purely indus: 
trial towns in the interwar period. It seems logical that this trend should continue with the 
increasing independence of industry from the immediate source of raw materials and the grow
ing importance of service functions in the economy. The mushrooming of governmental 
functions favors political capitals as destinations of migratory movements. Direct govern
mental action may be expected to have greater direct and indirect influence on the location of 
industry, the flow of commerce, and hence the direction "of internal migration. 

Non-economic factors promise to be more important determinants of migratory currents in 
the future than in the past. As standards of living rise, larger and larger numbers of people 
are in a position to concern themselves with the esthetic features of the environment. Larger 
and larger sections of the population can choose their place of residence with regard to the 
attractiveness of the physical surroundings as well as to strictly monetary rewards. A pleasant 
countryside and a salubrious climate promise to be among the most important natural resources 
of the future. The widespread suburban movements flowing out from _the centers of the 
metropolises are harbingers of even greater movements in the postwar world. The fear of 
bombing in another war may well encourage governmental promotion of this widespread 
tendency. This movement may be greatly accentuated by fear of the atomic bomb, though 
the ultimate potentialities of this weapon and the feasibility of dispersion as a defence against 
it are not yet clear. 

A logical corollary of the suburban movement is the residential development of areas enjoy
ing a favorable climate. The beginnings of such influences are evident in the migratory gains 
of the Riviera and other recreational areas. With greater geographical mobility persons with
out work responsibilities may be expected to .seek out regions within the country. favored by 
a Inild climate. The populations of such regions as southwestern England and the Riviera will 
probably be increased through the migration of old people, convalescents, and of persons 
catering to the tourist trade. Even· the utilitarian Communists have developed the Crimea as 
a vacation spot for deserving Stakhanovites. 

Oimate, however, will not be a dominant factor in the immediate postwar years. In the 
future, as in the past, internal migration will be one of the chief means of equalizing economic 
opportunity. With fewer geographical and social barriers it can perform this function more 
effectively than in the past. 
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CHAPTER VIII 

THE BALANCE OF MIGRATION AND MIGRATION 

AS A FACTOR IN POPULATION GROWTH 

. THE preceding chapters have dealt with the three major types of migratory movements in 
Europe. It remains to show the combined effect of these different aspects of migration and 
to relate lhe net migration balance to population changes. 

In the existing state of European statistics it is not possible to obtain the net balance of 
migration directly by summing the component internal and international movements. As noted 
above, net migration is normally ascertainable only by comparing population growth and 
natural increase for intercensal peri9ds.1 The results of such computations for intercensal 
periods approximating each of the two decades of the interwar period appear in Figures 36 
and 37, the data mapped being given in Appendix III, Table 8. 

The relative importance of international and internal migration in the over-all balance 
naturally varies with the size of the district under consideration. Much internal migration 
covers very short distances (e.g., between neighboring communes) and consequently does not 
affect the balance of large provinces or regions. Thus international migration is more impor
tant than internal migration in such regions as Galicia, Slovakia, and Dalmatia considered as 
units. But where the commune or small district is taken as a unit, internal migration is almost 
everywhere more important quantitatively than movements across international frontiers. In 
general, internal migration is greater than either overseas migration or international migra
tion within Europe. • 

Most of Europe was losing population through migration in the interwar years. Europe as 
a whole was sending population to other continents in the 'twenties, and to a small extent even 
in the ~thirties. The losses from overseas migration were sufficiently widely dispersed to affect 
the migration balances of a large part of the continent. In some places, such as Norway, Slo
vakia, and southern Italy, it was sufficiently important to be the decisive factor in migration 
balance. But generally migration within Europe was the dominant factor. Practically every 
rural district sent a migration balance to the neighboring towns, and the centripetal forces were 
so great that the larger cities generally absorbed population from whole regions as well as 
from the immediate rural environs. As in the case of internal migration of which it is so largely 
composed, the migration balances reflect the attraction of migrants to a relatively few centers 
from widely dispersed ·origins. 

Every European country for which there are adequate data has its areas of heavy out
migration, which can be identified by examination of the maps of Figures 36 and 37· In most 
countries there are areas of traditional and persistent out-migration, differing widely in their 

• Cf. p. 1?,7· As in almost all migration makrials there are serious methodological limitations that should be con
sidered in the evaluation of the data : 

a. The migration balance is a residual, and hence is affected by defects in the censm and vital statistics from which 
it is derived. Since migration is usually the lesser factor in population change these errors may be particularly 
serious as they affect the estimated migration balance. Such errors are greatest in Eastern and Southern Europe. 

b. By definition the method is limited to intercensal periods. These do not always coincide in the several countries, 
nor are the periods' covered necessarily the most significant ones from the viewpoint of migration. Short term 
fluctu'}tions cannot be determined from these materials. Consequently, the effects of business cycles, for example, 
are difficult to interpret from these data alone. . 

c. Rate of migration is partly a function of area included, since short distance migration is generally greater 
than long distance migration. Other things being equal, a large area will have a lower rate of migration than a 
small area, and a district with long boundaries relative to area will have a higher rate of migration than a compact 
district with short frontiers. 

• Cf. Chapter VII, p. 126. 
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agricultural systems, agrarian institutions, and levels of living, but having in common poor 
economic opportunities relatively to those obtainable through migration. 

In-migration was concentrated in the cities. The larger areas showing in-migration balances 
usually do so because of the dominant influence of the gains of their chief cities, and not 
because of widely-diffused gains throughout the district. There are two important exceptions 
to this rule: (I) where international migration has gone to rural as well as to urban areas • 
(2) where the return and settlement of refugees has meant an influx into agrarian regions. 
In France foreign immigrants have gone to rural as wen as urban areas; half the del'Jartments 
showed an inward balance of population movement during the 'twenties. To a certain extent 
there was a similar movement to small industrial ( especiany mining) towns in the Low Coun
tries. In Eastern Europe refugee movements produced widely diffused inward balances in 
areas that otherwise would hardly have attracted large_;-scale immigration. The outstanding 
movements of this nature after the last war flowed into eastern Poland and into Macedonia 
and Thrace in Greece. It is questionable whether these regions drew any substantial further 
migration after the flood of refugees subsided, though there is no accurate statistical basis for 
differentiation. 

The differences between the migratory movements of the 'twenties and the 'thirties are z;ather 
less than might be anticipated from the chaotic condition of Europe in the later decade. The 
outstanding change in migratory balances was the substitution of Germany for France as the 
chief country of immigration. This change is reflected in the larger area of Germany showing 
migratory gains and the larger number of French departments displaying migratory losses. 

The effects of the depression were variable. In some countries, such as Denmark, Finland, 
Hungary, and Italy, both the pattern and intensity of migration balances remained substantiany 
the same, though it may be noted that in Italy there was some substitution of internal for over
seas destinations. 

In a number of countries the intensity of outward movement in t~aditional areas of out
migration was reduced. This seems to have been generany true in Sweden, though the ?tock
holm area grew almost as rapidly as before. The cessation of overseas migration, as wen as 
conditions at home, apparently brought about lower outward balances. Similar influences are 
observable in such traditional out-migration areas as the northern provinces and Zeeland in 
the Netherlands, Luxembourg province in Belgium, and Brittany in France. 

Predominantly industrial districts of Western Europe drew inward balances during the 
'twenties, but seem to have lost much of these gains in the 'thirties. During the 'thirties there 
were heavy migratory losses in those industrial departments of the French North and North
east that gained large balances in the previous decade. In the Duchy of Luxemburg, in the 
mining areas of Limburg, and in the Rhenish-Westphalian belt of heavy industry, the depres
sion seems to have resulted in a backwash movement less noticeable in the major urban and 
commercial centers. 

In Germany, Austria, and Czechoslovakia changes in the patterns of migration bal~ce after 
1933 were obviously related to political developments. The extremely high negative balances 
in Austria and the Sudetenland arose chiefly from the flow of workers to German armament 
industries. The apparent high inward balance in Bohemia-Moravia was probably the product 
of refugee movements of Jews and Czechs from Austria and the Sudetenland . ~ 

Migration and Population Change 

Pop1;11ation change is the balance of the four dynamic elements affecting numbers: births, 
deaths, in-migration, and out-migration. More simply stated, it is the upshot balance of natural 
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FIGURE 36. Average annual rates of migration in Europe, by minor divisions, as determined by differencing popula-
' tion growth and natural increase for intercensal periods approximating 1920-1930. 
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. THE BALANCE OF MIGRATION 

increase (or decrease) and migration. In Fi~rure 38 the areas of Europe for which interwar 
migration balances are available are classified :ccording to the direction and relative importance 
of migration as a factor in population change. The basic data for this classification are given 
in Appendix III, Table 8. 

Three major types of areas ~re distinguished, together with certain significant sub-classifi
cations. These are : 

A. Areas of dispersion 
I. Depopulation through out-migration 
2. Out-migration more than half the natural increase 
3· Out-migration less than half the natural increase • 

B. Areas !Jf b~lance (i.e., average annual migration balance of less than 2.5 per thousand 
irtlabitants) 
I. Small out-migration balance 
2. Small in-migration balance 

C. Areas of absorption • 

I. In-migration less than the natural increase 
2. In-migration m'Ore than the natural increase 
3· "Repopulation" through migration (in-migration combined with natural decrease) 

The categories progress from areas in which out-migration has been a decisive factor, 
through those of little migration balance, to those in which in-migration has been the determin
ing element in population change. Aside from the middle category, that of migration balance, 
all relate to areas having significant net migration, arbitrarily defined as an average annual 
rate M migration, plus or minus, exceeding 2.5 per thousand inhabitants. • 

Areas of Dispersion: Depopulation through Out-migration 

The first category (AI) includes those areas in which out-migration was a decisive factor 
in population decline, either by cancelling natural increase or by re-enforcing natural decrease. 
In most of these areas depopulation arose from a migratory outflow exceeding natural increase. 
In a few, all in France~ there was both an excess of deaths over births and significant out
migration. In only one of these areas, the French department of ArU:ge, was natural decrease 
more important than out-migration in determining population loss. • 

In France 8o of the 90 departments have historically had larger populations than at present. 
Depopulation is a common phenomenon. Those departments in the South and West that did 
not attract foreign immigration in the interwar years were generally suffering population loss 
through migration, and in the South and West-Center, through natural decrease. Through the 
combined influence of these phenomena a number of these departments have smaller populations 
than they had a century ago. 

Despite substantial natural increase, depopulation through migration was the rule in Ireland 
and Scotland, except as regards the larger cities. In the North of England and in South Wales 
there were heavy population deficits arising from out-migration, and central London'was being 
deserted for the suburbs. In Norway the Agder region was being depopulated through overseas 

a It will"be noted that both the rate of migration and its relation to natural increase vary with the time period 
under consideration. It was impossible to obtain data for all European countries over the same years. Where possible 

.• the periods covered include both relatively normal and depression years, but not periods in which political influences 
were dominant (e.g., 1933-1939 in Greater Germany). As a result international comparisons should not be made 
without reference to the years covered. (See Appendix III. Table 8.) 

• In three other French departments (Alpes Basses. Cher, and Nievre) natural decrease exceeded net out· 
migration, but the balance of out-migration was small (i.e., below 2.5 per thousand). 
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migration, while in large tracts of Sweden natural increase was insufficient to offset the outward 
flow of migration. 

Depopulation through migration in the .interwar period was almost entirely confined to 
Western European regions of low natural increase. Where natural increase is high, as in Eastern 
Europe, very large out-migration balances are required to bring about actual population loss. 

The only country of high natural increase to experience extensive depopulation through 
migration was Spain. In the 'twenties the hinterland of Barcelona w~ being depopul<tted 
through the attractions of that growing center. In some parts of Galicia very high natural 
increase was being dissipated in out-migration and in the South the commercial d~cay of Cadiz 
and Cartagena brought abgut depopulation in the provinces dominated·by these cities. 

In the remainder of Europe there were few large districts experiencing sufficient emigration 
to wipe out natural increase: among these central Finland, the St. Gallen-Appenzellocantons 
of Switzerland, and the Bohemian forest borderlands of Czechoslovakia may be noted." 

Areas of Dispersion without Population Decline 

If there is a typical migration picture of Europe it is that of an area -losing substantial 
numbers through out-migration but with sufficient natural increase to . maintain population 
growth. This was the position· of the continent as a whole in the interwar period. In order to 
make a rough distinction as regards the relative importance of migration to growth, this 
category is subdivided into two, one including areas in which out-migration was draining off 
more than half the natural increase (A2), the other those in which it was removing less than 
half the natural growth (A3). · 

In general, emigration regions of Western and Central Europe not in Category Ar are 
" among those in which out-migration exceeds half of the natural growth; Peripheral areas, in 

which modern influences have made important inroads without completely changing old patterns, 
are prominent in this group. Eastern Germany and western Poland, the backward region of 
Lower Bavaria and the Bohemian forest, the Transdanubian region of Hungary, the lower 
valley of the Po, and much of northern Spain appear in this classification. Migration .was 
active owing to the accessibility of more developed regions, but the birth rate remained 
sufficient to maintain population growth. . 

In Eastern Europe and southern Italy the out-migration balances generally removed less 
than half the natural surplus. Small balances of out-migration and high natural increase both 
contributed to this situation, yet even where there was considerable emigration, a~ in Polish 
Galicia and southern Italy, the excess of births over deaths was less than half cancelled by these 
movements." It is in the poorest regions of Europe that the population is accumulating most 
rapidly through the excess of births over deaths. Though there was general out-migration 
from these regions, it was sufficient only to remove the lesser part of the surplus. 

Areas of Migration Balance 

Throughout Europe there are areas in which the migration balance is small. These are not 
necessarily regions of little migration, but those in which inward and outward movements 
largely cancel out. Northern Italy, for example, was a region of great migratory activity in the 
interwar period, but one in which heavy emigration to France was counterbalance~ by in-

• • Had the data for Belgium covered only the years 1920-1930 the province of Luxembourg would have been 
included in this category. Owing to the industrial depression out-migration was much reduced in the 'thirties. In • 
addition there were, of course, many small districts throughout Europe in which out-migration more than balanced 
natural growth. · 

• !hough, as noted above on page 142, the method utilized may understate the extent of out-migration in these 
r~gwn5. 
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THE BALANCE OF MIGRATION 

. ·migration from the remainder of Italy. The net upshot was a small positive balance indicative 
only ~f th~ narrow balance b~tween two large movements. In other cases the small margin of 
~et ~1grabon measures the difference between large migratory gains in the central cities of a 
distnct and losses in the adjoining rural areas mapped with them. Thus 1n Poland strong out
balances would have been recorded in the provinces of Pomorze Lodz and Warsaw were it not 
for the attraction ·of urban centers in these divisions (i.e., res;ectivel~, Gdynia, Lodz, and the 
juburbs of Warsaw). Similarly, the sreall gains of Upper Bavaria measured the large pull of 
Munich as balanced against losses in the remainder of the district. 

Areas of Absorption: In-migration Combined with Natural Increase 

Included in this category are those regions growing both through ~atural increase and 
migration. A distinction is made between areas in which natural increase is the more important 
source of growth (CI) and those in which in-migration is the dominant element (C2). 

The first of these is a rather rare situation in Europe aside from special circumstances. 
In-migration is usually concentrated, and large relative to the receiving population. When 
it occurs it usually outweighs natural increase as an element in population increase. But in 
Macedonia and eastern Poland diffuse refugee settlement resulted in large population gains, 
although natural increase was the more important factor in growth. In most other areas in 
this sub:-eategory, as in the Sofia district of Bulgaria and the Muntenia province of Rumania, 
lllrge urban gains are diluted to small ones by being bracketed with the out-migration balances 
of extensive rural districts. 

In most European cities migration is a more important source of population growth than 
natural increase. Therefore, most of the areas appearing in the second subclassification are 
either cities or districts in which central cities are sufficiently large to dominate the population 
development. of the whole areas. Thus the huge immigration balance in Athens determined 
the large inward balance of the region Central Greece; the migration into Rome, that of Lazio 
in Italy; and the migration into Madrid and Barcelona those of their respective provinces. The 
only exceptions were in France (in a handful of departments in the Savoy and east of Paris) 
and in western Thrace, where foreign immigration in rural areas was greater than natural 
increase. 

Areas_ of Absorption: Repopulation through In-migration 

In the interwar period this category (C3) was confined to France and a few major cities 
in other countries. It was a growing category as the area of natural decrease enlarged in Europe, 
but in the years under consideration was still of limited extent. 

The above study of the relative importance of natural growth and of migration in population 
change leads to three conclusions 'regarding the interwar experience:. 

( 1 ) Migration was generally a more decisive element of population change in Western than 
in Eastern Europe. On the one hand the more mobile populations of the West migrated more 

f ly . on the other hand natural increase was lower than in the East. Where natural increase ree , . . . . . 
was k>w or even negative, as in France, m1grat1on balances were the dec1s1ve factor tn popu-

lation trends. 
(2) In Eastern and Southern European areas of high natural i~crease, out-migration was 

a contributory but not a definitive solution to problems of population pressure on the .means 
of subsistence. In much of Eastern and Southern Europe natural increase was sufficient to 
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bring about rapid population growth in rural areas despite out-migration. Out~migration was 
. not preventing accumulation on already crowded lands. 

(3) Interwar trends and probable future developments point to the increased future im
portance of migration as a factor in population change. While the outlook for large free inter
national and overseas movement is poor,• there is .every reason to expect accelerated internal 
migratory movements. If, as seems highly probable, natural increase falls and mobility rises, 
migration will inevitably assume in Europe generally the importance it now has in France 
and the British Isles. -

r It is true that there are now occurring huge forced migrations resulting from boundary changes and nationalistic 
demands for ethnic "purity" within the new frontiers. However, these scarcely improve the long-run outlook for 
voluntary international migration, but rather underline the likelihood of very rigid governmental control of inter
national migration in the postwar world. 
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·CHAPTER IX 

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

THE two aspects of the human resources of Europe are first, the number, and second, the 
characteristics, of its population. The preceding sections have dealt with numerical changes 
as determined by th~ forces of birth, death, and migration. We tum now from numbers to the 
changing attributes of the population as reflected in census and vital statistics, first considering 
in the present chapter the evidences of social and economic trends common to all European 
peoples and then, in the next chapter, those·marks of cultural diversity that have served as 
rallying points for hate and conflict. 

The latter have often held the stage of popular interest and disctission almost to the exclusion 
of the undercurrent of general cultural change. A continent tom asunder by internecine 
conflict is naturally more concerned with those things that divide than with those that mark 
the common development of its several peoples. In view of the decisive importance of political 
differences for the welfare of Europe the absorption in schismatic influences is certainly under
standable and in many regards appropriate. 

Therefore, while analyses of national differences are no doubt useful they have nevertheless 
led to some distortion of focus. They have often led to an overemphasis on difference rather 

. than likeness, and have thereby promoted the very conflicts they describe. There has been a 
tendency to attribute fixed and immutable characteristics to peoples which set off one from 
another. In the popular mind these characteristics have become dangerously associated with 
ph,J"sical race, and the overwhelming importance of economic facts and social institutions have 
been ignored in judging national characteristics. Especially in the field of politics and ideologies 
observers have been prone to classify in terms of categorical absolutes that deny the common 
heritage of all European countries. 

On the other hand, these analyses of national differences commonly focus their attention 
solely on political and ideological differences, ignoring other and equally important phases of 
European cultural development. The underlying forces that have brought about changes in 
Europe are by no means exclusively changes of government or of ideologies. There are many 
forces of cultural development that have a distinct European pattern over-riding political 
boundaries, tariff barriers, linguistic, and even ideological, frontiers. Europe is not a discon
nected congeries of unrelated and independent cultural unities. By virtue of living together as 
neighbors and even as enemies Europeans are closely assimilated in a long and at times glorious 
historical experience. 

In recent times the most important cultural development in Europe has been the spread of 
the nexus of cultural traits that are comprised in the term "modernization." This is a most 
unsatisfactory word, but it has ~e advantage of being more neutral than the aggressive term 
"progress" which is· more commonly applied to the cultural phenomena which the term is 
intended to cover.' On its ideological side this current of cultural change probably has its origin 
in the secularization of society, in its freedom from the domination of religion, in the develop
ment of science, in the emphasis on rational methods of obtaining .tangible goals in place of 
non-rati~nal means largely directed at spiritual or other-worldly ends. But these sources are 
not measurable and certainly not suited to graphic presentation. On the other hand, the mani-

1 In the discussion that follows frequen~ reference is made to "advanced" and "backward" conditions in respect to 
the measures of modern~tion discussed. These adjectives are used in a descriptive sense: they are not intended to 
praise or condemn, tho~gh }t is recognize~ that they inevitably carry such connotations in terms of the prevailing 
values favoring moderruzation and material progress. 
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festations of "modernization" or "progress" are often clearly defined and measurable. Thus 
the transition from an agricultural, rural civilization to a highly urbanized, industrial· society 
may be readily documented in quantitative terms. The growth of cities and the growing pre
ponderance of urban liying is fully measurable. The declining importance of agriculture ~s a 
means of subsistence and the growing importance of industry, commerce, and the professions 
are prosaically but solidly portrayed in the occupational censuses of the various European 
countries. Rising levels of living have been reflected in measurable increments of materijl 
wealth. Improved diet and better health can be demonstrated in the growing physical stature and· 
declining death rates in the populations of advanced countries. The expansion of public edu-
cation is expressed in terms of falling illiteracy. · 

These things are objective realities. In many cases the statistics relate to the entire popu
lations and therefore avoid the pitfalls of scattered and casual observation od the .one. hand, 
and to a large degree, the dangers of subjective bias on the other. It is, of course, not contendeg 
that figures do not lie. Statistics have the defect of· being abstractions with the dangerous 
illusion of exactitude. They are never quite as exact or authoritative as they seem. But they 
have enormous advantages over the evidence of indi~idual observation and impression. Most 
observers are interested in the exceptional, the aberrant, the abnormal, not the similarities and 
resemblances. In statistical observation the former cancel out and the latter emerge in their 
true importance. 
· Not only are these evidences of "progress" realities, but they also have a clear pattern and 

direction of development. In Europe they have a center of common origin from which 
they have spread slowly but surely in all directions, often with complete disregard for political· 
or linguistic frontiers. Cultural diffusion has been checked by natural and artificial barriers and 
has been facilitated by trade and communication, and by common historical tradition. Admittedly, 
geographical and cultural factors have aided or hindered the absorption of the new technological 
civilization. But it is yet to be demonstrated that any contemporary people, and much less any. 
European people, have effectively ignored its attractions when they have come into close 
contact with it. Modern civilization is too attractive in its comforts and in its satisfaction of 
universal wants of hunger and relief from manual labor to be ignored. 

In the foil owing discussion it will obviously not be possible to catalog, much less to analyze, 
all those empirical elements that are a part of "modernization." Limitations of space and of 
available statistics inevitably restrict such a survey to a few representative indices of the social 
and economic characteristics. 

As in the case of birth and death rates, spatial distance and temporal lag are closely linked 
in the pattern of European social and economic development. During the interwar period almost 
inexorable social trends were changing the attributes and manner of life of the average Euro
pean. Therefore, some attempt is made to supplement the static snapshot of the several indices 
of social development considered by illustrative examples or time trends. 

The several indices used are intended to be representative of major fields of social and eco
nomic welfare in so far as these are customarily made available in the census and vital statistics. 
Physiological welfare, basic to all other forms, is measured by indices of mortality. Literacy, 
which is certainly essential to effective participation in modern civilization, is used as a general 
index of educationa~ s~tus. Major differences in the material environment are measured by 
the degree of urbamzat1on and the nature of work by statistics on occupation. Finally some 
measures of achievement in economic productivity and ·consumption are given to suggest the 
level of economic development of the population. 
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Health 

Amo?g the brightest chapters in recent European history is the splendid record in the 
struggle against disease. In the more advanced countries the average infant before the war 
·began life with the probability of living twenty years longer than did his grandfather. Twenty 
·years of life-that is the gift of modern civilization to the citizen of Western Europe at peace I 
Few would deny that the improvement in the physiological well-bei~g of the individual is one 
oi the truly great achievements of the age. . 

No conceivable change in the biological inheritance of the race could explain such miraculous 
advances in the effective vitality of the European people. The forces that have cut the death 
rate in half within the space of two generations are clearly cultural and not physical. The 
achievement of .greater physiological well-being is the result of external factors of medical 
care, J:1Ubli!: health, and individual hygiene, not of changes in the innate resistance to disease. 

Because of the importance of cultural determinants in physiological well-being, measures 
of effective vitality are here classified as indices of social and cultural de~elopment even though 
in their individual manifestations they relate to purely biological conditions and events. In the 
modern world the general level of health is socially, not biologically, determined. 

Indices of "health," broadly defined, are not readily obtained. Health in its positive aspects 
is difficult of measurement. In actual fact it is the absence of health, as expressed in illness and 
death, that finds its way into the statistics. But even here there are difficult problems as regards 
direct measurement. Information on morbidity suffers two serious defects: difficulties of 
diagnosis and variations in the completeness of reporting. Despite serious and valuable attempts 
to establish uniform terminology and criteria in the diagnosis of disease, there are exceedingly 
gre'lt international differences in the accuracy of reporting and of classification. Even greater 
variations o~cur in the extent to which illness is medically reported. Even when reporting is 
officially required, a substantial proportion of cases may escape detection in the large part of 
Europe where doctors are few and public health organizations are rudimentary. 

Thes~ difficulties" are such that they preclude any general international comparison of 
morbidity statistics in Europe aside from a few readily identifiable contagious diseases. Instead 
reliance must be placed on mortality statistics. These have several advantages. Though difficulties 
may arise as to the cause of death there is seldom any problem in ascertaining the fact. In every 
European country the law requires . the reporting of deaths together with certain facts con
cerning the d~:ceased. Aside from deaths by accident there is little question but that at the time 
of death the deceased was decidedly unhealthy. Thus mortality offers a general and reasonably 
accurate negative crite.rion of health. 

Though numerous general and specific indices of mortality exist, in the following discussion 
attention will be directe.d at three ranges of material that may serve to show the significant 
facts without excessive elaboration. The pattern of general mortality declines in Europe have 
been discussed above in Chapter IV. To illustrate how these changes have affected the indi
vidual's chances of survival the first range of materials presented are the historical developments 
in the average expectations of life and the position of the several countries of Europe in the 
middle of the interwar period. A second, and in some regards most sensitive measure of health 
conditfons, is the level of infant mortality. Third, the significant differences in the trends in 
death rates at the several ages and from various causes are illustrated from the statistics of 
Sweden, whose excellent health record and long recorded historical experience provide a good 
case study of the factors contributing to mortality decline. 
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Expectations of Life 

The past century has been one of substantially unbroken advance in the average duration of 
life in ·western Europe. One hundred years ago the average expectation of life at .birth o~ t.he 
typical Western European was about forty years. There are no adequate m~rtahty stabst1cs 
extending back this far for Eastern Europe but conditions probably approximated those of 
India today, where the infant is born with an' average expectation of life of about 32. years. ~s 
late as 187o-1880 the figure for Austria was at this level, and in European Russia even, m 

1896-1897· . . 
Since the tum of the century there has been rapid progress in all European countnes. Among 

those countries with any adequate basis for comparison the minimum addition to life expectation 
since 1900 is ten years, the maximum gain about fifteen. The fruits of medical progress are 
now widely diffused throughout the European continent, and over the period., sinr,e 1900 
the gains have been rather remarkably evenly distributed among the several countries, though 
great differences persist in the absolute level of attainment. · 

An interesting feature of health progress has been its persistence even through war. World 
War I obviously brought the gradual extension of. life to an abrupt conclusion during the 
years of conflict. But at its end the expectation of life on the basis of the then existing mortality 
conditions quickly rebounded to levels even higher than those prevailing at the beginning of 
the conflict. In a number of countries the postwar achievements in the prolongation of life 
even exceeded those which might have been expected with the continuation of prewar trends 
through the war years. In these cases the war apparently even accelerated· the rate of medical 
progress, though not, of course, to the extent of compensating for the tragic dissipation of 
life in the war itself. .. 

The interwar period found the countries of Europe at greatly varying levels of achievement 
in the prolongation of the life span. In the Netherlands, with its superior nutrition, its highly 
developed public health programs, its stable economy, and its well-educated population, the 
average expectation of life at birth had risen above 65 years. At the otl;ler extreme the average 
length of life in Rumania was only about 40 years. Thus the length of life of the average 
Netherlander. was no less than 25 years greater than that of the average Rumanian. Such was 
the physiological advantage to the individual Dutch citizen of being born into a community of 
developed technology and excellent medical facilities. 

The. average years of life remaining at age o, age 10, and age 40 are depicted for dates 
typical of the interwar period in Figure 39· The countries are arranged from low to high in · 
respect to the expectation of life of females at birth. The exact order of the countries is 
therefore dependent on only one phase of life expectation; it will be noted that it only roughly 
conforms to the average length of life of males at birth and very irregularly to the average 
years of life remaining at more advanced ages. The order of the array is also influenced by 
the time period covered and among Eastern European countries by the extent to which cor
rection was made for under-registration of dea~hs. In a period of rapid advance the place of a 
country may be partly a function of the years covered. Thus, in the extreme case, the two 
parts of Ireland probably have roughly equivalent mortality conditions, but in Figure 39 
Northern Ireland shows }lP relatively unfavorably and Eire quite far advanced owing to a dec
ade's difference in the life tables used. The life tables for Rumania, Yugoslavia, and Greace were 
heavily corrected for under-registration, especially of female deaths. Therefore these countries 
show up especially unfavorably, though their mortality conditions certainly were among the ' 
wors~ in Europe. The relati~ely favorable .. showing of the Soviet Union at higher ages, 
espec1ally as regards females, IS probably owmg to the absence of such corrections in the life 
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tables computed for that country, though great progress was undoubtedly made after the date 
for which the life table was computed. 

Several ready generalizations may be drawn from the data on the expectations of life pre
sented in Figure 39· First, it is apparent that the great regional differences in vitality noted in 
Chapter IV are reflected in the greater average length of life of the individual in the coun
tries of Northwestern Europe. The.. Eastern European pays for his cultural "backwardness" 
in <ii·greatly reduced expectation of life and all the physiological hardships which that implies. 

AVERAGE EXPECTATION OF LIFE 
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FIGURE 39· Average expectations of life in interwar Europe. 

The geographical pattern of development is the now familiar one of greatest advance in North
western Europe with a progressively lower expectation of life as one passes through Central 
Europe ' 0 the East and South. Particularly striking is the advanced position of the small 

• Western democracies, whose public health services and progressive social legislation have 
placed them in the vanguard of Western c~vilizatio~ in the prolongation _of life.. . 

A second ready generalization from F1gure 39 IS that the great regional differences m the 
expectation of life at birth tend to level out with increasing age. At birth the expectation of life 
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ranges from 40.2 in Rumania to 65.1 in the Netherlands for males, and from 41.4 to 66.4 for 
females, with a maximum difference of about 25 years. At age 10 the differences generally are 
much reduced. In the countries of severe mortality the expectation of life is actually greater 
at aa-e ro than at birth owing to the great hazards to life in the days of infancy and early 
childhood. Having survived these hazardous years the average t~-year old in Eastern Europe 
has a greater life expectancy than he did at birth. In the more advanced countries hazards to 
life in this early period have been greatly reduced, so that the years remaining at age I08 are 
lower than at age o. Consequently the regional differences in life expectancy at age 10 are less 
than at birth. The maximum difference in life expectancy at age 10, that between Yugoslavia 
and the Nether1ands, is 14 years, as compared with 25 years at birth. 

The greatest savings of life have been made at the younger ages. The differences in average 
e>.."]lectation of life at age 40 are relatively slight, though still significant "in r~atiq,n to the 
shorter expectation of life remaining at this age. In general the person attaining age 40 may 

"look forward to another 30 years of life and thus fulfill his biblical allotment of "three score 
and ten." There is a considerable random variation relative to life expectancy at age 40, but 
whether this reflects true differences or varying accuracy in census and death reporting at the 
higher ages is not always clear. 

A final generalization illustrated by Figure 39 is the alniost universally greater longevity 
·of females than of males. In Europe the exceptions are few, insignificant quantitatively. speak
ing, and in some cases of doubtful validity. At birth the average life expectancy is greater for 
females than for males in every European country. The relative advantage of females appears • to be greatest in the Baltic countries, in the Soviet Union, and to a lesser extent in France, 
Spain, and Portugal. Whether these represent true cultural differences or statistical artifacts 
is not readily demonstrable, though these countries include those with the largest female 
majorities in Europe. In Europe the girl baby starts with a life expectancy of one to six years 
greater than her brother and this advantage is normally maintained throughout life. Only in 
the ages of the heaviest burden of childbearing ·is the mortality differential favoring females 
often reversed. In the majority of countries male mortality is' higher even at these ages. 

The expectation of life at birth is a cumulative summation expressing the average duration 
of life in the face of risks of death at all age~ and from all causes. On the other hand, the 
splendid progress made in prolonging the normal life expectation is the result of very great 
advances in reducing mortality at some ages and from certain causes, combined with little 
or no improvement in other factors. The reduction of mortality has not been equally distributed 
either as regards age or as regards cause of death. 

Perhaps the. most spectacular success· of modern medicine and sanitation, and certainly 
the most important single element in the lengthening of the average duration of life, is the 
reduction of infant mortality. 

Infant Mortality • 
Infant mortality is one of the most sensitive barometers of social conditions. The infant is 

extremely vulnerable to most causes of death. Consequently the number of infant deaths is 
very closely correlated to the quality of health protection the community affords its members. 
The evaluation placed on the individual human life, the knowledge and education og parents, 
the quality of the physical environment enjoyed by the population; the effectiveness of public 
health and social legislation-these are collectively and sensitively measured by the level of· 
infant mortality. · 

Full appreciation of the advances made in reducing deaths in the first year of life requires 
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some knowledge of the conditions prevailing in Europe two or three generations ago. In 
~uch of nineteenth century Europe, as in India today, one-fourth of the infants born died 
In the first year of life. As late as 188o the infant mortality rate (infant deaths per 1,000 live 
births) was reported as 251 in Austria, 293 in Bavaria, 292 in Wiirttemberg, and 297 in 
Saxony. Rates were undoubtedly similar in other parts of Central and Eastern Europe though 
no adequate statistical record exists. About 1900 rates were reported at 200 or above in the 
Geripan Empire, in Austria-Hungary, in Rumania, and in European Russia. 

The level of infant mortality in Europe before the first World War and the subsequent 
progress in its reduction are depicted in the panel of maps in Figure 40. As in so many other 
aspects of health the earliest and greatest advances in the reduction of infant mortality were 
made in Scandinavia. Before the last war Norway and Sweden, in particular, stood far in 
advance oJ. the rest"of Europe. By 1910 substantial progress had also been made in other sections, 
of Western Europe but infant mortality still consumed more than ten per cent of the children 
in the first year of life. In much of Central and Eastern Europe the profligate waste of life 
in the first year was still generally regarded as a normal phenomenon. 

Despite the war, dramatic progress was made in the .succeeding decade. In' the first postwar 
years infant mortality plunged far below the levels prevailing before the war in most countries. 
The more "advanced" peoples talked hopefully of ;reducing infant mortality in Europe to five 
per cent of the live births, a rate only a fourth or a fifth of the rates common in the 111st 
century. It was assumed that five per cent probably represented the. biological minimum, beyond 
which medical science could not go. 

Advances in the course of the interwar years have set the goal much lower. At the end of 
the interwar period several of the small democracies had already surpassed the supposed 
biologfcal minimum 9f so infant deaths per 1,000 births and in these countries rates 'Yere 

· still'going down: In Western and Central Europe generally the infant mortality had been cut 
in half by comparison with the figures prevailing thirty years previously. 
· On the basis of the recorded figures, Eastern European countries maqe much less progress 
in the reduction of infant deaths in the interwar period than did Western Europe. In Greece, 
for example, the officially' reported rate for the quinquennial periods 1921-1925, 1926-1930, 
and 1931-1935 were successively 86, 96, and 122, a record that suggests a serious degeneration 
of health conditions if taken at its face value. ln actual fact the apparent rise is closely cor7 

related with efforts to improve the vital registration system. The sharp rise in reported infant 
mortality from 99 in 1930 to 134 in 1931 coincides with a concerted effort to achieve greater 
completeness and accuracy in the vital statistics. Until very recent years the officially reported 
infant mortality was not sufficiently accurate to base any judgments either on the absolute 
level or trends of infant mortality in Greece. Similar problems arise in other Eastern European 
countries in less acute form. • 

Owing to lags in health progress th~ several European countries extend on a long continuum 
of infant mortality ranging from the very low rates in the smaller Western democraci.es to 
high rates reflecting the primitive conditions of more backward sections of Eastern Europe. 
The great range in rates may be suggested by the contrasting figures for the Nether lands and 

;, • In general it may be presumed that recorded declines in Eastern Europe were substantially less than the actual, 
owing to grc!!iter completeness m the reporting of infant deaths in the later years, notably with regard to the Eastern 
and Central provinces of. Polan~, and those pa~. of Yugoslav~a not h_istorically a p~rt of the A~str?-Hunga"!an 
Empire. Thus it is not unusual m Yu~oslav statis~ICS ~ !'nd twu7 as ~ug~ a reported mfant mortahtr 1n a Serb!an 
district on one side of the Danube as m an otherw1se smnlar Serb1an d1str1ct on the other bank, the d1fference bemg 
the establishment of reasonably <;ffective.vital.registration on the side (of higher apparen~ mortal.ity) ~ormerly under 
Hungarian administration and 1ts contmuat1on under Yugoslav control. In general, VItal reg~strahon appears to 
have improved markedly;;. the interwar period though serious lacunae still existed at the outhreak of World War II. 
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for Rumania in I939· In the Netherlands the rate stood at 34 deaths per I ,ooo live-born 
infants, in Rumania at I 76. The latter figure represents some advance over earlier reported 
figures in that country. Nevertheless conditions were such that the average infant born in 
Rumania had five times as great a risk of death in the first year of life as the average infa~t 
born in the Nether lands. 

INFANT DEATHS 
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Frouu 40. Infant mortality in Europe, 19Io-1913, 1921-x92s, and 1936-1939. 
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Trends in Age-specific Mortality Illustrated from Swedish Experience 

The savings of life after the first year have been less spectacular than those of infant mor
tality, but cumulatively they have been of very great significance. It would be possible to make 
international comparisons of age-specific death rates similar to that made for infant mortality. 
For a previous work the author and his colleagues collected data on death rates by ·age his
torically for all European countries with usable materials.• Though the series covered very 
diffet\:nt periods of time there was found to be a rather uniform age pattern of decline from 
high to low, to a considerable degree independent of the time and the country concerned. 

This being the case, the following iilustration from Swedish statistics may serve to demon
strate the general European pattern of mortality decline without the extensive elaboration neces
sary to review the.historical declines of age-specific mortality in each of the twenty-seven 
countries. 4fhe'te are national and regional differences but all represent variations on a theme 
substantially independent of time or nationality. 
· Sweden is without a rival in the length of her historical records of vital events. Her vital 
'statistics cover almost 200 years on a national basis. Her experience is that of a country in 
the vanguard of health progress for at least a century, and for much of that time the prototype 
of later developments in other countries. 

The pattern of changing risks of death at each age in Sweden is illustrated by Figure 4I, 
showing age-specific rates in the decades 1851-1860 and 1900-1910, and in 1939. In the first 
period the average life span in Sweden w;ts about that of Rumania in the interwar years, 
though at that time Sweden probably had the lowest mortality in Europe. Since the middle 
of the last century Sweden has maintained her place in the forefront; the Swedish mortality 
experie!ice in 1939 is one of the most favorable on record. 

The average risk of death varies greatly from birth to advanced age. The shock involved 
in birth and in adjustment to the external environment brings a heavy cost in infant mortality. 
Premature birth, congenital malformation, and accidents at birth take a heavy toll in the 
first weeks. The infant's chances of survival improve rapidly through the first year though he 
remains highly vulnerable to gastro-intestinal, respiratory, and communicable diseases in general. 

The risk of death declines through childhood, ,the maximum vitality being attained at about 
age 9 or 10, the risk of death being only a tiny fraction of that during the first year. From 
the early 'teens the d!!ath rates begin to rise slowly with age. The death rates accelerate rapidly 
in middle life, and reach extremely high levels at the advanced ages. 

The fundamental U-shaped curve expressing the changing risks of death through life 
has maintained through great changes in the absolute level of mortality. But its particular 
configurations, especially at the younger ages, have been changed a great deal. Infant 
mortality, already substantially reduced ·from earlier levels in Sweden in the middle of 
the last century, fell precipitously. By 1939 the risk of dying in the first year of life had 
been reduced below that at age 70. Mortality in early childhood, once a hazardous period 
of life, has been reduced to astonishingly low figures, and annual deaths at ages 5-15 now average 
only one per thousand. At ages 2o-4o mortality has reached a low plateau, the effects of the 
aging process in this period _apparently being to a .certain extent compensated for by the 
difficulties of adjusting to adult life and perhaps to the greater exposure to risks of death 
through acCident and childbirth in the younger adult years. The curve of death rates has been 
futtened even into late middle life, but inevitably the curve rises sharply in the more advanced 

years. 
8 Notestein et at., The Future Population of Europe and thi! Soviet Union (Geneva: League of Nations, 1944). 

Chapter I and Appendix I. 

( 177 J 



EUROPE'S POPULATION IN THE INTERWAR YEARS 

The differential gains in mortality accomplished at the several ages are depicted in Figure 42, 
showing the age-specific death rates in I90I-I9IO and in 1939 as proportions of the cor
responding figures for r8sr-r86o. The cumulative effects of these differential gains is very 
striking. The aYerage risks of death at ages r through ro in 1939 were less than ten per cent of 
those a century earlier. At the other extreme, the death rate at ages So and over was still 
89 per cent of that in I8SI-I86o. In general the cumulative saving of life has been greatest 
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in the younger ages, least in the oldest. But a comparison of the curves for I9QI-I9IO and I939 

(in Figure 42) suggests that this is a comparatively recent phenomenon. 
In the earlier stages of mortality decline from the wasteful levels prevailing through most 

of human history, gains are distributed through· all ages. At this phase of development the 
greatest savings of life are made through control of the more serious epidemic diseases. Though 
in the middle of the last century Sweden stood in the vanguard in epidemic control the country 
stillo suffered from the ravages of deadly diseases now practically extinct in advanced countries. 
Such diseases as typhus, cholera, smallpox, and typhoid fever were leading causes of death. 
Widespread vaccination, purification of the water supply, and the effective isolation of diseased 
persons made themselves felt in the latter part of the nineteenth century and are reflected in the 
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reduction of mortality at all ages. By 1900 the easy gains to be derived from the elimination 
of the more serious epidemic diseases had already been made. • 

In later years progress was largely in the realm of childhood diseases and infectious diseases 
of non-epidemic character .. Especialiy noteworthy has been the effective attack on the com
municable diseases of childhood----'diphtheria, measles, scarlet fever, and whooping cough. 
Supplementing these gains and of great importance in the ages of adolescence and young 
adulthood has been the splendid progress in the reduction of deaths from tuberculosis. The 
mortality., of this disease was reduced by more than half in the interwar period alone, and 
these gains (:hiefly account for the proportionately very great reductions in mortality since 

• I900 at ages I0-40. The combined effects of such gains has been to reduce the risk of dying 
at ages 1-20 by three-fourths just since I900, and by over two-thirds at ages 20-40. 

. . 
• Influenza is of course an outstanding exception to the general elimination of epidemic diseases. In 1939, 740 

of the r,oo8 Swedish deaths from epidemic diseases were attributed to .the grippe. · 
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The !'Teat reduction of mortality reflected in the Swedish statistics is chiefly a product of 
achie~ents in the control of epidemic and infectious diseases. This has been a~complished 
on the one hand through public health measures directed at eliminating insect earners, remov
ing filth sources of disease, purifying the water supplies, isolating infected persons, .and pro
viding immunity through inoculation. These measures have been supported by Improved 
living conditions, better housing, superior diets, better working conditions, and education, 
which combined provide means and the knowledge for combatting disease much ~ore ~ffecti,•ely 
than in the past. The rising standard of living has probably been an especially Important 
element in increasing resistance .to such diseases as tuberculosis. · . . . . 

By comparison with the spectacular achievements in reducing the toll of mfectious diseases 
there has been relatively little success in the treatinent of orga?ic disease~. Since these are 
the chief causes of death in late middle life and old age, mortality at these ages. ha!': not ex
perienced the startling rate of decline observable at the lower ages. Sirice 1900 there has been 
little improvement in Swedish death rates at the higher ages; in fact, the reported rate at 
ages 8o and over actually shows an increase. Cardio-vascular diseases, diabetes, cancer, and 
other typical infirmities of the aged, have yielded little to modern medical knowledge. With the 
aging of the population these have become increasingly prominent causes of death in all Euro
pean countries, but particularly in those countries like Sweden, that have gone far in the 
control of infectious diseases. 

The Future 

The mortality experience of the interwar period was one to justify optimism regarding the 
possibilities of further improvement in health and the further extension of the average expecta
tion of life. The average peace-time duration of life in Europe at the outbreak of the Second 
World War was generally about ten years greater than at the onset of the First a generation 
before. In the twenty years ·of the interwar period millions of lives were saved owing to im
provements in care of health and death control. Among the four major Western powers 
(France, Germany, Italy, and England and Wales) there were some nine million fewer deaths 
in the interwar period than would have occurred at 1910 mortality. In these four countries 
savings from infant mortality alone over what would have occurred at 191o-1913 rates 
amounted to three and one-half millions. In Europe, west of Russia, with thrice the population 
of these countries, the net saving of life through health progress must have reached a very 
high figure indeed. 

Savings of life through mortality reductions within the interwar period (e.g., from 1921 
to 1939) were naturally of lesser magnitude. But in the four major Western powers the 
accumulated saving of lives totalled about four millions, some half of which wa5 owing to 
the reduction of infant mortality alone. In Europe west of Russia the saving through mortality 
declines probably attained eight millions. · 

• 
The existing mortality differentials and the patterns of past development suggest that 

further major savings can be achieved in the postwar world. Possible future achievement is 
illustrated by Table II, showing the saving of life in 1939 had the age-specific rates of the 
Netherlands applied in each European country. The potential savmg at Dutch mortality varies 
~ith.the.siz~ of the country, with its progres~ in. the ~e.duct~on of mortality, and wit'b its age 
distnbution m 1939. In Europe west of Russia 1.9 mdhon hves would have been saved in the 
single year had Dutch health standards been those of all Europe. The realizable savings at Dutch • 
figures in the smaller Western democracies are naturally minor because these countries are 
themselves in an advanced position. But even in the technologically. advanced countries such 
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TABLE II 

Preventable Deaths in Prewar Europe as Measured ·by Age-Specific 
Mortality in the Netherlands, I939 

1939 Deaths (ooo's) Excess Deaths 
Region 

and At Dutch • Country Registeredl Mortality Numbers Per Cent 
Rates• (ooo's) 

• 
Europe (excl. the U.S.S.R.) 5496 3593 I903 35 

Northwestern apd 
·• Cefttral Europe 30I2 2316 6g6 23 

U.K. and Ireland 623 SII 112 I8 
England and Wales soo 415 

. 
8s I7 

Ireland 42 33 9 21 
Northern Ireland I8 I4 4 22 
Scotland 64 49 IS 23 

West-Central Europe 2148 I6o2 546 25 
Austria I02 ' 6g 33 32 
Belgium 116 86 30 26 
Czechoslovakia 1848 I37 47 26 
France 643 458 I85 29 
Germany 854 6s8 1g6 23 
Hungary I25 78 47 38 • Netherlands 76 76 . - -
Switzerland 49 40 9 18 

Northern Europe 241 204 37 
. 

IS 
Denmark 39 36 3 8 
Estonia I7 13 4 24 
Finland 54 35 I9 35 
Latvia 28 22 6 21 
Norway 30 30 - -
Sweden 73 6g 4 5 

Southern and 
Easteni Europe 2484 I276 I208 49 

Southern Europe 1175 675 soo 43 
· Italy . 59 I 407 I84 JI 

Portugal n6 63 53 46 
Spain 467 205 262 s6 

Eastern Europe 1309 6oi 7o8 54 
Albania • 16 7 9 s6 
Bulgaria 84 45 39 46 
Greece 93 52 41 44 
Lithuania 33 20 13 39 
Poland 4808 247 233 49 
Rumania 370 129 241 65 
"1 ugoslavia 233 I02 131 s6 

1 Statistical Year-Book of the League of Nations, I94I-I942, Geneva, 1944-
• Computed by applying Netherlands age-specific mortality rates for 1939 to the ~stimated number of persons of 

corresponding age and summing the products to obtain the total number of deaths "expected" in each country at 
Nether lands mortality levels. 

• Deaths in 1938. 
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as En.,.land France and Germany a substantial proportion of the peace-time deaths in 1939 
were :Voim:ble. Ro~ghly a sixth of the deaths in England and Wales resulted from mortality 
in excess of the Dutch rates; in Germany, France, and Italy the percentage excesses were 
respectively 23, 29, and 31. In Eastern Europe, up to two-thirds of the deaths in 1939 were 
preventable at Dutch levels of achievement. Such is the price in human life of cultural 
backwardness. 

With a modicum of political stability Dutch levels of mortality· are not an unreason(l.b!e 
goal for the continent as a whole. For Europe west of the Soviet Uni~n they predicate a 
35 per cent reduction in mortality. With regard· to the possibility of achieving this goal and 
the time necessary for its achievement it is interesting to note that between 1910 and 1939 
Dutch mortality (as related to the 1939 age distribution) fell 37.8 per cent. In 1910 Dutch 
mortality conditions were as bad as the European average in 1939· Given fhe Dutclb rate of 
progress in the past generation, Europe as a whole will achieve by 1970 the goal set. by the 
Dutch in 1939. 

The achievement of this goal should be greatly facilitated by the truly startling discoveries 
in chemotherapy and bacteriophage made since 1939. It seems likely that even in the most 
advanced countries mortality from infectious diseases such as pneumonia will be spectacularly 
reduced in the next lew years. Likewise, owing to the use of plasma and the new drugs, a 
large percentage of deaths from accidents, surgery, and violence may be prevented. Even in 
such countries as the Nether lands there is room for substantial gains in these lines. 

Nevertheless, it is obvious from Figure 41 that future gains at the younger ages in such 
countries as Sweden and the Netherlands will inevitably be quantitatively small in relation to 
past achievements. Thus in the Netherlands if there were no deaths under age 30 there would 

0 
be a smaller net saving of life than was actually achieved at these ages between 1920 and 
1939. In other words, the death rate at all ages under 30 was reduced so per cent or more in 
the interwar period alone. Further gains of equal proportion may be achieved but it is apparent 
that the quantitative gains of the past at these ages can never be repeated. 

The indefinite continuations of past trends in the prolongation of life depend on the success 
of attacks on the diseases of late middle life and old age. But as yet the science of geriatrics 
has made only a beginning. It will be of increasing importance with the growing proportion 
of older people in the ,population. 

With peace Europe gives promise of great improvements in the effective vitality and physio
logical welfare of her population. The past record ha5 been a brilliant one, but much remains 
to be done. 

Literacy 

Few characteristics of contemporary civilization distinguish it more sharply from its 
predecessors than the existence of free public education. No previous civilization has been 
so broadly based on the general understanding of the written word. An ability formerly con
fined to the privileged classes has become the property of all. Just ·as modern public health 
controls have made possible a great extension of life for the common man SG has universal 
education opened the doors of knowledge to everyone with the will and ;he intelligence to 
absorb it. o 

The education of all its citizens is a generally accepted responsibility of the modern state 
and the extent of public ~d?catio~ is an appropriate measure of a nation's place in the scale of u 

cultural development. Opmtons dtffer as to the merits of various forms of advanced education 
but there is universal agreement that the ability to read and write is a sine qua non o£ effective 
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participation in contemporary society. The percentage of literacy or illiteracy is therefore a 
measure of a population's ability to participate actively in intellectual life. Commonly de
termined in statistical form, it is a useful index of cultural development and the only general 
measure of educational progress unhampered by questions relating to quality of education. 

The measurement of the historical spread of literacy is complicated by the difficulties that 
are to be encountered in so many other aspects of demography. Several countries, including a 
number of the most important ones, do not record literacy in their census statistics, and in • these countries reliance must be placed on literacy statistics relating to conscripts or to persons 
marrying. Definitions.of literacy vary; thus in some countries literacy is defined as the ability 
to read, in others as the ability to read and write. Since young children cannot be expected to 
be literate they are often excluded from the computed percentage of illiteracy, but practice 
varies from country to country. Where children are omitted from the literacy statistics, varying 
ages frord five to fifteen have been used as the line of demarcation, further adding to the 
difficulties of comparison both as between countries and as between successive censuses in the 
same country. 

Such difficulties preclude a comprehensive statistical review of the remarkable progress 
made in the education of Europe's people during the last hundred years. But certain general 
trends .are unmistakable. It is first of all apparent that the decline of illiteracy is a completely 
universal trend in Europe. There is no evidence of any rise in illiteracy in any country of modern 
Europe. Secondly, there has been an orderly pattern in the advance of literacy. In all countries 
there is a small nucleus of literate persons, but historically this nucleus grows slowly until 
the country is struck by the full impact of modernization. Once free public education is widely 
introduced the illiteracy of the masses retreats rapidly. The percentages of adult illiteracy 
dr~ spectacuhirly by half to two-thirds in a single generation. As roo per cent literacy is 
approached, both absolute and percentage gains are reduced. In the final stages adult illiteracy 
is confined to the irreducible minimum of persons mentally incapable of learning to read 
and write. 

Historical Progress: An Illustration from Italian Experience 

The progress of education in Europe may be illustrated from the experience of Italy. The 
average illiteracy in Italy has approximated that cif Europe without Russia.• As in the continent 
as a whole, illiteracy in Italy ranges from almost negligible proportions in the advanced North 
to half the adult population in backward regions of the South and Southeast. 

The diminishing proportion of illiterates in the several regions of Italy is illustrated in 
Figure 43, showing the historical developments over a fifty-year time span. In the earlier 
stages the largest quantitative gains were made in the Northern regions and especially the 
Lower Po departments of Veneto and Emilia. Progress was relatively small in the Southern 
and Insular departments, in which free public education was just· gaining a foothold, and 
where it had to face the inertia of an overwhelmingly illiterate population. 

After the turn of the century the curve of literary progress in the Northern regions began 
to taper off as complete adult literacy was approached, first in the industrial region and then in 
the Lower .Po. The remaining regions of the country were enjoying the cheap progress attain
able in.the earlier phases of general free public education, once the nucleus of educated persons 
had risen sufficiently to supply. the core of instruction. In these regions progress was even 
more rapid than before. 

• Though in recent years progress in Italy has been rather slower than in other countries of comparable educational 
development. 
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To ascertain the generalized curve of educational advance in Italy rega~dless of regi~n 
or time, the several curves depicted in Figure 43 are. superimpos~d in one t1me sequence m 
Figure 44. first in the curve for the period 188I-I931, and t~?-en m the curve from 1901 to 
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• 

1931. In the average Italian experience it has taken a century to advance from the worst 
experience (i.e., in the Southern departments in 1881) to the best (that of the in~ustrial 
North in 1931). In 1881, the latter region had a percentage of illiteracy almost identical to 
that of the Southern departments in 1931. 

There is some deviation from the general pattern of decline, notably as regards the period 
1881-1900, when progress appears to have been somewhat slower than at later dates. When 
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attention is confined to the period 190I-I931, the progression is remarkably consistent from 
region to region. 

Though conditions inevitably varied from country to country in the last few decades, aU 
Europe was witnessing the retreat of illiteracy. The pattern of progress is indicated, if not . 

· precisely defined, by the downward course of illiteracy in the several regions of Italy • 

.]Jliteracy in the Interwar Period 

The extent of educational achievement in the middle of the interwar period is mapped in 
Figure 45, showing the per cent of illiteracy among the population ten years of age and over 
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FIGURE 44 The patterq, of declining illiteracy in Italy, 1881-1931 and 1901-1931. 

for the several hundred minor areas.• For this purpose the definition of literacy was taken to be 
the capacity to both read and write.' 

Despite great historical progress in the reduction of illiteracy, in the middle of the interwar 
periodJhere remained some 43 million illiterate persons .ten years of age and over in Europe 

• The data mapped are given in Appendix II. 
• In most cases the reported difference in the numbers literate by this definition and by Jess severe ones (i.e., the 

capacity to read only) is smalL The difference was significant only in the case of Finland, where historically the 
educational system favored elementary instruction in reading, with little attention to writing.' According to the 1930 
census of Finland, less than one per cent of the population were unable to read, but some 14 per' cent were unable 
to both read and write. 
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west of the Soviet U.nion. The over-all illiteracy was I4 per cent in this area. In the Soviet 
Union .almost half of the population age nine and over was illiterate in 1926. In Europe and 
the Soviet Union combined, illiteracy amounted to about 21 per cent in 1930. 

This average proportion, of course, was not typical of all countries, among which there 
were great variations. Illiteracy, in the sense of complete inability to read and write, has 
practically disappeared in the old centers where free public education is a longstanding tradition. 
In., other sections of Europe most of the adult population was still ignorant of the written 
word and how to form it. As in so many other cultural traits,. the most important element 
in the degree of literacy was geographical proximity to, and cultural intercourse with, the more 
literate regions of Northwestern Europe. The map of illiteracy is essentially the now familiar 
pattern, shading from the almost entirely literate areas of the Northwest to the very high 
illitera~y o~ the more remote sections of the Iberian Peninsula, the mountain fastnesses of 
the Balkans, and the peripheries of European Russia. This is the basic frame of reference 
within which other determinants operate. 

The general relationship of illiteracy and distance from the main cultural centers has been 
modified in its details by a number of cultural elements. Religion, language, political association, 
and political policy have all played an observable role in the degree of literacy. Thus in Protestant 
countries the development of free public education has been re-enforced by the religious precept 
that everyone should know how to read the scriptures. Though this precept is no longer of great 
practical importance as a- stimulus to elementary education, it has been a traditional element 
in creating the almost complete literacy observable in most Protestant countries. In general, 
Protestants have higher literacy than their' neighbors of other faiths. Even in relatively remote 
regions, such as the Baltic States, the literacy of Protestants was high. 8 

In some areas customary language has been a factor in determining the degree of literacy, 
especially where the official language differs from that of the language of the people. Where 
the home language differs from that of the school the child is naturally handicapped in learning 
how to read and write. The higher illiteracy of both French and Belgian Flanders relative to 
neighboring regions arises partly from the ambivalence of Flemish home language and French 
cultural language. • Though now almost completely literate, Ireland long lagged behind England 
in educational progress owing to linguistic and other sources of conflict between the Irish and 
the dominant English. In old Imperial Germany the higher illiteracy of the Polish-speaking 
populations in the eastern sections of the country no doubt partly arose from the fact that in 
order to become literate they often had to learn to read and write in an alien tongue. Such 
examples could be multiplied many times in Europe. 

Qo~ely allied tl) the influence of language in some regards is the influence of political 
association. In the middle of the postwar period the cultural effects of old political boundaries 
were still clearly evident in literacy data. The thoroughness of the old German public schools 
was evidenced in the fact that Alsace-Lorraine is the most literate section of France. The line 

• 
of old German Poland is clearly demarcated in the Polish Republic by its high literacy. The 
influence of the old Austro-Hungarian Empire is apparent throughout Central Europe. From 
Silesia eastward all the way around its long boundaries across Poland, southward through 
Rumania, and again westward across Rumania and Yugoslavia to the Alps, the boundaries of 
the old £mpire can still be clearly traced soleiy from literacy data. Though the general pro-

• Finland and Estonia are overwhelmingly Protestant, Latvia predominantly so. 
• It is of course true that Flemish is now taught in the schools of Belgian Flanders, so that the comparative 

retardation of the Flemish people is a carry-over from earlier ambivalences. Also in Northwestern France the 
higher illiteracy is now as much the result of the immigration of illiterates from abroad as of the older difficulties 

. of the Flemish-speaking population in the Departement du Nord and in Pas-de-Calais. 
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gression of rising illiteracy from west to east prevailed within the Empire a~ well as outside 
of it the Austro-Hun!!arian territories were more advanced than ne1ghbormg areas under 
othe: rule. Thus in Pcland, old Austrian Galicia is readily distinguished from old Rus~ian 
territory by its higher literacy. In Rumania, the old Austro-Hungarian regions. of Bucovm~, 
Transylvania, and the Banat stand out sharply from the Old Kingdom. T~oug~ m Yugosla~Ia 
the banovina were deliberately drawn with a view to obscuring older h1stoncal bounda~1es, 
the old borders of the Austro-Hungarian Empire are roughly indicated by the sharp grad1r.nt 
of illiteracy between the northern sections of Yugoslavia, and the remainder 6f the country. 
In detailed maps of literacy in Yugoslavia the line may be precisely determined on_ the. basis 
of literacy data alone. Austrian influence in Dalmatia and in Bosnia and Herzegovma IS less 
apparent. In the former, schooling was general only in the coastal areas, and in the latter, 
Austrian administration was never fully established. Here, as in many other par~~ of, Europe 
the cultural influence of the old boundaries was still strong in the interwar period. 

Finally, and quite important in recent years, have been differences in social philosophies as 
reflected in governmental efforts on behalf of education. Before the last war most of Russia 
would have appeared in the highest category of illiteracy. According to the· census of 1897 
three-fourths of the Russian population aged 9 and over was reported as illiterate. No less 
than seven-eighths of the adult females did not know how to read and write. Partly as the result 
of progress under the Czarist regime, but especially owing to the emphasis of the Communist 
Revolution on general enlightenment, the proportion of literate persons had been doubled by 
the middle of the interwar period. The importance. of the Communist efforts in speeding up 
the educational progress is suggested by the high illiteracy of Bessarabia relative to the neigh
boring Russian areas to which it was formerly politically connected.10 

Within the Soviet Union historical factors continue to affect the degree of education. Thus 
in literacy, as in other cultural factors, the Baltic window of Russia showed greater advance 
than areas having less contact with other countries. The Moscow industrial area shows the 
higher literacy of a relatively urban and economically developed region. Further east, the 
Volga Germans inhabited an area of relatively high literacy. The Crimea, the region of the 
Southern Steppes, and the Urals, which are all relatively prosperous regions of immigration 
in recent decades, appear to be more literate than the old backward regions of the west and 
center, and especially the Asiatic peoples of the peripheries. 

Under the dynamic impact of an expanding Communist economy these historical differences 
are dissolving. According to the Soviet census of 1939, illiteracy has been reduced to less than 
a fifth in the population nine years of age and over .. Though the extent to which illiteracy 
has been vanquished may be exaggerated in the enthusiasm for cultural progress and in the 
importance of reporting oneself as literate for prestige reasons, the fact remains that the 
political ideology of the U.S.S.R. has sped the course of educational advance. 

The influence of specific governmental policy, as oppos.~d to general cultural development, 
is most marked in the Soviet Union. But the current of progress has been accelerated or retarded 
in other countries in accordance with governmental policy. Thus owing to a relatively vigorous 
educational policy Bulgaria has been rather more successful than its Balkan neighbors in the 

· attack on illiteracy. By contrast, the failure to extend the public school system to the rural 
concelhos in Portugal has resulted in slow progress in that country in reducing illit€racy. In 
general the Latin countries have made a ·Jess ardent attack on illiteracy than the countries of 
Northwestern Europe and, more recently, those of Eastern Europe. 

10 
The. compa_rison is not entirely; fair in that. ~e mixed population of Bessarabia has been handicapped by the 

changes m official languages to wh1ch the population has had to adapt itself. 
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Prospects of Future Progress 

In the normal course of events past trends and interwar developments presage the practical 
disappearance of illiteracy in Europe within a few decades. In contemporary Europe illiteracy 
is chiefly a phenomenon of middle and old age, a carry-over from days before the general 
establishment of universal education in backward countries. Illiteracy rates steadily rise with 
ages over ten; among those countries for which literacy was tabulated by comparable age 
graups two-thirds of the illiterates were over thirty in the year 1930. In these countries, in
cluding a majority of those in which there remains an appreciable amount of illiteracy, almost 
half of the persons over age 6o were illiterate (Table 12). These were chiefly persons who 

TABLE 1.2 

Illiteracy by Age for the Eleven Countries 
. with Comparable Data from Censuses 

Taken about 1930• 

Age Group 

·lo-14b 
15-19 
2D-29 

3D-59° 
6o+< 

Total 10+ 

Per Cent Illiterate · 

13·7 
17.0 
19·5 
28.5 
48.6 
25.6 

• Illiteracy defined as the inability to either read or write. The eleven 
countries are: Belgium, Bulgaria, Estonia, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Poland, Portugal, and Yugoslavia. 

b For Yugoslavia Age u-I4-
c For Italy Ages 3o-64 and 6s+. 

normally would have had their education prior to i885. In the age group 3o-59 the proportion 
. was much smaiier, representing as it does persons who were of elementary school age in the 
thirty years preceding the First World War. Despite the fact" that a high proportion of them 
were of sc~10ol age during the war, persons 20-29 were substantiaiiy more literate than their 
seniors, and they in turn were surpassed by their juniors. 

The countries included in this survey had a total average iiiiteracy of 26 per cent at age 10 
and over, not far from twice the general European average of 14 per cent in 1930. Even with no 
extension of primary education beyond 1930 levels, illiteracy in these countries would fall to 
the European average when the older and more iiiiterate age groups disappeared from the 
scene. In actual fact there was undoubtedly great progress even between 1930 and the outbreak 
of the Second World War in bringing elementary education to more isolated regions. 

Given the same degree of order in Europe as has existed in the past thirty or forty years, 
and the continued regression of illiteracy on the pattern of the experience of the several Italian 
regions in Figure 44, by 1970 illiteracy in the European areas west of the interwar Soviet 
Union wiii have shrunk to 2 per cent of the population over age ten. The application of the 
Italian pattern to the SoviefUnion would yield a dt!cline of a reported 19 per cent illiteracy in 
1939 to about 5 per cent in 1970. In other words, even assuming the relatively slow rate of 
Italian development Europe will be almost whoiiy literate twenty-five years hence. 
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Occupational Structure 

The process of modernization is commonly thought of as Chiefly an economic develop~~nt. 
In fact the word "industrialization" has come into common use for the purpose of descnbmg 
the chano-es which occur in the transition from peasantry to contemporary urban society. This 
is an ove~simplification of the broad cultural changes which are occurring. But it is undeniable 
that the core of these changes lies in the difference between the old way of life, as symbolized 
by occupation in agriculture, and new ways of life in non-agricultural pursuits. The avei'ilge 
man spends half his adult waking hours making a living. Whether that living is made as a 
peasant toiling on the land, as an unskilled workman beside a machine, as a clerk in a govern
ment office, or as a man of the professions, it clearly is a vital determinant of personal and 
social existence. During his working hours he is directly conditioned by !he nature of his 
occupation; outside of them his place of residence and his social environment are ufte11. largely 
determined by the location of his job and the social status that it conveys. 

Agriculture has been .for centuries the chief occupation of mankind; it continues to be so 
today. From time immemorial food-getting has necessarily been the dominant preoccupation 
of the human race. Up until very recent times agricultural techniques and transport have been 
so defective that the bulk of the population had to participate in agriculture or starve. Surpluses 
available for urban populations have been small. A century ago it required three European 
farm families to supply the surplus for one family engaged in another occupation. In the more 
advanced countries this position has been reversed, so that the average farm family alone is 
now feeding itself and three additional non-agricultural households. 

Combined with great gains in the agricultural productivity have been even greater achieve
ments in industry and transportation. The agricultural revolution has made possible allP. the 
industrial revolution has achieved a complete transformation in the economic system. Perhaps 
the sharpest single measure of this transformation is the extent to which other occupations have 
replaced agriculture as a means of subsistence.11 

The Agricultural Population • 
Figure 46 shows the proportion of the population dependent on agriculture in the several 

hundred minor divisions of Europe. In some regards the map is less satisfactory as a method 
for showing occupational distribution than as a means of portraying other social and economic 
indices. The non-agricultural populations cluster in the cities, which may appear as tiny areas 
on the map, while the agricultural population is widely dispersed owing to the nature of farming. 
Particularly in more industrial countries, this presentation magnifies the apparent importance 
of relatively thinly settled agricultural regions. 

Nevertheless the two Europes, the farming and the industrial, stand out clearly on the map. 
A line drawn along the eastern shores of the Baltic projected through Poland and along the 
eastern borders of Austria and Italy to the Adriatic effectively bisects the Europe of 1930 into 
its industrially developed West and its overwhelmingly ag'Hcultural East. As in so many other 
aspects Southern Europe occupies an intermediate position between the industrial heart-of 
\V estern Europe and the undeveloped East. 

11 It might have been deemed appropriate to open the discussion of occupational structure with some attention 
l? differences in the proportion of the total population gainfully occupied between different countries and jt different 
times. '?n P3'per these often appear large. But upon closer inspection it will be found that the proportion of the total 
popnlatJ.?" m the .Ja?or force ~ largely.~ function o! age distr}butions, and very marked differences reported in the J 

occupational statistiCS are artifacts ansmg from differences m the extent to which youths and farm women are 
classified as "gainfully occupied." Ci "A Comparison of the Gainfully Occupied Population by Sex and Age 
in the_ V~ Coun~ries of the World," International Labour Review 41 (5): 541-550, May, 1940. The relation of 
age distributi?'l" to stze of .the labor ~orce and the C?rresponding burdens of dependency have been discussed by the 
author and hiS colleagues 1n Notestem et at., op. CJI., Chapters V-VII. 
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Eno-land the homeland of the industrial revolution, still supports a prosperous agriculture 
but i:dus~ and commerce have long since absorbed the talents of all but a tiny minority 
of her people. In England the peasant has disappeared. Only in East Anglia with its especially 
favorable conditions for agriculture, and in the more isolated and hilly sections of Wales and 
Scotland, has farming continued as a source of employment to a large section of the people. 
In Ireland, of course, the peasant still holds his own, though he has retreated into the western 
and less favorable fringes of the island. 9 

Predominantly agricultural regions remain in every continental country, but in Industrial 
Europe these have shrunk into such regions as the forested Ardennes and neighboring Eifel, 
into the sandy lowlands of the Northern Netherlands and Oldenburg. In the Low Countries 
and Switzerland there remain no large districts in which more than half of the population 
continue to be employed in agriculture. In Germany predominantly agricultura~ reg;ions have 
persisted only in the peripheries, notably in the poor soils of the North German plain, in the 
East, and in eastern Bavaria. In Austria, as in Bavaria, agriculture continues to maintain an 
important place in the occupations of the people outside the city of Vienna. But in the western 
parts of Czechoslovakia, in Bohemia and Moravia, agriculture remains the occupation of only 
a modest minority except in the Southern Bohemian forest regions. 

Likewise, in most of Scandinavia agriculture is no longer the predominant source of sub
sistence for the population. In Denmark, widely known as an agricultural country, less than 
a third of the population derive their living from the land, and even in predominantly rural 
regions (i.e., in Jutland) less than half the population is directly dependent on agriculture for 
subsistence. In Norway and Sweden there are districts with a majority of farmers in the 
population, but as in Denmark less than a third of the total populations work directly on the 

e 
land. In the thinly settled North the proportion in agriculture is determined by the importance 
of alternative occupations in forestry, fishing, and minirtg. Where, as in Northern Norway, 
climatic conditions preclude remunerative agriculture, the sparse population is almost entirely 
non-agricultural. 

Though by no means impervious to the influences of industrialization, Latin countries have 
clung to agriculture much more tenaciously than Northern Europe in the face of comparable 
opportunities. Religion and an old tradition of cultural ascendancy in the Southern countries 
have buttressed the universal resistances to change found everywhere. France, of course, has 
been heavily industrialized in the North and Northeast. But there is a marked regionalism in 
industrial development. South and west of a line drawn across the country from Havre to 
Geneva, France is still a predominantly rural country; north and east of this line the population 
is overwhelmingly non-agricultural (though, of course, the region supports a prosperous agri
culture in which a minority of the people are engaged). The Rhone Valley has been an avenue 
of commerce and industry cutting through to the Mediterranean. Here also, and along the 
Mediterranean littoral, agriculture is no longer the principal support of the population. But 
mu~ of the West and Southwest is as agricultural as ·Eastern Europe, though the peasant 
regiOns are broken by the urban islands of such cities as Bordeaux, Toulouse, Nantes, and 
Tours. 

Influences from across the Alps are reflected in the large industrial populations of Northern 
Italy but these are almost matched by the extremely dense agricultural population <Of the Po 
Valley. Owing to this factor Northern Italy does not appear much more industrialized than 
Central and Southern I_tal!, though most Italian industry is located in this region. In general 
the peoples of the Adnatlc slope of the Italian peninsula are more dependent on agriculture 
than those of the western slopes despite the fact that the latter are more favorable to agricul-
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ture. The occupational distribution of the western slope is much influenced by the presence of 
Naples and Rome, the former long ·an administrative and commercial center of importance, 
the latter the political capital of modern Italy. 

The Iberian peninsula remains an agricultural region, though on the peripheries industry 
and trade have gained a foothold. In Catalonia and the Basque regions, and even along the 
Mediterranean coast to Valencia, non-agricultural pursuits now occupy more than half of the 
population. Beachheads of modernization have also been won in the major port areas of both 
Spain and Portugal, but aside from the city and province of Madrid the center of the penin- . 
sula remains predominantly agricultural,•• 

With minor exceptions (e.g., Greece) Eastern Europe is an enormous area that only very 
recently emerged from almost complete dependence on agriculture as a means of livelihood. 
There hav; loug be~n cities in Eastern Europe, but these have characteristically been only pin
point islands in a great sea of peasantry. Only on the western fringes was there a widely dis
_persed non-agricultural population. In the Baltic coasts of the old Russian Empire, in the 
textile districts of western Poland, iii the districts of rural industries in Slovakia and Transyl
vania, the old peasant economy had given some ground. But further east agriculture occupied 

. not less than four-fifths of the population. In the middle of the interwar period Eastern Europe 
was still overwhelmingly agricultural. 

Nevertheless, in most countries agriculture was giving way before the advance of other 
employments. On the western edges non-agricultural employments were gaining along a con
tinuous frontier of advance. In the more remote regions of Russia the bridgeheads of progress 
grounded in the old cities and in embryonic industrial developments were expanding into fuil-

. blown i,ndustrial regions like those of Moscow, the Donetz basin, and thj: Urals. Aceelerated 
by the drive of the Communist Revolution the forces of modernization were eating away 
rapidly at the greatest mass of peasantry remaining in Europe, the Russian moujik. Even when 
he remained on the soil (and more than half of the Russian people were still on the soil even 
in 1939) the Russian peasant was becoming an appendage of the new urban economy. 

Historically the trend in Europe from agriculture to other employments has been unmis
takable. In the middle of the interwar period non-agricultural employment had risen to in
clude half the population of Europe, even counting in the heavily rural population of European 
Russia. It was clear that this proportion would increase. 

· The Non-Agricultural Occupations 

What is not so clear is the process of development in the non-agricultural occupations. The 
transition has not been simply a movement from agriculture to industry, and the relative 
attractiveness of different occupations appears to have undergone important changes in the 
progressive phases of "industrialization." Accompanying changes in occupation and in the 
relative proportions of the working population employed in the different branches of economic 
activity there have been equally important modifications in the social status of the working 
force. In the discussion that follows attention will first be directed to the general occupational 
shifts that appear to accompany progressive economic development and, second, to the changes 
in economic status that these occupational changes imply. 

Two avc:,nues of approach are available for purposes of analyzing the occupational changes 
accompanying economic development; one the study of historical development within countries 
• 

12 The apparent enclave of area with lower dependency on agriculture in central Spain ( cf. Figure 46) is an 
artifact arising from the fact that data were available only by major regions. The inclusion of Madrid in this region 
(New Castile) reduces the apparent proportions of the population in agriculture over a much wider area than 
would be the case if data had been available and had been plotted for the smaller provinces. 
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now industrialized, and the other the comparative study of different countries now at variou& 
stages of economic development. Neither is entirely satisfactory owing to the poor 9.uality of 
source data relative to occupation. 

I. Historical Survey. 
The historical approach to an understanding of occupational shifts is severely limited by 

the fact that few countries have comparable series of occupational statistics extending ,t:>ver 
any considerable period of time. T~itorial changes, difficulties of definition, and incessant. 
revision of classificatory schemes eliminate the possibility of determining coherent trends ex
cept for a few countries where particular efforts have been made to achieve intercensal com
parability. Among the larger industrial nations France and Germany offer the best· data. 

For France there exists a series of workable comparability back to 186&. ThQugt:J.the iti.fiu
ence of territorial changes ·is not taken into account these changes have had relatively little 
effect on ~e occupational distributions since they involved less than five per cent of the working 
population. 

TOTAL LABOR FORCE, FRANCE 

••,--------~-
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FIGURE 47. Per cent of the total labor force in major occupational groups and 
per cent of total male and total female labor forces reported as engaged in · 

agriculture, France, 1866-1931. 

The modem economic de':elopment of France commenced at an early date, but it has pro
ceeded ~ a ~lower pace~ in most other countries. Large parts of France remain agricultural 
and marntain much of the1r old peasant aspects. These are reflected in the relatively gradual 
changes in occupational distribution. 

The drift from agri~tural to n?n-agricultural occupations is shown in Figure 47~ In 1866 
almost half of the workmg population were employed in agriculture. Since that time there has 
been a sl?w but persistent decrease in the proportion of the working force so eng:f'ged.'" The 
true ~ecline was actually somewhat sharper than that indicated by the statistics for the total 
working force of both sexes. In France, as in other European countries, there was a growing 

~-Tbefrdeparturthe diff~ fromt general trocedends sugges~ !'Y the data fo1 1901 is almost certainly a statistical artifact 
ansmg om eren census pr ures applied m that year. 
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tendency to report farm wives as gainfully occupied in agriculture, though continuing to 
report other "housewives" as dependent members of the family. In consequence, by change of 
definition, the apparent number of women gainfully occupied in agriculture (and in all occupa
tions) has shown different trends from those of males. As may be observed in the right-hand 
panel of Figure 47 the proportion of the total gainfully occupied males engaged in French 
agriculture has declined more rapidly than that for both sexes, and the decline has consistently 
accelerated. By contrast the proportion of all "gainfully occupied" females reported to be in 
agriculture actually increased to 1921 and fell off only during the interwar period. It may be 
assumed that the trends for males is a much more accurate description of the actual changes 
than eith~r those reported for females or for the total working force of both sexes. The pro
portion of the French population dependent on agriculture has declined steadily and probably 
at an ac~lerating rate, a:nd there has been an absolute decline in the number of French farmers 
since the turn of the century, reflected, as all Frenchmen know, in the deserted villages to be 
found in the rural districts of the nation. 

The predominant form of non-agricultural employment in France is industry and transport. 
These occupations have attracted a growing number of persons since 1866 and in the interwar 
period they became of greater numerical importance than agriculture as a means of subsistence. 
However, the proportion of industrial and transport workers in the non-agricultural working 
population has not significantly increased; in fact, it has remained almost constant at around 
three-fifths (Figure 48). Industry and transport gained relative to agriculture but remained 
about constant relative to other non-agricultural pursuits. Commerce, on the other hand, has 
gained steadily, not only relatively to agricultural but also to other employments. While the 
total i'rench working force increased 43 per cent between 1866 and 1931,14 that in commerce 
almost tripled. Similarly, the liberal professions and public administration have also gained 
relatively to industry, though not quite as rapidly as commerce. 
· J\mong non-agricultural occupations two important groups lost ground: domestic service and 

the army. In 1866 about 16 per cent of the non-agricultural labor ~orce was employed in 
domestic service, but by 1931 it was scarcely a third of this proportion. Domestic service has 
been a declining profession both in relative and in absolute terms. The size of the army has 
fluctuated with political conditions, but in general it was larger before World War I than in 
the interwar period. Owing to this fact and to the growing importance of other occupations 
the army has been a shrinking part of the total non-agricultural labor force. 

Important differences exist in the occupational shifts observabl~ in the male and female 
labor forces (Figure 48). Male workers are more heavily concentrated in industry and trans
port than are female workers, and the proportion was higher in the interwar period than 
previously, owing partially to the immigration of large numbers of foreigners and their em
ployment in the industries of the North. Though commerce has assumed greater importance 
the expansion in this occupation aniong male workers has been much less than in the total 
working force. In the female working force, on the other hand, industry and transport have 
been less attractive in the interwar period. The gains of commerce, of public administration, 
and of the liberal professions in the total labor force largely reflect the rapid expansion of 
female etlilployment in these occupations. Between 1866 and 1931, the number of females 
employed in commerce multiplied about five times and those in public administration about . . 
seven times. 

u Some of the gain being attributable to the inclusion of larger numbers of farm wives in the statistics despite 
no real change in occupation. 
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These and similar observations have commonly led to the conclusion that wo~en have ~laye_d 
an increasingly active role in the economy of France (and of Europe), but th1s conclusiOn IS 

not entirely borne out by the relative proportions of women in the labor force. Thou~h. women 
have been a rising percentage of the recorded labor force, it may be noted that th1s mcr~ase 
is almost entirely a function of the growing tendency before W or~d War I to report fa:~ .w1ves 
as gainfully employed in agriculture without any real change In the work respons1b1hty of 
farm women. When the comparison is restricted to non-agricultural employments, the propor
tion of females in the labor force is seen to have risen slightly before the war but actually to 
have declined in the interwar period. 
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FIGllBE 4B. Per cent of total, male, and female non-agricultural labor forces in various branches 
of economic activity, France, 1866-1931. 

It is nevertheless true that women have participated more actively in occupations outside the 
home. In 1866, three-eighths of the women employed in non-agricultural occupations were 
engaged in domestic service. In the earlier stages of industrialization there appears to have 
been a large movement of women· from domestic service, chiefly to industry. This movement 
has probably continued, but the relative importance of industrial occupations has not increased 
because industry was in tum losing to commerce, public administration, and the liberat pro
fessions, which offer larger opportunities for clerical a'!d other "white-collar" employments 
to women. 

Historical shifts in the occupational structure of Germany parallel those of France though 
they occurred in a more developed and more rapidly expanding economy. The historical expan
sion of the German working force and the relative changes occurring in occupationai distribu
tion are shown in Figure 49· The data refer to the population within the territory of 1933 fo.r 
all dates, so the observed changes are independent of territorial changes. • 

In the 57-year period under consideration, the German labor force more than doubled, but 
almost all of the increase was absorbed in non-agricultural pursuits despite. the fact that, as in 
France, the apparent proportion of the working force in agriculture was progressively inflated 

[ 196 ] 



SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

by an i~cre~sing tendency to report farm wives as gai?fully ·empioyed in agriculture. When 
compartson IS made between the total agricultural and non-agricultural populations (i.e., both 
workers and dependents) this element of bias is eliminated. Between r882 and 1933 the,-agri
cultural population declined from 15,9 -to 13-7 million despite rapid growth in th~ total pop~
lation. In percentage terms it has been cut almost in half from two-fifths to about one-fifth of 
the total. • 

• 

LABOR FORCE, GERMANY 

• • AMOUNT 

25 

(/) 20~---~~-r-. z 
0 
_J 
_J 

:!! 15 

• 
10 

5 

0 
1882 1895 1907 1925 1933 1939 

YEARS 

100 

eo 

1- 60 
z 
w 
(.) 

a: 
w 
a. 40 

20 

0 

PER CENT 

1882 1895 19 07 1925 1933 1939 

YEARS 

• AGRICULTURE a FORESTRY 

~INDUSTRY a HANDICRAFT 

ISC] COMMERCE a TRANSPORT 1:-:-:-:1 DOMESTIC SERVICE 

~PUBLIC a PRIVATE SERVICE . 

OFFI C E OF POPULATI ON RE S EARC H , PRINCETON UNIVERSITY 

FIGURE 49· Distribution of the labor force among the main branches of economic activity, Germany, .1882-1939 
(territory of 1937). 

As in France, industry is the chief employment of the non-agricultural population and his- · 
torically it has remained a rather constant proportion of the total (Figure 50). Before the First 
World War industry occupied about three-fifths of the non-agricultural population, there being 
a slight tendency for this proportion to decline. After the war there was a slight increase 
deriving c;{liefly from the reduction of the army and hence the category of public and private 
service in which the military forces are classified. The depression of the 'thirties bore especially 

neavily on industry so that there was even an absolute decrease in the nu~ber employed in 
industry and a considerable percentage decline in industry's proportion of the total non-agri
cultural population between 1925 and 1933. Under the impetus of rearmament, industry again 
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gained sharply in numbers during the Nazi ~er!od, b~t owin~. to especially rapid increases in 
the service occupations industry did not regam Its earlier position. • . . . 
· Despite differences in the French and German systems of. classifi.ca~IOn It IS' apparent th~t 
the shifts occurring in other branches of the economy are basically similar. In Ger~any, as m 
France, commerce has been a rapidly expand!ng sector of the economy, even re!ative to. other 
non-agricultiiral occupations." Trends in public and private service have been mixe~, owmg to 
the inclusion of the army in this category. Thus the decline from 1907 to I?~S ~s ~early a 
function of demilitarization: sharp increases in later periods reflect ~oth remi~Itarization an.d 
the proliferation of the governmental hierarchy associated with the Introduction o: a totali
tarian regime. Underlying these fluctuations there appears to have been some basiC upward 
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trend in the service occupations reflected, for example, in the rising proportion of the female 
labor force engaged in these occupations. Finally, domestic service, as in France, has been 
steadily losing ground. 

The distribution of the German male and female labor forces among the several major occu
pational groups reveals significant differences (Figure so). The downward trend in the pro
portion of the male labor force (outside of agriculture) occupied in industry is much clearer 
than in the total labor force. The proportion of industrial workers in the female non-agricul
tural labor force rose until 1925 and subsequently reacted more sharply, first to depression, 
and secondly to the demands of the Nazi rearmament program. As in France, commerce has 
been particularly attractive to both men and women, but especially to the latter. The increas~ 
in the proportion of the labor force occupied in public and private service is, also as in France, 
chiefly the result of greater employment of women in these occupations. 

H In the German classification scheme transport is classified with commerce, in the French with industry. 
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Women have supplied a growing proportion of the total German force listed in the German 
census, but as in other countries this is chiefly a function of practice affecting the inclusion of 
farm women -in the active labor force. In r882 only about thirty per cent of the agricultural 
labor force was reported to be female; in 1939 the proportion had doubled to about sixty per . 
cent (i.e., there were far more females than males reported in the agricultural labor force). 
When the comparison is restricted to non-agricultural occupations the proportion of females 
in the labor force has risen much less, except in the Nazi years, when employment opportunities 
brought many women from homes into industrial and office work. Of course within the female 
labor force there have been major shifts from domestic labor to outside employment, esp~cially 
in commerce and in the service occupations. 

The historical.experience of France and Germany, and of other European countries with 
coherent statistical series over any. considerable time span, suggests a rather uniform pattern 
of development iv. the major occupational groups. As agriculture has given way to non-agricul
tural activities there has been a general movement into industry, commerce, and the services. 
Though industry has absorbed the bulk of those leaving agriculture, the services and especially 
commerce have shown more rapid development. Domestic service has been a common transi-

. tiona! occupation for women leaving agriculture but has declined very much in relative impor
tance in the past fifty years. 

2. Comparative Survey. 

The comparative study of countries at different stages of economic development· does not 
yield• any such consistent pattern as the historical approach. It might be supposed that the 
historical developments noted above might be reflected in observed differences between highly 
industrialized and agrarian countries in contemporary Europe. Such is not the case except as 
regards the general trend from agricultural to other occupations. 

The distribution of the non-agricultural labor force reported for European countries (Table 
13) does not reveal any consistent progression of development from the undeveloped to the 
industrialized countries. In the table, the several countries are grouped according to an ascend
ing order of dependence on agriculture. There- are three major groups, the first including 
countries with less than a third of the population dependent on agriculture (without forestry 
and fishing)' the second including those with one-third to two-thirds dependent on agriculture, 
and the final group comprising those with two-thirds or more relying directly on the land for 
subsistence. Within these three major groups are subclassifications based to some extent on 
the relative degree of dependence on agriculture but also with some attention to geographical 
continuity. Great Britain, with.less than ten per cent of its population dependent on farming, 
leads the list. The next group includes those with less than a fourth living directly on the land, 
while the remaining countries in Group I, all having between a fourth and a third of their 
populations dependent on agriculture, are grouped geographically. The countries of Group II 
are similarly organized, while those of Group Ill, owing to their small number, are not differ
entiated .• 
• It must be emphasized that occupational data are only in the roughest way comparable frpm 

• country to country. There are two major systems of classification, one relating to the branch 
of industry in which a person is employed, the other to the actual occupation followed regard
less of the nature of the enterprise. Differences in the results arising from the application of 
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TABLE 13 
Per Cent of Population Dependent on Agriculture and Percentage Distribution 

of the Non-Agricultural Working Force about 1930 

%of 
% of Non-Agricultur:~,l Labor Force• Engaged in 

Public 
Census Popula-

Trans~ Service 
Coootry Classifi- Date tion De-

Mines & port & Com- Private & ~ 

catioos1 pendent 
Industry Commu- merce Service Liberal Total 

onAgri-
culture nications Profes-

sions 

England and Wales I I93I *S 49 8 I7 IS II IOO 
Belgium 0 I930 *IS s8 8 I4 9 ·IO IOO 

0 
Netherlands I I930· *I8 49 IO I8 I3 :u roo 
Germany I I933 20 57 7 I6 II IO 100 
Switzerland I I930 22 57 6 IJ IS 9 IOO 

Austria I I934 26 54 7 I4 I2 13 IOO 
France I 19JI *28 54 8 17 IO II IOO 
Czechoslovakia I 1930 33 6o 7 IO IO I2 IOO 

West-Central 
Region - - 23 s6 7 IS II II IOO 

Norway 0 I930 *27 4I I4 I7 I8 9 IOO 
Denmark 0 I930 30 43 9 I7 22 9 IOO 
Sweden I I930 3I SI IO I4 14 IO IOO 

Scandinavia - - 30 46 II I6 I7 IO IOO 
Group I (less than 

0 

I/3 Dependent . 

on Agriculture) - - 20 54 8 I6 I2 II IOO 
Italy I I936 *44 57 7 I7 7 • !2 IOO 
Spain I 1930 *so 59 6 II 9 ' IS IOO 
Portugal I 1930 *46 45 7 13 24 I2 IOO 
Greece 0 !928 *so 46 II I7 I2 I3 IOO 

Mediterranean 
Area - - 46 s6 7 IS 9 IJ IOO 

Hungary 0 1930 SI so 7 I3 I7 I4 IOO 
'Ireland I I936 *53 32 8 2I 20 I9 IOO 
Latvia I 1935 *55 46 7 IS 9 2I IOO 
Estonia 0 I934 s6 49 8 !2 !2 20 IOO 
Finland 0 I930 6o SI II I4 II IJ IOO Poland. 0 I93I 6o SI 7 IJ I4 IS IOO Lithuania 0 I923 *65-70 4I 5 II 28 IS IOO Other Semi-Indus-

trial Countries - - ss 49 7. I4 IS IS IOO 
Group II (I/3-2/3 

Dependent on 
Agriculture - - SI 54 7 I4 II. I4 IOO 

Rumanja 0 I930 72 36 9 I6 I6 23 IOO Bulgaria 0 I934 75 46 7 IJ I2 23 
c; 

IOO Yugoslavia I I93I 76 54 8 I3 2 23 IOO 
Group m (over 

2/3 Dependent 
on Agriculture - - 74 44 8 IS II 23 IOO 

Total - - 36 53 8 IS I2 I2 IOO 
For footnotes see page 201. 
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these two systems are by no means inconsequential.'" Asid~ from the major basis of classifica
tion employed, there exist innumerable differences in detail flowing both from matters of 
definition and of classification. As noted above there are the. widest differences regarding the 
inclusion of family workers, especially of women, in the "gainfully occupied" population. Thus 
at the two extremes only 9·4 per cent of females were classified as gainfully occupied in the 
Spanish census of 1920, while in the 1923 census of Lithuania the "comparable" figure is 67.511 

Soch differences obvio)lsly do not arise exclusively from true differences in the employment 
of women, but reflect the vagaries of census practice in the respective countries. This variation 
in census procedure affects not only the reported size of the labor force but also its distribu
tion, especially as regards those activities such as agriculture, handicraft, and commerce in 
which family assistance customarily plays an important role.18 

Diffe.ences in 1:1<!-ssification are quite as troublesome as those regarding the definition of the 
gainfully occupied population. The lines between the major groups employed are commonly 
nebulous, with a large proportion of occupations that can with some justice be placed in either 
of two (or more) categories. Thus in European countries hotels are variously classified as 
"Industry," as "Transport," as "Commerce," and as "Personal Services" depending on the 
judgment of those administering the respective censuses. Such examples could be multiplied 
many times over. Of the non-agricultural occupations industry is generally the most clearly 
defined. The services, and especially domestic service, are particularly subject to variations 
of definition. 

*Approximate figures. In these countries the number of persons dependent on agriculture was not reported in the 
census. The per cents given were derived from the per cent of gainfully occupied males engaged in agriculture on 
the basis of the relationship between the two figures in countries having both types of data. See Appendix II. 

1 In!lustrial (I) or occupational (0) census classifications. 
• In computing the percentages given, the classifications of non-agricultural labor force in the respective census 

publications were rearranged where possible to conform with the classification plan recommended by the Com
mittee of Statistical Experts of the League of Nations in Statistics of tht Gainfully-Occupied Population, Studies 
and Reports on Statistical Methods, No. I, League of Nations, Geneva, 1938. As the result of widely divergent 
census practices it is impossible to attain complete comparability; international comparisons should therefore be 
made with great caution. The figures are rounded to the nearest full per cent and hence do not always add exactly 
to 100. 

10 Thus according to strict definition a clerk employed in the office of an automobile manufacturing concern 
will be classified in the industrial scheme under "Manufacturing," in the occupational scheme as a "Clerk." In actual 
practice neither plan is rigidly adhered to and most censuses are a mixture of the two systems. The extent of . 
variabilitY that may occur tl1rough the attempted application of the two different criteria is nevertheless large, as 
illustrated by the data for countries which have used both in the same census. An example of how great the 
differences may be is given by the results of the 1931 census of England and Wales according to the two systems: 

Classification 

Agriculture, Forestry, and Fishing 
Mining and Quarrying 
Industry 
Trade 
Transport 
Army, Navy 
Public Administration 
Liberal Professions 
Clerks 
Domestic Service, etc. 
Other and Unspecified 

• 

Per Cent Distribution of the Working 
Population According to 

Occupation Industry 
6.4 s.6 
s.1 6.o 

31-7 40.2 
14-3 19.0 
8.7 7-9 
1.0 I.J 
o.6 s.s 
4-6 4-I 
7-3 

u.s 
8.8 

9-6 
0.8 

100.0 100.0 

u Cf. "A Comparison of the Gainfully Occupied Population by Sex and Age in the Various Countries of the 
World," International Labour Review 41(5): 541-550, May, 1940. . . • . 

10 Other differences in the delimitation of the labor force also weaken comparab1hty: e.g., the mcluSion or ex-
clusion of children and of the unemployed. 
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Perhaps owing to these numerous difficulties, little pattern emerges from an inter~ational 
comparison of the distribution of non-agricultural employme_nts. Contrary to wh.at m1ght ~e 
expected there appear to be higher proportions of the non-agnculturallabor force m the publ~c 
and private services in the more primitive economies. Th~s arises from the. fact that ~omestlc 
service and the army play a greater role in such economies than they do m those w1th large 
non-agrlcultural populations. Furthermore even an agricultural st~te requires a large st.aff of 
functionaries who may form a high percentage of the non-agricultural labor force m •the 
absence of a large industrial and. commercial population. Finally, certain professional cate
gories, such as the law and the church, may be as large in a primitive as in a developed 

economy. . , 
Aside from these rather sweeping observations, the existing statistics on professions do 

not provide a sound basis for generalizations regarding differences in the occupatio.,al !il:ruc
ture of the non-agricultural population as between economically developed and econ9mically 
undeveloped countries.'" 

Occupational Status 

Historically, there has been an unmistakable trend from the status of independent worker 
. (e.g.,' as a peasant cultivator) to that of wage-earner. As is everywhere evident there has been 
a growing size of enterprise in many branches of the economy and especially in those branches 
(e.g., industry) that have gained the bulk of the labor force attracted away from agriculture. 
Inevitably the entrepreneur and the independent worker have become a smaller proportion, the 
wage-earner a growing proportion, of the total labor force. 

Occupational statistics customarily distinguish four types of status : (I) Employers and 
independent workers, (2) Salaried employees, (3) Wage-earners, and (4) Unpaid family 
workers. The fourth category is frequently omitted and is subject to such variable definition 
that statistics relating to it are unusable for purposes of international comparison. Hence the 
tables and discussion below are confined to the· first three categories. 

The class "Employers and independent workers" brings together strange bedfellows. It 
includes the self-sufficient peasant, the commercial farmer, the factory manager, the business 
executive, and finally the moguls of finance and industry. They have in common an element 
of freedom in the management of their occupations denied the man who works at the orders ' 
of another. In practice the group is more homogeneous than would be indicated by the ex
tremes of its composition. Numerically the family operator, whether peasant, craftsman or 
tr~desman, is ~ overwhe~ng predominance. Differences in the size of this group therefore 
chiefly refle<;t differences m the number of small enterprises in agriculture, handicraft, and 
commerce. 

' ' 
"Salaried employees" are distinguished technically from wage-earners in their manner of 

compensation, but in actual practice the dist!nction is chiefly one of "white-collar" employment 
as o~ed. to manual labor. Procedure varies as to the inclusion or exclusion of managerial 
staff m th1s group, but the numerical effects of· such divergence are relatively. unimportant, 

B:g!:'¥:, w;thin ~- "'f>grtryoupselap~usible differences do appear. Thus the relatively high proportion of the 
r orce m m us r tlve to the Nether lands, and the relatively hi h f · < • 

the Ia~ !"'untry, is a reasonable contrast. The high proportions engaged in trans: tpro~or lOt) m transport m 
S<andmav1a11 countries seem understandable in . f th difficul . . or an commerce among the 

~ ~ests b!s~t:~co~tries. The positi:";:_t Gre:ce in a!:~' r~!a~~e~!a:~~";i~J:~; :r:~i:~:ra~;:~· 
indrutry. Howev~ these r.;:;ew ;:f the large sh:;pmg ~d commerc~al interests of that country relative to its 
over-all pattern. ' ons ps appear to e restricted to particular subgroups and do not result in any 
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owing to the small numbers normally engaged in managerial capacities as compared with the 
total clerical and office staffs. • 

The distribution of the labor force among these three groups for those countries with usable 
statistics appear in Table 14. The countries are arranged ·as above in regional groups roughly 
in ascending order of the proportion of their populations dependent on agriculture. Thus the 
countries follow in sequence from Great Britain, with less than ten per cent of its people 
ag.-icultural, to Yugoslavia, with three-fourths of its population living on the land 

TABLE 14 

Occupational Status of the Gainfully Occupied Population 

• % Distribution of Labor Force .. • •. 
Country Date Employers 

and Salaried Wage- Total Independent Employees Earners 
Workers 

Great Britain r93I 13 -87- roo 
Belgium' 1930 26 10 63 roo 
N etlierlands1 1930 23 -77- roo 
,Germany 1933 20 20 6o, 100 
Switzerland 1930 22 16 62 100 
Austria 1934 23 16 6o 100 
Czeclaoslovakia 1930 25 r6 59 100 

West-Central Region - 21 -79- 100 

Sweden 1930 2r 10 69 100 
Norway 1930 28 14 59 100 
Denmark 1930 31 14 55 100 

Scan dina via - 25 12 63 100 

Group I (Industrial Countries) - 19 -81- 100 

Italy 1936 34 10 56 100 
Greece 1928 s8 8 34 100 

Mediterranean Region - 37 10 53 100 • 
Hungary ' r930 32 8 6o 100 
Ireland 1936 34 -66- 100 

"Latvia r935 41 -s9- roo 
Estonia 1934 42 9 49 100 
Poland r931 48 7 45 100 
Lithuania 1923 47 6 47 100 

Other Semi-Industrial Countries - 43 -57- 100 

Group II (Semi-Industrial) - 40 6o 100 

Bulgaria 1934 63 7 31 100 
Yugoslavia 1931 59 8 33 100 

•Group Ifi (Agricultural) - 6o 8 32 100 

Total - 28 -72- 100 

. . 
1 Excluding public and private services which customarily have low proport1ons of employers and mdependent 

workers, high proportions of salaried employees and wage-earners. 
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Though definitional problems impair precise comparis~n there is a clea~ and entirely under
standable progression from low to high proportions of employe~s .and mdependent workers 
associated with increasing dependence on agricultl,tre. In Great Bntam only 13.per ce~t of the 
workina force are classified as employers or independent workers. Among the mdust;Ial coun
tries of Group 1 the proportion is about one-fifth. In the semi-industrialized countries ~f the 
second group the figure ranges from a third to a half, while i.n the undevelope? economies of 
Southeastern Europe about three-fifths of the labor force remam work~rs o~ the1; own accotmt. 
Conversely, the proportion of salaried employees. and wage-:amers. IS. lo~est m the peasant 
countries, highest in the countries where rationalization and mdustnahzation have proceeded · 

the furthest. . 
Economic development in Europe clearly implies a great shift in the labor .force froi_Tl mde-

pendent to wage-earning status. This shift is obviously correlate? to the dese~IOn @f a~Icll'iture 
for other occupations. In most agricultural countries the family operator Is the typical eco
nomic unit. Even in countries with predominantly estate agriculti!re, such as Hungary, a large 
part of the agriculti!rallabor force consists of independent worker~ on th~ir own or on leased 
land. 20 On the other hand, in every European country the proportiOn of mdependent workers 
in other employments is lower than in agriculture. Therefore the occupational shifts involved 
in industrialization bring about important changes in occupational stati!s. 

Supplementing the influence of occupational shifts (and of equal importance) are the organi
zational changes occurring within each major branch of activity as the economy develops. It 
may be noted from Table 15 that not only do the less developed economies have a higher pro
portion of indepenqent workers in the total labor force but, aside from the services, a higher 
proportion in all the major branches of the economy. In countries of highly rationalized .farm
ing, such as Great Britain, Denmark, and Sweden, the independent worker is heavily outnum
bered even in agriculture. At the other extreme, in almost wholly peasant Bulgaria, 84 per cent 
of the agricultural labor force consists of operators working on their own account. 

In the mining· and industry of the major industrial countries the independent worker or 
operator has become a small minority. The proportion is directly related to the extent to which 
handicraft has survived, since the employer group in modern mass production industry· is only 
a tiny fraction of the total labor force employed.21 In the undeveloped countries, on the fringe 
of the European money economy, the independent artisan is still an important element in the 
labor force. In these countries he forms up to a third of the labor force classified in industry. 

Trausport and communication are, on the average, even more fully rationalized than indus
try. Hence the proportion of employers an<L independent workers is generally even smaller. 
Unfortunately international comparability is seriously impaired in some instances by differ
ences in occupational classification, but it is apparent that in transport, as in industry, the 
proportion of employers and independent workers falls with advancing industrialization. 

Commerce is the major refuge of the independent worker in the modern urban economy. 
Trade and distribution have yielded far less to the efficien~ies of modern technology than have 
industry and trausportation, and in this field the individual owner-operator has been much 
more successful in maintaining his position in competition with larger enterprises. Nevertheless 
even here there is evidence of retreat. Though the progression is irregular it is apparent tha~ 
• 20 Classificati~ is ofun rendered diflicult !'Y the fact that peasant proprietors in such countries suppfement theif 
ux:ne !r~ their .own small pl'?l" by !"orking. ~n large ~tates for "'!"'ges during certain seasons of the year. < 

'f!'lS lS especiall!. true of industries requmng considerable capttal and large-scale enterprise for succ'essful 
~boll, such as ~ of heavr metals and coal. Thus in Austria there were reported only 47 employers and 
~ workers m a total labor force of 22,841. In Hungary there were 30 employers and independent workers 
m ~mg and blast furnaces out of a total labor force of 35,182. In the mining and quarrying industries of Great 
Britam there were only 8,096 employers; etc. out of a total staff of J,28I,072. 
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TABLE 15 

Occupational Status of the Gainfully Occupied Population in Each Branch 
of Economic Activity about 1930 

• 
Per Cent of Each Occupational Group Who Were 

Employers & • 
Coun~ Independent Workers Salaried Employees 

and 
" Census Date ~· () '!t bot- I .. u u c::t; 

~ ~ ·P ·~ ·a= ·~ ·~"' .. 8 ·"' ::;:.:~ ::;:.:~ < f:-t U) < 
·Great Britain '31 32 8 7 28 9 a a 

Belgium '30 67 II 8 59 - 0 5 
Netherlands '30 41 14 20 39 - a a 

Germany '33 45 12 4 31 13 2 10 
Switzerland '3o' 47 16 5 27 21 1 10 
Austria '34 45 16 7 35 II 2 10 
Czechoslovakia . '30 5~ 12 6 40 6 2 IO 

Sweden '30 3S 12 s 27 - I 6 
Norway '30 52 17 9 29 9 I 6 
Denmark '30 38 23 24 34 SI 4 s 

Group I (all) 45 II 7 32 IId - -
S Countriesb 46 13 6 34 I 3d 2 IO 

Italy . '36 54 I9 23 s6 IO 0 5 
Greece '2S 86 39 34 67 22 2 I 

Hungary '30 47 24 8 39 s 0 5 
Ireland '36 6s 17 7 36 s a a 

Latvia '35 59 30 IS 43 s a a 

Estonia '34 6! 29 rs 4I - I 5 
·Poland '31 69 27 14 62 14 I 4 

Lithuania '23 52 37 II 69 9 0 2 

Group II (all) 6r 23 I9 56 IId - -
6 Countries• 6! 23 20 57 II4 0 5 
Bulgaria '34 84 29 27 s6 IS 0 2 
Yugoslavia '3! 78 32 14 44 6 0 4 

Group III So 31 IS 4S IO 0 3 
Total s6 14 IO 37 nd - -
16 Countries b c ss r6 II 40 I2d I 8 

• Figures not given separately for salaried employees and wage-earners. 
b Excluding Great Britain and the Nether lands. 
• Excluding Ireland and Latvia. 
d Including only those countries for which data were available. 
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EUROPE'S POPULATION IN THE INTERWAR YEARS 

the petty tradesman operating on his own account plays a smalfer role in. the commerce of the 
industrial countries of the first group than in those of the second and th1rd groups. . 

The given percentages of independent workers in the public and private services do not 
reveal any consistent regional pattern. International differences probably more. closely cor
respond to the vagaries of census definition and classification in this grouping than they do 
to actual differences in occupational structure. 

The combined percentages of employees and wage-earners. naturally vary inversely to thgse 
of employees and independent workers. The lowest proportions of employees and wage-earners, 
both in the total labor force and in each major branch of economic activity (aside from public 
and private service), appear in the more agricultural countries, with progressively higher 
proportions as the countries become more industrialized. . 

For those countries which distinguish salaried employees from the gen61"a~ ~a~e;eag~mg 
class, however, interesting differences in these two groups appear. Both become a nsmg pro
portion of the labor force with increasing complexity of the economy, but 'the relative develop
ment of the two differs markedly within the several major branches of economic activity. The 
proportion of salaried workers is least in agriculture, low in primary industry, and progres
sively higher in those branches further removed from these activities. In agriculture only about 
one per cent of the labor force is classified as salaried employees. In industry and mining the 
average figure is eight per cent, rising to ten in some of the more industrialized countries. In 
transport the proportion increases to 30 per cent, in corriinerce to 35 per cent. Finally, in 
public and private service, salaried employees are a majority of the labor force in almost all 
countries. The salaried worker is the new middle. class, and on the basis of past trends will 
greatly increase in importance in the future. 

Factors Affecting Oq:upational Structure and Change 

In the preceding discussion no attempt was mad~ to go much beyond an· examination of the 
facts. Given the facts it seems desirable to consider their more general· causal relationship 
without presuming, however, to give an exhaustive or definitive review of these relationships. 

The factors· determining the presence of a high proportion of dependency on agriculture 
are essentially negative ones. There is certainly no positive correlation between the quality of 
the soil and the percentage of the population engaged in its cultivation. In fact, the proportion 
engaged in agriculture tends to be greatest precisely where conditions are least favorable to 
the profitable exercise of that profession. In the British Isles the highest proportions in agri
culture are to be found in the hills of Scotland and the damp western shores of Ireland. In 
France the best grain regions of the North, and the fertile Rhone Valley, support only a minor
ity of the populations in these regions, while the less fertile departments west of the Rhone are 
chiefly agricultu:"al. No one would argue that in Germany the conditions were especially favor
able where the proportion engaged in agriculture was high, as for instance, in Mecklenburg, in 
Pomerania, in East Prussia, and in Lower Bavaria-Upper Pfalz. In Italy the highest percentages 
in agriculture are found on the relatively barren Adriatic slopes and in the hilly South. There 
are lower proportions in the very fertile Po Valley and on the more fertile western slopes of 
the Apennines. Inhabitants of the Balkan mountains are almost entirely dependent on agriculture 

· for subsistence despite the inferior quality of agricultural land in this region. Patfntly the 
higher proportion of agricultural population in these poorer areas is not owing to the attrac-· 
tiveness of agriculture itself but to the lack of opportunity to engage in other occupations. 
Agriculture is rarely an occupation engaged in from selection among several alternatives · in 
Europe the agricultural population remains such chiefly by virtue of tradition, inheritance, ~nd 
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necessity. A high proportion of agricultural population, therefore, does not mean a profitable 
agriculture; it simply reflects the absence of ind~stry and commerce. Industrialization is thus 
the dynamic factor in occupational distribution. 

The development of non-agricultural occupations, what is commonly called "industrializa
tion," has a· pattern of geographical spread that arises from a very complicated mixture of 
historical, cultural, and economic factors. It is apparent that the division of Europe into an 
in!ilustrial West and agricultural East is not just a function of the distribution of natural 

· resources. Certain countries such as Switzerland and the Netherlands are seriously lacking 
in the natural resources commonly regarded as essential to the development of an industrial 
economy, yet these are among the most industrial countries of the world. Other European 
countries, on the other haQ.d, such as Spain and Russia, have been rather well provided by nature 
wi._ th~ re!j.ource prerequisites of an industrial society, but have only recently developed these 
natural endowments. · 

The conditions of industrialization reach far beyond the presence of natural resources. From 
a purely economic point of view it requires buildings, machinery, transportation, and public 
utilities-in other words, capital, the accumulation of which is difficult in a purely agricultural 
community. It requires trained technical and managerial staff that cannot be obtained in a 
peasant society. To obtain the efficiencies of mass production there must be a market measured 
in millions of people, not the petty market place of a rural village. Owing to the interdependence 
of these factors and the difficulties of self-genesis in a peasant economy, purely economic 
considerations alone dictate close relationship to more developed areas. 

Quite as important as these economic problems are the social and cultural prerequisites. The 
centralization of industrialization is foreign to the peasant village and patriarchal family 
org:nization. Industrial labor supply must be attracted by the inducements of a money wage, 
but where the peasant lives by his own means outside the money economy this may be little 
attraction. In such a situation a stable labor supply can be acquired only after there has been 
sufficient contact with the outside world to stimulate wants for goods purchasable only with 
money. Such labor, even if ~illing, is untutored in the techniques and the discipline required 
of an efficient labor force in an industrial economy. Illiteracy and other aspects of cultural 
backwardness are serious deterrents to effective training. 

The inertia of social systems is such that many social impediments must be swept aside in 
the"process of industrialization. In many countries the mentality of the ruling class has been 
a serious brake on industrial development. Thus in Poland and other eastern countries the 
existing aristocratic leadership regarded participation in industry and commerce as degrading. 
Such sentiments tend to break down in the face of the material success of those who do engage 
in these activities, but they deter industrial progress: More generally, industrialization implies 
a degree of mobility of persons and capital foreign to an agricultural society with its traditional 
adscription of families to the soil and its conception of land as the chief form of wealth. 

Not without importance are the" religious and ideological outlooks of the populations con
cerned. The role of Protestantism in providing moral sanction and drive to the rationalization 
of 'economic activity is a common theme in the philosophy of history. Empirically the validity 
of the theory is suggested by the comparative economic development of Northern and Southern 
Europe•despite the fact that the Catholic and Mediterranean worlds entered the modern era 

·with many competitive advantages for economic development. Within the countries of North
' western Europe it is not purely coincidental that predominantly Protestant areas have generally 

led in economic development given equivalent natural resources and proximity to the main 
centers of development. Thus in Germany Protestant enclaves in the Ruhr, in the Rheinpfalz, 
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in Wiirttemberg, and in the regions of Frankfort-am-Main and Niimberg have generally l~d 
their Catholic neio-hbors in degree of economic development. In the Netherlands the Catholic 
South has shown., less economic enterprise than the Calvinist North, while in Switzerland 
Protestant reo-ions include the main centers of Swiss industry. Obvious exceptions exist and ., 
Catholic countries have not proved impervious to industrialization, but, in general, Protestant
ism has facilitated modernization of the economy while Catholicism has often exercised a 
retarding influence. o 

Perhaps as the result of the complex nexus of social and economic conditions prerequisite 
to industrialization it has spread out from its centers of early development in Northwestern 
Europe rather more evenly than might have been indicated by the distribution of the necessary 
natural resources. The dependence of new industrial areas on the old has been so large that 
industrili.Iization has tended to move across Europe from west to east along l2 ra~er sgliQJand 
front. In the Mediterranean countries, where the industrial economy has been superimposed 
on an older commercial development, its growth has been more spotty, conditioned as it is by 
commercial contacts that derive from sea connections as much as from territorial contiguity. 
Only in the past fifty or sixty years have transport and communications reached a stage enabling 
the creation of the remote islands of heavy industrial development to be observed in Russia. 
The Soviet Union is the first country to achieve an essentially autonomous industrial civiliza
tion which is in most regards effectively insulated from the world economy. · 

The factors affecting the distribution of the non-agricultural labor force are too complex 
to be adequately explored here. Nevertheless it seems safe to assert that the apparent historical 
trend from purely industrial occupations to commerce and the services22 has roots in two 
fundamental economic developments that seem likely to persist : (I) increasing specialization 
and ( 2) differential efficiency as between production and distribution. 

0 

The economies of mass production predicate specialization of product, on the one hand, and 
markets of large scope on the other. The process of specialization inevitably multiplies the 
problems of integration and with it the importance of. those occupations involved in the 
process of integrating very diverse economic activities. The growth of "white-collar" employ
ment, of "paper work," and of the service occupations would seem to be an inevitable accompani
ment of specialization. At the level of markets, specialization means the diversion of a larger 
proportion of the labor force to transport and commerce than was necessary at the handicraft 
stage when the individual artisan commonly b9th produced and sold his product within the 
village community. In its broadest terms it means an increasing personnel in public administra
tion necess;1ry to keep a complex industrial society functioning. 

The great economic gains that have provided the basis for rising levels of living have been 
chiefly in the realms of production and transport, much less in the fields of commerce and 
distribution. The ordinary clerk in a store is probably not much more efficient in terms of per 
capita service than his or her counterpart a generation ago, while the per capita productivity 
in industry has risen spectacularly!• Even in agriculture 'there have been greater gains than 
in commerce. Some efficiencies in commerce (e.g., in the development of chain stores) have 
probably been counterbalanced by diversion of effort to advertising and the promotion of sales. 
Consequently commerce and distribution have absorbed an increasing proportion of the non
agricult~rallabor force and see~ ~kel! to continue to ~o so in the future barring soil\~ radical 
econormes such as, say, the ehmmatton of commerc1al competition and distribution solely 
through governn~ent shops. 

: ~ f:om. consideration domestic servic_e. w?ich has considerably declined in importance. 
bairZ:s:~on m many of the personal serv1ces 1s comparable to that of commerce, e.g., the serving of food, 
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The implication of changing economic status, both within the major branches of economic 
activity and in the economy as a whole, are profound and at the heart of many of the ,ideo
logical controversies raging in the modem world. But the factors involved in the very important 
changes accompanying industrialization are relatively simple. The shift from independent to 
wage-earning status is clearly the product of the increasing size of the average economic 
enterprise and the greater viability of large-scale enterprise in many fields of production. 
Hewever, the proletarianization of the population is ameliorated by the rise of the salaried 
worker, whose number has grown in direct relation to the development of commerce and the 
services, and whose accepted status is commonly superior to that of a large part of the so-called 
"independent" workers in agriculture and petty trade. 

Gefi{Ializations uith Regard to Occupational Structure • • 
- It would be tempting at this point to fish in the troubled waters of speculation regarding 

the broader implication of the observed changes in the average man's occupation and work 
status in the process of industrialization, but inappropriate to the present study. Instead it may 
be useful to make more specific the observed generalizations regarding changes and differences 
in occupational structure : 

I) True differences in the proportion of the population in· the labor force are relatively small 
and are largely a function of the age distributions of the population conc~rned (i.e., the pro
portion of the population in the working ages). Large apparent differences are commonly the 
product of varying census practices regarding the inclusion or exclusion of unpaid family 
workers, especially of women in agriculture. In all countries a very high proportion of males 
betw«ien ages 2o-64 are in the labor force. In the male population variability occurs chiefly in 
the proportion below and above these ages gainfully employed, depending on conventions 
regarding length of education and age at retirement. In peace time the proportion of women 
in the labor force varies much less than might be inferred from international comparisons of 
the "gainfully occupied," which are subject to greatly varying procedures as to the classification 
of women occupied as unpaid family workers. 

2) Within the labor force there has been a clear drift from agriculture to other occupations. 
The extent of this movement and the proportion remaining in agriculture is not closely related 
either to the quality of the soil or to its developed productivity. The proportion dependent on 
agriculture is inversely proportional to alternative opportunities in other occupations, this being 
the determining factor rather than the positive opportunities in agriculture itself. 

3) The development of non-agricultural occupations, what is commonly called "industriali
zation," has a pattern of geographical spread closely related to that of other cultural indices. 
Occupational changes have been conditioned by a wide range of economic and cultural elements, 
but like other aspects of modernization have moved almost irresistibly across Europe. There 
has been a universal trend in the direction of economic development. 

4) Within the non-agricultural occupations the trends in the distribution of the labor force 
are not so sharply defined. In most countries mining and industry employ so-6o per cent of 
this group. This percentage does not seem to differ very markedly among countries of very 
different stages of development, nor historically within the development of countries now 
J::eavily industrialized. There seems reason to suppose that both transport and commerce achieve 
increasing importance relative to industry with greater and greater specialization, with the 

··enlargement of the market area, and with the rising importance of distribution relatively to pro
duction. However, this tendency is more marked in historical trends than in the contemporaneous 
comparison of countries at different stages of economic development. In European countries 
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generally a fifth to a fourth of non-agricultural workers are engaged in ~ransport ~nd commerc~ 
with rather hi o-her proportions in the industrial countries, rather lower m the agncultural ones. 

Contrary to
0 

what might be supposed, the public and ~rivate servi~es considered. as a whole 
have not been rapidly growing occupations relatively to other non-agricultural pursuitS. Though 
many branches of the liberal professions and public administration (e.g., education) have been 
attrilctincr steadily growing proportions of the labor force, the~e gains have been counter
balanced \y relative stability in others. In backward economies cert;;tin p:ofessions (e.~., the 
clergy and the law) may occupy quite as large a percentage of the popul~tion as they do m .the 
more advanced countries. Also the apparent increase in number of officials may be deceptive. 
The number of functionaries in the smaller states of Eastern Europe is proverbial; though the 
government service undoubtedly expands with economic development, it does not necessarily 
e>.."Paald more rapidly than other non-agricultural occupations. Furthermore priyate, sel?>"ices 
allied to domestic service have shared declining importance with that profession. As the result 
of these varied trends and the limitations of existing data, it is not possible to assert any definite 
relationship between the importance of service occupations generally and the development of 
the economy, but it is clear that, aside from domestic service and certain professions, they have 
been rapidly expanding in recent years. 

5) Data on changes in economic status attending industrialization indicate a clear drift 
from independent to wage status, owing to both shifts iri occupations and to changes in organi
zation within each major branch of economic activity. In Europe west of the Soviet Union 
(where such categories are not applicable) about a fourth of the labor force remain· in the 
"independent" and managerial class, more than half of these being family farmers. Over half 
of the labor force are classed" as wage-earners and the remainder (about 15 per cent) are saJaried 
employees. It is clear that the first category has been losing and will continue to lose ground. 
It seems almost as certain that the middle group, the saiaried employees, will gain. 

6) Finally, the continued process of industrialization in Europe postulates important changes 
in the regional differences in occupational structure prevailing in the interwar period. The divi
sion of Europe into its agricultural and industrial components was essentially a geographical as 
well as an economic one. In Figure 51 the agricultural and non-agricultural populations of 
European countries are depicted on two schematic maps, the size of the countries being pr<;>
portional to their respective population in each category. 

The map of non-agricultural Europe in the middle of the interwar period is a "continent 
dominated by the great powers of the West. England and Wales, with less than thirty per cent 
of the total population of the Soviet Union, had a substantially larger industrial population. 
Even Fr~ce had an industrial population comparable in size to that of the Soviet Union. 
Germany was clearly the outstanding industrial country. Its non-agricultural population was 
alone equal to that of all Slavic Europe leaving aside Bohemia-Moravia. The lesser countries 
of Eastern Europe appear as pygmies relative to the giants of the West. In these countries 
only a small fraction of the people had been caught up i~ the economic revolution, which by 
then had absorbed much the greater part of the populations in Western Europe. Since economic 
and military potential in the modern world is chiefly the product of the industrial population, this 
~p undoubtedly pr~ents a truer picture of relative power than one based on either geographical 
siZe or total pop~t1on: the military and political weight of Europe was certainly in the West,. 

The map of agncultural Europe is in striking contrast. Here the great rural masses of the 
Soviet Union dominate the scene. It is England and the smaller countries of Western Europe '" 
that are the pygmies of the agricultural Europe. In these countries there remains little agri
cultural population still to be drawn into the vortex of the industrial society. Such that exists in 
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is proportionate to the number of people dependent on agricultural and non-agricultural occupations, the sum of 

the figures for each country equaling the total population of that country.) 

[ 2II ] 



EUROPE'S POPULATION IN THE INTERWAR YEARS 

its commercial farminu already is largely an adjunct of the urban economy. Though the trend 
from agricultural to ~on-agricultural occupations seems likely to persist even in Western 
Europe, the great revolution in occupational structure has already occu:red. . 

In Eastern Europe this revolution is still to occur and there remams a grea~ unexpl01t~ 
mass of peasants not yet effectively participating in the modern economy .. Even m ~e Sov1et 
Union, with its spectacular industrialization, more than half the population w_a.s still ?n. the 
land in 1939, and by Western European standards she was still only a sem1-md~stnal~zed 
country. It seems reasonable to suppose that the sharper contrasts of Figure SI will rapidly 
disappear with the further industrialization of the Soviet Union and of Eastern Europe 
generally. Such a development would correspond with both past trends and the announced 
objectives of Eastern European countries. 

< 
Economic Productivity in Agriculture · 

The preceding section dealt with the occupational structure of the European population or, 
more simply, with the ways of getting a living. Little attention was given to the relative degree 
of success in the several major occupational groups, measured either in terms of productivity, 
of income, or of levels of living. . 

As one proceeds along the cpntinuum from type of economic effort through productivity 
and income to the actual rewards in terms of consumption, the successive stages are even further 
removed than occupational data from the possibility of ready international comparison. Owing 
to difficulties of definition and classification, statistics on occupational structure are· tenuous 
enough. But occupation is a relatively objective characteristic and customarily is ascertained 
for entire populations in the regular national censuses. Data on productivity are usually tttuch 
less complete and fraught with great difficulties in the evaluation of services and of the 
value added by successive processing of the same product. Comparisons of labor productivity 
in plants producing the same article are relatively simple. But an estimate of the over-all effective
ness of the labor force can be achieved only when various products are weighed against some 
common standard such as money value. For this reason national productivity is customarily 
expressed in terms of the national income, or the total money value of all goods and services. 
Such figures have as yet been derived only with a wide measure of approximation, and inter
national comparisons are possible only within broad limits. Finally, the measurement of l~vels 
of living is still in_ its infancy and at best can never hope to weigh all the intangible factors 
that enter into the choice of goods and services for which income is actually spent. Progress 
has been made in special studies o_f housing, diet, clothing, etc., but as yet we are still far from 
any comprel!ensive statistical appraisal of differences of levels of living among large populations 
and as between countries. 

It is obvious that productivity, income, and consumption will be highly correlated in any 
national economy. Therefore estimates of national income; if soundly derived, would furnish 
a good index of both productivity and consumption as well, considering the population as a 
whole. Such efforts as have been made to estimate the national income of European countries 
as a whole .. point to a pattern of economic productivity, income, and level of living in Europe 
r~bling tho~e ?f other social indices, the countries of Northwestern Europe ha..ving the 
~ghest ~ cap1ta mcomes, those of Eastern Europe the lowest, and those of Southern Europe' 
mtermediate values. These results, of course, conform with the general observation of the 
economic conditions in the respective areas. . 

ucf. Colin Clark, The Conditions of Economic Progress. (London: Macmillan, 1940), Chapter II. 
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A more precise differentiation of productivity is possible for the agricultural population. •• 
The statistics of agricultural production are more complete than those of other branches of the 
economy and the population to which this productivity relates is more precise. These materials 
have been utilized to compute an index of agricultural productivity, relating the average per 
capita product in each minor division to the European average as roo.'" Thus a ratio of 200 

represents a per capita volume of physical output twice that of the European average;• one of 
so, only half that figure. 

It will be immediately apparent from a glance at Figu"re 52 that high per capita yields in 
agriculture prevail in industrial Europe, low per capita product in those regions where agri
culture is the chief subsistence of the local population. A comparison with Figure 46 shows a 
strong inverse correlation between agricultural productivity and the proportion of the population 
dep~dent on agraculture ·for a living. Britain, the most industrial country of the world, stands 
second ~nly

0

to Denmark in the efficiency of its agriculture. Denmark itself has developed 
agriculture to the status of an industry. A country little endowed with the raw materials neces
sary to industrialization, Denmark has been successful in improving its standard of living 
as much through a rationalized agri.culture as through a rationalized industry. A similar type 
of specialized agriculture, producing for an urban market, has spread to neighboring southern 
Sweden and to German Schleswig. · 

As in England an efficient and specialized agriculture has grown up around the main in
dustrial regions of France and Belgium." The valleys of the Meuse and the Moselle, which are 
regions of heavy industry, support some of the most prosperous agriculture in Europe. In 
general northern industrial France has a more remunerative agriculture than the so-called 
"agricultural" regions of Brittany and the Southwest. The Mediterranean littoral, which is 
largely urban, nevertheless has a lucrative agriculture. It will not require further elaboration 
to show that in Europe as a ;whole the greatest per capita productivity in agriculture is to be 
found in the industrial heart ofthe continent, the lowest in the peasant peripheries. It is exactly 
in those areas where agriculture is the chief activity of the population in which the rewards 
for effort in that occupation are least. 

Secondly, an ihspection of the map suggests little correlation between "natural" .agricultural 
regions and}er capita productivity. Regions of fertile soil do not necessarily stand out as areas 
of high productivity either in terms of yields per hectare or per capita. Thus the Po Valley, 

• 
•• The materials and discussion that follow are largely drawn from a much fuller treatment of the subject in a 

companion publication of the Economic, Financial and Transit Department of the League of Nations, The Economic 
Demography of Eastern and Southern Europe, by Wilbert Moore (Geneva: League of Nations, 1945). The data 
are given by smaller -divisions of Europe in Appendix II of the present volume. 

•• The total agricultural production of each district was computed from figures on physical output, the total 
quantity of each commodity. in quintals being given a standard weight throughout Europe reflecting the typical or 
modal market exchange ratio between that product and a "crop basket" comprising the six most important European 
crops (five cereals and potatoes). The elaborate computations necessary to achieve the single figure for each area 

· are described in Moor; op. cit., Chapter II. 
It should be noted that the indices given" are indices of physical output, not of gross or net income, or even of 

net production in any economic sense. Owing to obvious accounting difliculti~ most. of. the costs of prod!'ction 
(i e land, equipment, fertilioer etc.) are not deducted for purPoses of computing the md1ces. Furthermore tt was 
;,;p~ssible to make adequate ahowance for international differences in .quality an_d in t!'e prices of agricultural 
products. The first of these limitations tends to ac~entuate recorded. differences '!' agr1cultu~al product because 
costs are likely to be lower in areas of low pe~ cap1ta product th~n. m .those of h1gh per ~p1ta product, .grea~er 
capitalizatM>n usually being a factor in higher y1elds. The. second hmttati~n tends to operate.'" the other di~ectton 

"(i.e., to understate actual differences) because .the qual1ty of product ~s common!~ supenor. and the pnces. of 
,. agricultural commodities are customarily higher m areas of.large per cap1ta_output. ~mally .agricultural production 

does not necessarily represent the total income of the ~gncultural pop~ati?n, farmmg bemg often supplemented 
by income from forestry, fishing, and seasonal or pa';"l-ttme emp~~ent '." n;tdustry. . • 

•• Owing to technical difficulties and to the fact of tts !arg7 Astatic terntones figures for the SoVJet Uruon were 
not included in the computation of European averages. 
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the D~ubian ~lains, and the black soil districts of the Ukraine, all naturally suited to a highly 
productive agnculture, have low per capita yields. Even within countries the best lands by no 
means always support the most remunerative agriculture. Thus in Germany the "good" agri
cultural lands south and west of the Elbe have smaller per capita returns than the more extensive 
farming in the poor lands of northern and eastern Germany. 

Average per capita product is a function of two variables: first, the total product and 
s~:cond, the population that derives its subsistence from this product. Poor soils and low acreage 
yields are therefore no barrier to a prosperous agriculture if the dependent population is cor
respondingly sparse. On the other hand good land does not necessarily support a well-to-do 
population. If agricultural techniques are poor and the density of population is great the per 
capita product may be very small despite advantages afforded by nature. 
~e chief fac~or determining agricultural prosperity in Europe is therefore not the quality 

of the fand: Average per capita product is rather a function of two factors affecting the rela
tionship of population to product: (I) the degree to which agriculture has been rationalized 
( 2) the presence or absence of alternative opportunities available to the surplus agricultural 
population. High acreage yield and an efficient commercial agriculture is a natural concomitant 
of industrialization. The agricultural population has at hand the example of rationalization 
of industry to stimulate its own efforts to raise productivity through mechanization, through 
use of better seed and fertilizer, and through more efficient marketing. The high prices available 
in latge and accessible markets encourage a specialized agriculture with a maximum of 
marketable surplus. Contact with the urban world creates a standard of living dependent on 
a maximized money income achievable only in this manner, or by deserting agriculture for a 
more lucrative occupation. Industrialization provides the opportunity for the latter. It induces 
both'" a larger agricultural production and a smaller agricultural population. 

Within the general association of industrialization and high agricultural productivity special 
institutional and economic factors bring about local deviations. Thus per capita product is 
high even in non-industrial France owing to the slow or even negative growth of the rural 
population. Though French agriculture is extensive and of relatively low acreage yields by 
Western European standards, the existence of a sparse rural population results in a high per 
capita return. In Brittany, with its higher rate of population growth, per capita yields are low. 
In the Rhone Valley and especially in the Alps per capita productivity has probably been 
redTotced through heavy Italian immigration into the region. In Italy itself per capita returns 
are low despite some industrialization, owing to the rapid increase of the rural population. In 
southern Germany per capita yields are lower than in the North desp!te natural advantages 
in quality of soil, owing to the continued small-peasant character of the agricultural popula
tion. In eastern Germany estate agriculture and in the North high farm capitalization have 
brought higher average per capita returns despite comparatively poor soils.28 In most of 
Southern and Eastern Europe per capita product is pitifully low, both because of inferior 
techniques and because of a rapidly"growing agricultural population without adequate alterna
tive employment. Collectivization and the rationalization of agriculture in the Soviet Union 
probably brought about important advances in the per capita output of the Russian agricul
turalist, but in the interwar period this was still very low by Western European standards. 

The range of variation of per capita output in agriculture is very great. At the two extremes, 
'the aver~ge per. capita product in Denmark is no less than fifteen times that in Albania. In 

.. general it was three to four times as large in Northwestern Europe as in the East and South . 

.. This is not proof, however, that the economic welfare of the bulk of the rural population in these areas is 
necessarily superior to that of the South. Averages may conceal great differences in distribution, e.g., in eastern 
Germany, where the lot of the agricultural laborer is certainly not superior to that of the peasant in the South. 

[ 215 ] 



EUROPE'S POPULATION IN THE INTERWAR YEARS 

Such differences predicate enormous differences in the income and standard o~ liv~g enjoyed 
by the respective rural populations. Since larger proportions of the popqlat~on m W~stern 
countries have acquired higher incomes in non-agricultural employments the differences m the 
income and levels of living among total populations must be even greater. If ?ast tr~?s a:so 
govern the future, these great differences will be levelled only through the mdustr1ahzat1on 

of the East. 

The several economic and social indices considered obviously do not represent an exhaustive 
catalog of social and economic characteristics of the European population, even in_se f2:<"· as 
these may be quantifiable. But these general and representative indices are sufficient to indicate 
that interwar Europe was in a period of transition in cultural development similar to the 
demographic transition described in Chapter IV. Despite political unrest and economic crises, 
Europe was making rapid progress in so far as advancement may be measured in material 
terms. In every European country great strides were being made in the promotion of public 
health and the postponement of death. The spread of universal public education was forcing 
illiteracy into rapid retreat. Equally persistent and universal were the great migrations to . 
the cities, the shift from agricultural to other occupations, and the decay of the peasant way 
of life in the face of the encroachments of urban values and standards. 

Though much had been accomplished in the realm of material progress there obviously 
remained mu!=h to be done before Europe as a whole could reach the goals already achieved 
in the more "advanced" countries. Yet if past trends continue many of these goals seem 
attainable for the continent within a generation. With the continuation of past rates of progress 
in the reduction of mortality and disease, the standards of health currently set by Sweden and 
the Netherlands should be those of Europe by 1970. The extrapolation of past progress into 
the future would mean the reduction of adult illiteracy to an unimportant figure a generation 
hence. Given the continued existence of the almost universal and apparently irresistible drive 
from agricultural to non-agricultural occupation, the present balance of the two will be heavily 
tipped in favor of the non-agricultural pursuits. The shares of agriculture and other occupations 
in the labor force were roughly equal in the interwar period. Given past rates of industrializa
tion, by 1970 the non-agricultural labor force should outnumber farm workers by two to one. 
With further industrialization, especially in Eastern Europe, the continent as a whole will 
have the means to higher levels of living as measured by the greater production and consumption 
of material goods. 

At least as regards the elements entering into modemiz:tion and material progress, prewar 
Europe was in one stream of development. In no country had the process completely run its 
course; at the same time there was no country that had not experienced some influence of 
modernization. There was a European pattern of development substantially independent of 
national boundaries. The forces of modernization were universal and unidirectional. The war 
has undoubtedly raised great difficulties in the way of future material advance. •• Buf postwar._ 

20 In ~ resp~ war will 1JI!doub~edly retard economic and social progress. The loss of human life, the 
destructwn of phys1cal goods, the disrupt1on o~ economic organization, and, above all, the disintegration of cultural 
val~es attenda_nt on war have eroded the_ phys1cal and moral resources of the continent. Europe has suffered great 
?'Pita! losses m both human and econom1c terms; the problems of r~construction are pressing and dramatic. But it 
IS commonly overlooked that war may accelerate as well as retard existing social trends. War de~troys much of the 
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Europe inherits very persistent trends in the direction of further development of the material 
civilization that has given the continent leadership in the modem world. 

means of progress, but at the same time it sweeps away many institutiqnal barriers and social inhibitions that stand 
in the way of change. In Czarist Russia, for example, the existing social order unquestionably acted as a brake 
on the economic advance of the Russian people. The First World War made possible the dissolution of these 
institutional barriers and the -substitution of a regime much more conducive to material progress. In less dramatic 
fashion the war migrations, the military campaigns, and the political upheavals throughout Europe brought about 
a "'iquidation of vested interests formerly standing in the way .of economic development. Particularly in Eastern 
Europe the First World War shook up a static society and opened the door to· new influences that made rapid 
headway in the interwar period. The Second World War may well have similar results. 
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CHAPTER X 

ETHNIC DIVERSITY 

IN many ways the interwar period saw Europe in one stream of _social and economic _devel
opment. By objective standards the entire continent was workmg great ad~ances m ~he 
conquest of disease and ill health, its people were becoming more literate, ~d Its ec~nom~ts 
were developing with general improvement in levels of living. Political ideologies and differen
tial economic opportunities have altered the rates of development in these regards, but not the 
direction. Change in the direction of what is so often optimistically described a~ "progress" 
was well-nigh universal. Sociologically speaking Europe was a single culture area with a dy
nanlic nucleus of cultural diffusion in Northwestern Europe and a peripheml S~uth~rn~d 
Eastern Europe several steps behind as measured lly the objective standards of material progress. 

Unfortunately unity in the direction of cultural development does not postulate political and 
economic harmony. The existence qf common goals as often leads to conflict as to harmony, 
since the aclllevement of similar ends predicates competition in their achievement. In contem
porary Europe conflict has been centered in ethnic rivalry and class struggle. 

It is not the purpose of the present study to discuss the nature or the merits of claims made 
for particular ethnic groups and social classes. It is rather to inventory these groups in so far 
as it is possible to do so from the general population censuses of European countries. Certain 
of the objective facts of economic class distribution were discussed in the preceding chapter. 
In the present chapter an attempt is made to describe some of the objective evidences of ethnic 
diversity and to review past and possible future changes. in this distribution. 

The Criteria of Nationality 

With the final p-iumph of the ethnic over the dynastic state at Versailles the definition of 
ethnic nationality became one of the most vital issues in international.affairs. When boundaries 
came to be determined and justified on the ground of ethnic affinities it was inevitable that the 
concept of nationality and its statistical measurement in the population censuses should have 
become the basis of endless dispute. Every nation felt bound to justify its boundaries, or to 
advocate their rectification, on ethnic grounds. Where one criterion, such as language, was 
unfavorable to the party concerned resort was commonly made to such criteria as religPon, 
historical association, and even p~ysical race. Both the criteria of nationality and its statisticil 
measurement were common focii of international disputation in the interwar period. 

Physical Race . 

The weakest of the commonly cited criteria of nationality is race. One of the most vicious 
fallacies of contemporary civilization is the confusion of acquired cultural traits with physical 
race. In Europe physical race is probably one of the least important elements in ethnic differ
ence. Conflicting characteristics commonly ascribed to the German "race," the French "race," 
or the Slavic "race" have no proved relationship whatsoever to observed differences in physical 
types, to the extent that the latter exist at all. Unfortunately the fallacy is not confined to the 
would-be "master races" but is common throughout Europe. ~ 
~al differences in Eur?pe do unquestionably occur. Between the blond Nordic, the stocky 

Alpme, and the dark Mediterranean there are measurable anthropometric differences. The 
dist~ibu~io? of these ~hysical races, ~ow:ver, bears no relation whatsoever to existing political 
or lingUIStic boundanes and only an md1fferent one to. the major geographical divisions of the 
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continent. In fact the types are so hopelessly mixed that it is very difficult to draw even a gen
eral boundary between these major groups and much less between other sub-groups that have 
been distinguished. 

Physical race is not enumerated in European censuses. It is almost impossible to distinguish 
true racial types in Europe except in terms of specific characteristics that are quantifiable only 
with more elaborate techniques than those available to the ordinary census enumerator. Even 
where specific characteristics such as the cephalic index, color of hair, skin, and eyes, stature, 
etc., are measurable, the mixture of types is so great that classification in terms of general 
racial type is very difficult . 

• 
The tenuousness of common measures of physical race in Europe is not commonly recog-

nized. The cephalic index (i.e., the ratio of the width of the head to its length) has been the 
m"$ P.9PUlglr basis for such distinctions but is only of academic importance from the point 
of view of conscious ethnic difference. It is questionable if round-headed persons have ever 
felt any community of interest as over against long-headed persons (or vice versa) on the 
basis of that difference alone. Every European nationality includes numerous individuals of 
all of the three major types commonly distinguished. In any event their distribution ruthlessly . 
cuts across linguistic and other measures of ethnic types. · 

Stature is another favored measure of physical type but its validity as a criterion of physical 
race has been seriously undermined in recent years by the discovery that there is a secular and 
rather uniform increase in stature observable in countries having good statistics, apparently 
arising from, changes in diet. The observed change averages about one centimeter a decade, 
or app~oximately an inch each twenty-five years. Under such circumstances the influence of 
race

0 
and of environment in stature is sufficiently confused to vitiate comparisons of stature 

except where environment is held constant. Nations may differ in their modal stature, but 
variations within countries (e.g. as between classes) are as great as those between them. 
Increase in stature is a concomitant of rising levels of living. Though true racial distinctions 
in this regard may exist, they are confused with degree of economic development and of little 
real significance in ethnic differences within Europe. 

Color of s"kin, hair, and eyes varies less with nurture and environment than does stature, 
but the first two, at least, are affected by the degree of exposure to sunlight and weather. There. 
is a general concentration of blond types in Northern Europe and of brunet types in the South. 
But the progression is a continuous one with no sharp geographical boundaries. South Ger
mans ar_e darker than North Germans; the Frenchman of the Mediterranean is more brunet 
than his compatriot of Normandy or Burgundy. But there is no sharp dividing line of blonds 
and brunets in either country, or for that matter in any European country. Furthermore the 
Frenchman of the Northis, if anything, blonder than the South German. Differences in color 
types within a country are often greater than those to be observed as between the two sides of 
any given political. frontier. • 

The latest enthusiasm of those interested in distinguishing European physical types is 
blood groups. At least four types have been distinguished on the basis of presence or absence 
of agglutination with other groups. On the basis of widespread tests a geographical pattern 
of distribution has been determined based on the frequency of the several types in the popu

)ation. Very wide regional di.fferences between Western and Eastern Germany have been 
"" ascertained, but Central Europe, with its Babel of Polish, Czech, Slovak, Hungarian, Rumanian 

(and German) language, has been shown to be relatively homogenous in this regard. Further
more there is no established relationship of blood group with other measures of physical race, 
such as cephalic index, stature, or color traits. In fact the geographical continuum of blood 
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group distribution is an east-west one, thereby cutting at right angles across the north-south 

progression of color traits. . 
These and other measures of physical race reveal no clearly defined "races" parallel.mg ~he 

commonly recognized ethnic groups or "nationalities."' The confusion of race an? nat1~nahty 
arises from the assumption that differences in language and culture are the expressiOn of mnate 
physical differences. Yet there is no evidence that this is the case. . . • 

Despite popular assumptions and the emotional attractiven;ss ~£~acta! theon.es, language"ts 
clearly no test of physical race. There is ample evidence of lmgUtsbc change wtth?ut any cor
responding modification in anthropometric type. In Britain and in France the Celt1c languages 
have retreated markedly without any observed change in the physical attributes of the popula
tions undergoing such transformations. In comparatively recent times the Basque language 
was spoken over a wider area than at present but there is no clear indicatio"n of.any.antifto
pological changes in the persons assimilated to Spanish speech. Even. such widely accepted 
theories of racial origin as the supposed descent of the Hungarians from Mongol tribesmen 
probably belong in the realm of mythology. The use of an Asiatic dialect is of entomological 
interest but no proof of Asiatic race. The present inhabitants of Hungary are racially indis-

• tinguishable from neighboring Slavs. Either the language was acquired from Mongol over
lords who left little physical imprint on the subject peoples, or through infiltration the race 
has changed while the language remained the same .. 

One has only to raise the horizon beyond Europe to America in order to realize the utter. 
fallacy of the confusion of race with other ethnic attributes. Many Latin American countries 
remain unmist¥ably Indian in race despite the assimilation of European languages and customs. 
The United States has absorbed thousands of emigrants from every European country. who 
have readily acquired the language and the customs of the new land. In addition there are 
twelve million Negroes who, on the basis of linguistic affinity, must be classified as Anglo
Saxon.• 

Such examples could be multiplied indefinitely both in Europe and in other continents. 
Though it is beyond the scope of the present study 'to present the appropriate anthropological 
evidence in statistical terms it is safe to say that true differences in physical race are a relatively 
small component of national rivalries in Europe and that culturally acquired differences in 
language, traditions, and legal citizenship are the decisive elements in determining nationality. 

Nationality and ethnic heterogeneity may be measured at three levels : (I) juridicalry in 
terms of political na,tionality, ( 2) mechanically in terms of national origin or place of birth, 
and (3) realistically in terms of the personal characteristics and subjective sentiments of the 
individuals concerned. The first two will be discussed briefly, the last at greater length in keeping 
with its greater factual importance. 

I. Political Nationality 

Political nationality is not a good index of ethnic diversity. Regardless of sympathies or 

• 1 Wit!' the exception of two wid.ely scattered g~oups, the Jews and the Gypsies, who do generally differ markedly 
m .phystcal tn><; fr?'" th~ populations among wh1eh they hve. But, among the former in particular, there is much 
evidence of racllll mtermixtUre (e.g., blond Jews are not rare, though blond types are found mueh less frequently 
than among the surrounding Nordic and Alpine peoples). 

• An i_nteresting case of linguistic acc:ident occ.urs in Canadian Nova Scotia where there is a Negro 0communit)o 
of ~he speeeh surround?l by Enghsh-spc;aking whites. An equation of linguistic and racial origins would 
necessitate a theory that this Negro commumty represents the remnants of an emigration from Gaelic sections of 
Sco~d. In. actillll fact the anc~stors of. the pres!"'t inhabitants were, of course, brought from Africa as slaves and 
acqu1~ed th~ s~ f~om Gaehc-speakm!!' Scottish "!asters. The latter have since been assimilated in the English
speaking nlliJorlty, wh1le the former, owmg to relative cultural isolation, have persisted in their acquired Celtic 
dialect! 

[ 220 ] 



' 

ETHNIC DIVERSITY 

ethnic affinities individuals are required to have a legal nationality deriving from that of their 
parents or from their place of birth and consistent with the laws of the country of residence. 
Change of nationality through naturalization is always a theoretical possibility but in actual 
fact residence requirements and other disabilities seriously limit the range of free choice in 
the matter. Consequently many· persons possess a juridical nationality that does not describe 
their true ethnic characteristics or sentiments. 

°Furthermore, the proportion of aliens in the population as recorded in the censuses is not 
a good measure of the number of persons of foreign origin. Differences· in census practice 
are a major barrier to international comparability;• The intricacies of the definitions of political 
nationality confuse both census enumerator and the respondent, and deliberate misrepresenta
tion undoubtedly adds to the confusion.• Worse, nationality laws are such that they commonly 
ineiooeoffiall.Y pefsons born and brought up in the country at the same time that they exclude 
persons raised elsewhere. • Finally, the chaotic political situation and numerous territorial 
changes of Eastern Europe have resulted in hopeless complexity of status for many individuals, 
and in some cases the result has been the absence of any legal nationality (i.e., the Nansenists). 
Consequently certain countries, notably Poland and Rumania, made no attempt in their censuses 
to differentiate political aliens. , 

Statistics of aliens must be considered within the framework of these and other limitations. 
In general they are a minimum measure of ethnic heterogeneity. In few countries are aliens 
a quantitatively large proportion of the general population. 

The percentage of aliens in the populations of the several European countries are shown 
in Table 16. The largest proportion of aliens was to be found in Switzerland. Long boundaries 
rela~ve to area, close cultural relationships with three of the major nationalities of Western 
Europe, and the difficulties of acquiring Swiss citizenship combine to give a high proportion 
of aliens. In France slow population growth and high living standards have created a demo
graphic vacuum into which foreigners have poured from all sides. The large figure for 
Austria obviously reflects the cosmopolitanism of its capital city and the inheritance of 
Vienna's historical position as the seat of a great empire. Similarly the number of aliens 
in Latvia is the product of Riga's position as an important commercial port of the old Russian 
Empire and its more recent importance as the cultural and economic center of the Baltic 
countries. 

A.ll European countries reporting more than two per cent of aliens in the population are 
cosmopolitan or trading communities, their cities commonly being the meeting ground of 
diverse ethnic groups. All, with the exception of France, are small nations with long frontiers 
relative to their mass. In general they have higher levels of living than their neighbors. 

The countries with smaller proportions of aliens are of two types: (I) geographically isolated 
countries without extensive land frontiers such as those of Scandinavia, Great Britain, and 

8 In some countries the census relates tooall persons present in. the territory at the time of the enumeration, thus 
including tourists and transients of foreign nationality as well as foreign residents. In others the census figures relate 
only to the population legally resident in the country at the time of enumeration, thus excluding foreign transients 
but presumably including persons customarily living in the country who happened to be absent at the time of the 

. census. 
• Thus in some countries (those of jus so/is), nationality is determined by place of birth, in others (those of 

j11s-sanguinis) in accordance with the nationality of the parents. Even where the law is clear, confusion will arise 
• if it confltcts with popular conceptions of nationality. 

• In countries of jus sanguinis the child or wife of a foreigner is also technically a foreigner regardless of birth-
place and upbringing. At the same time persons born and raised abroad a~e classified as citizens if their fathers 
were. 

Thus according to French law French wives of foreigners are legally of foreign nationality but it is apparent 
that in general they are not so enumerated in the census. Owing to the disabilities of foreign citizenship in all 
countries there is every inducement to be reported as native if it is possible to do so. 
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Southern Europe (2) Eastern European c~untries which have neither attracted _inte.rnat~onal 
tradin<>' communities (owing to their lack of economic development) nor ext~nsive Immigra
tion (~wing to their low levels of living and the traditional immobility of their peasant popu
lations). 

2. Origin, or Place of Birth 

Foreign birth is of course not direct evidence of ethnic diversity but a measu.re o_f .the qua~i
tative effects of immigration. As such it is one criterion of the extent of alien mfluences m 

TABLE 16 . 

Aliens and Foreign-Born in Interwar Europe 
• "' 

a 

Census Number Per Cent of Total Population 
Country 

Date Type& Aliens Foreign-Born Aliens Foreign-Born 

Switzerland 1930 J 355.522 359,168 8.7 8.8 
France 1931 J 2,714,697 2,897,II3 6.6 7·1 
Austria 1934 J 28g,305 782,080 4·3 II.6 
Belgium 1930 J 319,230 422,178 3·9 5-2 
Latvia 1930 F 56,168 128,630 3·0 6.8 
Netherlands 1930 J 175,85o 244,838 2.2 3.1 
Czechoslovakia 1930 F 249.971 452,308 1.7 3·1 
Greece 1928 F 73.338 1,159,3II 1.2 18.z .. Germany 1933 J 756,76o - 1.2 -
Norway 1930 J 35,II4 53,650 1.2 1.9 
Estonia 1934 F 12,201 - 1.1 -
Yugoslavia 1931 F 140,766 305,034. 1.0 2.2 
Denmark 1930 F 35.904 90.339 1.0 2.6 
Hungary 1930 F 81,491 619,II5 ·9 7·1 
Fmland 1930 J 27,711 45,016 .8 1.2 
Bulgaria 1934 F 40,903 286,577 ·7 4·7 Lithuania 1923 F 12,457 - .6 -. England & Wales 1931 F 159,337 307,570 ·4 .8. 
Spain 1930 F 83,791 155,540 ·4 ·7 Portugal 1930 F 30,443 ·4 Scotland 1931 F 15,594 28,II6 ·3 .6 
Sweden 1930 

I 
J 

I 
16.475 61,657 ·3 1.0 

Italy 1931 F 137.797 457,347 .2 1.1 

a (J) signifies de jure or resident population, (F) de facto or present population. 

• 
the population. The percentages of fore!gn-born in the populations of European countries are 
given in Table 16. 

A comparison of the percentages of foreign-born and of aliens suggests two important 
differences: ( 1) the number of foreign-born is higher than the number of aliens in every 
European country owing to naturalizations and to the return of persons born of nativ~ parents. 
abroad, (2) the difference is greatest in those countries which have received large influxes of 
refugees and immigrants as the result of territorial changes. Thus Greece, with only 1.2 
per cent of her population alien, had a foreign-born element of 18.7 per cent of her population 
in 1928, this being the residue of the Greco-Turkish population exchanges and of the liquida-
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tion of Greek colonies throughout Asia Minor and Southern Russia. Many of these refugees 
were actually of foreign origin (i.e., from outside the territories ceded to Turkey as result of 
the Greco-Turkish hostilities of 1922) but almost all were formally or informally accepted to 
Greek citizenship. In Austria the large per cent of foreign-born reflects both the return to the 
rump Austril!- of civil servants, etc., from the Succession states and also the residue of old 
migrations to the metropolis, chiefly from neighboring regions of Czechoslovakia. Estonia 
an\'1 Latvia were refuges of anti-Comml.Jilist elements in the break-up of the Russian Empire. 
Hungary and Bulgaria, defeated in World War I, were hosts to many of their ethnic nationals 
who chose or were forced to migrate from ceded territories. Such persons are of course only 
technically "foreign-born." The order of countries not affected by refugee migrations is 
substantially that of the. per cent aliens. 

Tin dsgr~ of Heterogeneity introduced by aliens is probably greater than might be suggested 
by their small numbers, while large numbers of foreign-born do not necessarily imply ethnic 
differences. The large refugee migrations in Eastern Europe tended to reduce rather than 
increase ethnic heterogeneity since migrants· usually sought refuge in the country where their 
language was dominant. Such persons account for a substantial proportion of the foreign-born 
in most Central and Eastern European countries. Political aliens, on the other hand, are usually 
ethnic as well as legal aliens. • The very fact that they have maintained their alien citizenship 
is indicative ·of a strong core of foreign roots. Except in countries of mass immigration aliens 
commonly represent an influential class of merchants, teachers, agents, etc., whose importance 
exceeds their numbers. 

Aliens and the foreign-born have been a source of international conflict, especially when such 
persops have served as the spearhead of Trojan horse activities. But usually their numbers 
have been too small to seriously disturb the unity of the host country. The troublesome 
minorities of Europe are not those acquired through migration but rather the ethnic and 
linguistic minorities long rooted in the soil. Such minorities are distinguished, not by their 
nominal political allegiance or place of birth, but by their ethnic attributes. 

3· Ethnic Characteristics 

As has often been pointed out, nationality is a sense of common feeling deriving from 
community of language, religion, custom, and historical tradition. These elements do not have 
consi~tent weights, nor does the chemistry in which they are mixed always yield predictable 
answers. Few types of statistical data are the tubject of so much heated controversy as census 
data relating to ethnic characteristics. Versailles ushered in an era in which every nation felt 
bound to justify its boundaries, or to advocate their rectification, on ethnic grounds; census 
data have commonly furnished the basis of such arguments. 

Under such circumstances census figures on ethnic composition are inevitably weighted in 
favor of the dominant nationality .• Questions are customarily phrased so as to favor the 
dominant group and in their replies many doubtful borderline persons of double language 
or mixed nationality find it convenient to identify themselves with the dominant element. 
The political and· economic advantages of belonging to the majority group undoubtedly result 
in an exaggeration of the percentage of that element in the reported census distribution, 
entirely a~ide from the r;nanipulations of the central statistical offices. 

Minorities and their spokesmen, on the other hand, have vociferously taken issue with the 
official figures and have commonly made extravagant claims even more remote from the truth 

8 Though, of course, not necessarily so. Thus, for example, over half of the foreigners in Germany were of 
German mother tongue, i.e., from German-speaking colonies abroad. 
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than the official figures. Each side customarily selects the measure of ethnic nati~nality most 
favorable to its side in the dispute. Thus in Alsace-Lorraine the French. case Is based on 
historical association and tradition the German on linguistic affinity. The umon of the Sudeten 
Germans with CzeChoslovakia w:S based on geographical and historical elements, while the 
.German case was based on language. In Upper Silesia and the Polish Corrid~r, o~ the o~er 
hand the nature of the claims were reversed; the German case was based on histoncal affinity 
and ~onomic unity, the Polish on language. The determination of ·et~ic nationalit! is tl<!us 
often a complex matter in specific cases. While recognizing the complexity of factors mvolv~d, 
the following discussion for reasons of simplicity will focus on the most commonly applied 
measure of ethnic nationality, namely, language. 

Language o ., o 
' 0 0 

Of the several components of ethnic nationality language is unquestionably regarded as the 
most important single element. In view of the pre-eminent importance of language in the trans
mission of cultural heritage it is understandable why language should have become the chief 
rallying point of nationality in Europe. Language is probably the greatest invention of mankind 
and the one that has made possible most of the cultural achievements which distinguish human 
beings from other creatures. In the modern world, language is the most important of cultural 
traditions. The measurement of linguistic distribution in the official censuses is therefore of 
crucial political importance. 

Pitfalls in Linguistic Statistics 

It would be idle to contend that ·any exact statement of the distribution and numb1fs of 
persons speaking the several European languages is possible. As in other types of demographic 
statistics the census figures attain only the appearance of precision. But in the case of data 
relating to language the usual pitfalls in th~ census enumeration are further complicated by 
deliberate attempts to influence the results to the political advantage of the country concerned. 
All linguistic data should be accepted only with reservations taking into account the many 
possible sources of bias. 

Bias in the census enumeration of language may appear (I) in the posing of the question, 
(2) in the way in which the question is answered, and (3) in the method of tabulating and 
interpreting the results. At each of these levels there arise opportunities for guiding the results 
in a desired direction. • 

Thus much obviously depends on how the question is put. In a number of countries the 
individual is asked his "mother" tongue (i.e., the language first learned in the home) ; in others 
he is queried as to his "usual" or customary. language; in still others he is merely asked to 
state his knowledge or ignorance of specific languages. Other things being equal the use of 
mother tongue favors minorities in the process of assimjlation, since it records the original 
language of the respondent and not his linguistic practices as, influenced by schooling and 
adjustment to the dominant language. Most of the Succession states of Eastern Europe 
adopted this criterion of language after the First World War, because it favored the local 
idiom at the expense of languages formerly supported by the schools and by use in all phases 
of public life. "Usual" or customary language, on the other hand favors the domfuant !an-. , 
guage and was hence applied to the advantage of German in old Austria. .. 

Finally, the criterion of knowledge of a language as the basis for classification obviously 
gives maximum numbers. Thus its use in the German census of 1933 gave a maximum number 
of German-speakers, including a great many bilinguals. As applied in the British Isles this 
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criterion maximizes the apparent numbers of persons actually using the several Celtic languages. 1 

Legitimate reasons exist for the use of different criteria of language in areas of differing 
problems. But it is apparent ~hat knowledge of the criterion employed is essential to a critical 
evaluation of linguistic statistiCs in any country having a substantial bilingual or multilingual 
population. · 

Further possibilities of bias in the manner of posing the census question arise in the choices · 
m~de available to the respondent. Legitimate difficulties arise in drawing the line between 

· languages and dialects, but these difficulties lend themselves to manipulation for the achieve
ment of political objectives. Thus in the censuses of the German Empire there was no provision 
for recording the dialect of Alsace-Lorraine (or of other German dialects) as independent 
from German, so that all Germanic-speaking persons in this province were recorded under the 
singl~ heading of.''German." The French, however, were obviously interested in distinguishing 
the locaf diafects from High German and in their linguistic census of Alsace-Lorraine in 1921 
and 1926 the question was so phrased as to give the respondent the opportunity of reporting 
his language as a "dialect" rather than as "High German." · 

Serious difficulties also arise as to how the question is answered. No matter how impartially 
the census question is phrased it is apparent that if language is a point of conflict the answers 
will be influenced by emotional and other considerations. Where personal advantage or prestige 
is involved, bilingual persons will tend to report themselves as adherents of the dominant 
language regardless of the facts. For negative reasons others may be afraid of admitting 
minority status. Zealous enumerators may be induced by nationalistic considerations to interpret 
and record the answers in ways favoring the dominant language. Such biases are scarcely 
measurable, but they may be assumed to be present in most European linguistic censuses. 

Tlfe final question of accuracy arises in connection with how the results are tabulated and 
interpreted. The conclusions derived from linguistic censuses may often be altered by the system 
of classification used in the presentation of results. Thus in the old Austrian censuses all 
Yiddish-speakers were classified as Germans despite the. protests of Jewish minorities. In this 
way the apparent German minorities in Galicia and Bucovina, for example, were magnified by 
the presence of Jewish elements who formed the core of the urban populations in the region. 
The opposite objective (i.e., of minimizing the importance of a minority) may be achieved 

. by enumerating dialects and fractions in detail and thereby drawing attention away from the 
whok Thus in German censuses Kaschub and Masurian are distinguished from Polish, 
though these are Polish dialects with no greater differences than exist between German dialects 
to which no official recognition is given. Similarly in Poland the inhabitants of Polesie were 
arbitrarily reported as speaking a ."local" language which actually is a dialect of White Russian; 
in Hungary indigenous South Slav minorities of Serbo-Croat speech were given local names 
and were separately classified. 

The cumulative importance of such biases in favor of the dominant nationality has been 
effectively illustrated by Tesniere• in a comparison of the results of the 1921 Czechoslovak 
census and the earlier Austro-Hungarian census of 1910 in its component areas. The prewar 
Austrian census reported 3,750,325 German-speakers (including Yiddish); By comparison the 
Czech census in 1921 reported only ·3,304,423 German- and Yiddish-speakers, a difference of 

• In the «931 census of England and Wales 909,361 Welsh-speakers were reported in Wales and Monmouthshire, 
1>ut only 97,932 could not speak English. In Scotland there were 136,135 Gaelic-speakers, but only 6,716 who· could 

, speak only Gaelic. In the Irish censuses of 1926 and 1936 the "Irish-speakers" include inany persons who studied 
the revived language as a required subject in the schools but who have never used Irish as a living language. 

• In A. Meillet, Les langues dans L'Europe nouvelle (Paris: Payot, 1928), a statistical appendix by L. Tesniere 
gives detailed estimates of the contemporary linguistic situation in every European country, preceded by an e.'t
cellent introduction dealing with the pitfalls in linguistic censuses. · 
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13.7 per cent. The Hungarian census of 1910 reported I,07o,854 Hungarians in Slovakia, 
the Czech census of 1921 only 745,431, a difference of 325,423 or 43.6 per cent. Tho~gh ~he 
Austrian and Hungarian populations were adversely affected by war losses and out-m1gra.t10n 
in the intervenino- decade the size of the discrepancies is so great that they can be fully explamed 
only as the resul~ of biases in the censuses favoring the dominant nationalities at the time of 
the census.• 

0 

Distribution of Languages According to Interwar Censuses 

Table 17 has been prepared with a very keen realization of the defects of linguistic censuses 
in Europe. It may be taken for granted that in most cases the size of linguistic minorities 
were minimized and that the apparent proportion attributed to the national language was 
correspondingly maximized. Linguistic data from the interwar censuses do not ordhn2f"ily 
serve to give a sufficiently precise statement of the facts to warrant assertions, for exa~ple, that 
in Province A, 51 per cent of the population customarily used the national language and 49 
per cent that of i minority group. They are not sufficiently accurate to draw fine lines of dis
tinction in cases where the numbers are approximately equal. Nevertheless they do provide 
t!Je necessary basis for any discussion of questions of linguistic minorities. 

Table 17 is arranged in order of leading linguistic families and their kinship groups, in order 
to indicate the numerical importance of related language groups as well as of specific languages. 
The subsequent discussion follows this general pattern and then gives some brief attention 
to the individual tongues spoken by Europeans. 

The paradoxical character of Europe today is perhaps in no regard more poignantly demon
strated than in the contrast of its unity in material civilization and the anarchy of its linguistic 
make-up. In the arts of peace and in even the arts of war, Europe is in one stream of cJ'ltural 
development. In language and ethnic loyalties it is chaos. 

The overwhelming majority of Europeans spelik languages of the Indo-European fap1ily, 
all in some prehistorical period derived from a common ancestral tongue. In Europe west of 
the Soviet Union about 95 per cent of the population speak Indo-European languages. In Europe 
and t!Je Soviet Union, thus including the numerous non-European languages of the U.S.S.R., 
t!Je proportion is 9 I per cent. 

The common ancestry of the languages spoken by more than nine-tenths of Europeans un-. 
fortunately provides no basis for mutual intelligibility or common feeling. The exteftt of 
diversity among ilie descendants of the remote ancestral language is suggested by the fact 
that English, Russian, and Hindi-all great languages spoken by Ioo million or more persons 
-can all claim common descent from the original Indo-European. No less than 34 Indo
European tongues are commonly distinguished among the languages spoken in Europe today, 
and of t!Jese only those of closest kinship are.in any way mutually intelligible either as written 
or spokrn languages. · 

Within the Indo-European family the languages spok~ in Europe are commonly divided 
into nine branches, but of these only three have played a major role in modern Europe. These 
three, the Slavic, _th_e Germanic, and the Latin, include the major languages of contemporary 
Europe; the remammg branches of the Indo-European family and the representatives of other 
lingui~ic families are either the remnants of languages once much more widely distribtllted or th~ 
deposit of one or another of the countless migrations and counter-migrations that have swirled 
across Europe in historic and prehistoric times: · "' 

• T esniere unfairly describes the per cent differen " " • th A • • • . . . . . . ces as errors m e ustnan and HungarJaD censuses of 1910 
lgDOrlllg the possibility of Czech biaS m the opposite direction. ' 
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Of the major ethnic groups the Slavs are both the most numerous and the most widely dis
persed. Slavs occupy mote than half the territory of Europe, and the area of closed Slavic 
settlement reaches far into Siberia in Asia. Before the war the Slavs numbered 195 million 
of which two-thirds were to be found in the Soviet Union and less than a third (about 6o 
miiJion) resided in countries west of the U.S.S.R. 

The Slavs are the descendants of closely related tribes speaking a common language. They 
ha:~e only in recent centuries come to participate promil1ently in European civilization. In con
sequence the several Slavic dialects have only in comparatively recent times been effectively 
crystaiJized 'into stable written languages. Geographically they tend to merge into one another 
imperceptibly without the clearly defined linguistic boundaries that ~ist where the mass of the 
people have been literate for several generations and have been assimilated to a single national 
idiQIIl. , ' 

Ow1ng,to ~heir close cultural contact with Western Europe, the West Slavs (i.e., the Poles 
and Czechs) were the first to develop a coherent nationalism in the modern sense. As a result 
this wing of the Slavic peoples displays greater differentiation and perhaps le~s common Slavic 
feeling than the Slavs of the South and East. By contrast the South Slavs are a relatively 
amorphous group. Isolated from both Western and Eastern Slavs by a wedge of non-Slavic 
peoples they speak closely allied dialects of what is practically a single South Slavic language, 
stretching across the Balkans from the Black Sea to the Adriatic. The line between Serbo
Croat and Bulgarian speech, or between either of these and Macedonian, is almost impossible 
to draw, though the official literary languages sanctioned by Yugoslavia and Bulgaria differ, 
and the Serbo-Croat version is variously written in Latin and Cyrillic characters, the Croats 

, havin13long been under the influence of Rome, the Serbs that of Greece and the Eastern Church. 
The most distinct group of South Slavs are the Slovenes of northwestern Yugoslavia, but they 
number only a million and a half, without an intensive literary and cultural.tradition. 

The South wing of the Slavic group is not very populous, including only about 18 million 
members in rgjo. The West Slavs, with 34 million, were more numerous. But the great bulk 
of Slavs belongs to the Eastern wing of the Slavic family-the Great Russians, the Wliite 
Russians, and the Ukrainians. These closely allied groups are the majority of the population 
in about half the physical area of Europe, chiefly in the interwar territory of the Soviet Union. 

The linguistic and ethnic heterogeneity of the Soviet Union is frequently exaggerated. Though 
• 

it includes scores of diverse and exotic languages, most of these are spoken by only a few 
thousand inhabitants. In actual fact practically four-fifths of the Soviet people in Europe and 
Asia speak Slavic tongues; three-fourths being either Great Russian or Ukrainian. The Eastern 
Slav languages also extended, beyond the interwar borders of the Soviet Union into large 
territories of Poland, and lesser areas in Czechoslovakia (Carpathian Russia), Rumania_ 
(Bucovina and Bessarabia), Latvia (Latgale), and Estonia (Petseri), all areas now incorpo-
rated in the Soviet Union. • 

After the Slavs the most numerous general linguistic group are the Germanic-speakmg 
peoples. The Germanic languages were initially languages of the shores of the Baltic and North 
Seas, but later spread into Central Europe and are now spoken in the industrially most important 
regions ot the European continent. 
• Of the two main branches, the West and the North Germanic languages, the former has far 

.. the greater number of adherents. The Western branch includes English, Dutch, Yiddish, and 
German, and has achieved very wide distribution, through English in the world, and through 
German and Yiddish in Europe. In Europe alone West Germanic languages are spoken by 150 
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Distribution of Languages in Europe 
· d h. 'bl generally following the official statistics of the coun (Numbers of speakers m thousan s, w ere posst e 

Lith· 
C=ho- uania 
slovakia Ger- Hun· Ire- 1923 Nether-

AI- A~ Bel- Bul· 1930 Den- Eo- Fin-
many' Greece gary land• Italy' Latvia ("Eth· Janda' l.angua&e 

garia ("F;th· markt tonia land Fiance' 
!936 1931 1930 nlo .1930 and bania' tria gium 

1930 1934 1930 1931 1933 1928 1930 
Nation-lJn&uist.i<:Groups 1938 1934 1930 1934 mo 
ality") Nation-

ality") 
--------------- --- --- --------- --------- --- ------ , 

JNDO.EURQ-
PEAN FAMILY 
~Brad 

- - - - 252 51 -East Slavic: 92 8 - -- - 12 - - - I - - - - -Russian.··· - 561> - - - - - 20 4 -Ukrainian ... - - - - - - - - - -- - -Vt"b.ite Russ'n - - - - -
West Slavic: 

Polish (Incl. 
438 - ....., - 49 .., 66 -Kascbub& - - -Masurian) - - - - 100 - - 6 - 108. - -<.· t'-( - -- 9,757 - - - -C=hoolovak - 52 -

Serbian - 57 - - - - - - -- - - -(Wend) ••• - - - -
82 55 - 19Z - - -South Slavic: 6 - - - -42 - - - 17 3 - - - -Sert.Croat. - L - - - - -Bulgarian ... - - 5,275 - - - - - 5 - 381 - - -32 - - - - - .-Slovene ..... -

Gtnraa•~ .Broxdt 
64,603 479 303 81 89 -WestGennanic 1,400 - -6,585 100 4 3,318 40 18 - Z,Z9Z - - -German .... - - - - -- - - - - - -English ..... - -

Dutoh (Incl. - zoo - - - - - - - 7,760 4,136 - - - - 78 154 -Flemish) .. - - 2 - 10 - - - - -Y'uldish ..... - - - - 205 -
N'th Germanic: 6 343 - - - - - - - - -Swedish .... - - - - - -

Danish (Incl. - - 4 - - - - - - -- 3,499 -Faroese) .. - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - -Norwegian .. - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - -Ieelandic ••• - - - -
Lali• Brad 

Italian (Incl. 
Sardinian & - - 300 - - - - 39,888 - - -Friulian,etc.) - - - - - -

100 - - -- - 35,732 - - - - " French ....... - - 3,513 - - -
Spanjsh (Incl. 

Ladino) .... - - - 28 - - - - - - 63 - - - - - . -
Rumanian 

14 - - - - 20 16 - 1 - - -(Ind. Vlach) 13 - - 16 - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - -Portuguese .... - - - zoo - - - - 14 - - -- - - - - -CatalaD ...... - • Romanche - - - - - - - 17 - - -(Ind. Ladin) - - - - - - 5,160 35 - - -- - - -Grult BTtuulJ . .•. 37 - - 10 - - - -
Bolli& Bro.U - - - - 2 - - - - 16 1,739 -I ifhnanian .... - - - - -

1,390 15 - - - - 4 - - - - - - - . Latvian ...••. - -
Cdlic Brad 

Bribnnic: - - - - - - - - - - - - - -Welsh ...... - - - - - -- - - - 1,000 - - - - -Breton ...•. - - - -
Gaelic - - - - - - - - - 676 '- - - -Irish ....... - - -

' -· - - - - - - - - - - - -En.e .. .••••. - - - -
Albo:ai4a Brad. 984 - - - - - - - - - 19 - - 101 - - -
1-.dUu• Brat~CIJ 

7 - 81 33 - 1 - z - 5 8 - - - - -(Gypsy) ....... - - - •23 - - - - - - 34 - - - - - -· A.nsnJiG• BTaftds -
FINNO-UGRIC 

FAMILY 
H~Braff&h - 18 - - 720 - - - - - - 8,001 - 7 - - -p;,.,.u,. Bta.U .. 

Ymni!h ....... - - - - - - - 3,022 - - - ·- - - - - -
Eotonian ...... - - - - - - 1,000 - - - - - - - 4 - -
Lapp ......... - - - - - - - 2 - - - - - - - - -. 

ALTAJC • FAMILY 
SOflthen Brand 

Tnrlcisb (Ind. 
30 622 - - - - - 191 - - - - - -Tatar) ...... - - -

BASQUE - - 100 - - - - - - - -FAMILY - - - - - -
snf!TIC 
FAMILY 

Malteoe ...... - - - - - - - - - - - - - " - - -0 Hebrew •••••• - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
NO'Di:D.dia:moaa a: ~ 0 UnknowDa •... - 24 343 7 8 36 2 5 2,891 109 13 12 - 138 9 52 176 ------------------Total Popnlatlon. 1,064 6,160 8,092 6,078 14,730 3,575 1,126 

SM estimated fa a 8pedaJ study. 
Sin the ablence of a Danish lina:ulstlc centUii, the fia:ure for German Ia that 

obtained for North Schlelwia: in the German cenJUI of 1910. 
'R.oudlJy after L. Tesn~ in A. Meillet., Lu lantKD datu I' EuroPe '"'"'elk, 

IPario' l'ayot, 1928),370.389. Tbe dlakot of Altace-Lorrainc loladuded Wider 
German. 

'1'be German 1ina:uistic c::eDWS covered onJy thoee areu bavine the lndleenoue 
or ltl.,..am iaJ lineuiAic miDorit.iel. The entire citizen population of the reo-

3,381 ---------41,835 65,219 6,205 8,688 2,968 41,177 1,900 2,170 7,936 

matnlna: areas waa assumed to uae Gennan. Persons of "mixed" apeech (e.a., 
bilinguala) were cla.saified above accordlne to the minority lana:uaJJ.e used. 

'The hieb llneui.etle census only dlatina:uLahee "Irish-speakers" (i.e., perJOne 
over three yean of a&e reportinc._ a knowledae of Gaelic. reaardleu of Ulual or 
mother toneue). The figure for Gaellc alven above includes all reported lriah
tpeaken, thua doubtleas includin1 many persons customarily ualna EnRiisb, 

<.- plut 5.5 per cent of the children under ase 3 (the proportion of the children 
aaed 3 and 4 reported as Iriab-t~peakere). 

• 
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a~d the Soviet Union About 1930 
tries concerned: census figures are in roman type; figures estimated wholly orin part are given in italics) . . 

United "ina;domn Soviet 
Total Union Total 

Nor ... Portu- Ru- Switzer-
waY' Poland gal mania Spain• SwedenlO land Eng-

'1930 1931 1930 1930 1930 1930 1930 land, 
Wales 
1931 

0 --- --- --- --- --- ---

' 

' - 139 - 451 - - - -- 4,442 - 641 - - - -
0 - 1,697 - - - - - -.. 
- 21,993 O._g 0 38 - - - -- 38 - 43 - - - -
- - - - - - - --

- - - 48 - - - -- - - 364 - - - -- - - - - - - -
- 741 - 761 -, - 2,924 -' - - - - - - - 38,839 

- - - - - - - -- 2,489 - 519 - - - - . 
0 - - - - - 6.085 - -

- - - - - - - -
2,758 r- - - - - - -- - - -· - - ~ -

' 

- - "' - - - - 242 -- - - - - - 831 - . 
- - -. - 15,565 - - . -
- - - 13,181 - - - -- - 6,796 - 2,231 - - -- - - - 5,054 - - --

- - - - - - 44 -- - - 21 - - - -
- 83 - - - - - --- - - - - - - -
_, - - - - - - 954 - - - - - - - -
- - - - - - =· -- - - - -- -- - - 4 - - - -
- - - 101 30 1 - -- - - 11 - - - -

- - - 1,555 - - - -
5 - - - - 34 - -- - - - - - ' - -

16 - - - - 6 - -
' - - - - - - - -

- - - 288 - - - -
- - - - 600 - - -

• • - - - - - - - --- fe 244 ,- - - - - -• 
35 50 30 30 84 16 25 1S9 

2,814 31,916 6,826 18,057 23,564 6,142 4,066 39,952 

•In the absence of an Italian llngulatlc census In 1931 the ~timated linguistic 
minorities were derived from earlier Italiaa and Austrian censuses, the popu
lation changea to 1931 among the minorities being assumed to be proportional 

• to that of the Italian _population (Cf. Tesni!re in Meillet, ofJ. rit., 397-403). 
'Persona apeaking#Friaian are included in the Dutch total. Tesni!re aivea 

an estimate of 318,000 for Frisian as of 1926 in Melllet, 0/). t:iJ ... 393. 
, cl 'The Norwegian census distiniJUishea only Finnish and Lapp, the remalnlna 

tizen population beina assumed to be of Norweaian apeech. 

Vugo- Miscel- Europe 1926 Europe Language 
North- slavia11 lane- (Exd. ('"Eth- (Ind. and 

Scot- em 1931 ouall Soviet nic Soviet LinpisticGroupe 
land Ireland Union) Nation- Union) 
1931 1937 ality")' 

·--- --- --- --- ---
- INDO-EURO-

PEAN FAMILY 
SUJflic BroJ~CII 

East Slavic: - - 25 - 1,030 77,791 78,821 R...W. - - 31 - 5,684 31,195 36,879 Ukrainian - - - - 1,721 4,739 6,460 WbiteRuss'n 
West Slavic: 

Polish (Ind. 
Kaschubtk - - 18 14 22,716 782 23,498 M .. ~ - - 138 - - 10,142 27 10,169 Czecbool 

Serbian 
- - - - 57 - 57 (Wend) 

South Slavic: - - 10,257 - 10,682 - 10,682 Serbo-Croat - - 73 22 5,754 111 5,865 - BulpriaD - - 1,159 - 1,577 - 1,577 Slovene 
Germanie BrauiJ 

WestGermanic - - 602 German 1,507 83,555 1,238 84,793 
4,691 1,280 - 123 47,225 - 47,225 English 

Dutch (Ind. - - - - 12,096 - 12,096 Flemish) - - - 29 3,486 2,600 6,086 Yiddish 
N'tb Germanic: 

- - - -' 6,434 - 6,434 Swedish 
Danish (Ind. - - - - 3,503 - 3,503 Faroese) - - - 1 2,759 - 2,759 NorwePln - - - 109 109 - 109 Icelandic 

t La1i11 Brand& 
Italian (Ind. 

Sardinian. 
- - 15 44 40,489 - 40,489 Friulian,etc:.) - - - 72 40,248 - 40,248 French 

Spanish (Ind. - - 21 24 15,701 - 15,701 Ladino) 
Rumanian - - 276 - 13,537 284 13,821 (Ind. Vlach) 

~ - - - 9,027 - 9,027 Portuguese - - - 6 5,274 - 5,274 Catalan 
Romanche - - - - 61 - 61 (Ind. Ladin) - - - 71 5,934 214 6,148 Greek Brands 

&hie Brorsell . - - - 51 1,897 41 1,938 Lithuanian - - - - 1,409 151 1,560 Latvian 
Ctllic Brancll 

954 954 
~Britannic: - - - - - Welsh - - - - 1,000 - . 1,000 Breton 

' Ga~ic: 
- - - - 676 - -676 Irish 

136 - - 136 - - 136 E...., ~ - - 524 - 1,632 - 1,6JZ Albania" Braxd 
Indi<J11 Branda - - 54 - 3ZJ 61 384 (Gypsy)U 

- - - .36 104 1,568 1,672 Armenian Brandl 

FINNO-UGRIC 
FAMILY - - 557 - 10,858 - 10,858 H••gariarcBrod 

Finnish Braxd& - - - - 3,061 383 3,444 Finnish - - - - 1,004 155 1,159 Estonian - - - - 25 2 27 Lapp 

Others Others ALTAIC - - - - - 2$,666 29,175 FAMILY 
SOtUII~n~ Brofld 

t- . Turkish {Ind • 
- - 180 1,066 2,377 Tatar) 

- - - - 700 
BASQUE 
FAMILY 

SEMITIC 
FAMILY - - - 188 188 Maltese - - - - 244 Hebrew 

Nonindi&tenous & 
16 - 5 88 4,363 20 4,383 Unknown" 

4,843 1,280 13,934 3,451 379,75511 147,028 526 /8.JII Total Population 

IT'he estimated figure for Portuguese includes the region of Galicia. that for 
Catalan the regions of Catalonia. Valencia, and the Balearic: Islands. The: 
fiKures for Basque and Gypsy follow Tesni~re in Meillet. ofl. ciA., 364-366 .. 

Wfhe Swedish census distinguishes only Finnish, Lapp. and (in 1920) Gypsy. 
the remainina dt..isen population being classified as S\'--edisb-®mt.ina: .. 

0 UTbe British linguistic censuses distinguish only \Velsh in Wal~ and MOD-
mouthsbire and Gaelic in ScoUand. Welsh includes all reported '"\Velsb-
•J)O&kers" (~esa of uoual ~ pluo ~iohtho of the chil<lrel> 



EUROPE'S POPULATION IN THE INTERWAR YEARS 

million people .. The North Germanic group, the. Scandinavian _languages, claims smaller num-
bers, though it includes some of the most progressive peoples m the world. . . . . . 

Owing to the earlier crystallization of their national languages and to dev1att~ns m national 
development, the Germanic peoples are more sharply differentiated than the Slav1c. The bou~d
aries are clearer both territorially and linguistically. Both as cause and c~nsequence th~ feelmg 
of Germanic ethnic unity and consciousness of kind is less than among e1ther the Slav1c or the 

•• 
Latin peoples. . · 

The third great group of languages in Europe is the Latin. The Latin peoples have been the 
chief bearers of European civilization from Roman to recent times and through most of that 
period have been the most numerous general ethnic group in Euro?e. But the last. two or three 
centuries have witnessed a great shift in the weight of populatiOn to non-Latm peoples of 
Northern and Eastern Europe. Possessed of the ancient centers of European'cultq,re, thecLfitin 
peoples occupy a clearly defined land mass in Southwestern Europe, including France, the 
Walloon sections of Belgium, French and Italian Switzerland, Italy, and the Iberian Peninsula .. 
Linguistic distinctions are largely a function of geography, the Alps being the effective bound
ary between Italian and French, the Pyrenees between French and the dialects of the Iberian 
Peninsula.'" Outside of this land mass, there is the Latin island of Rumania, isolated for many 
centuries. A Latin language in its basic structure and vocabulary, Rumanian is heavily im
pregnated with Slavic words derived from Slavic infiltration and domination over a long his
torical epoch. 'Aside from Rumanian, however, the Latin peoples form a coherent eritity with 
a strong consciousness of common heritage.11 

The three major linguistic groups include nine-tenths of Europe's people living west of the 
Soviet Union and almost as large a proportion of Europe plus the Asiatic territories pf the 
Soviet Union. The remaining fraction is composed of persons speal<;ing languages once having 
a much wider distribution, .or the precipitate of the innumerable wanderings that have left their . 
sediment of Asiatic languages in the European continent. • 

Greek is the only tongue outside of the three great families mentioned that has performed 
the function of a great language of civilization. Very widely extended in the Hellenic period, 
Greek was all but obliterated later by the incursions of Albanians and Slavs from the north and 
by Turks and Arabs from the east and south. The Albanian invaders in Greece proper were 
effectively Hellenized12 but the use of Greek is now chiefly restricted to the Greek peninsula 
and the fringes of the Aegean Sea. Beyond these remain only a few scattered colonies in Cyprus, 

under age three living in the area covered. Likewise in Scotland 
Erse includes aU persons reported as knowing Gaelic. All other 
British subjects in the United Kingdom are assumed to be of 
English speech. 

U:Estimates for 1931 were secured by assuming the same per
centage distribution as was given in the linguistic census of 1921. 

Dlndudes the following areas, with languages spoken, in thou
sands: Andorra (Cata~); Channel Islands (Frencb--47, Eng-
1~); Danzig (Germa..n-388 Polish-14, Yiddish-!, Others-
5); Gibraltar (Spanisb-17, Engiisb-5); Iceland (lcela.ndic-109) ; 
Isle of Man (Englisb--49); Lieebtenstein (German-11); Luxem. 
burg (German-257, Others--43); Malta (Maltese-188, Italian-
30, Englisb--2.3); Memel (German-83, Lithuanlan-57, Yfddlsb-
1, Othen-1); Monaco (Frencb-25); Saar (German-768); San 
:Marino (ltalian-13): Spitzbergen (Norwegian-!); Turkey in 
Europe (Turkish-1.066, Greek-71, Armenian-36, Ylddlsh-27, 
Bulgarian-22, Spanish-7, Others-39); and the Vatican (ltal· 
ian-1). 

UA number of Gypsies speaking Czech, Hungarian, and Ru. 

manian are undoubtedly included in these totals owing to the fact 
that Gypsy is commonly given as an undifferentiated ethnic and 
linguistic group. 
~u it were possible to allocate all groups listed on this line to 

their appropriate linguistic affiliation the side totals for certain 
languages would be somewhat larger. This Is especially true of 
tongues spoken In countries of heavy emigration (e.g., Italian, 
Polish, and Spanish). At the same time, the processes of assimila·· 
tion have sometimes resulted in the substitution of languages of 
the country of immigration (e.g., French) for the mother tongue 
of migrants; many of the latter are bilingual and are difficult to 
allocate properly to one language or another. Much the largest 
gtoup of this type is in France. The major legal nationalities (not 
chief languages) of foreigners In France were Italian (808,000) 
Spanish (352,000), Belgian (254,000), Swiss (98,000), Russtati 
(72.000), and German (72,000). 

10Sums of horizontal totals; owing to rounding (to nearest thou. 
sands) the vertical and horizontal summations do not precisely 
coincide. 

• • 
10 There are minor excepti?ns. French, or more specifically Savoyard, speech laps over the Alps 'into the upper 

valley of ~e. Aosta. Catalan ts spoken on the French side of the Pyrenees in the old province of Roussillon: •· ' 
11 In add11Ion there are a few scattered colonies of Spanish-speaking Jews and Rumanian- or Vlach-speaking 

shepherd peoples scattered through the Balkans, but these are not numerically important. 
1~ J'!'ough there remain islands o! Albanian speech in Central Greece and on the Peloponnesos, just as there re-

mam ISlands of Greek (and Albanllln) speech in southern Italy. ' 
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in Constantinople, and on the shores of the Black Sea. Though Greek influence in Eastern 
Europe is reflected in the wide distribution of the Orthodox religion, as a language Greek never 
paralleled Latin in its conquests of continental land masses. 

Five other branches of Indo-European languages are spoken west of the Soviet Union: the 
Baltic, the Celtic, the Albanian, the Indian, and the Armenian. The first three are almost ex
clusively European, the last two chiefly non-European groups of languages. The Baltic group, 
cemmonly alleged to be closer to the· original Indo-European languages than most, includes 
the two languages of Latvian and Lithuanian, spoken by about three and one-half million 
people on the eastern shore of the ·Baltic Sea. Until very recently these languages merely 
served as local idioms, the population of the towns being chiefly alien and the cultural life 
dominated by German and Russian influences. 

•TI,te Celtic languages were apparently once widely extended in Europe but now have only a 
0 0 

precarious foothold on the western fringes of the British Isles and the tip of the Breton 
peninsula in Fran~e. The Britannic wing of the Celtic languages, including Welsh and Breton, 
are each spoken by about a million persons, but generally bilingually with English and French . 

. The Gaelic wing, including Irish and Scottish Gaelic, has retreated to the western peninsulas 
.·of Ireland and Scotland and is spoken by only some 8oo,ooo persons, and this number only by: 

• 

virtue of the vigorous resuscitation of the Irish language as an accompaniment of Irish 
nationalism. 

Albanian, too, apparently once had a larger geographical extent than its present corner in 
the Balkan mountains. Now spoken by only about 1.6 million people, the language is confined 
to the small territory of Albania and adjacent sections of Yugoslavia, the small islands of 
Alb&nian speech in Italy and Greece being evidence of wider use of the tongue in other epochs. 

Persons of Indian speech (i.e., Gypsies) are widely disseminated through Europe but nowhere 
constitute an important share of the total. The language of the Gypsies suggests a fascinating 
history that has not been fully explored.18 Armenian is scarcely an indigenous European lan
guage though some of the colonies in Southeastern Europe are of ancient origin. 

The major non-Indo-European fainily of languages spoken west of the Soviet Union is the 
Finno-Ugric, comprising chiefly Hungarian and Finnish. The Magyar language derives from 
the speech of invaders that in the fourth century cut through Slavic territory as far as Rome 
and became established in the centr~l Danubian plain. The vocabulary of modern Hungarian 
is largely derived from Latin, German, and Slavic tongues superimposed on the old grammar, 
which is the chief evidence of Hungarian relationship to languages spoken by widely scattered 
peoples in Finland and the Soviet Union. 

The very wide dispersion of Finnic and related languag~s over the Russian plain suggests 
that they were once spoken over a much larger territory than at the present time, perhaps over 
the greater part of European Russia. The only large region of compact territory remaining to the 
group at the present time is in the Eastern Baltic. The chief language of the group is Finnish, 
spoken in Finland and in adjacent territories of Sweden and Soviet Karelia. The only other 
Finnic language of modern importance is Estonian, the boundaries of which correspond closely 
to the former national territory ,of Estonia." Other Finnic languages on the periphery of the 
Finnish,-Estonian central mass are living museum pieces. Such languages as Lapp, Ingrian, 
V otian, Vepsian, and Livonian, though of anthropological interest, are each spoken by only 
a re,; thousand persons and are of no political significance in the modern world. There are much 

' 18 There are also Gypsies of Rumanian, Hungarian, and Moravian speech. 
11 Aside from the smalJ district of Petseri in the southeastern comer of the country. 
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larger groups speaking Finno-Ugric languages in the Volga regions but these have no effectiv~ 
cultural connections with the Finns or the Hungarians at the present time. · • 

The only remaining language spoken chiefly in Europe west of the Soviet Union is Basque, 
a speech apparently unrelated to any other language in the world. Perhaps once .the language 
of the primitive people of the whole Iberian Peninsula, it is now restricted t~ a n~rrow belt 
of Spanish territory along the Bay of Biscay and a small section of adjacent temto~ m Fran~e. 
It is probably spoken by as many as 700 thousand people, but most Basques are bthngu~l wtt)J 

Spanish and French. . . . · . 
The remaining languages spoken in Europe west of the Soviet Union are not pnmanly 

European. The Turco-Tatar family of languages is represented by Turkish, spoken in ~hrace 
and in important linguistic islands in the Balkan territories formerly ruled from Constantmople. 
The Semitic tongues are spoken in Malta (the Maltese idiom being an Arabodial~ct) ..,an~ by 
some Jewish peoples (e.g., in Poland) attempting to revive ancient Hebrew. 

Many other languages are spoken in the Soviet Union, nine of these by one million or more 
persons,15 but none of these languages may be regarded as essentially European even though 
some are spoken chiefly in what is technically regarded as part of the European continent. In 
all, such languages include some thirty million located principally in the Caucasus and in Central 
Asia. Despite their great diversity, they comprise less than a fifth of the population of the 
Soviet Union. 

The general ethnic backgrounds of European peoples as indicated by common linguistic 
origins have been of great importance in European affairs, especially as they relate to the three 
great branches of European speech-the Latin, the Germanic, and the Slavic. But a sense of 
common linguistic origins has not been sufficient to prevent the bitterest rivalries between 
nations of closely related but differing speech. Modern nationalism rests on the use of a si'ngle 
language intelligible to all and codified in a standard written language. Consequently, the use 
of a specific language, rather than the distribution of general linguistic groups, is the common 
criterion of nationality. 

In the interwar period Russian emerged as the first language in Europe in the number 
using it as a means of ordinary speech. The Russians have been a prolific and rapidly expanding 
pe<_>ple who have carried their language 'o/ith them to the far corners of the Soviet Union. Unlike 
all other Slavic languages, Russian has not been a minority language in recent times.10 Through~ 
out the modern period it has enjoyed the prestige of a language of government and administra
tioiL Under the Czars Russian was imposed on subject peoples as the language of law and the 
schools. Though the Soviet government has applied a much more liberal policy towards 
minorities, the prestige of Russian and its importance as the language of civilization has led to 

. its continual spread among non-Russians. In particular, persons speaking Ukrainian dialects 
akin to Russian have increasingly reported themselves as of Russian ethnic nationality. At the 
outbreak of the Second World War there were 100 million Russian-speakers in Europe and the 
Soviet Union.11 

• 

The second language of Europe in its number of adherents is German. Up to the middle of 
the interwar period it was the first. During the nineteenth century German was expanding 
rapidly, both through the rapid natural increase of German populations and through the position 
of German as the language of administration in the Austrian and German Empires. 0! the 85 

15 Uzbek-48 millions,_ Tatar-43, Kazak-3.1, Azerbaidja.n--2.3, Georgia11-2.2, Armeniall--2.2, Mordovian-r.s, 
~'!"""•h--;;I4 a_nd,Ta<!z•k:-;I-2. T~e figures technic;ally relate to "nationalities" reported in the 1939 census.' • 

!he Russ=. !"monties of mte~ar Ru~nJa, Poland, and Czechoslovakia were almost entirely of White 
Russia~ .and Ukraun_an speech. Only m Estonia and Latvia did the boundary of Russian speech slightly overlap 
the political boundanes. 

•• Cf. below, Table 18. 
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million German-speakers, 65 million lived in the boundaries of the Weimar Republic. But on 
almost all sides the German linguistic boundary lapped over the political frontier, leaving 
many German-speakers outside the Reich. In addition, German linguistic islands were to be 
found in almost every Eastern European country, the residue of ambitious colonization over 
several centuries. In the Baltic countries were to be found the descendants of the Teutonic 
knights. German communities descended· from settlement schemes of Austria-Hungary were 
widely dispersed in Polish Galicia, in Slovakia, in Hungary, in Transylvania, and in the 
Batschka and Banat regions of Yugoslavia and Rumania. Beyond, in the territory of 
Czarist Russia, German colonists were located in W olliynia, in Bessarabia, in the Ukrainian 
steppes, and especially in the Central Volga, where there were over a million German
speakers, and an autonomous German republic. German-speakers living outside the Reich 
idl:1Ude9 s~ ancf one-half million Austrians, three million German Swiss, 3·3 million Sudetens 
in Czechoslovakia, about 1.4 million in Alsace-Lorraine, 1.2 million in the U.S.S.R., three
quarters million each in Poland and Rumania, about half a million each in Hungary and 
Yugoslavia, and lesser numbers in Danzig, Luxemburg, Italy, Denmark, and the Baltic 
countries. 

In the interwar period German-speakers were more politically divided than any of the other 
first five languages of Europe. Of the others only the Italians had a significant minority 
living outside its political borders (i.e., in Corsica). In view of the position of German as the 
language of the largest ethnic group west of the Soviet Union this situation inevitably led to 
political stresses in the interwar years. 

English, spoken by close to 50 million at the outbreak of war, was, of course, wholly confined 
to the British Isles as a native language. Italian and French were spoken by about equal numbers, 

0 

each somewhat in excess of 40 million. With two unimportant exceptions•• there were no 
French minorities in Europe, though there were large French-speaking populations in Belgium 
and. Switzerland whose language holds equal status with those of other elements in these multi
lingual countries. 

The first five languages include those that have played an important international role in 
Europe. One should have supposed that five such varied languages would have provided ample 
scope for rich variation of expression within a great civilization. But these languages together 
are the native tongues· of less than three-fifths of the population of Europe west of the Soviet 

• Union. The remainder speak a Babel of tongues, almost all trying to establish themselves or to 
hold their positions as languages of civilization and as cultural expressions of national senti-' 
ment. Some were languages of established history and literature spoken by many millions of 
people. Others were "made" languages, revived and resuscitated to suit the purposes of emer
gent nationalism. 

Two related Slavic languages, Ukrainian and Polish, stand next to the chief languages of 
the great powers in the number of speakers. Some 37 million Ukrainian-speakers in the interwar 
period were scattered among four countries. Until quite recently the Ukrainian language has 
not been the focus of a strong nationalism. In the interwar period the bulk of the Ukrainians 
were in the Soviet Union, but there were at least four and a half million in Poland, and six 
hundred thousand. each in Czechoslovakia (Carpathian Russia) and Rumania (Bucovina 
:md Bes:arabia). Polish-speakers numbered 2o-25 millions, most of whom were included in 
the en1arged Poland of the interwar period. But there were at least half a million Polish-

•• The Norman-speaking inhabitants of the Channel Islands and the few thousand Savoyards and Provencaux 
living in the upper valley of the Aosta and in a few square kilometers of Italian territory on the French side of the 
Alps. 
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speakers in adjacent German territories and as many more in scattered linguistic islands of 
Poles in White Russia and the Ukraine. . 

There were six languages native to between IO and 20 million persons-Spanish, Rumaman, 
Dutch-Flemish, Hungarian, Serbo-Croat, artd Czechos.lovak. ~here ';er: seven m~re spoken 
by from 5 to IO million adherents-Portuguese, Wh1te Russ1an, Yidd1sh, Swed1sh, Gre~, 
Bulgarian, and Catalan, a virtual anarchy of tongues in ~ems~ve~-10 But beyo.nd were ~me 
languages spoken by one to five million persons-Damsh, F1~msh, Norwegian: Tu_:k1~, 
Lithuanian, Albanian, Latvian, Estonian, and Breton, not to ment1on as many more m th1s s1ze 
group spoken by the peoples of the Soviet Union.•• With. th_e excepti~n of Breton all ~f these 
were national languages, each cherished by an ardent patnotlsm and v1gorous protagomsm for 
its use. And even this of course does not exhaust the list of European languages. From lan
guages like Welsh and Irish and Basque spoken by several hundred thousand, th!i, ro!lter.,nfus 
down to the tiny fragments of ancient speech to be found in many corners of Europe, now 
spoken by only a few thousand or· even only a few hundred persons-such languages as Ladin, 
Lapp, and Livonian. Merely to list the languages of the Soviet Union spoken by less than 
a million persons requires a page of small print. Europe is a colossal potpourri of diverse · 
languages, a fact which adds more confusion than richness to her civilization. 

The linguistic anarchy of the continent is further complicated by the hopeless territorial 
mixture of languages in defiance of geographical and political boundaries, a mixture that has 
led to the existence of indigenous linguistic minorities in almost every European co~try. Few 
problems have proved the source of more political vexation than the question of linguistic 
minorities. 
· Linguistic minorities are commonly lumped together as a "problem" but these minojities 

differ enormously in political and linguistic importance. They vary in such importance. with 
their size, with the character of the linguistic difference setting off majority from minority 
(e.g., whether closely related or unrelated languages), wjth the degree of general cultural 
assimilation (e.g., as evidenced by bilingualism), in geographical location (e.g., are the minori
ties compactly settled or scattered?), and in the degree of conscious identification with languages 
and ethnic groups dominant outside the national boundaries. 

The Major Linguistic Regions of Europe 

Keeping these considerations in mind, it would be possible to analyze minorities and min'brity 
problems and to classify specific minorities in accordance with a conceptual framework so 
derived. Such an enterprise is necessarily beyond the scope of the present work. It is possible, 
however, to indicate in a relatively short space the three major linguistic regions of Europe in 
these regards, each of which faces quite different problems with regard to linguistic minorities. 
These three regions are: (I) Western Europe (2) Eastern Europe and (3) the Soviet Union. 

(I) West of a line drawn across Europe roughly from Danzig to Trieste .there has been 
L 

111 The rank _order and ~umeri~ importance :of the languages is obviously affected by the system of grouping. If 
Catalan _were. mcluded w•th SpaD1Sh the c:ombmed figure would exceed 20 millions. Rumanian is slightly inflated 
by ~e m~lus10n of VIa~ an~ _Aroumanlll!' ~pies scattered through the Balkan peninsula. The inclusion of 
F!emiS~ WI~ Dutch despite political separation IS baso:d ?n the a~sence of significant linguistic difference and places 
Dutch m a higher category (there were well over 4 miihon Flemish-speakers in Belgium and France). Serbo-Croat 
and C~oslovak attain. the. Io million ~gure by ~e of the inclusion in the national language of idioms (i.e., 
Bulganan and Macedoruan m Yugoslana, Slovak m Czechoslovakia) that are commonly claimed by the peopla 
th~elves t_o. be ~~rate languages. Portuguese is enlarged by the inclusion of the Gallegan dialect spoken in • 
SpaniSh Gali~ Y•?<Jish was "!'sumed to be the langu~ge of Jews where ethnic group and not language was tile basis 
of census classification. Bulganan-speakers would be hsted as much more numerous if Macedonian and other allied 
dialects spoken in Yugoslav territory were included. 

20 In order of numerical importance: Uzbelc, Tatar, Kazak, Azerbaidjan, Georgian, Armenian, Mordovian, 
Chuvash, and Tadzik. 
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' in each co)llltry a well-established and accepted language of culture, fixed by a long tradition, 
recognized by the state, and usually enjoying the prestige of a great literature. It is unchallenged 
in its prestige and authority within the national boundaries. 

The ·existence of a firmly established and uncontested national language does not conflict 
with the fact that there are wide margins o.f linguistic variation in every country, especially 
in the spoken language. To a greater or less extent these symbolize local, as opposed to national, 
cultural traditions. The strength of the local dialects is one measure of the extent to which local 
se'ntiments have resisted submergence. 

Thus, it is true, in the United Kingdom the spoken language runs the gamut from the 
inelegant cockney of London to the picturesque Scottish burr and Irish brogue. In France 
Savoyard and Provenc;al continue as spoken languages despite the unquestioned · supremacy 
of Parisian French as a literary language. In Italy the lingua toscana in bocca romana must 
co~I9et@ with the' Sardinian and Lombard dialects and such variants as Friulian and Ladin that 
are commonly classified as separate languages. In Germany the traditional love of the H eimat 
has been expressed in the tenacious adherence to a great range of local dialects within the 
customarily distinguished "high" and "low" German speech. Even in small andlong-integrated 
countries there are significant linguistic deviants. In the Nether lands, for example, the Frisian 
variant is still the spoken language of many thousands in Friesland and the Frisian Islands. 
In Sweden the Scanian dialect of the South and the Gottish dialect of the island of Gotland have 
resisted the domination of the modern literary language. But none of these deviations have in 
recent times challenged the official national language, usually crystallized through centuries of 
established usage. In Western and Southern Europe the question of which among the related 
dialects and languages shall be .the dominant one has generally been settled and is no longer a 
real.political issue.21 

Minorities do, of course, exist in Western Europe, and there are two multilingual states. But 
these scarcely violate the general rule of a firmly established national cultural language. Thus, 
there are a number of local languages, such as Basque and the various Celtic languages (Welsh, 
Breton, Scottish Gaelic, and Irish)!2 With the exception of Irish these linguistic groups present 
no real challenge to the dominant national languages and have served only as a home language, 
without significant literature. Aside from Irish they do not express national sentiments differing 
from those of the dominant languages. Individual separatists may be found among the Bretons 
an~ the Welsh, but linguistic rivalry rarely goes beyond the level of disputes regarding the 
appropriate medium for elementary schooling. Irish enjoys the peculiar status of being a minority 
(and almost extinct literary) language being revived for nationalistic purposes. It is the one 
case in modern Europe in which it is the official policy to encourage a minority language at the 
expense of the native language of the great majority of the inhabitants. But this official en
couragement has not y~t seriously contested the general use of English for commercial, cultural, 
and even governmental purposes. 28 

• 
21 The two exceptions are those of Spain and Norway. In Spain the Catalonian dialect has striven for survival 

against the· domination of Castilian, and because of the greater material advances made in Catalonia as compared 
with the rest of Spain the question of Catalonian separatism has been an active ingredient in the turbulence of 
Spanish politics. In Norway there is conflict in the written language between the Riksmal (the formal language, 
closely allied to Danish) and the Landsmal (the language of the people), but this conflict of dialects could hardly 
be regarded as a dangerous political issue. 

•• To ltis list one might add the language of the Lapps in Northern Scandinavia, Romanche in Switzerland, and 
the Slavic speech of the Wends in Prussia. . 

"'"Pi-ior to its revival and teaching in the schools the Gaelic idiom had retreated to the most isolated and backward 
western fringes of the island. During the interwar period the revival \Ws partially sttccessful, as measured by the 
fact that persons "knowing" (i.e., who said they knew) Irish increased from 19.J to 23.7 per cent of the population 
over age 3 in the interval between the censuses of 1926 and 1936. But the artificiality of the revival is indicated by 
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Linguistic minorities ari~ing from the overlapping of languages over ~olitical bound~ries 
are now rather rare in Western Europe and where they exist generally mvolve populations 
speaking closely related languages. Where the linguistic differences a_re not too ~eat tp _he 
bridged by the gradual substitution of ~ literary language for a kindred d1alect such d1scr~panc1es 
between linruistic and political frontiers have not been serious. Thus along the Spamsh and 
Italian fronrlers of France there are a number of linguistic overlappings. These have been the 
subject of some political demands for border rectification in the Italian case (e.g., in Ital~a~ 
claims for Nice) and the French counter-claims for minor Savoyard and Proven~al-speakmg 
areas for historical and geographical reasons included in Italy. Some of these are "bemg granted 
to France by the new peace _treaty. But the temper of the conflict on this issue may be contrasted 
with the violence of emotions raised over the question of Trieste and !stria, where the conflict 
is between two very different ethnic groups. . 

The two multilingual states of Western Europe, B~lgium and Switzerlan<l, differ £rofn the 
others in their maintenance of more than one official language, but not to the extent that they 
do not have clearly defined national languages. In both countries the linguistic boundaries are 
generally clearly defined, with no urban-rural struggle of divergent tongues. In Switzerland 
only three of the 25 cantons are truly bilingual-Bern, Fribourg, and Valais-and throughout 
there is a clear line between the French- and German-speaking zones, the Italian~speaking canton 
of Ticino being effectively separated from the others by geography. In Belgium the boundary 
between Flemish and Walloon is as sharply marked-<mly in Brussels are the 'two extensively 
intermingled.•• Even in Alsace-Lorraine, which has proved to be such a troublesome bone of 
contention, the line between the French and Germanic speech is clearly defined, there being 
no mixture of villages of different speech. Nor are there linguistic islands such as dot Eastern 
Europe from the Baltic to the Mediterranean. c 

(2) By contrast with the firmly entrenched national languages of the West, most of which 
could claim the dignity of being state languages for hundreds of years, there was no national 
language of Eastern Europe up to the borders of the Soviet Union that could claim a consecu
tive history as a state language for more than a century prior to the interwar period.'" Most 
Eastern European languages are symbols of nationalistic movements of late nineteenth and 
even twentieth century origin; a majority of them hadnever been the official language of a 
political state prior to 1919. A few had glorious literary and historical traditions; but the bulk 
were local languages with no recent literary tradition of consequence. • 

Because most of the national languages in Eastern Europe had so recently achieved political 
ascendancy, conflict was inevitably sharp between the majorities speaking these new national 
tongues struggling for security and the linguistic minorities representing the old ruling groups. 
These antagonisms were further sharpened by the impossibility of drawing national boundaries 
so as to eliminate all minorities. As compared with Western Europe, the linguistic map of 
Eastern Europe is hopelessly confused; in most cases clear linguistic boundaries were almost 
completely absent. In Transylvania, in the Banat, in the Batschka, and in many other smaller 
regions, villages of different languages were mixed indiscriminately in a complex mosaic of 
popular speech. It was not uncommon to have three or more languages ·involved within a 
relatively small area. Linguistic islands, especially of Germans, were to be found in almost 
every Eastern European country, often far removed from the area of compact linguistic settle-,. 
the fact ~t only s.s per cent of the children 3-4 years old (i.e., of pre-school age) were reported as latowing the• 
language m 1936. In other words the home language of 95 per cent of the population apparently was Eng!isll. " 

u Though owing to its prestige and wider intelligibility French is in common usage for public purposes in 
predominantly Flemish-speaking regions. 

26 Unless Austrian (i.e., German) is included as Eastern European. · · 
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ment from which they were originally drawn. Eastern Europe was a linguistic hodge-podge. 
· Political conflict was unavoidable as long as language stood as the symbol of communal and 
national solidarity. At the same time, of the dozen odd official languages used in the area none 
could properly lay claim to being a language of culture and civilization comparable to Russian 
or to the major Western European tongues. 

• 

(3) The Soviet Union is clearly distinguished from the other two regions discussed in that 
there is one dominant language, to all intents and purposes unrivalled despite the fact that no 
~ . 

less than 175 linguistic groups were officially recognized (e.g., in the Soviet census of 1926). 
Russian is the one language of Eastern Europe that has been continuously identified with a 
great state over a period of centuries. It was the official language of the Russian Empire, under 
which other tongues were subjected to pressure towards assimilation; but it has shown perhaps 
e~en more vitality and growth in the Soviet Union, which adopted a much more lenient policy 
towlrd~ linguistic minorities. Dozens of ethnic groups as demarcated by language have been 
given recognition in the political structure of autonomous republics and regions, with the 
frequent privilege,of primary instruction and subsidized publications in the local languages. 
Nevertheless Russian is the language of culture and urban life throughout the Soviet Union. 

Leaving aside the predominance of Russian as the unchallenged language of civilization, 
the linguistic situation of the Soviet Union has many of the characteristics of the linguistic 
mosaic in Eastern Europe, in some cases even magnified. But since all share one political 
allegiance, and the unifying influence of a single universal medium of verbal exchange in Great 
Russ.ian, many of the acute problems of linguistic minorities simply do not exist in the U.S.S.R. 

At the same time it is easy to exaggerate the linguistic and ethnic diversity of the Soviet 
Union. Over half of the population uses Russian as its mother tongue and a substantial propor
tionaof the remainder know and use the language readily. With Ukrainian and White Russian, 
which are Slavic languages closely akin to Great Russian, the Slavic group includes well over 
three-fourths of the total population in the interwar period. No non-Slavic language was spoken 
by more than three per cent of the population," so that there was no non-Slavic group of sufficient 
size to remotely challenge the ni.unerical predominance of the Slavic-speaking elements. 

During the interwar period the predominance of Great Russian in the Soviet Union appears 
to have increased ( cf. Table 18). Though the definitions of ethnic nationality applied in the 
two interwar censuses of 1926 and 1939 are not identical and may have to some extent biased 
the .figures, it is apparent that Russian was making rapid headway. Russian is given as the 

TABLE 18 

Population of the U.S.S.R. by Nationality (1939) 1 as Compared 
with Ethnic Groups (1926) 

Nationality 
Per Cent of Total 

Ethnic Group • Ratio of . 

. Total (1926) • (1939) 1939 to 1926 
in Thousands in Thousands 1926 1939 

Great Russian 77.'/91 gg,020 1.27 52·9 58.1 
Ukrainian 31,195 28,070 .go 21.2 16.5 
Belorussian 4.739 5,267 I.II 3·2 3·1 

• 
otal East Slav .II3.725 132,357 1.16 7'/.3 77·6 

• • U.S.S.R. 147,028 170,467 1.16 100.00 100.00 

. . . . 
1 Omitting data for certain northern Asiatic territones w1th a populat1on of less than a m1lhon. Percentages for 

1939 are computed in relation to the total population. . 
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"nationality" of 58.1 per cent of the population in 1939 as comp.ared w~th 52.9 in 1926 .. The 
enormous increase of 'Russians in the twelve-year intercensal penod obviOusly could not have 
resulted from natural increase alone,· but also must reflect the absorption of other groups, 
especially of Ukrainians, who, according to the census data declined several millions in the 
intercensal period despite a high rate of natur~ in~re.ase. ·~ ·. . . . · 

This reduction of ethnic (and presumably hngwstlc) d1vers1ty m the $ov1et Umon does not 
detract from the fact that the region is the only one considered that has found a reasona~le 
adjustlnent to the problems of linguistic and ethnic mi~orities. It has effected the _best como 
promise between unity and diversity in these matters ach1.eved on the Europea~ ~?ntl~ent .. · 

Thus there was a .Western Europe with several established languages of CIV!hzatlon, fixed 
linguistic boundaries, and national tongues firmly entrenched over centuries of associa~ion 
with political authority, There was an Eastern Europe with a linguistic hodge-podge of)oeal 
languages, ill-defined linguistic frontiers, and national languages new to political autho';.ity and 
official prestige. Finally there was the Soviet Union, even more prolific of languages than the 
remainder of Europe, but with one and only one established language of civilization. 

Changes in Linguistic Distribution 

The different linguistic situation of the three major .regions of Europe naturally reflects 
a long historical evolution in the development of European languages. This historical evolution 
has been modified by the expanding communieation facilities of the modern world, and 
especially by the catastrophes of two world wars. But this evolution is not without pattern and 
direction, evolutionary developments often being not shattered but sped on their way by the . 
disruption of war. 

It will be apparent that the linguistic situation in each of the several European countries is 
related to the degree of social and economic development, and that the three linguistic regions 
of Europe roughly coincide with the demographic regions to which much attention has been 
given in preceding chapters. The chief difference lies in the fact that the countries of Soufuern 
Europe are comparable linguistically to the Northwest and Central European countries, whereas 
in terms of social and economic indices they occupy an intermediate position betWeen the latter 
countries and Eastern Europe. ' 

Just as Western Europe has been the center of diffusion of material progress, so has it also 
been the birthplace of nationalism and the national state. An important aspect of this has been 
the development of the national language as a universal and fixed means of communication 
for all those claiming ethnic affinity. The national state over-rides local political loyalties; the 
national language likewise vanquishes the local patois and establishes itself as the sole recognized 
medium of written communication. The law, the school, and the army all serve to establish 
uniformity in both the spoken and the written word. The development of science and tech
nology requires the development of a large measure of verbal uniformity within the language. 
Public information, newspapers, radio, commerce, and other attributes of the modern world 
tend to establish uniform standards. The centralizing forces dissolve the patois along with 
other local customs. In the use of language, as in other forms of public activity, the rational 
replaces the traditional. Especially important is the development of the public school with 
its emphasis on uniformity of usage. "The language of the school is the language of the future." 
Any country of high literacy is almost by definition one of crystallized nationallangt;'age. • 

The earlier crystallization of national languages and of national feeling in the West is < 

• ""A full descript!on of ~c composition .of the Soviet Union in 1!)26 and in 1939 (in so far as available) is given 
m another volwne m th1s senes: Frank Lonmer, The Population of the SO'IIiet Union (Geneva: League of Nations 
194()). Chapter v and pp. 137-140. • 
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·responsible for the clear linguistic boundaries and unc!Iallenged national languages of that 
region. It also explains many aspects of the linguistic development of Europe as a whole. 

An almost universal accompaniment of the development of nationalism has been a desire for 
expan,sion of the national territory. Viewed from the point of view of linguistic affiliation in 
Europe this has meant a constant outward pressure historically from Western Europe, because 
it was in this region that modern forms of nationalism first took root. Modern history gives 
numerous illustrations of the capacity of a nationally conscious people to absorb less nationally 
minded neighbors, especially when, as has usually been the case, nationalism itself is accompanied 
by material progress. But like the disease that it is, nationalism is contagious. The exercise 
of nationalistic aggression tends to provoke new counter-nationalism on the part of the intended 
victims. In Europe the thread of spreading nationalism from its original centers in Western 
EftrqpeJo aJmos~ the entire continent is at the core of muc!I of European political history. It 
explains many of the linguistic minority problems in Europe today. 

The first European nation in the modern sense was the Frenc!I nation. The prestige of France, 
her leadership in the world of arts and letters, and her large, advanced population naturally led 
to the wide use of French as the language of culture and diplomacy. It is one of the greatest' 
tragedies of Europe that French, like its predecessor Latin, failed to become the literary 
language of the European masses or even of the bourgeoisie. Instead French nationalism and 

.its democratic ideology provoked the development of offsetting nationalism among its neigh
bors. It has been rightly said that Napoleon was unwittingly the father of German nation~lism. 

The national self-consciousness, the technical_ superiority, and the material advancement 
of Western European peoples have led to the expansion of their languages at the expense of 
less developed peoples further removed from the centers . of modern European civilization. 
Thi; has been observable pn every hand, from the Baltic to the Mediterral;lean. Thus there 
were extensive Swedish settlements in Finland whic!I resulted in a retreat of the Finnish 
lan~age a~d the establishment of Swedish as the language of civilization in the area. His
torically the pressure of the Germans on the Baltic peoples and the Poles resulted in major 
linguistic retreats of the latter in language (though not in race, Eastern Germans being com
monly Teutonized Slavs). German colonies were set down in all parts of Eastern· Europe, and 
in the Austro-Hungarian Empire German was the first language of government and commerce. 

But as in the French case, nationalism proved catc!Iing. It was gradually absorbed by peoples 
further east, and especially by those subjected to pressure by the Germans and Austrians. Thus 
Hungarian, Polish, and Czec!I nationalisms were effectively aroused by the middle of the 19th 
century. Hungarians and Poles, even within the bounds of the Austro-Hungarian Empire,. 
actively resisted the .infiltration of German into their linguistic areas. Before the First World 
War German was already in retreat in Hungary and in Galicia, and had ceased to make headway 
in German Poland except where, as in Silesia, it was reenforced by industrialization and the 
immigration of German-speakers. Likewise in Bohemia-Moravia even under Austrian adminis
tration German was in retreat except in regions of German in-migration. 

• 

At the same time that Polish and Hungarian were becoming increasingly successful in 
resisting· further incu~sions of German they were also actively absorbing un-national peoples 
further east. Before the First World War Polish was rapidly gaining in Galicia at the expense 
of Ukriinian, notably in the towns; and Hungarian was being thrust upon Slovaks, Rumanians, 
and Yugoslavs. -

Tl:ius there was generally Western infiltration in layers with a common discordance of rural 
and urban idioms. In the West the national languages were in most cases the language of the 
capital cities diffused over centuries to the remainder of the territory speaking allied dialects. 
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In the East it was common to have completely different languages in the towns from those of the 
rural hinterlands, languages imported by the bearers of alien culture and ~olitical domination. 

Already before the First World War there were many evidences of reacbo~ to pressure from 
the West. In the Baltic regions the Swedish and German languages were m retreat and the 
idiom of a shrinking minority of predominantly urban peoples. Vigorous German efforts at 
assimilation in German Poland were being effectively countered by the Poles. As noted above 
the German language was the usual language of a falling proportion of the J?Opulation~ in 
Polish Galicia. The German colonies throughout Eastern Europe were declining proportions 
of the total populations' in the countries where they lay. Only as over against relatively small 
and as yet incoherent minorities, such as the Slovenes of Styria and Carinthia, was the German 
language still advancing in the countryside of Easter:n Europe. . .. 

The First World War resulted in the raising of most of the locallangllage~ of,~es~rn 
Europe to nationhood. This represented a democratic triumph of the right of self-determmatton; 
in linguistic terms it meant the establishment of the language of the majority as the national 
language. With the sanction of political authority and its institution as the language of instruc- .. 
tion and higher culture all of the new national languages of Eastern Europe made gains as 
over against linguistic minorities within their national territories. Before they had the str~gth 
that comes from having roots in the soil, and, as predominantly rural and peasant peoples, higher 
birth rates than alien and more urban elements. Now these tendencies were re-enforced by 
all the prestige of official sanction and use. In the face of this circumstance linguistic groups 
representing the old ruling elements retreated, in many cases the minorities being further 
weakened by emigration of some of their numbers to ·countries where their languages remained 
dominant. 

Whatever may be 5aid regarding the value of democratic self-det~rmination in E:stem 
Europe it is apparent that the revival of local languages for nationalistic purposes has greatly 
complicated the linguistic problems of Europe. Linguistic parcellation goes directly cotVlter 
to the tendencies of modern civilization towards universality and unity. 

Interwar Europe saw the crystallization of nation4llanguages in almost all territories west 
of the Soviet Union. Growing literacy and the constantly increasing importance of thEe written 
word have tended to freeze groups in the use of one language or another, whereas before 
bilingualism and a shift from one language to another was relatively easily and painlessly 
effected. · o 

The growing rigidity of linguistic and ethnic minorities has led to increasingly drastic efforts 
at solving minority problems. Formerly it was considered sufficient to control the medium of 
public education. But the interwar period saw the extension of much more violent solutions 

' as, for instance, in the inhuman mass deportations of persons from their centuries-old ancestral 
homes. During and after World War II this technique was generalized by both sides in the con-, 
flict. The final and logical (if inhuman) step was taken by the Germans in the case of the Jews
outright extermination. Only in the Soviet Union and in some corners of Western Europe are 
peaceful cooperation and assimilation still regarded as the logical solution for problems of 
ethnic diversity. 



CHAPTER XI 

EUROPE'S POPULATION IN A CHANGING WORLD 

IN this volume an attempt has been made to evafuate the human resources of the European 
continent. In this effort heavy reliance has been placed on the objective statistical evidence 
im!t>rporated in the census and vital statistics of the several European countries during the 
interwar years. Unmistakable patterns emerge from this evidence and it is clear that there 
were underlying and persistent trends of the greatest significance for the future of Europe. It 
is the purpose of this final chapter to review some of the basic findings and to venture some 
conclusions regarding their implications f~r the postwar world. 

'!'h(\ illventory ~f ·European human ·resources logically begins with consideration of the 
distribution of the population over the surface of the continent. An inspection of this dis
tribution reveals a continental pattern developed over a long history and largely independent 
of national boundaries. The great centers of European population in the interwar period 
formed a coherent cluster in the West with a basic Atlantic orientation. The center of popu
lation gravity lay in an area enclosing London, the dense agglomerations of Belgium, and the 
industriarheart of the continent in the Ruhr. From this center there were two major axes of 
dense settleme~t, the one reaching out across !;ermany to Saxony, Silesia, and beyond, the 
other extending up the Rhine and leaping the Alps to include Northern Italy. From this 
central nucleus. the densities of population and the degree of urbanization receded with in-
creasing distance 'in every direction. . . 

The great urban concentrations of Northwestern Europe are clearly a function of the fact • that the processes of industrialization first took footh!'ld in this region. Their predominant 
weight in the distribution of the European population is therefore a creation of the modern 
era. Through most of its early history the population of Europe had a Mediterranean orienta
tiorr, in which the chief population clusters and areas of dense settlement were to be found in 

. the countries bordering that sea. France's leadership in Europe, however, brought a north
westward movement in the centers of the European human constellation. Through much of the 
modern period France led Europe in the degree of her material welfare and in the size and 
density of her popUlation. 
Th~ agricultural and industrial revolutions in Western Europe, aided and abetted by the 

exploitation of the New World, produced a vast increase in the material resources available 
to the population. This in turn made possible the greatest growth of population in European 
h!story, and an expansion unmatched in the history of the world. England, the birthplace of the 
industrial revolution, more than tripled its population in the nineteenth century and in addition 
provided a steady flow of population to the United States and to ·the British possessions overseas. 
All of the Northern countries more than doubled their populations in the same period. The 
repercussions were felt as far away·as Russia, which through contact with the West gained 
the military means to enlarge her empire and to settle great regions formerly left to warlike 
migratory and pastoral peoples. In the East population growth was a function of new or 
intensified agricultural settlement of thinly peopled regions, not of the direct effects of indus
trializatioo. Nevertheless, growth was large, and indirectly dependent (as was settlement in the 

.New \yorld) on the economic and commercial development of Western Europe. 
Population growth was much slower in the older centers of European civilization in France 

and the Mediterranean countries. But in Europe as a whole the expansion of population in the 
last century and a half has been enormous. Despite wars and other catastrophes the population 
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of Europe in 194o ~as some 350, million larger than in I Boo, ~ithout incl~ding the' tens of 
millions of Europeans that have found their way overseas. Since 1900 alone t~ere had be:n 
a growth of I40 million. Population increase on such a scale was clearly a umque event m 
European history, and could not continue indefinitely. · 

Europe in Demographic Transition 

In the interwar period it became apparent that the enormous biological expansion of fhe 
European continent west of Russia was not destined to continue. The inertia of past growth 
(as reflected in the young age distribution of most European populations) resulted in the 
continuation of growth in the 'twenties and 'thirties. No less than 9o-JOO million persons were 
added to Europe's population in those two decades, and these gains completely overshadow ~he 
absolute losses of population suffered in the Second World War. But the p~ce ot grli>wfu was 
slackening; it was evident that in the wake of the industrial revolution had come a vital revolu
tion by which the fundamental factors affecting population growth have been basically changed .. 

The essence of the vital revolution is the transition from primitive conditions of wasteful 
mortality and reckless procreation to a new balance of low death rates and controlled fertility. 
The enormous expansion of the population in Europe was a function of the fact that declines 
in death rates preceded those in birth rates. The slackened growth and the prospect of a new kind 
of population stability has resulted from declines in fertility outstripping those in the death 
rate. 

The reduction of the death rate is most obviously associated with the progress made in 
productive teclmiques and the consequent larger supply of goods available to consumers. Better 
diet, better housing, better clothing, etc., all contributed to the support of vastly inq;eased 
numbers of Europeans. At the same time the general rise in the levels of living as a preserver 
of life was greatly strengthened by advances in medical science and practice. Less·obvious, but 
equally important, has been the role of the modem state. No earlier form of government can 
compare with it as a provider of public safety, as a guardian against epidemic and 4isease, and 
in its interest in the general education and material welfare of its citizens. 

Since the saving of life is a universal value, peacetime reductions in mortality have proceeded 
in an orderly manner both within countries and as between the major regions of Europe. The 
major determinants of health gains-advances in education, rising levels of living, medical 
discoveries and their application in public ·health programs, even the 'essential ingredie~t of 
internal political stability and order-· have proceeded slowly because they are based on human 
behavior in the mass, with its restraining inertia of old practices, customs, and attitudes that 
resist change. The bonds of traditional ways of doing things are not easily broken. This is 
illustrated by the Communist Revolution which, despite a rigorous health program, was only 
slowly able to change the health habits of the Russian people. Despite a generation of great 
effort and progress before the war, the Soviet Union stil( had mortality conditiqns well below 
the European average. 

At the same time, aside from the scourges of war and internal disorder, every country in 
Europe was making important .strides in the reduction of deaths. The interwar period saw 
significant gains in every corner of the continent. If the "cake of custom" proved a barrier to 
strikingly different gains in the saving of life among the several countries, it is also> true th~t 
the forces bringing about reduction in mortality had the strength of an inertia springi!lg from 
the universal desire to survive. In Europe as a whole the interwar period was one of substantiat" 
progress in all areas, but with great differences in the absolute levels of attainment deriving 
from historical differences in the time at which progress first began. 
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Until the last few decades birth rates in Europe have generally been high. Under the mortality 
conditions prevalent a few generations ago, an<;I for countless generations before that, life 
and death seemed to run a close race, in which life maintained a perilous lead constantly men
aced by the hazards of famine, disease, and war. The full animal fecundity of the human being 
seemed called upon to match the forces constantly decimating the race. It is not surprising 
that European (andalmost every other extant) society has developed strong mores favoring 
high· fertility. . · · ' 

The great gains in peacetime mortality and the rapid growth of population in modern Europe 
reasonably led to some modification of the attitudes towards unrestricted procreation. Recog
nition of the achievements in reducing the spoilage and waste of preventable deaths found an 
understandable corollary in new ·attitudes towards reckless creation of human life. In recent 
y~rs~ th,.ese :ttitudes have been reflected in the practice qf abortion and contraception and in 
a decline in the birth rate directly related to the extent of such practices. For the fall of the 
birth rate in Europe is probably no mo:re a function of increased biological sterility than is the 
fall of the death rate a measure of greater inherited vitality. Both reflect changing cultural · 
practices, the latter directed at preserving life and the former at curtailing its irresponsible 
creation. , 

The fall of the birth rate came later than that of the death rate because the control of births 
encountered far more cultural barriers than the control of deaths. Firstly, new methods for 
eliminating disease and postponing death are supported by the universal value placed on sur
vival. By contrast, the practices of abortion and contraception flaunt and defy very deeply 
rooted mores favoring tli.e perpetuation of the race. Secondly, gains in levels of health may be 
achieved without active cooperation on the part of large sections of the population. Thus public 
healt'h efforts of the government (in the provision of a sanitary water supply, in the inspec
tion of foods, etc.) may protect the lives of many individuals without either their knowledge 
or tpeir participation. By contrast, the control of births is a peculiarly individual matter re- , 
quiring sti:ong personal motivation. 

The individual psychological motivations that have induced the mass of Europeans to resort 
to the restriction of fecundity are extremely complex. They derive from the economic handicaps, 
the physical difficulties, and the social inconveniences of large families in contemporary urban 
society. These have been discussed at greater length in Chapter IV. But for whatever reason 
it is"Ciear that a high proportion of Europeans were voluntarily restricting births in the interwar 
period and that 'the proportion was rising. There was a universal decline in fertility in the 
interwar period, and in the countries of more advanced demographic evolutipn the fall of the 
birth rate was more precipitous than that of the death rate. As a result the margin of natural 
increase was falling, and m~ch of Northwestern and Central Europe was approaching the point 
at which deaths would exceed births and the population would commence to decline. 

In fact the populations of most of the countries in this region were not replacing themselves 
in much of the interwar period. Mdre refined measures of replacement than the rate of natural 
increase, such as the reproduction rates, clearly indicated that with the continuation of interwar 
fertility and mortality rates the population would inevitably decline. In several countries fer
tility was so low that even the elimination of all deaths prior to age so would not suffice for 
perman~t replacement of the population with the then existing levels of fertility. 
• With the economic recovery of the·late 'thirties there was some parallel recovery in the birth 
rates bf countries of low fertility, chiefly as the result of new marriages. Further declines in 
fertility in Eastern and Southern Europe (aside from the Soviet Union) brought about some 
equalization of regional differences. But the basic regional differentials remained. Two major 
developments were implicit in the demographic position of Europe in the intenvar period: 
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(I) With its perpetuation the population of Europe would ultimately stop growing and 
would commence an accelerating decline. 

(2) The different stages of demographic development existing in the several regions of 
Europe postulated a major shift in weight of population towards the peripheries and es
pecially to Eastern sections of the continent. 

The vital trends of the interwar period inevitably gave rise to concern, especially in Western 
Europe, where the course of the vital revolution had carried fertility below the level of repla<!e
ment No population can be expected to observe the prospect of its own extinction with equa- · 
nimity and unconcern. 

Because the true underlying trends were masked by favorable age distributions and continued 
population growth, they did not capture the popular imagination and interest until the vital 
revolution was far advanced. This interest did not reach the level of significant po!itic&l il>Ct~n 
before the middle of the interwar period, and aside from those of Germany and the Soviet 
Union, no comprehensive population policies went into effect sufficiently long before the war to 
have a decisive influence on interwar trends.• 

Nevertheless, the population policies introduced in the interwar period may be regarded as 
the forerunners of even more comprehensive pronatalist campaigns in the coming years. New 
population policies are appearing in countries that formerly ignored the problem and there is 
every evidence that the war has greatly strengthened interest in demographic trends. The 
population programs of the interwar period were largely experimental and their results were 
commonly inconclusive. But they give some clues as to the likely nature and possible success of 
efforts to alter population trends through governmental action in the postwar world. There 
is every likelihood that population policies will be more important determinants of demographic 
trends in the future than in the past. .

0 

The application of pronatalist policies and the rather astonishing increase of fertility in 
Western Europe accompanying the war give grounds for the belief that the countries of.this 
region will be able to forestall a precipitous decline of population. But it seems highly improbable 
that either of these developments will for any extended period revive the very rapid growth of 
the past century in this region. Thus the population policy of Nazi Germany, backed by all.the 
means available to the totalitarian state, was only successful in raising the reproduction rate to 
the level of replacement A substantial share of even this achievement probably should be as
signed to the full employment and relative prosperity in Germany accompanying rearmam'ent.• 
In other Western European countries heavy reliance has been placed on providing relief from 
the economic burdens of childbearing and childrearing. Such policies may be expected to 
achieve some success. But they may well have a self-limiting aspect, in that they tend to re
enforce and disseminate certain of the values that originally produced' fertility decline (as, for 
example, the rising level of economic aspiration). 

The revival of the birth rate accompanying the war is difficult to assess, but such evidence as 
is available suggests that the major source of increased fertility consists of first and second 
births, and not of the higher orders of parity that would indicate an increase in a.Jerage family 
size. A permanent increase in fertility can be achieved only with the latter development. 

It seems likely that Western Europe is on the road to achieving a new balance of births ,and 
deaths, and a reasonable end product of the vital revolution. In its implications for the<>physical, 
well-being of the population this revolution rivals those of agriculture and industry. • v 

0 

1 The population policies of the interwar period are fully described in the authoritative work by David V Glass 
Population Policiu and Movements in Europe (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1940). · · ' 

• Cf. the author's ''The Relation of Employment Levels 'to Births in Germany'' in Milbank Memorial Fund Quar-
terly 20(2) :126-IJS, April, 1942. · 
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The Changing Patterns of Migration 

_Tho~gh births and deaths h~ve been the chief determinants of population change in Europe, 
migration has been an important element in the growth rates of many areas and a decisive 
element in the expansion of European civilization into other continents. Profound changes 
were -occurring in the patterns of European migration in the interwar period, and migration 
in general was becoming a more weighty factor in the balance of population growth or decline. 

'l. Overseas migration. The interwar period witnessed the fading and virtual disappearance 
of mass emigration from Europe. For more than a century prior to the First World War this 
had been one of the dramatic phases of European life and the human foundation of continued 
European expansion overseas. The Old World sent out wave after wave of emigrants, the 
tide ebbing and flowing with opportunity abroad and crises at home. Each new wave drew into 
its • vOJtei: pe.pple ~rom an ever-widening perimeter of European lands, and thereby surpassed 
its predecessor. The greatest volume of overseas emigration occurred just before the First 
World War. That conflict was a turning point, after which overseas emigratiC?n progressively 
shrank during the 'twenties and in the 'thirties almost entirely disappeared. 

The decline in overseas emigration was not only the result of the obvious causes-restrictive 
legislation and economic depression-but also of more fundamental forces affecting the relative 
advantages of migration. Thus the industrial countries of Western Europe failed to fill their 
American quotas even in the 'twenties. And despite oft-noted pressures on their American 
quotas, there was little substitute migration from Eastern and Southern European countries to 
other overseas lands. The drop in the volume of immigration in the 'twenties was greatest in 
those countries that ;tpplied restrictive legislation, but there was also a decline in countries with
out s11ch legislation. 

The underlying forces reducing overseas emigration were (a) changing opportunities in 
overseas countries and (b) the progress of industrialization in Europe. Conditions in overseas 
countries were becoming less attractive to mass immigration as these countries developed the 
characteristics of more mature economies. The· remaining "open spaces" were not suitable 
for intensive European settlement without extremely high capitalization, and in any event their 
products were a glut on the international market. Furthermore the changed opportunities were 
not simply a matter of the "filling up" of overseas countries, as is often supposed, but also 
of institutional changes in the economy. On the one hand, the growing size of economic 
enterprises has perhaps made it more and more difficult for the immigrant to accumulate property 
and to achieve economic independence. On the other, increasingly important channels of social 
advancement in the "white collar" occupations are often barred to the immigrant by differences 
in language and ·education. , 

Paralleling changed conditions in overseas countries were those in Europe weakening the 
drive and the opportunity to emigrate. Overseas emigration is probably in essence a transitional 
phenomenon in European life. It is greatest in the early stages of modernization when the 
perspectives of the modern world hive first raised the aspirations in a peasant society without 
providing the means of their satisfaction at home. Also, in demographic terms, a drive to 
migrate is promoted by the fact that the first phases of modernization reduce death rates with
out commensurate declines in the birth rate, thus creating rapid population growth. In a static 
rural economy rapid growth creates pressure on the land and a strong motive for emigration. 
• The sources of heaviest overseas migration have consequently moved across Europe with the 

., wideni~g circle of industrialization and modernizatio~. After the first great wave of emigration 
in each area the movement has tended to subside. The pressure to migrate is weakened by the 
further operation of the vital revolution, which in the more advanced stages of industrialization 
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brino-s about •a decline in the birth rate and -a slowing of population gro~th. I~ its economic 
asp~t the progress of modernization brings industrial de~elopment and the C:XP~nsion of op~ 
portunities in nearby towns and cities. Finally, in its political phases modermzat10n promotes 
strong national sentiment and o-reater resistance to the sacrifice of language and custom 
usually mvolved in overseas migr:tion. These "sentiments are sometimes re-enforced by national 
policies directed at discouraging or even prohibiting the movement. · . . 

Thus with progressive industrialization has come a drying up of the stream of em1gratwn 
at its source. It is true that the uprooting of whole peoples incident to th~ war and the peace 

· may stimulate a temporary postwar revival. The displaced persons form an obvi?us source of 
immediate overseas migration, and Germany and Italy seem to offer great potential sources of 
distress migration in the next few years for those countries willing to accept German and 
Italian immigrants. Furthermore, basic pressures to migrate still persist in tije relatively.,.b~k
·ward countries; were present restrictions lifted these might provide a continuing ~ovement 
from these countries for some years to come. But viewed in the larger perspective the peopling 
of other continents from Europe is probably in its final phase. 

2. International migration.· International migration within Europe has had smaller net results 
than overseas migration. Only within· the past generation have there been mass movements 
within Europe comparable in volume to the overseas flood. But in the interwar period these 
were oJ increasing importance; in the late 'twenties France supplanted the United States as 
the chief country of European immigration. · 

In the interwar period, migration within Europe was of two types, one more characteristic 
of \Vestern Europe, the other of the East. The former has been typically a movement from 
countries of lower levels of living and agrarian overpopulation to those of slower population 
growth and greater economic opportunities. Aside from some agricultural migration into France 
it has been essentially a rural-urban movement across international boundaries. Like overseas 
migration it has served as a safety valve for the relief of acute population pressure.'In a modest 

0 

way it has tended to equalize national differences in economic opportunity and population growth. 
The other major type of international migration is that incident to the liquidation of minor

ities. The model for this solution of minority problems was the Greco-Turkish exchange of 
populations in the early 'twenties. With the resurgence of the most virulent forms of nationalism 
in the 'thirties the liquidation of minorities in Eastern Europe through forced transfer of popu
lations gained increasing favor as a means of achieving internal unity and "racial puJ.tity." 
During the war force,d migration became one of the most important instruments of aggression 
and certaiuly one of the most important causes of human misery and suffering. Today it is the 
predominant form of international migration in Europe and promises to continue so during the 
early postwar years. ' · 

3· InteriWl migration. In terms of numbers involved, internal migration is the most im
portant form of migration in Europe. Though the detailed pattern of internal movement is an 
infinitely complex response to every conceivable motivation~ the net results are relatively simple. 
In every European country the movement has been from the smaller to the larger population 
unit. Rural areas have fed the towns, the towns have fed the cities, and in each country the 
metropolises have been the end destination of internal migration. The inter-regional move
ments of non-urban populations have been mere ripples across a cityward tide. National policies 
that have tried to check the rural-urban drift, such as those of Nazi Germany, have u;iversally 
met with failure; those that have promoted it, such as those .of the Soviet Union, have met-with • 
spectacular success. In Europe the migration of people from farm to city has paralleled the 
rapid diffusion of urban values. · ' 
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Witli advancing urbanization internal migration has become increasingly inter-urban rather 
than rural-urban. Between the wars it was dear that among cities commercial and administrative 
cente.rs were favored over purely industrial towns, in keeping with the growing importance of 
service functions in the economy. At the same time, improved transport and higher standards 

, of living were making it possible for larger numbers to seek more congenial living conditions 
'in the suburbs of the larger cities and in the more attractive regions of their respective countries. 
T.his movement seems likely to continue. In fact, military and other considerations may 
ultimately promote a general dispersion from the great urban agglomerations, and with it the 
disappearance of .the sharp contrasts now existing between urban and rural ways ·of life. 

Two general trends may be observed in the European migrations of the interwar period, the 
first concerning the total incidence of migration, the other its fundamental character : 
. •( i;) Despite tl}e virtual disappearance ·of overseas migration and the vagaries of economic 
fluctuatfon< it was clear that the European population was becoming increasingly mobile. 
Geographical obstacles and cultural isolation were universally dissolving before modern tech
nology and the impactof industrialization. Everywhere the total amount of migration was rising 
and migration was becoming an increasingly decisive factor in population change. Geographical 
ties were becoming less and less important in European life. 

( 2) This greater mobility was occurring within· limits imposed by political boundaries 
and national policies. Within the national territory, where movement was generally free, migra
tion was still chiefly, a matter of individual choice guided primarily by economic advantage. But 
in the interwar period international migration was governed as much by political as by economic 
considerations. Since the middle 'thirties forced population transfers have been the predominant 
form of international movement. Even international migration for economic purposes was 
beco'lning less and less personal and spontaneous, more and more under governmental control 
both in the country of origin and the country of destination. Should the internal distribution of 
the population become a matter of paramount military importance it seems likely that internal 
migration, tdd, will be increasingly guided by national rather than by personal considerations. 

Changing Social and Economic Characteristics 

Much has been said above regarding the association of vital trends and migration currents 
with industrialization and the more general process of modernization. These latter are reflected 
objectively in the social and economic characteristics of the population detailed in the official 
census and vital statistics. Representative indices of social and economic development were given 
in Chapter IX, together with the detailed measurement of the European population by these 
standards. 

Despite the wide range of economic and social characteristics represented, it is apparent 
that there was a common European pattern reflected in them all. This pattern had both a spatial 
and a temporal aspect. Thus in all cases there was a nucleus of maximum achievement in North
western Europe ·with retreating eviaence of material progress as one proceeded away from this 
center towards the peripheries of the continent. There was a geographical continuum from the 
maximum material progress of the urban centers of the West to the isolated peripheries and 
the rural regions of the agricultural East. Intermediate areas were ranged on the scale of ma

.terial pregress roughly in relation to their distance from the centers of cultural diffusion in the 
West. There was a clear pattern of continental development over-riding national boundaries. 

' · In its temporal aspect. the continental pattern of economic and social development reflects 
time lags in the radiation of the attributes of modern civilization from its matrix of origin in 
the 'West. Cultural diffusion has been impeded by geographical and cultural barriers, and 
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. promoted by ease of communication and, cultural contact, but no European .people has proved 
immune to material progress once it has cOipe' into close contact with it. In ~his regard ~urope 
is in one stream of cultural development, whether the measure of progress be the extensiOn of 
the averao-e expectation of life the reduction of illiteracy, the increasing complexity and effi-

b ' . 

ciency of the economy, or the growth of cities and.the changed values that they represent. . 
It would thus be a great mistake to !lssume that the different absolute levels of matenal 

progress existing in interwar Europe represent the inherent capacity of the several peoples to 
absorb and apply modern technological civilization. There is no reason whatsoever to suppose, 
for example, that the Bulgarian peasant is inherently less capable of working with !flachines, 
of acquiring a high standard of education, or of achieving a low infant mortality rate than 
the skilled worker in industrialized England or Germany. The difference is almost certainly 
one of training and acculturation and not of innate abilities. • u 

But it is true that the achievement of material progress takes time. Modernization'is cbmpos,ed 
of a tightly knit and closely interdependent group of factors that have moved together as a 
unit across the continent. It is true that education, improved health conditions, and prbanization, 
for' example, have not always progressed at uniform rates. In one country the reduction of 
illiteracy may proceed more rapidly than urbanization (as it has in Scandinavia) ; in another 
public education may lag behind general economic development (as it has in Southern Europe). 
But taken as a whole the factors composing the nexus of "progress" have moved across Europe 
in very close association. • · 

The interwar period was one of great advancement in all of the measures of social and 
economic development used. The continuation of the ~nterwar trends would have seen a Europe 
a generation from now with health and mortality standards in the continent as a whole equal 

· to the best observable in prewar Europe, with an almost completely literate adult popul<!tion, 
and with a degree of industrialization in the entire continent equal to that of the more industrial
ized countries at the present time. 

It readily comes to mind that war may have disrupted the orderly unfolding of earlier trends 
and that the implications of past development in the economic and social forces measured by 
the indices discuSS!!d will therefore not be realized in the postwar world. In the words of the 
common expression the war may have set Europe baCk "several generations." 

Whether in the balance of conflicting influences war speeds or retards social evolutioq is 
probably an irresolvable question. But in view of the prevailing assumption that war necessarily 
greatly retards "progress," it may be well to point out that the First World War, at least, did 
not have that result. In so far as Europe's development may be measured by the social and 
economic indices discussed, that war did not seriously cheCk the continuation of prewar trends, 
taking the continent as a whole. Thus the fundamental health conditions in Europe were not 
undermined by the war; the postwar life tables all indicate very marked improvement over 
prewar mortality even in the immediate postwar years, and in some cases the interwar mortality 
figures were better than might have been expected with the simple extrapolation of prewar 

.1 Li~e attempt has been made in this study to quantify the degree of interrelationship, though the data given in 
Appendix II offer excellent source material for testing the association and determining the relative independence of 
the ""!"era! var~bles considered. In general there is a very high degree of association as may be suggested by the 
followmg coeffictents of correlation as computed for the 406 minor divisions of Europe used: · 

r,.,. = .85 ±.or where x =gross reproduction rates 
r .. = .76 ± .01 y =per cent of population dependent on agriculture • ' r.,. = .86 ±.or z =per cent of illiteracy among persons aged ro and over 

For the purpose of these computations the divisions were weighted according to population size. The corr~lations 
are generally higher in areas of transition in Eastern and Southern Europe, lower in Northwestern and Central 
Europe where these are rather crude measures of material progress (e.g., since illiteracy is rare in any case and 
urban values have effectively penetrated rural areas). · . 
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downward trends. Literacy data (cf. Figure 44) do not suggest any significant disruption of 
downward trends as the result of the war. The necessities of war in themselves probably ac
celerate industrialization and urbanization; the uprooting of people and the greater social 
mobility resulting froni the First World War probably facilitated the cityward movement 
in the interwar period. In any event the movement proceeded rapidly during the interwar years. 

The nature of general changes in the material levels of living is more debatable. But there 
unquestionably was a great increase in the number and use of things associated with modern 
living. Measured by such indices as the circulation of newspapers and magazines, the number 
of radios and automobiles, the amount of travel, the attendance at the cinema, and the number 
of houses with modern lighting and plumbing facilities, there must have been a substantial 
rise in levels of living in the interwar period. The value placed on these attributes of modern 
c~ilizatjon js a mtbjective matter, but it i!! hardly to be doubted that, measured in these terms, 
the European level of living was rising in the interwar period. • Whether or not this advance 
would have been much greater in the absence of the First World War is an academic question. 
Suffice it to say that despite the war and despite all its own difficulties the interwar period was
one of great "progress" in European material civilization. 

The destruction of capital and the impoverishment of the people in the Second World War 
will unquestionably lead to great difficulties' in advancing the welfare of the European popufation 
in the immediate postwar years. "These difficulties are underlined by current shortages" in all 
types of goods. But in the longer perspective they may be exaggerated. Existing resoun;es and 
technology are probably adequate to replace the physical iosses of war in a relatively short span ' 
of years, given a smoothly functioning economy and adequate motivation. Given the same 
indixidual and social desire for material advance that has motivated past progress, Europe 
probably has ample means to surpass interwar levels of material civilization far short of the 
"several generations" commonly defined as necessary for recovery. Recovery is not so likely 
to ~ retarded by the lack of economic means as by the deliberate destruction of wealth and 
suppression of available productivity. 

The problems of achieving future "progress," however, differ sharply in the several major 
regions of the continent. In industrial Western Europe the cheap gains have already been made. 
Thus, the great savings of life achievable by comparatively simple public health measures have 
already been exploited. In Sweden, for example, even if alL deaths under age 40 were eliminated 
the saving of life would not be nearly as ·great as that achieved through reduction in mortality 
at ages under 40 since 1910. Similarly elementary education in most Western countries has been 
made available to almost all persons mentally capable of absorbing it. A.lready largely urbanized 
and industrialized, these countries do not have large unexploited reserves of physical resources 
and peasant manpower. Before the war Western Europe already had at hand the means of 
providing its citizens with a standard of living commensur3:te with the minimum physiological 
requirements of the individual. Fprther advances were essentially problems of quality and 
distribution rather than those of providing a minimum subsistence living. In other words future 
progress of Western Europe will be less measurable than now in terms of simple indices of 
development such as those used in this volume for measuring social and economic achievement. 

Further progress in the material civilization of Western countries seems likely to be won at 
,greater tconomic cost than in the past. Thus barring spectacular success in the treatment of 

, org11nic diseases of middle and old age, further gains in reducing mortality must be won at 

• Granted, of course, that the advancement in levels _of livi?g was not ~miversal and not evenly <!istributed. The 
Bulgarian peasant for example, may have fared worse m the mterwar period than before. Comparatively untouched 
by modem influen'ces, his level of living derives from his land. Owing to the pressure of population growth on his 
limited agrarian resources, the typical peasant may have been worse off than before the war. 
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greater unit u-pense in terms of medical facilities. Education becomes progressively ~ore 
costly at the higher levels, and even at th~ elementary level qualitative considerations seem hkely · 
to assume greater emphasis with the shrinking cohorts of children and youth in the Western 
European population. In advancing the level of living of its populations Western European 
countries must compete with countries utilizing newly exploited physical resources and cheap 
labor only recently drawn into an industrial economy; though it is also true that the advance
ment of Eastern Europe should extend the market for the more diversified quality producti6n 

of the industrially older West. · . 
The developed resources of ·western Europe, and more particularly its technical knowledge 

and organization, should be ample to provide the means to further material progress in a 
politically stable world. More serious than the possible lack of adequate resources is the possi
bility that these resources will not be effectively utili7;ed, owing to unemployml!nt apd ~o!F.omic 
frictions or to the loss of incentive to economic advance. The latter, though intangible, may 
be a decisive factor in the situation. If the war brings in its trail a widespread feeling of dis
couragement and skepticism regarding value of material progress both to the individual and the 
society, the driving force of the progress may be lost. Or, it may be that Western Europe; like 
France in the interwar period, will be content to sacrifice some aspects of a feverish progress 
for more leisurely enjoyment of the gains already made. The aging of the population and, the 
absence of the stimulus to economic activity formerly provided by a rapidly growing popu-
lation may promote tendencies in this dite~tion. · 

In many regards the future course of material progress in Eastern Europe is much more 
readily defined than in the West. Eastern Europe is vitally aware of its backwardness in terms 
of the social and economic indices described and will certainly make great strides in moderJliza
tion in the coming years, given a modicum of political stability. 

Thus few predictions can be made with greater certainty than that the Soviet Union will 
experience rapid material progress in the postwar years. Formerly the most b·ackward region 
of Europe, the U.S.S.R. made spectacular progress in the interwar period. In the decade 
preceding the war urban and industrial development proceeded at a pace unexcelled in the 
history of the world. The typical Russian was being rapidly transformed from an illiterate 
peasant to a forward-looking town dweller. The U.S.S.R. was rapidly closing up the cultural 
gap that formerly made its great numbers ineffective vis-a-vis the industrialized West. The 
great resources available for exploitation, the cohesion displayed by the Russian people d~ring 

·the war, and the leading role the Soviet Union will inevitably play in the postwar world seem 
to justify the expectation of continued modernization in the pattern of the spectacular gains 
made in the interwar period. ' 

In the remainder of E~stern Europe, as in the Soviet Union, many of the basic gains· of 
modernization are still to be achieved. Torn" by political discord and faced with the pressure of 
a rapidly growing population on limited resources, the small countries of Eastern Europe will 
have greater difficulties in advancing the welfare of thei; populations than those now ~o be 
encountered in the Soviet Union. Despite ethl)ic and religious heterogeneity the countries of 
this region have much in common. They are all agricultural and, by Western European 
standards, they are all poor and backward-though until quite recently in advance of Russia. 
In many regards these countries have little to work with for the achievement of' materia! 
progress. But there can be little question of the goal-all desire rapid industrializatioq and , 
economic and educational advance. · · 

Given the animus for material development clearly evident in Eastern Europe and the Soviet 
Union, it seems reasonable to suppose that the countries of this region will be able to close up 
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some of the mor~ obvious gaps 'between this region and the West in the coming y~ars: They are 
at the sta~e of development in which the cheap gains are to be made. With the aid of modem 
medical knowledge very great savings of lives are possible in this area at relatively little 
economic cost. Elementary public education before the war was already going far to eliminate 
illiteracy among the young; the war has probably increased rather than diminished the desire 
of thes.e peoples to finish the job and vanquish illiteracy as it has been vanquished in the more 
advanced countries of the West. Finally, the war has taught above all else that the efftctiveness 
of a nation in the modern world depends on the strength of its industrial resources. The Soviet 
Union has set a firm course towards the most rapid industrialization possible. The new leaders 
in other Eastern European countries are equally aware of its importance and may be expected 
to promote it with every means at their disposal. Since governmental efforts in this regard 
svt'iiiJ:, ~~th the s~rongest pf social trends, they may be expected to meet with success within 
the limits se't by political difficulties and the paucity of the natural resource base. 

The above discussion suggests that in the coming generation Europe may witness a· levelling 
' off of the sharp regional differentials in economic and social development that have existed for 
many previous generations and were still clearly apparent in the interwar period. The interwar 
years were notable for the fact that they saw the final success of the standards of well-being 
originally set in Western Europe but long in the process of spreading across the continent. 

The Role of Nationalism and Ethnic Diversity 

The industrialization of Eastern Europe obviously has the most important implications for 
the future of the continent. But these are fully understandable only in the light of another 
essential ingredient in the chemistry of modernization-the national sentiments and ethnic 
loyalties that have made possible the effective modern state. Unhappily the assimilation of the 
formerly passive populations of Eastern Europe to the materialistic aspirations for some time 
prevailing in the West no more assures harmony in the continent than it did when they achieved 
general acceptance in the countries of their origin. 

Though they have been a destructive and divisive influence in many respects, it would be a 
great mistake to assume that nationalism and ethnic loyalties have not· played an important 
part in the positive achievements of the modern world. The substitution of national for local 
loyalties is the basis of the modern state and a necessary prerequisite to the material achieve
meti'ts of the modern era. The national state must rely on the material achievements of its 
populace as the chief source of its power. No state can hope to hold permanently an important 
place in the modern world without a literate, healthy, and industrious population. These form 
the material basis of its power even more than natural resources, which achieve importance only 
through human beings. At the same time the extension of primitive local' loyalties to the wider 
area represented by the national state is possible only with· widespread popular education in
doctrinating the masses with comm!?n standards of language and world outlook, not to mention 
all the trappings of communication and transport that bring the values of the wider society to 
the formerly isolated and closed community. Nationalism is a most natural concomitant of the 
broadening of horizons implicit in' the shattering of old values based on a chiefly local orientation. 

Hence the national state itself has been one of the most powerful forces prying open the 
,tight litele world of the peasant village community. It insists that all citizens shall learn to read 
and write, and hence think, in the national idiom. Through the school it indoctrinates the 
children in the common history and symbols of national unity; it also brings to the local com
munity knowledge of the outside world and urges upon it the standards of _health and ec~nomic 
well-being that permeate the national (and urban) centers of culture. It brtngs roads, railways, 
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posts, and telegraphs and, with these, constant contacts with the outside world. ~aterial progress 
has given the national state its physical strength and power; a~ the same. tt~e the. greater 
achievements of material progress have been possible only wtth the· untfymg antmus of. 

nationalism. 
· Obviously it is beyond the scope o'f the present study to discuss the cultural origins and history 

of nationalism in Europe. But it seems safe to assert that nationalism has been a universal 
concomitant of economic and social development in Europe. Therefore, national pressures 
have radiated out from their Western European origins. With the aid of their superior material 
power, unity of sentiment, and prestige conveyed by power the countries of the West were able 
to dominate and to some ~xtent absorb neighboring peoples of lesser material advance and 
political consciousness. But .these efforts provoked both reaction and imitation. 

The nature of these reactions with respect to language as a criterion o.f nat~on~_lit;y was 
discussed in Chapter X. The reactions were especially violent where the native idiom of the 
dominated peoples differed markedly from the official language of the dominant state. For a 
standardized literary language is an absolute essential in a civilization so heavily dependent 
as ours on the common understanding· of the written word. Where the differences are only 
dialectical the spoken word may vary markedly in pronunciation and vocabulary without 
destroying national unity, given an accepted literary language intelligible to all. In such a situa
tion the transition from traditional usage to "correct" practice is a. gradual and relatively 
painless process. But where the state and local languages differ radically the conflict is inevitably 
greater and language becomes a focal point of resistance to unification and absorption in the 
dominant group. 

The peoples most subjectto the pressure from the West were at the same time in closest con
tact with its technology and its ideas. Thus it was not uncommon in nineteenth century Ehrope 
to see an ethnic group resisting encroachme!lt from the West on one side of its settlement area 
at the same time that on the other side it was itself exerting similar pressure on less 'adva[!ced 
neighbors lying further removed from the centers of cultural diffusion~ 

Before the First World War nationalistic movements on earlier Western models were wide
spread in Eastern Europe, but the situation remained inchoate. The languages of the towns 
and of government were commonly imported from the West and symbolic of economic, political, 
and cultural domination from that quarter. The differing rural idioms were perpetuated by 
virtue of peasant fertility and a growing consciousness of ethnic unity in the face of alien 
domination. 

The First World War brought about the victory of local idioms in Eastern Europe and their 
incorporation as official languages of states and the symbols of victorious nationhood in the 
areas under their sway. The interwar period saw the crystallization of these nationalisms by 
virtue of their official support and by virtue of public education and spreading literacy in the 
national tongues. The minorities speaking languages symbolic of former alien domination were 
in rapid retreat in the_ interwar years, and many of them ha.fe been c~mpletely liquidated through 
population exchanges and forced migrations since 1939. 

The national state, based on ethnic purity, has become tl).e ideal in Eastern Europe west of 
the Soviet Union. The most drastic measures are being taken to assure ethnic unity in the 
national territory in complete disregard of historical and humanitarian considerations. The 
unity of national sentiment found in most Western countries as the result of a long process of 
assimilation and unification is being sought in the East by quicker and more radical ~eans. ' 
But the goals are the same. ' 

The overwhelming emphasis on ethnic adherence, and especially on language as the bearer 
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of unified national symbols, has brought the linguistic distribution of the European population 
into prominence. By virtue of their new political prestige and their greater growth potential, 
the languages of Eastern Europe were assuming greater numerical importance in Europe in the 
interwar period. By the ep.d of that period Slavic languages were spoken by close to 200 million 
people whose settlement area included half the territory of Europe as well as a substantial part · 
of Asia. The rapid growth of Great Russian, the native language of more than half the Slavs, 
raised it to the status of the first language in Europe in the interwar period. For at least a· 
century before, German had stood as the first language of Europe in number of adherents. 

A large part of the recent history of Europe has revolved around the efforts of the Germans 
to establish a unification of all German-speaking areas and a hegemony in Europe correspond
ing to the numerical and industrial importance of the German-speaking peoples. This issue was 
plobgbll de~ide<1, once and for all in the recent conflict. Developments in Eastern Europe almost 
certainly preclude any comparable threat on the part of Western Europe in the future. -

For the East has at last awakened and is using the technology and ideas of the West to serve 
its own purposes. The trends of the interwar period provide the strongest reasons for sup
posing that the increasing weight of Eastern Europe in European affairs is solidly based on 
powerful cultural trends. Thus in the above survey we have pointed to three developments : 

( 1) The different stages in demographic evolution in the major regions of Europe, which 
presage an eastward shift in the weight of numbers. 
- (2) The industrialization and modernization of the East, well started in the Soviet Union 
in the interwar period, and making much more rapid progress elsewhere in Eastern Europe 
than was commonly supposed. In these regions there remain great unexploited reserves of 
natural resources on the one hand and large populations only now in the process of emerging 
fro& an illiterate peasantry into the productive economy of the modern world. 

(3) The developll).ent of self-conscious national states, fired with the strength of new power 
an<! achievement. In the Soviet Union the failures in Western Europe arising from linguistic 
and cultural antagonism are being avoided, in that these are not being permitted expressions in 
-separate political entities. In the Soviet Union linguistic minorities are allowed as great 
cultural freedom as in any other European country. But there is no question but that Great 
Russian is the language of civilization and the universal medium throughout. 

Thus in Eastern Europe,. and especially the Soviet Union, a great expansion in numbers is 
occttrring with, at the same time, rapid expansion in the means by which numbers are made 
effective in the modern world. In the Soviet Union both are occurring within the context of a 
unified state fully conscious of 'its strength and confident in the achievement of a great future 
destiny. 

Europe in the World 

An assessment of the human resources of the European continent is scarcely complete without 
some reference to the place of Europe's population in the larger world setting. Demographic 
and other underlying sodai changes are bringing about profound changes within the continent; 
they are also necessitating fundamental readjustments in the relationships of Europe with the 
rest of the world. 

Viewed in world perspective, modern history has been the story of the expansion of Europe. 
• This e;;pansion has often· been narrowly conceived as the extension of European political 

• sovereignty over the greater part of the globe. Broadly conceived it is the diffusion of European 
civilization to other continents and to non-European peoples. In its material aspects this process 

. is subject to measurement by many of the indices that have been employed in evaluating the 
population trends and the social and economic development of the population of Europe. 
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The chief bearers of European civilization are, of course, Europeans. A not Inconsiderable · 
element in the rise ~f Europe in world affairs was the very rapid increase in the number of 
persons of European race both at home and abroad. People of European race have multiplied 
seven times since z6so, the pace of growth being twice that of non-European peoples. Through 
the great overseas migrations and the adtance of the Slavs into Asia, persons _of Europ:an 
origin have occupied territories far exceeding the native continent in area and certamly equallmg 
it in natural resources. 

0 

The quantitative expansion of Europeans cannot be disassociated from the process of in
dustrialization and modernization that made it possible. The growth of the European popula
tion at home and the settlement of large overseas areas by Europeans was of course dependent 
on the material power placed in their hands by technological advance. For generations Euro
peans enjoyed a monopoly of those military and economic skills that give power i_n ~he JUQ.defu 
world. These flourish today only in strong industrial civilizations broadly based on healthy, 
literate, and urbanized populations indoctrinated with strong material aspirations and with 
national loyalties transcending familial and local ties. The world hegemony of European and 
especially Western European countries has been founded on the material advance of her popu- . 

' . 
lations. . 

The head start achieved by European peoples in the processes of modernization gave rise to 
a common belief that other races were incapable of absorbing the industrial technology of the 
West. Indeed they have been slow to do so. But today there can be no question but that the 
average· Chinese, for example, given the same training and motivations, can perform as effi
ciently in an urban, industrial civilization as the average American or Western European. 
Non-European peoples have been slow in achieving the material advance of the West not 
because ~f any inherent incapacity but because its achievement rests on a very wide com"plex 
of factors involving a fundamental ':llltural revolution and a sharp break with old patterns 
of thought and custom pervading every phase of life. This cultural revolution takes time,.but · 
it is occurring and with increasing rapidity and explosive force as advances in communication 
have brought non-European peoples into closer contact with the West. Everywhere contact 
with the physical power and comforts of European civilization have stimulated imitation. 
It is doubtful if in the interwar period there was any part of the world that did not give some 
evidence of material progress. The whole world, as·well as Europe, is.now moving towards . 

. goals of material progress and power originally formulated in Western Europe. • 
In Europe itself there were still enormous differences in the stage of material progress . 

among its component regions; these were even more marked as between the· various parts of 
the world. Certain selected measures of cultunil and demographic development of the popula-
tions of the several continents are given in Table 19. . 

In the table the areas are arranged in a rank order determined by the indices employed. The 
sequences display a remarkable degree of regularity indicative of the' close association of edu-
cational, economic, and demographic development. • 

The lowest figures, representing a high degree of material progress and an advanced stage. 
of demographic evolution, were to be found in North America and Oceania. Both of these 
areas are chiefly peopled by persons of European origin. Their material advancement has been 
favored by abundant natural resources and freedom from the restrictions imposed by firmly 
entrenched custom and tradition. Their levels of attainment were not superior to those of the • 
~ore advanced countries of Northwestern Europe, but in the average for the Europea~ con- . 
tment as a whole these were balanced by the weight of Eastern and Southern European countries 
of lesser material achie_vements. The rates of natural increase and native population growth• 
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' 
were somewhat higher in overseas Europe ~an in the home continent, but the differences in 
.vita~ rates among the three areas were actually of small consequence and within the limits of 
annual fluctuations. · 

The Soviet Union and Latin America were areas in transition. In both there were important 
centers of industry and urban living but also large populations only recently exposed to the full 
impact of Western civilization. In these two areas the vital revolution was still in its initial . 
st'age of rapid population growth. Substantial progress had been made in cutting death rates, 

' 

TABLE 19 

'Selected Demographic Indices for the World and the Several Continents as of 19301 

() .. • • Vital Rates 
% % . per 1000 Population 

Area 
Estimated Illiterate Dependent 
Population at Age 10 . on 
(millions) and Over Agriculture Natural 

Birth Death Increase• 

I 

North America 134 4 2S 2I . II 9 
Oceania IO 13 34 23 13 II 

Europe (without 
' U.S.S.R.) 377 IS 36 23 14 8 

U.S.S.R.• ISS 39 7'3 39 24 IS 
Latin America IIO s6 67 42 26 r6 
Asia (without 

U:'S.S.R.) r,ros 8r 68 44 3I I3 
Africa 148 88 78 48 3S I3 

' . 
Wodd • s8 2,040 6o 38 26 I2 

I 
1 Derived from a special study made by the Office of Population Research, Princeton University. The continental 

figures were obtained by weighting the indices for each component country or political entity according to its 
population. Official census and vital statistics '1"ere used where available, but for many areas estimates were necessary, 
based on a wide range of evidence of greatly varying quality. The reliability of the data is greatest for Europe and 
Europe overseas, least for Asia and Africa. 

• :In several instances the rates of natural increase given do not exactly equal the difference between the birth 
and death rates entered in the table. This arises from the fact that each rate was computed and rounded inde
pendently. 

a The figures for the Soviet Union are estimates derived from interpolations. Owing to the rapid changes occurring 
in the U.S.S.R, the ranking of the area would-have been somewhat different if the data had been drawn from either 
the 1926 or the 1939 censuses and vital statistics. Tlie estimated population and vital rates are drawn from Frank 
Lorimer, T'he Population of the Soviet Union, p._ 134. the figures for illiteracy and dependency on agriculture being 
straight line iriterpolations from 1926 and 1939 census materials. 

but the 'decline of the birth rat~ w~s only beginning to appear. As a result these areas had the 
highest rates of natural increase. 

In the middle of the interwar period the impact pf modernization was scarcely evident in the 
figures for Asia and Africa, taking these continents as a whole. Among specific countries, such 
as Japan, modernization had made great headway. Japan was among the more literate countries 

• of the ~orld, industry and urbanization were in a swift tide of development, and the effects 
of !he vital revolution both as regards declining. death rates and declining birth rates we;e 
clearly evident. This and lesser examples of the impact of European civilization on Oriental 
and African peoples were of the greatest importance because they proved the capacity of non
European peoples to absorb and to create an industrial civilization on. European patterns. But 
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in the interwar years these were still of small weight in the enormous population of the Asiatic 
continent. In the interwar period the great mass of Asiatics, who constitute more than half of 
the human race, were only beginning to feel the impact of Western technology in their daily 
lives. The great increases of population occurring in Asia and Africa were not a measure of 
material progress among the native inhabitants but a product of the colonial policies of alien 
peoples, who for humanitarian and other reasons reduced deaths by· establishing public order, 
eliminating famines, and introducing rudimentary provisions for public health. • ' 

In the interwar period "progress" was still .largely a property of Europe and of Eurqpean 
peoples. Thus half of all the literate persons in the world lived in Europe and three-quarters 
were of European origin, though the latter comprise only one-third of the human race. But 
there was every reason to suppose that this monopoly would pass as the arts of modern civiliza
tion are diffused among the non-European peoples now eagerly reaching out ior.t4em., " "' 

The industrialization and modernization of non-European peoples fa~e great obstacles .. On 
the one hand these processes encounter the opposition of deeply rooted attitudes and practices 
at variance with their goals. On the other hand the countries occupied by these peoples often 
suffex; from pressure of popull!-tion on the land and a poverty in those natural resources necessary 
to industrialization. But it would be unwise to underestimate their capacity for rapid assi}llila
tion of Westertl values and skills once these have gained some foothold. 

Europe's methods of saving, lives, the value she has ascribed to the education and the economic 
well-being of the common man, her techniques for creating the goods of peace and the weapons 
of war, even her nationalism-are all exportable commodities. They are now becoming not the 
property of one segment of humanity but the possession of all mankind. 

The spread of Western civilization has brought reactions sometimes regarded as inimi~al to· 
the narrower interests of the nations which created it. The diffusion of industrialization from 
Western Europe first of all brought about a correlative migration of political power to the 
East in Europe and to the West across the ocean. Now the spark of materialistic and natiooal
istic ambition has-struck fire among non-European peoples long politically subject to Western 
rule. The old centers of Western civilization, torn by internal strife and no longer the locus of 
unchallenged political power, inevitably face a period of major readjustment in the postwar 
world. · 

But if Europe can find ways to resolve its own internal conflicts there is less reason than is 
often supposed to regret the passing of the mantle of political leadership from the aiiDost 
exclusive control of the handful of Western European powers. It has not been the great powers 
that have afforded the best living to their citizens. The highest standards of welfare have rather 
been set by those small nations who have not diverted their efforts to national aggrandizement. 
In many respects these small nations have been in the vanguard of progress. The loss of 
exclusive political power does not predicate the loss of that cultural leadership that Western 
Europe has so long exercized in the world. 
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APPENDICES 

GENERAL NOTE 

-The following appendices I-III include much of the source data utilized in the construction 
of the textual maps and charts and referred to in the discussion. They do not purport, however, 
to 'Cover all the data used or to present a summary of all European demographic statistics for 
the interwar period. Such a presentation would extend far beyond the space limitations of the 
pr1:sent volume and would involve needless repetitions of the excellent international and national 
compendia already available. 

Outstanding among the standard sources of demographic information are the annual Statis
tical Year-Book of the League of Nations and the Aper~u de la dbnographie des divers pays 
du monde.• These sources provide extensive information on annual estimates of population, 
ai1d on age and ~;ex distributions, marital status, etc., at specified census dates. Therefore no 
attempt has been made here to duplicate these materials in full. The listing of interwar censuses 
and census figures in Appendix I is intended merely as a brief guide to materials much more 
fully elaborated in the above-mentioned international collections and in the national censuses 
listed in the bibliography (Appendix IV). 

Similarly no attempt has been made to recapitulate vital statistics covering the gamut of 
marriage,_ divorce, birth, death, and causes of death, which are elaborately detailed by country 
and for each interwar year in the international compendia and in the national vital statistics 
publications. Historical data for European countries are compiled in the volumes by Robert 
R. Kuczynski, The Balance of Births and Deaths' and The Measurement of Population 
Growth," as well as in the national and international surveys often included in statistical 
annuals.• Mortality rates and the life table functions derived from these are also available in 
the iil.ternational sources mentioned and in the special national publications relative to life tables 
included in the bibliography. 

Oowing to the availability of these compilations the interwar demographic indices given in 
Appendix II are intended to be representative rather than complete. At the same time the cover
age has been extended to include internal divisions, the data for which are commonly neglected 
in the usual international sources. Appendix II presents all the demographic indices shown in 
the maps of Europe by small areas, with the exception of the materials on migration. 

Historical data on international migration are capably assembled in the monumental com
pilations incorporated in the classic study of International Migrations" and supplemented by 
later publications of the International Labour Office.• However, materials on migration gen
erally, and particularly on internal migration and net migration balances, have been far less 
adequately covered than census and vital statistics. Therefore these have been elaborated more 
fully in Appendix III, relating to migration. 

A bibliography of official sources of demographic data is given in Appendix IV. To enable 
the identification of the areas for which data were plotted in the text maps, outline maps showing 
the political divisions used are presehted in Appendix V. 

• Issued irregularly by the Office Permanent de l'Institut International de Statistique, the last publication cover
ing the period 1929-1936 (The Hague; 1939). 

• Vol. I.- Western and Northern Europe (New York: Macmillan, 1928) and Vol II. Eastern and Southern 
E11rope (Washington: Brookings Institution. 1931). 

• New york: Oxford University Press, 1931. 
• • Especially complete historical reviews are included in the various editions of the French Annuaire statistique 

'" issued bY the Statistique Generate de Ia France. 
• c'ompiled for the International Labour Office and edited by Walter F. Willcox (New York: National Bureau 

of Economic Research, 1929), 2 vols. 
• Cf. Chapter V, footnote 6. 
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·APPENDIX I 

INTERWAR CENSUSES OF POPULATION IN EUROPE' 
(Boundaries as of 1937) 

. 
Approximate Dates 

. . . . 
Census 

1925 1930 1935 1940 
Country Type 1920 

I ' . 
' 

Date of Population Date of Population Date of Population Date of Population Date of Population 
Census ('OOO'a) Census ('OOO'a) 

Census ('OOO's) Census ('OOO's) Census ('OOO'a) 
'' • . 

. . ' ., 
5/25/30 • lo>' ..... - - - 1,003 - .. -. -Albahia ................ - - - - - 3/22/34 6,160 5/17/39 6,650 

Austria ................ J - - -
F 1/31/20 6,426 3/1/23 6,535 - - 3/22/34 6,163 - -
J 12/31/20 7,465 - - 12/31/30 8,092 - - - -Belgium ............... 
F 12/31/20 4,847 12/31/26 5,479 - - 12/31/34 6,078 

' - -
Bulgaria .......... ····· 
ezecho&ovakia ......... F 2/15/21 13,612 - - 12/1/30 14,730 - - - -
Denmark .............. F 2/1/21 3,268 11/5/25 3,435 11/5/30 3,551 11/5/35 3,706 11/5/40 . 3,844 

Englaud & Wales ....... F 6/19/21 37,887 - - . 4/26/31 39,952 - - - -
Estonia ............ .' ... F 12/28/22 1,107 - - - - 3/1/34 1,126 - -
Finland' ............... J 12/31/20 3,365 - - 12/31/30 3,667 - - - -

F 2/31/20 3,105 - - 12/31/30 3,463 - - - -
France ................ J 3/6/21 39,210 3/7/26 40,744 3/8/31 41,835 3/8/36 41,90? - -

F 3/6/21 38,798 3/7/26 40,228 3/8/31 41,228 3/8/36 41,183 - -
Germany (exci.Saar.1925 J - - 6/16/25 62,411 6/16/33 65,218 - - 5/17/39 69,311 

& 1933) ·F - - 6/16/25 62,568 6/16/33 65,336 - - - -
Gnece . ............... J 12/18/20 5,139 5/15/28 6,131 - - - - - -

F 12/18/20 5,017 5/15/28 6,205 - - - - 10/16/40 7,336 
Hungary .............. F 12/31/20 7,990 - - 12/31/30 8,688 - - 1/31/41 '9,319 
Ireland ................ F - - 4/18/26 2,972 - -. 4/26/36 ·2,968 11/~6/41 2,992 
Italy ............... · .. J 12/1/21 38,449 - - 4/21/31 41,652 4/21/36 42,994 - -

F 12/1/21 37,974 - - 4/21/31 41,177 4/21/36 42,445' - -
Latvia ................ F 6/14/20 1,596 2/10/25 1,845 2/11/30 1,900 2/12/35 1,950 - -
Lith~---·········· - - - 9/17/23 2,029 - - - - - -

J 12/31/20 6,865 12/31/30 7,936 - ..a. . -Netherlauds .•.......... - - -
Northern lrelaud ••.•... F - - 4/18/26 1,257 - - 2/28/37 1,280 - -
Norway ............. ,. J 12/1/20 2,650 - - 12/1/30 2,814 - - - -

F 12/1/20 2,632 - - 12/1/30 2,786 - - - -
Polaud ................ J - - - - 12/9/31 32,107 - - - -

F 9/30/21 27,176 - - 12/9/31 32,134 - - - -
Portugal ('mel. lalauda) •• F 12/1/20 6,033 - - 12/1/30 6,826 - - 12/12/40 7,722 
Rumania .............. J - - - - 12/29/30 18,057 - - - -
Scotlaud ............... F - 6/19/21 4,883 - - 4/26/31 4,843 - - - -
Spain (iDcJ. Canaries) ••. J 12/31/20 21,924 - - 12/31/30 23,907 - - ... -

F 12/31/20 21,303 - - 12/31/30 23,564 - - 12/31/40 25,878 
Sweden. •..•.•..••.•••. J 12/31/20 5,904 - - 12/31/30 6,142 12/31/35 6,251 12/31/40 6,371 
SOri~Jaud ...•.•••.•.. J 12/1/20 3,880 - - 12/1/30 4,066 - - 12/1/41 4,266 

F 12/1/20 3,886 - - 12/1/30 4,077 - - - -
Yngoslavia. ............ F 1/31/21 11,985 - - 3/31/31 "13,934 - - - -

l.". S. S. R.• ............ F - - 12/17/26 147,028 - - - - 1/17/39 170,467' 

!For IDD.rccs. see the bibliographical rd'ermc:ea given for each country in 
A-ppendix IV. Annual popu.la.tion estimates and detailed notes on the effects 
of boundary changes are &ivea. in the annual issues of the Suuistical Y «Jr-Book 
qf 1M Luspe of NDlW.S. • 

*Two basically differeut c:eDSW!I procedures are employed in Europe, which 
are refiec:ted in two types of population fi~ee: 

1. De jure or ''resident .. population U), nominally Including all persons 
Jeeaiiy te!ident in the area (regardlesa of wbet.h.er or not physically _present 
at the t.ime of enumeration) and excluding penona temporarily in the area 
011 'risitt. V-fliODal and of6da1 bu.sineas. vacations. etc. 

2. De jt:aJ:J or .. pra.ent .. population (F), nominally lnduding aU perJSODS 
pbyUcally preaeut m the area at the time of enumeration (regardleu of legal 
ftSidmce) and exdadinc pertiODS temporarily absent. 

Ill actual pra.c:t.jce the above definitions are not alwaYI rigidly applied and 
the i:ate:rvr"etation varies substantially from C:OUJ)try to country. It may be 
IVA.ed that in tbe majority of caaes the resident population exceeds the present 
papulation. In COWit.riea of emipat.ion, IUch aa Italy, Spain, Finland, and 

Norway, a certain number of pennanent emigrants· are listed in the de jure or 
legal populat\pn, thualnflatlng this figure as compared with that for the popu
lation actually present. In France the inclusion of Frenchmen in the armed 
forces and colonial administrations serving outside metropolitan France resultl 
in the recording of a larger de jure than de faelo population. In Austria. Ger
many, and Switzerland the differences are relatively small. In these lands the 
present population exceeds the resident population owing to the inclusion in 
the latter figure of relatively few persona absent from the country. 

IThe de /ado populations for Finland do not include foreigners (27 ,700 In 
2. 930). The official de faew populations used for census analysis are substantiaJly 
smaller owing to the fact that they omit all persons absent from their place of 
legal residence at the time of the enumeration, whether fo. or outside \)le counw. 

.tFor some purpoeea the Italian census of 1936 utilizes a so-called "special'" 
population (42,919 thousand) conslstlng of.the de faelo population P11!8 pe~nt 
for militaJy or other reasons temporarily in the coloniea and Ethlopfa. 

•Includes European and Aalatlc Russia. 

[ 258 ] 

• 



. APPENDIX II 

REPRESENTATIVE DEMOGRAPHIC INDICES OF THE INTERWAR PERIOD 

IN EUROPE, BY MINOR DIVISIONS 

Methodological Notes 

"The table that follows on pp. 263-277 presents the typical demographic indices graphically 
represented in the small-area maps appearing in the text (aside from the materials on migration 
presented in AppendiX III). Unless otherwise indicated the basic data were derived from the official 
publications listed in Appendix IV. · 

FoX:· purposes of consistency and comparability the indices refer to, or are centered on, censuses 
taj<e11 ~h the middle of the interwar period even though information from· later censuses is available 
in a itur.tber. of iristances. . 

Owing t9 the very wide variety in census procedures and in the accuracy and completeness of 
reporting; the preparation o£ this table involved many estimates and numerous adjustments of the· 
basic data. To provide a more systematic description of the materials, each series of indices is con
sidered below, the reiparks relative to specific figures being presented in the footnotes to the table. 

I. Area, population, and genSity. The areas chosen for analysis are generally the largest adminis
trative divisions in the countries concerned, supplemented by further break-downs of these larger 
divisions where their size and the availability of data seemed to merit such action. In some countries 
(Albania, Estonia, Lithuarua, Northern Ireland, Scotland, and Switzerland) the largest divisions 
commonly used for census analysis were too small for effective cartographic presentation in the . 
text maps. In the first four countries listed the nation was generally treated as a unit. In Scotland 
the counties were grouped in an official regional classification of four divisions. In Switzerland the 
small cantons were consolidated in regions of similar ethnic and economic characteristics. In Hungary 
the autonomous towns aside from BUdapest were merged with the surrounding districts. The small 
area analysis for the Soviet Union is confined to the European and Transcaucasian territories for 
which data were charted in the text maps. 

V\lliere possible the areas given exclude coastal waters and inland waterways. Where two or more 
census populations are available for the same area (e.g., de facto and de jure) that most commonly 
used for official analysis of growth and vital rates has been entered. 

2. Average annual per cent growth (Figure g).· These figures show the average annual per cent 
change of population computed geometrically, as a rule for intervals from the first to the last inter
war censuses (cf., Appendix I). Since in many countries the last interwar census was taken about 
1930, in a number of cases subsequent. official population estimates were utilized, as follows: 
Belgium (1939), Czechoslovakia (1936), Danzig (1939)', Finland (1938), Greece (1938), Iceland 
(1938), Lithuania (1938), Netherlands (1939), Norway (1938), Poland (1938), United Kingdom, 
aside from Northern Ireland (1938), and Yugoslavia (1938). 

3· Average vital rates, 193o-31 (Figures 13-15). These are rates per 1,000 population computed 
on an annual basis. Official- data have been used where available, though it is clear that there is a 
substantial tinder-Fegistration of vital events in most Eastern European countries and especially in 
the least developed areas within these countries. A comparison of birth statistics with the corre
sponding cohorts as reported in the censuses of Greece, Rumania, and Yugoslavia suggested that 
up to 10 per cent of the births were not being reported. An excellent study in Poland revealed 
substantial omissions in the birth registration statistics of that country ( cf. Office central de statis
tique, Problemes dbnographiques de Ia Pologne, Statistiq~e de la Pologne, Serie C, Fascicule 41, 
Warsaw, 1936). Other checks suggest a considerable number of omissions in the reporting of 
deaths in these countries. However, the measures of under-registration are not sufficiently precise 

•to justify the labor involved in computing them for the smaller divisions. 
'The-, rates of natural increase combine the defects of birth and death registration, but since both • •• are usually understated where reporting is incomplete, the errors are not cumulative but tend to 

cancel each other. Since the under-registration is greatest where the rates are higher, the official 
data thus tend to understate the differentials in vital rates between the ~ajor regions of Europe. 

[ 259 ] 



EUROPE'S POPULATION IN THE INTERWAR YEARS 

4- Reproduction rates, ca. I9JO (Figures .17 and 18). The g;oss and net reprod~ction rates were 
computed by standard procedures discussed m R. R. Kuczynski, The Balance of BJrths and Dea~hs 
and The Measurement of Population Growth (both cited above) and D. V. Glass, PopulatJ~n 
Policie-s and Movements in Europe (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1940). The rates for the counties 
of England and Wales were drawn from the latter s?urce, pp. 62-6~. Those for. France are from 
Pierre Depoid, "Taux de ReproduCtion et Autres Indtces Demographtques des Departements :r:ran
o;ais" in Population 2(4) :57-76, August 1938. The rates for the U.S.S.R. are from Fra~ Lonmer, 
The Population of the Soviet Union: History and Prospects (Geneva: League of Nations, 1946), 
pp. 90-92 · . . • • f th . 

Owing to ·the common difficulty of obtaining age-specific schedules of fertihty ~r e m1nor 
divisions, the reproduction rates for these areas, were usually computed by the substitute method 
(Glass, op. cit., pp. 387'-393). In each instance the fertility schedule of the country as a whole~ 
applied to the appropriate female age group in each area and the results were summed to obtam 
the expected number of births if the division in question· had the same l\ge-specjjic fertil~y 1!.5 ID.e 
whole country. The ratio between the expected number (so computed) and the acfmil number of 
births was then used as a correction factor applied to the total fertility rate of the country for ob
taining the estimated gross reproduction rates in its component divisions. The true rather than 
substitute rates were used for minor divisions only in the following COUI),tries: France (as com
puted by Depoid), Czechoslovakia, Germany, Poland, and Sweden. For Czechoslovakia and Poland 
true rates were used only for the largest sections. For Germany they were used only for those 
with available statistics of birth by age of mother, substitute rates being computed for the re
maining areas. 

Statistics of birth by age of mother were also laCking for a few entire countries. In these cases 
it was necessary to utilize the fertility schedules of nations of comparable demographic develop
ment for purposes of obtaining substitute rates for these countries and their component parts. 
Thus the fertility schedules for the Netherlands (193o-1931) were used to determine substitute 
rates for Ireland and Northern Ireland, those of Denmark (1926-1930) for Scotland, those of 
Bulgaria (1921-1922) for Rumania, and those of Bulgaria (1925-1928) for Greece and Yugos~avia. 

A certain error was unquestionably introduced by the use of substitute reproduction rates for 
the minor divisions. However, this error is probably kept at a minimum where the specific fertility 
rates for the country as a whole are used for estimating reproduction rates in its component parts 
( cf. Glass, op. cit., p. 391). _ 

The gross reproduction rates were computed for periods centering on the census dates. In the 
majority of cases a two-year period was employed (e.g., 1930-1931 centered on a census taken in 
December 1930). In the following cases a three-year period was used: Estonia, France, Greece, 
Ireland, Italy, Luxemburg, United Kingdom (aside from Northern Ireland), and Yugoslavia. In 
each instance the years were centered on the date of the census. Sit;tgle-year data were use<l for 
Germany (1933) and Northern Ireland (1931), the rates for the latter and for Lithuania (1932-
1933) not being based on census age distributions, but on estimates as of the dates used. 

Net reprod1;1cti~n rates were derived by. the introduction of the appropriate mortality factors 
from the offical life tables most nearly centered on the census dates. Official life tables were un
available or ~dequate for the f~llowing. countries: <:7reece, Lithuania, Portugal, Rumania, Spain, 
and Yugoslavta. For th~e ~ou~trtes spectal computation~ were made from the official reporting of 
deaths and census ag; dt~rtbutton of the female populations to determine appropriate Lx functions 
(except that the Pohsh hfe table was assumed to apply in Lithuania) . 
. ~n general the li~e tables !or the ~ountry. as a ':"hole were assumed to apply to their several di

~stons. The erro~ mvolved m assumt?g na?onal. life tables to apply in each component area is ob
VIOusly greatest m the larger countrtes wtth wtde ranges of mortality conditions. Since fertility 
and ~ortality are direct!~ .correlated, thi~ .method tends to reduce the estimated net reproduction 
rate m areas of .low fertthty (e.g., the. ctttes) and to over-state it in areas of high fertiJity. The . 
errors are l.eas~ m homo~eneous c?untnc;s, of r~tively low fertility and mortality, greatest where• 
there are wtde mtemal dtfferences m fertthty and mortality, and especially in Eastern Europe-where • 
the averages of both fertility and mortality are high. 

If it were possi~le to. obtain ~e appropriate mortality factors the estimated net reproduction 
rates would be modified. m many mstances. But experitnentation suggested that relatively few rates 
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would change categories as mapped in Figure 18 if so corrected, and the fundamental pattern would 
undoubtedly remain the same. 

Owing to the methods of computation the gross reproduction rates may be regarded as generally 
more accurate than the net reproduction rates. 

5· Infant mortality, I93D-I93I· The figures present the number of infant deaths per 1,000 live 
births as averaged for the years 1930 and 1931. Infant mortality, when accurately reported, is one 
of the best measures of general material progress. Therefore, the data are presented here though 
thw have not been mapped because of the serious inaccuracies of reporting in some sections of 
Europe. · · 

As in other demographic indices the international comparability of infant mortality data is af
fected by differences of definition, especially as regards the inclusion or exclusion of stillbirths. 
The rates given here specifically exclude stillbirths. 

A more serious source of non-comparability is the variation in completeness and accuracy of re
posting. In the countries of Northern and Western Europe the rates may be regarded as accurate, 
but itf tl:R mtlre r~ral sections of Eastern and Southern Europe there are clearly serious gaps in 
the data. Internal variations of reported rates in Poland and Yugoslavia, for example, reflect dif
ferences in the completeness of reporting in the several parts of the country quite as much as they 
do the true differences in the risk of death in irrfancy. 

When effective registration of vital events is first introduced, and where the registration system 
is lax, infant deaths are usually less completely reported than births. Consequently, the reported 
infant mortality rates are lower than the actual. As the registration system improves, infant deaths 
are more fully recorded and the reported infant mortality may actually rise despite a rapid reduc
tion in the true rate. Thus in countries of diverse registration systems (e.g., in Poland and Yugo
sl~via, where these were a legacy of earlier political regimes) the higher official infant mortality 
~ates in the more developed sections of the country are almost certainly a function of better re
porting of vital events in these areas. 

In Europe as a whole, however, the patterns of infant mortality are probably rather accurately 
repr61;ented by the reported rates. In general, differentials in infant mortality are understated by 
the data since the errors of omission are most serious in the countries of highest infant mortality. 

6. Per cent illiterate at age IO and over (Figure 45). The simplest measure of educational attain
ment is illiteracy. Irt European censuses illiteracy is defined in two ways so as to include: 

(a) persons who can neither read nor write. 
(b) persons who cannot both read and write. 

The latter is obviously a broader. definition of illiteracy since it designates as illiterate those who 
can read but not write. In view of the somewhat broader use of definition (b) this was used where 
possible. Of those countries collecting literacy data in their censuses only Italy gave information ex
clusively according to definition (a). 

Tf\e differences in the percentage of illiteracy according to the two definitions are generally of 
small consequence. They are most important in the Baltic countries of Latvia, Estonia, and Fin
land, where the educational system formerly laid stress on the ability. to read as over against the 
ability to write. In these countries the illiteracy according to definition (a) was respectively 13.5, 
3.9, and .8, but according to definition (b) 18.8, 8.0, and 14.0. The most marked contrast is that 
of Finland, where those unable to read are a negligible number as contrasted with those unable 
to write as well as read. 
" Since census enumeration does not involve an actual literacy test but simply the statement of 
the respondent, it may be assumed ~hat the officially reported data are a minimum statement of 
the educational defect. 

The following countries do not have data on illiteracy in recent censuses: Albania, Austria, Den
mark, Germany, Ireland, Netherlands, Norway, Switzerlan~, and the United Kingdom. These coun
tries are imposing in numbers and importance but the omissions are not so serious as they might 

.appear. oWith the exception of Albania all have omitted literacy as a census question because 
illiteracy is now rare. 

' E§trmates for the countries without recent census data on literacy were made on the basis of 
evidence from past censuses (Austria), from the literacy of military recruits (Germany, Nether
lands, and Switzerland) and of persons applying for marriage licenses (United Kingdom and Ire-
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land), and from census data in neighboring countries (Albania, Denmark, Germany, and N~~way). 
All of the countries mentioned except Albania were estimated to be less than fi~e per cent _J!ht~ra~e 
in the country as a whole and in the major divisions, ':"ith the single ~cepbon of Carmth1a m 
Austria. This district had an illiteracy percentage of I4·5 m I9IO. The ev1dence used also suggested 
somewhat higher illiteracy than five per cent in a few of the outlyin?" areas such as the weste~ 
fringes of Ireland, the counties of Inverness and Ross at?-d Cro~arty m northern S<;otlan~, and ~n 
the more northerly sections of Norway. But there was msuffic1e~t _data for a prec1se estimate. m 
these smaller divisions. Albania was assumed to have comparable 1lhteracy to the two Yugoslav1~n 
banovina adjoining that country. . . 

In a few cases the official census tabulations of illiteracy did not give the necessary age dlstnbu
tions of illiteracy for the direct computation of illiteracy at ages IO and over. In Belgium and 
Finland the official figures (relating respectively to persons aged 7 and over and IS and over) were 
adjusted to arrive at a close approximation for ages IO and over. In Rumania and Swe_den the 
official figures were used (respectively ages 7 and over and I 5 and oyer) on the assumption tQ;J.t 
the population 7-9 in Rumania, and that ID-I4 in Sweden closely approximate tlfe total a•rerS.ge at 
ages IO and over in these countries. 

7· Per cent dependent on agriculture (Figure 46). The percentage of the total population that 
is dependent on agriculture is a good negative index of the degree of industrialization and urbaniza
tion and affords a rough dichotomous occupational distribution of the population. 

The data given here relate to the total population (including non-productive persons as well as 
members of the labor force) dependent on agriculture for their means of subsistence. Thus it is a 
measure of the per cent of the population following agriculture as a way of life. 

This index was used rather than the percentage of the labor force engaged in agriculture owing 
to the vagaries of census definitions of the agricultural labor force. Farm wives are variously and 
in different degrees included and excluded from the labor force (as noted above in Chapter IX), 
with the result that international comparisons purely on a labor force basis are extremely tenuous. 
This is true to a lesser extent even when the comparisons are confined to the per cent of the male 
labor force engaged in agriculture, since practices regarding the inclusion and exclusion of y•uths 
and old men in the agricultural labor force varies from country to country and as between the in
dustrial and the agricultural countries. 

A strict definition of agriculture was employed, excluding forestry and fishing, which are mten 
included under the broader rubric of agriculture. 

It will be noted that for a substantial number of countries the figures have been labelled as es
timates. This arises chiefly from the fact that the following countries had no official data on the 
per ~ent of the population dependent on agriculture: Belgium, France, Greece, Ireland, Italy, 
Latvia, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, and the United Kingdom. For these countries estimates 
were made on the basis of a regression line between (a) males eniaged in agriculture as per cent 
of the ~otal_labor force and (b) per cent of the total population dependent on agriculture. 'This 
reg;essJOn !me was computed from the data of countries for which both types of maferial are. 
available._A second de~ee parabola (y=a+bx+cx') was fitted to these data, where x=per cent 
of the gau:fully occup1ed males employed in agriculture and y =per cent of the population depend
ent on agnculture, the following values being obtained for a, b, and c: 

a -.6 
b +.8o8g27 
c +-002I238 

The relati~nship between the two percentages is a close one, ;nd it is empirically possible to make 
a close estimate of the one on the basis of the other. 

_No u;;able official data were. obtained for Albania, Lithuania, Luxemburg, and Rumania. For 
L1thuarua and ~uxembur~ est~mates were made assuming an orderly reduction from previous 
censu~s. Albama wa~ arb1tranly as~umed to fall in the same category as the two nei hboring 
banovuu: o~ YugoslavJa: ~he Rumama figures were negatively estimated from the propo~ions of. 
the population. engaged 1~ ~nd~stry a?d commerce as reported in Volume X of the census of.I9JO. 

8. Pt;r capzta P;~ductwzty m agrzculture (Figure 52). The figures are indices of the ave~age 
rr captta .f;;oduct1v1ty ~f persons dependent on agriculture as related to European average equal
;ng ;oo. ey are denved from Wilbert Moore, The Economic Demography of Eastern and 
ti:t a:;nf~tje (~e~ League _of Nati~ns, I945), where the elaborate methods of computa-

y escn e · ese are d1scussed m Chapter VIII, Footnote 26, above. 
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• 
• Country, District and 

Date of Census • 
• 

• • 
ALBANIA (5/25/30) ............... 

AUSTRIA (3/22/34); .............. 
1. Wien ........................... 
2. Nieder6sterreich ................ 
3. Ober6sterreich ................... 
4. Salzburg ........................ 
5. Steiermark ...................... 
6. Klirnten ........................ 
7. Tirol ............................ 
8. Vorarlberg ...................... 
9. ~urgenland ..................... 

BELGIUM (12/31/30) •............ 
1. Antwerpen ..... , ................ 
2. Brabant ........................ 
3. Wcst-Vlaandcren .•.............. 
4. Oost-Vlaandercn ................. 
S. Hainaut ........................ 
6.CLi6ge ........................... 
7. Limburg ........................ 
8. Luxembourg ................... , 
9. Namur ... ...................... 

,__, 
' 

BULGARIA (12/31/34) ........•... 
1. Bourgas ........................ 
2. Vratza ......................... 
3. Plovdiv ........................ 
4. Plwen ......................... 
5. Sofia ........................... 

• ·6. Stara Zagora .................... 
7~Choumen ............... , ....... 

CZECHOSLOVAKIA (12/1/30) .. , .. 
1. Bohemia, ...................... 

Praha ........................ 
Pardublce .................... 
Hradcc Kralov6 ............... 
Miadli Bolcslav ................ 
Ceskli L(pa ................... 
Louny ....................... 
Karlovy Vary ................. 
Plzcfi ........................ 
Ccsk6 BudOjovlcc .............. 

2. Moravia-Silcsla ........... , ...... 
Jlhiava .. , .. , ................. 
Brno ..•.... .............. , ... 
OJomouc .•••••••...•.......•. 
Uhersk6 Hradllt6 .. , •••...•.... 
Moravska Ostrava.,, .. , , ..•... 
Ccokt Ti!Aln ....... , . , ........ 

APPENDIX II 

Representative Demographic Indices of the Interwar Period in Europe, by Minor Divisions 

' 
Area, Population and Average Vital Rates, Reproduction , Socio--economic Indices, ca. 1930 ' Density Average 1930-31 Rates, ca. 1930 - . 

Annual 
Interwar • ' • Infant % llllt• % De-- · Per Cap-

Popula~ %Growth Natural Mortality erate at penden• Ita Pro-
Area tion Density Birth Death Increase Gross Net 1930-1931 age 10 + on Agri- duct.ivlty 

(000 km') (000) per km2 cultur• in Agric. 

27.5 1,003 36 I I I I I 
.. 

- - 065-75 I •gc}t '22 
• 

83.9 6,7602 81 .36 16.4 13.8 2.6 .80 .66 104 •o-s 26. 134 
.3 1,874 6,741 .071 9.61 13.81 -4.2' .30 .25 79 'o-5 1' 54 

19.3 1,509 78 .271 15.41 12.71 2. 71 .91 .75 97 •o-s 331 168 
12.0 902 75 .39 19.2 14.6 4.6 1.10 .91 122 •o-s 36 162 
7.2 246 34 1.05 21.1. 14.1 7.0 .98 .81 113 •o-s 31 118 

16.4 1,015 62 .47 19.2 14.3 4.9 .99 .82 113 'o-5 38 106 
9.5 405 42 .75 23.8 14.4 9.4 1.22 1.01 114 •s-10 37 109 

12.6 349 28 .98 21.5 13.4 8.1 1.05 .87 82 •o-s 34 114 
2.6 ISS 60 1.19 19.5 12.4 7 .I 1.00 .83 65 'o-5 26 122 
4.0 299 75 .09 22.7 14.2 8.5 1.40 1.16 133 'o-5 55 96 

30.5 ~,092 265 .62 18.5 13.3 5.2 1.09 .91 88 '6 0 15 220 
2.9 1,173 410 1.07 20.9 11.6 9.3 1.17 .98 91 '4 •u 184 
3.3 1,680 512 .79 15.6 12.8 2.8 .88 .74 85 '5 •u 161 
3.2 902 279 .99 22.6 13.4 9.2 1.32 1.10 103 '8 '21 233 
3.0 1,149 387 .47 20.5 13.3 7.2 1.19 .99 92 '8 '21 181 
3.7 1,270 341 .06 15.1 14.5 .6 .94 .78 77 '8 • 8 303 
4.0 973 246 .26 !5.0 13.8 1.2 .90 .76 76 '4 • 9 390 
2.4 368 153 1. 77 29.7 12.7 17.0 1.89 1.59 92 '4 '30 170 
4.4 221 50 -.12 18.7 14.0 4.7 1.19 1.00 79 '2 '35 235 
3.7 356 97 .11 16.7 15.2 1.5 1.07 .89 76 '2 '17 302 

' 
103.0 6,078 59 1.30 30.4 16.5 13.9 1. 70 1.20 147 31 75' 47 
13.6 555 41 1.68 35.9 18.2 17.7 2.08 1.48 173 32 73 56 
11.1 739 66 1.11 28.4 14.8 13.6 1.40 1.00 139 32 85 54 
15.8 802 51 1.46 33.3 18.0 15.3 1.96 1.40 160 34 71 44 
15.3 997 65 .83 25.2 14.5 10.7 1.31 .93 129 25 78 48 
16.9 1,152 68 1.93 30.4 15.7 14.7 1.62 1.16 129 24 63 33 
15.6 8!3 52 .91 30.3 17.2 13.1 1.80 1.28 145 40 80 50 
14.7 1,020 70 1.18 31.7 18.2 13.5 1. 79 1.28 164 36 75 47 

140.5 14,730 !OS .71 22.1 14.3 7.8 1.22 .95 136 4 33 lOS 
52.1 7' 109 137 .53 17.9 13.5 4.4 .95 .74 119 1 23 ISS 
u.s 1,952 170 - 16.9 13.0 3.9 .86 .67 117 I 21 -
3.9 472 120 - 19.8 14.0 5.8 1.10 .86 110 2 33 -
3.4 498 146 - 17.4 14.0 3.4 .94 .73 103 I 25 -
5.4 848 156 - 16.2 13.6 2.6 .86 .67 103 1 22" -
3.2 608 187 - 15.9 13.2 2.7 . 85' .66 112 I IS -
4.3 811 187 - 18.4 13.4 5.0 .97 .76 128 I 16 -
3.6 554 152 - 19.0 13.0 6.0 .99 . 78 133 1 16 -
8.8 797 90 - 20.1 13.7 6.4 1.12 .87 127 2 29 -
7.8 570 73 - 20.4 14.7 5;7 1.16 .91 134 2 38 -

26.8 3,565 133 .55 20.8 13.4 7.4 1.16 . 90 118 1 27 129 
5.6 458 82 - 21.2 14.0 7.2 1.26 .98 121 1 44 -
5.0 802 159 - 18.4 12.7 5.7 .99 .77 104 1 24 -
7.2 874 121 - 20.8 14.2 6.6 1.17 .91 119 1 29 -
3.1 380 121 - 24.6 13.8 10.8 1.41 1.10 122 2 40 -
4.5 708 157 - 20.9 13.3 7.6 1.14 ,89 125 2 21 -
1.3 343 269 - 21.6 11.6 10.0 1.17 .91 118 2 10 -

• Country, District and 
Date of Census 

ALBANIA (5/,25/30) 

AUSTRIA (3/22/34) 
1. Wien 
2. NiederlSsterreich 
3, Ober6sterreich 
4. Salzburg 
5. Steiermark 
6. Kllrnten 
7. Tirol 
8. Vorarlberg 
9. Burgenland 

BELGIUM (12/31/30) 
1. Antwerpen 
2. Brabant 
3. Wcst-Vlaanderen 
4. Oost-Vlaanderen 
5. Hainaut 
6. Li6ge 
7. Limburg 
8. Luxembourg 
9. Namur 

BULGARIA (12/31/34) 
1~ Bourgas 
2. Vratza 
3. Plovdiv 
4. Pi6ven 
5. Sofia 
6. Stara Zagora 
7. Choumen 

CZECHOSLOVAKIA (12/1/30) 
1. Bohemia 

Praha 
Pardubice 
Hradcc Kralov6 
Mlada Boleslav 
Ceska Llpa 
Louny • 
Karlovy Vary 
PlzeA 
Ccsk6 Bud6jovlce 

2 . Moravla-Slleaia 
Jihlava 
Brno 
Olomouc 
Uhersk6 Hradllt6 
MoravskB Oatrava 
Ccskt THin 
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. .. 
Area, Po~~lntlon and Averoae Vltnl Rnte1, Reproducllon Soclo-.economlc Indlcea, ca. 1930 

De 11lt.y -'~ Averniie 1030-31 Rntea, en. 1930 
Country, Dhnrlct and • .,. I . ~ Annual Country, Dlltrlct and 

Date o( Cen1u1 .. Interwar Infant % llllt- %De- Per Cap- Date of Celllut 
Poy,ula· %Growth Natural Mortality erate at pendent Ita Pro--

Aroa ton Density Birth Death Increase Gross Net 1930·1031aae 10 + on Aa:ri~ duct.ivlty 
(000 km') (000) per km• culture In Au;rlc, 

CZECHOSLOVAKIA(I2/l/30) (cont.) CZECHOSLOVAKIA(I2/I/30)(cont.) 
.1. Slovakia .... .................... 49.0 3,330 68 1.03 28.6 16.0 12.6 1.66 1.29 162 8 55 61 3. Slovakia 

Tureiansky S. Martin •.....•... 6.6' 447 68 - 33.6 17.7 15.9 1.92 1.49 176 10 58 - Tur~iansky S. Martin 
Liptovskt S. Mikulll! •... , ..... 6.8 314 46 - 28.2 15.4 12.8. 1.67 1.30 143 7 42 - Liptovskt S. Mikulll! 
Ko&ce ....................... 11.9 696 58 - 32.7 17.3 15.4. 1.93 1.50 169 14 60 - Koiiice 
Zvolen ....................... 9.9 553 56 - 23.9 15.2 8.7 1.37 1.06 146 7 51 - Zvolen 
Bratislava .................... 8.0 836 . lOS - 25.7 15.0 10.7 1.51 1.17 153 5 49 - Bratislava . Nitra ........................ 5.8 484 83 - 28.4 15.6 12.8 1.66 1.29 177 6' 65 - Nitra 

4. Subcarpathjan Russia .•..... , . , .. 12.6 725 57 I. 79 39.9 18.4 21.5 2.39 1.85 170 31 58 42 4. Subcarpathian Russia 

~ANZIG (8/18/29) ................ 1.9 408 215 .11 21.4 12.1 9.·3 - - 98 - 18 - DANZIG (8/18/29) 

DENMARK (11/5/30) ..•. ,., ..•. ,. 42.3 3,551 84 .82 18.4 11.1 7.3 1.10 .96 771 •o-s 30 354 DENMARK (11/5/30) 
1. !!erne (Islands) .................. 13.1 1,927 147 .92 16.2 11.4 4.8 .98 .85 77 - - - I. ¢erne (Islands) 

Sjaelland (Incl. Copenhagen) ... , 7.3 1,399 191 1.10 15.6 11.6 4.0 .91 . 79 .77 - 16 349 Sjaelland (incl. Copenhagen) 
Bornholm .................... .6 46 78 .24 18.7 13.0 5.7 1.28 1.12 74 - 41 298 Bornholm 
Lolland-Falster (Maribo)., •.... 1.8 134 77 .16 18.1 10.5 7.6 1.17 1.02 88 - 39 461 Lolland-Falster. (Maribo) 
Fyn ......................... 3.4 348 101 .56 17.5 10.9 6.6 1.10 .97 71 - 35 331 Fyn 

2. Jylland (Jutland) ................ 29.2 1,623 56 .71 21.0 10.7 10.3 1.33 1.16 78 - 40 - 2. Jylland (Jutland) 
¢sUige (East Jutland) .......... 7.2 580 80 .77 19.8 II. I 8.7 1.22 1.06 73 - 32 359 ¢stlige (East Jutland) 
Nordlige (North Jutland) .• , ••.. 7.5 421 56 .66 21.7 10.7 11.0 1.42 1.24 85 - 45 531 Nordiige (North Jutland) 
VesUige (West Jutland),.,., • , . i0.6 445 42 .68 22.2 10.1 12.1 1.43 1.25 79 - 47 359 Vestlige (West Jutland) • 
Sydlige (South Jutland) ........ 3.8 178 46 .71 20.1 10.5 9.6 1.25 1.09 71 - 39 375 Sydlige (South Jutland) 

" ESTONIA (3/1/34) ............... ·. 45.2 1,126 25 .17 17.4 15.6 1.8 .90 .73 102 8 56 99 ESTONIA (3/1/34) 

FINLAND (12/31/30) ••.•.••..•... 343.4 3,381' 10 .77 21.2 14.0 7.2 1.34 1.09 75 •t4 60 65 FINLAND (12/31/30) 
1. Uudenmaa .... .................. 11.4 480 42 1.48 15.2 12.6 2.6 .82 .67 60 .• 6' 32 87 1. Uudenmaa 
2. Turu-Pori . ...................... 21.7 489 23 .41 19.8 13.6 6'.2 1.22 .99 59 •16 59 84 2. Turu-Pori 
3. Ahvenanmaa ................ , , .. 1.4 0 20 14 .28 17.4 16.5 .9 1.14 .93 49 • 5 69 92 3. Ahvenanmaa 
4. filime .......................... 17.4 370 21 .74 19.4 13.1 6.3 1.15 .94 67 .11 54 72 4. Hfime 
S. Viipuri ......................... 31.3 588 19 .91 21.4 13.5 7.9 1.34 1.09 86 •ts 58 55 5. Viipuri 
6. Mikkeli .................. ,,,,,. 16.6 198 12 -.04 2LS 14.5 7.0 1.52 1.24 78 •19 73 67 6. Mikkeli 
1. Kuopio ..... .................... 36.2 367 10 .54 24.1 14.3 9.8 1.66 1.35 79 •18 72 58 7. Kuopio 
8. Vaasa .......................... 38.3 482 13 .49 22.8 15.6 7.2 1.49 1.21 74 •t7 72 62 8. Vaasa 
9. Oulu ........................... 169.0 386 2 1.20 27.7: 15.7 12.0 1.99 1.61 90 *14 68 so 9. Ouiu 

FRANCE (3/8/31) ................ 551.0 41,835 76 .44 17.8 16.0 1.8 1.10 .93 77 5 *28 176 FRANCE (3/8/31) 
1. Ain ............... , .. , ........ 5.8 323 55 .02 16.6 17.4 -.8 1.12 .96 74 3 •4s 151 I. Ain 
2. Aisne ......................... 7.4 489 66 .93 21.4 15.9 5.5 1.45 1.23 78 7 "'26o 253 2. Aisne 
3. Allier ......................... 7.4 374 51 -.04 14.7 16.9 -2.2 .99 .87 57 8 •43 221 3. Allier 
4. Alpes (Basses-) ................. 7.0 88 13 -.51 14.8 17.0 -2.2 1.13 .95 77 4 •ss 150 4. Alpes (Basses-) 
5. Alpes (Hautes-)· ................ 5.6 88 16 -.08 17.2 16.0 1.2 1.30 1.08 73 2 •s~o 97 .5. Alpes (Hautes·) 
6. Alpes-Maritimes ...... , .. , ...... 3.7 493 132 2.41 14.9 14.8 .1 .74 .63 78 6 •r4 87 6. Alpes-Maritimes 
7.

0
Ardkbe ................. ,_ .... '5.6 283 51 -.51 17.0 17.2 -.2 1.17 .97 96 7 •5.'!> 95 7. Ardi!che 

8. Ardennes ...................... 5.2 294 56 .25 20.4' 15.7 4.7 1.38 1.19 72 3 •17 252 8. Ardennes 
9. Ariege . ............ "co: ......... 4.9 161 33 -.72 13.7 17.2 ';-3.5 !! .99 .85 73 10 "'56e 124 9. Arii!ge 

10. Aube .......................... 6.0 242 40 .33 18.4 17.5 .9 1.18 1.00 75 3 •25 209 10. Aube 
11. Aude ........................... 6.3 297 47 -.05 15.8 16.2 _; .4 1.09 .92 67 11 •ss 0 177 II. Au8e 
12. Aveyron .... ............ ~ ...... 8.8 324 37 -.38 17.6 16.8 .8 1.24 1.04 89 4 •55 158 12. Aveyron 
13. Belfort ••.••.•••••. ;·. <: ......... .6 99 163 .35 20.3 14.2 6.1 1.24 1.07 69 .2 •tO· 207 13. Belfort 
14. Bouche&-du-RMne ............ , , 5.2 1,102 210 2.50 14.8 14.5 .3 .84 .70 69 -7 • 9 218 14. Bouches-du-Rh6ne 
IS. Calvados ........... ·..,. ·, ........ 5.7 401 70 .34 22.4 18.3 4.1 1.40 1;16 93 3 .33 271 IS. Calva doe 

<0 

• 
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• Area, Population and Average Vital Rates,· Reproduction Soclo-econ~mic Indices, ca. 1930 • Density Average 1930-31 Rates, ca. 1930 • 
Country, District and Annual 

% De-. ".Per Cap-
• Country, District and 

Date of Census Interwar Infant % Illit- Date of Census 
• Po pula· %Growt~ 1-latural 

•Gross 
Mortality erate at pendent ita Pro-

• Area tion Density Birth Death Increase Net 1930-19Jiage 10 + on Ag!Q. ductivity 
(000 km') (000) . perkm' culture in Agric. 

• • 
FRANCE (3/8/31) (cont.) 

•6l 
FRANCE (3/8/31) (cont.) 

16. Cantal ........................ 5.8 194 33 -.29 18.1 16.5 1.6 1.41 1.22 95 4 178 16. Cantal 
17. Cbarente ............ · .......... 6.0 310 52 -.IS 17.1 16.7 .4 1.18 1.03 61 9 •5cl 125 17. Charente 
18. Charente-Inf6rieure .••....••..•. 7.2 415 57 .01 18.0 17.3 .7 1.24 1.08 59 6 •44o· P3 18. Charente-Inf6rieure 
19. Cher .......................... 7.3 294 40 -.36 14.4 17.0 -2.6 1.06 .93 56 8 040 188 19. Cher 
20. Corr~ . ." ..................... 5.9 264 45 -.27 15.4.· .15.4 - 1,11 . .96 70 12 •s8 180 20. Corr~e 
21. Corse •.. : . •....•••............ 8.7 297 34 .90 13.0 .11.2 1.8 .90 .75 92 18 .•44 76 21. Corse 
22. C6te-d'Or ................ .' .... 8.8 334 38 .27 . 17.1 17.5 -.4 1.20 1.07 70 2 029 264 22. COte-d'Or 
23. COtes-du-Nord ................. 7.2 540 75 ~.32 20.5 17.3 3.2 1.41 1.14 86 '9 •58 142 23. COtes-du-Nord 
24. Creuse .......... ............... 5.6 208 37 -.82 13.6 16.4 -2.8 1.02 .90 52 

. 
8 .65' 175 24. Creuse 

25. Dordogne ...................... 9.2 384 42 -.17 ··16.9 17.0 -.1 1.19 1.04 58 13 •61· 129 25. Dordogne 
26. Doubs ........................ 5.3 306 .58 .45 20.5 16.0 4.5 1.31 l.io 83 2 0 23 136 26. Doubs 
27. DrOme ........................ 6.6 267 41 .09 15.4 17.2 -1.8 1.01 .86 70 4 •44 131 27. DrOme 
28.~ure .......................... 6.0 306 51 .01 19.8 17.3 2.5 1.38 1.17 83 6 036 214 28. Eure 
29, Eure-et-Loir ......... , .......... 5.9 • 255 43 .04 19.1 17.7 1.4 1.38 1.17 84 4 044 189 29. Eure-et-Loir 
30. Finist~re .... : ................. 7.0 744 106 - .. 05 20.2 15.3 4.9 1.31 1.07 66 12 046 121 30. Finist~re 
31 .. Gard .......................... 5.9 407 69 -.01 14.8 16.3 ·-1.5 .95 .80 78 6 034 184 31. Gard 
32. Garonne (Haute-) ............. : · 6.4 442 69 .51 15.1 18.4. -3.3 .98 .84 71 7 •37 142 32. Garonne (Haute-) 
33. Gers .......................... 6.3 193 31 -.07 14.4 18.5 -4.1 1.08 .95 64 7 •1o 193 33. GeriJ 

,......., 34. Gironde ....................... 10.7 853 80 ,25 15.4 17.5 -2.1 .96 .83 61 7 027 175 34. Gironde 
3.9. H6rault ....................... 6.2 5!5 83 .19 14.9 . 15.4 -.5 .92 .79 68 9 . *42 218 35. H6rault 
36. llle-et-Vilaine .................. 7.0 562 80 .09 21.0 17.5 3.5 1.32 1.08 80 4 047 178 36. Ille-et-Vilaine 
37. lndre ......................... 6.9 248 36 -.39 16.1 16.6 -.5 1.14 1.00 59 9 •55 179 37. lndre 
38. Indre-et-Loire .................. 6.2 335 54 .31 17.3 17.1 .2 1.18 1.02 68 4 •38 !55 38. lndre-et-Loire 
39. I~re .......................... 8.2 584 71 .57 16.9 17.3 ·-.4 1.02 .85 86 4 •3o !53 39. Ia~re 
40. Jura .......................... 5.0 229 45 -.24 18.1 17.9 .2 1.24 1.05 73 2 •38 130 40. Jura 
41. Landes ....................... , 9.4 257 27 -.32 15.4 15.9 -.5 1.05 .93 50 II •52 132 41. Landes 
42. Loir-et-Cher ................... 6.4 242 38 -.29 17.5 16.3 1.2 1.23 1.09 57 6 •51 161 42. Loir-et-Cher 
43. Loire ......................... 4.8 665 138 .14 16.5 16.4 .1 1.01 .86 89 4 •2o 158 43. Loire 
44. Loire (Haute-) ................. 5.0 252 50 -.61 16.8 17.2 -.4 1.15 .94 98 5 •59 114 44. Loire (Haute-) 
45. Loire-lnf6rleure ....•.....•.•... 7.0 652 93 .10 18.2 17.7 .5 1.16 .98 58 5 •35 200 45. Loire-Inf6rieure 
46. Loiret ......................... 6.8 343 50 .13 16.9 16.6 .3 1.18 1.02 63 5 037 165 46. Loiret 
42- Lot ........................... 5.2 167 \ 32 -.56 14.3 19.7 -5.4 1.09 .94 79 8 . 067 106 47." Lot 

• 
48. Lot-et-Garonne ................. 5.4 248 46 .35 15.1 18.5 -3.4 1.09 .96 64 8 058 168 48. Lot-et-Garonne 
49. Lozt!re . . ·• .................... 5.2 102 20 -.67 16.7 14.6 2.1 1.30 1.10 75 3 .64 102 49. Loz~re 
50. Maine-et--Loire ...... ........... 7.2 476 66 .04 18.3 16.7 1.6 1.26 1.09 61 4 .44 216 50. Maine-et-Loire 
51. Manche ....................... 6.4 433 68 .20 22.9 17.6 5.3 1.48 1.24 67 2 048 212 51. Manche 
52. Marne ........................ 8.2 412 50 .75 20.1 16.3 3.8 1.28 1.08 80 3 024 227 52. Marne 
53. Marne (Haute-) ................ 6.2 190 30 -.36 19.2 18.3 .9 1.41 1.21 73 2 026 221 53. Marne ·(Haute-) 
54. Mayenne . ..................... 5.2 254 49 -.29 21.1 16.6 4.5 1.41 1.20 71 3 056 211 54. Mayenne 
55. Meurthe-et-Moselle •............ 5.3 593 112 .89 22.1 15.8 6.4 1.38. 1.14 88 4 • 8 324 55. Meurthe-et-Moselle 
56. Meuse ........................ 6.2 216 34 .30 20.0 17.1 2.9 1.45 1.22 81 2 0 25 241 56. Meuse 
57. Morbihan ............ · ......... 7.1 538 76 -.05 21.9 16.5 5.4 1.49 1.21 82 12 •52 146 57. Morbihan 
58. Moselle ............ ; .......... 6.2 693 111 1.11 21.6 12.4 9.5 1.36 1.14 88 2 •11 342 58. Moselle 
59. Ni~vre ................. , ...... 6.9 255 37 -.53 14.9 18.5 -3.6 1.15 .99 65 4 •4! 193 59. Ni~vre 
60. Nord .............. · ............ 5.8 2,029 352 .82 20.7 14.6 6.1 1.17 .99 83 7 • 8 303 60. Nord 
61. Oiae .......................... 5.9 407 69 . 25 19.7 17.1 2.6 1.35 1.15 79 5 024 255 61. Oise . 
62. Orne .......................... 6.1 274 44 -.13 20.0 18.6 1.4 1.34 1.14 83 3 047 1G9 62. Orne 
63. Pas-de-Calais .• , .•............. 6.8 - 1;205 178 1.17 25.0 13.9 H.! !.52 1.24 94 7 014 237 63. Pas-de-Calais 
64, Puy-de-DOme .................. 8.0 iOO 62 -.06 14.8 17.1 -2.3 .98 .85 68 4 044 143 64. Puy-de-DOme 
65. Pyr6n6es (Basses-) ............... 7.7 423 55 . r7 18.2 16.3 1.9 1.16 .98 68 7 •4! 143 65. Pyr6n6es (Basseo-) 
66, Pyr6n6ea (Hautes-) ••.•••••••••. 4.5 190 42 .10 16.2 17.9 -1.7 1.13 .96 68 6 •44 137 66. Pyr6n6es (Hauteo-) 
67, Pyr6n6es-Or!entaleo, .••.••••••.. 4.1 239 58 .47 14.0 13.9 .I .87 .75 72 12 042 254 6 7. Pyr6n6eo-Or!entaleo 
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A~n. Pormlntlon and Avcrngc Vital Rntea, Reproduction Socio-economic lndlcea, ca. 1930 
Countn·. ntatrlct and 

Dcn11it.y AvemRC 19JO-J1 Ratca, co., 1930 
Annunl Country, Dl1trlct and D~~ott" of l\•IUUII Interwar Infant % lllll· % De- Per Cap. Date or CenaUI Po~uln .. %Growth Naturnl Mortality ernte at pendent Ito Pro-Aren l 01\ Density Birth Death lncrcnae Grosa Net 1930-1931 aa:c 10 + on Aa:rJ- duct.lvlty (000 km') (000) per km• culture In As:rfc, 

......... 

FRANCI' (,l/N/,11) (ront.) FRANCE (3/8/31) (cont.) 
C\S, Rhln (Uns--) .••. , .........••••.. 4.8 688 144 .59 19.5 14.4 5.1 1.15 .98 72 0 0 20 214 68. Rhin (Baa-) 69. Rhin (llnut-) ••................ 3,5 517 148 .53 19.4 14.2 5.2 1.11 .96 62 I "15 214 69. Rhin (Haut·) 70, Rh~no ........................ 2.8 1,046 366 .48 16.3 15.9 .4 .91 .76 89 3 "11 175 70. RhOne 71, &\6no (llnulo·) .............. ,., 5.4 . 219 41 -.47 17.6 17.6 - 1.25 1.07 79 2 0 38 145 71. SaOne (Haute-) 7l. Sa6ne-et-Luire . ...... , ......... 8.6 539 62 -.36 16.8 16.5 .3 1.16 1.00 71 4 039 168 72. SaOne-et-Lolre 73. Snrthe, ....................... 6.2 385 62 -.01 20.4 17.5 2.9 1.37 1.16 93 . 5 •45 164 73, Sarthe 74. Savoie ........................ 6.2 236 38 .40 18.2 17.3 .5 1.28 1.05 90 3 044 112 74. Savoie 75, Savoie (llnute-) ... , ............ 4.6 253 55 .65 17.2 17.2 .3 1.18 .98 75 2 •4s 124 75. Savoie (Haute·) 76. Seine ... .. ~ .................... .5 4,934 10,290 .79' 16.11 14.81 1.3' .77 .63 84 31 • I' 70 76. Seine 
7~. Sc~ne-lnMrit!ure . ............... 6.3 905 143 .26 21.6 16.7 4.9 1.29 1.04 91 5 •t5 262 77. Seine-InMrieure 7 . Scme--et-Mnrne ... .............. 5.9 406 68 1.06 17.5 16.7 .6 1.22 1.04 85 4 023 233 78. Seine-et-Marne 79. Scine-t't-Oise .. ................. 5.6 1,366 242 2.85 1 16.31 16.11 .2' .88 .74 88 3' •t2• 137 79, Seine-et-Oise 80. &!vres (Deux-) ................. 6.0 308 51 -.03 18.9 15.3 3.6 1.31 1.17 53 5 "58 202 80, &!vres (Deux-) 
81. Son1rne .............. , ......... 6.3 467 74 .22 19.1 17.2 1.9 1.30 1.09 88 4 027 235 81. Somme S:Z. Tarn .......................... 5.8 303 52 .05 16.0 16.8 -.8 1.06 .91 69 7 043 !55 82. Tarn 
83. Tarn-et-Garonne ............... 3.7 164 44 .21 15 .. 7 19.1 -3.4 1.14 .98 84 7 •56 !54 83. Tarn-et-Garonne 84, Var .. , ........................ 6.0 377 63 1.40 14.2 15.5 -1.3 .92 .78 74 7 0 19 316 84, Var 
85, Vaucluse, ................ " ... 3.6 242 68 .74 . 16.7 18.2 -1.5 1.03 .87 66 6 0 39 224 85. Vaucluse 
86, Vend6e .. , ...................... 7.0 390 56 -.14 20.7 15.9 4.8 1.39 1.21 45 6 "58 !54 86. Vend6e 
87. \'ienne . ....................... 7.0 303 43 .01 17.6 15.3 2.0 1.24 1.09 58 8 "55 175 87. Vienne 
88, Vienne (Haute-) ................ 5.6 336 60 -.32 15.5 15.3 .2 1.00 .. 87 66 14 044 167 88. Vienne (Haute·) 
89, Vosges ........................ 5.9 378 64 -.12 19.7 16.0 3.7 1.24 1.05 81 2 0 23 174 89. Vosges 
9111 Yonne ........................ 1.5 276 37 -.04 15.5 18.9 -3.4 1.22 1.06 72 4 •4o 160 90. Yonne ......... 
GERMANY (6/16/33) (exd. Saar) 468.8 65,218 139 .67 16.8 II. I 5.7 .so .70 84 •o-5 20 195 GERMANY (6/16/33) (excl, Saar) 

Preussen ........................ 292.8 39,934 136 .66 16.8 11.0 5.8 .82 .72 84 - 20 207 Preussen 
1. Ostpreussen . ................... 37.0 2,333 63 .70 21.3 12.5 8.8 1.22 1.06 98 - 40 165 1. Ostpreussen 

Konigsberg .................. 13.1 957 73 1.08 2o:s 13.0 7.8 1.12 .98 97 - 35 - Konigsberg 
Gumbinnen .................. 9.4 • 546 58 .25 19.8 12.0 7.8 1.19 1.04 89 - 46 - Gumbinnen 

~ Allenstein ................... 11.5 552 48 .36 23.4 12.2 11.2 1.47 1.28 109 - 49 - Allenstein 
Westpreussen . ............... 2.9 277 95 .95 21.3 12.3 9.0 1.16 1.01 96 - 31 - Westpreussen 

2, Stadt Berlin ................... ,9 4,242 4,802 .541 9.61 11.41 -1.8' .42 .37 72 - I' 100 2, Stadt Berlin 
3, Brandenburg ................... 39.0 2,726 70 1.14 16.0 12.6 3.4 .82 .71 86 - 27 224 3 0 Brandenburg 

Potsdam .. " .......... " .... 19.8 1,415 71 1.891 15.7 1 13.01 2.71 .so .70 87 - 251 - Potsdam 
Frankfurt ................... 19.2 1,311 68 .29 16.2 12.2 4.0 .84 .73 86 - 30 - Frankfurt 

4. Pommern ...................... 30.3 1,921 64 .61 18.2 11.4 6.8 1.04 .91 93 - 36 227 4, Pommern 
Stettin . ..................... 16.2 1,235 76 . 78 17.8 II. 7 6.1 .97 .84 92 - 30 - Stettin 
KOslin ...................... 14.1 686 49 .29 18.9 10.9 • 8.0 1.13 .98 92 - 47 - K6siin 

5. Grenzmo Posen-Westpr .......... 7.7 338 44 .26 19.6 11.5 8.1 1.18 1.03 98 ~ 42_ 213 5. Grenzm. Posen-Westpr. 
6o Niederschlesien . ................ 26.6 3,204 !20 .29 17.8 12.3 5.5 .92 .so 97 - 24 207 6. Niederschlesien 

Bresiau .... , ................. 12.9 1,944 !51 .26 18.1 12.4 5.7 .94 .82 103 - 2:1> - Breslau 
Liegnitz ..................... 13.7 1,260 92 .34 17.2 12.3 4.9 .90 .78 88 - 21- - Liegnitz 

7, Oberschlesien .................. 9.7 1,483 !53 .73 24.9 12.8 12.1 1.29 1.13 124 - 25 179 7 0 Oberschlesien 
8. Sachsen ....................... 25.5 3,400 !33 .68 16.7 11.2 5.5 .83 .72 88 - 21. 252 8. Sachsen 

' Magdeburg ............ ~- .... 11.6 1,304 112 .49 15.3 11.7 3.6 .79 .69 98 - 23 - Magdeburg · 
Merseburg ........ ............. 10.2 1,486 !46 .so 17.9 10.7 7.2 

" 
.88 .77 84 - 20'> - Merseburg 

Erfurt.. .......... : . ......... 3.7 610 164 .79 • 16.8 11.3 . 5.5 .79 .69 79 - 20 - Erfurt 
9. Schleswig-Holstein ... ........... 15.1 1,590 !06 .92 1 16. I' 11.01 5.1 1 .84 . 73 81 - 21 1 .. 289 9. Schleswig-Holstein 

10. Hannover . ............. ,_ ...... 38.8 3,368 87 .88 17.2 10.5 6.1 ,86 .75 66 - 0 29 245 10, Hannover 
Hannover ........ ..-.......... 6.2 904 145 .74 13.8 10.5 3.3 ,66 .58 66 - 20 - Hannover 
Hildesheim , " ............... 5.1 594 117 .70 17.1 11.4 5.7 .81 .71 67 ..... 23 - Hiidesheim 
Lilneburg .... ..... b' •.•••..•. 11.4 622 55 .91 16.7 10.5 6.2 .84 ,74 64 - 33 - Laneburg 

' 
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• 

• • Area, Population and Average Vital Rates, Reproduction Socicreconomic Indices, ca. 1930 
• Density Average 1930-31 Rates, ca. 1930 • Country, District and Annual 

%De- ~erCap-
Country, District and Date of Census Interwar Infant % lllit- g Date of Census Por,ula- %Gro;t~ rr;atural Mortality erate at pendent ita Pro-• Area ton Density Birth Death ncrease «;ross Net 193Q--1931 age 10+ on Agrb ductivity • (000 km') (000) per km' culture in Agric. 

GERMANY (6/16/33) (cont.) 
• GERMANY (6/16/33) (cont.) 10. Hannover (cont.) 10. Hannover (cont.) 

Stade ....................... 6.8 468 69 .83 1 16.71 9.6• 7.1 1 .95 .83 68 - 35' - Stade 
OsnabrUck ................... 6.2 467 75 1.32 22.0 10.3 11.7 1.10 .96 69 - 38., - OsnabrOck 
Aurich ...................... 3.1 311 100 1.05 21.6 10.3 11.3 1.16 1.01 64 - 35 - Aurich 

11. Westfalen ..................... 20.2 5,040 249 .61 18.4 9.5 8.9 .84 .74 84 - 12 206 11. Westfalen 
MUnster ..................... 7.3 1,561 214 .65 23.9 10.9 13.0 1.02 .89 90 - 15 - MUnster Minden ..................... 5.3 872 166 1.01 18.4 9.9 8.5 .82 .71 69 - 23 - Minden Arnsberg .................... 7.6 2,607 340 .45 15.8 8.8 7.0 . 75 .65 85 - 7 - Arnsberg 12. Hessen-Nassau .............. ... 16.8 2,585 153 .56 15.3 10.4 4.9 .71 .62 55 - 20 171 12. Hessen-Nassau Kassel. ..................... 10.9 1,149 106 .71 16.8 10.1 6.7 .83 .72 57 - 28 - Kassel Wiesbaden . .................. 6.0 1,436 241 .43 - 14.0 10.8 3.2 .62 .54 54 - 15 - Wiesbaden 13. Rheinprovinz; .................. 24.0 7,632 318 .61 16.7 10.3 6.4 .75 .65 78 - 12 157 13. Rheinprovinz • Koblenz ..................... 5.7 763 134 .53 17.4 11.0 6.4 .88 .77 70 - 29 - Koblenz 
DUsseldorf ................... 5.5 oi,078 742 .52 16.1 9.7 6.4 .69 .60 80 - 5 - DUsseldorf K61n ........................ 4.0 1,544 388 .76 15.8 10.6 5.2 .67 .59 77 -· 9 - K61n Trier ..... ................... 5.7 498 87 .80 19.6 10.9 8.7 1.06 .92 76 - 46 - Trier Aachen ................ , ..... 3.1 748 239 .80 19.0 11.3 7.7 .91 .80 83 - 15 - Aachen 14. Hohenzollerische L .............. 1.1 73 64 .18 17.2 12.5 4.7 .88 .77 83 - 48 136 14. Hohenzollerische L. Bayern ...... ................... 76.0 7,682 101 .70 18.9 12.3 6.6 .92 .80 106 - 31 167 Bayern 

1~ Oberbayern: ................... 16.7 1,776 106 1.08 16.4 12.6 3.8 .75 .65 105 - - - 15. Oberbayern 
16. Niederbayern} ................. 10.7 770 72 

{ .44 
23.9 14.8 9.1 1.35 1.17 166 - - - 16. Niederbayern Oberpfalz .................... 9.6 6.12 68 24.1 13.6 10.5 1.28 1.12 141 - - - Oberpfalz 

17. Oberfranken } .... , ............ 7.5 786 105 .::1 19.3 11.5 7.8 .93 ·.81 88 - - - 17. Oberfranken 
Mlttelfranken ................. 7.6 1,037 136 16.5 11.6 4.9 . 74 .64 85 - - - Mittelfranken ' 18. Unterfranken . ................. 8.4 796 94 .71 19.7 11.7 8.0 .99 .86 85 - - - 18. Unterfranken 

19. Sehwaben ..................... 9.9 878 89 .52 17.4 12.3 5.1 .88 .77 100 - - - 19. Schwaben 20. Pfalz .......................... 5.5 986 179 .87 18.7 10.4 8.3 .92 .80 .76 - 20 - 20. Pfalz 
21. Sachsen ....................... 15.0 5,197 347 .33 . 14.0 10.5 3.5 .59 ,52 71 - 8 254 21. Sachsen Chemnitz . .......... , ........ 2.1 1,038 499 .36 1.S.2 10.0 5.2 .62 .55 69 - 5 - Chemnitz Dresden-Bautzen . .... , ....... 6.8 1,917 282 .36 13.6 10.9 2.7 .58 .51 67 - 10 - Dresden-Bautzen 

Leipzig ...................... 3.6 1,368 384 .46 14.1 10.7 3.4 .58 .51 80 - 8 - Leipzig 
Zwickau ..... , ............... 2.5 874 345 .06 13.3 10.0 3.3 .58 .51 69 - 6 - Zwickau 'rJ. WOrttemberg ... ........... , ... 19.5 2,696 138 .83 17 .I 11.5 5.6 .83 .72 67 - 27 142 22. WUrttemberg 
Neckarkreis ................. 3.2 1,036 320 - 15.8 10.6 5.2 .70 .61 58 - 16 - Neckarkreis 
SchwarZwaldkreis .. ........... 4.8 620 130 - 18.2 11.7 6.5 .87 .76 68 - 29 - Schwarzwaldkreis J agstkrcis ................... 5.2 430 82 - 18.1 12.4 5.7 .99 .86 72 - 42 - Jagstkreia Donaukreis ..... ............. 6.3 609 97 - 17.4 12.1 5.3 .92 .80 77 - 35 - Donaukreis 23. Baden ........................ 15.1 2,413 160 .57 17.9 11.4 6.5 .84 .73 71 - 24 126 23. Baden 
Konstanz., . ................. 3.8 353 92 - 17.9 12.4 5.5 .95 .83 76 - 35 - Konstanz 
Freiburg .................... 5.0 631 125 - 18.7 12.7 6.0 .91 .80 62 - 31 - Freiburg 
Karlsruhe ......... , ......... 2.6 688 261 - 17.3 10.6 6.7 .78 .68 73 - 18 - Karlsruhe 
Mannheim ...... , ...... , .... 3.5 741 210 - 17.8 10.6 7.2 .78 .68 73 - 18 - Mannheim 24. ThOringen ............... , ..... 11.8 1,660 141 .58 16.0 10.6 5.4 .76 .67 78 - 17 232 24. ThOringen 25. l-Iessen . ................ , , ..... 7.7 1,429 186 .62 16.7 10.5 6.2 .76 - 59 - 21 154 25. Hcssen 
Starkenburg .... ............. 3.0 666 222 - 16.0 9.3 6.7 .74 .64 58 - 14 - Star ken burg 
Oberhessen. , ................ 3.3 343 104 - 17.0 11.0 6.0 .84 .73 52 - 33 - Oberheasen . Rheinhe68Cn . ....... , ........ 1.4 421 300 - 17.6 12.2 5.4 .72 .63 68 - 22 - Rheinhessen 26. Hamburg ...................... .4 1,218 2,936 • 71' 13.01 11.4' 1.6' .54 .48 71 - 2' 76 26. Hamburg 27. Mecklenburg ....... , ........... 16.0 805 50 .99 17.5 12.5 5.0 .99 .86 96 - 37 264 27. Mecklenburg 

28. Oldenburg ..................... 6.4 574 89 1.23 20.1 9.1 11.0 "1.02 .89 67 - 33 233 28. Oldenburg 
Oldenburg .............•..... 5.4 467 87 - 20.6 9.0 11.6 1.06 .92 67 - 34 - Oldenburg 
LUbeck ...................... .5 48 89 - 16.3 10.1 6.2 .85 .74 86 - 26 - LUbeck OirkPOfc>lrf.,,. . ' ............. .5 58 116 - 19.4 9.2 10.2 .88 . 77 56 - 24 - Blrkenfeld 

' 
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;1\RMANY (6/16/3.1) (cont.) ( 

2 
3 

o, Hrnunsch\\'l'ig . ................. 
0. l~renu•n , ................... , .. 
~I. Anhnlt ........................ 
:tl. Lippe . ........................ 
3 
3 
3 

,l, l.ilb<.'Ck ........................ 
4. Schnumburg-Lippe ..... ......... 
5. Saarland (6/25/JS) .•.. ,., ...... 

• 
~ EECE (5/15/28) ............... 

1. Central Greece and Euboea .. .... 
G 

2, Thessaly ...................... 
3. Ionian Islands . ................ 
4. Cyclades ...................... 
S. Peloponnesus . ................. 
6. ~lnet->-donia . ................... 
7. Epirus ........................ 
8. Aegean Islands ................. 
9. Crete ......................... 

.....,I 0. Vlestern Thrace ................ 

UNGARY (12/31/30) ............ » H 
~I . •ransdanubia . .................. 

Baranya ...................... 
Fejk ........................ 
Gy6r, ?l.foson ~s Pozsony . ...... 
Kom6rom &I Esztergom . .... : . . 
Somogy ...................... 
Sopron ....................... 

eTolna ..................... -... 
Vas ................... ······· 
Veszpr~m ..................... 
Zala ......................... 

2 • Great Plain ..................... 
B:.ics·Bodrog . ................. 
B~k~ ........................ 
Bihar ........................ 
Csanad, Arad ~ Torontal ...... 
Csongrad ......... · ............ 
Hajdu .................... · ... 
Jasz-Nagykun-Szolnok .......•. 
Pest-Pili~olt-Kiskun .......... 
Budapest ...................... 
Szabolcs ~ Ung ...... , ........ 

" Szatmar, U gocsa ~ Bereg .''1 .... 
3 . North .......................... 

AbaU.j·Torna ....... . " .......... 
Borsod, GOmOr ~ Kishont .... .. 
Heves ........................ 
N6grad ~ Hont. ; ... ~ .. : . ..... 
Zempl~n ...................... 

ICELAND (12/2/30) .... • .... ; ...... 

Artn, JlftpUinllon nnd 
Denaity 

Porcnto.· 
Ar<n l on Density 

(OOOkm•) (000) per km• 

3. 7 513 140 
.2 372 1,442 

2.3 364 !58 
1.2 176 144 

.3 1.16 458 

.3 so 147 
1.9 811 424 

.130.2 6,205 48 
25.0 I ,593 64 
13.3 493 37 
1.9 213 Ill 
2.6 130 50 

22.3 1,053 47 
34.9 1,412 40 
9.4 313 33 
3.8 308 eo 
8.3 386 47 
8.7 303 35 

93.1 ,8,688 93 
36.9 2,686 73 
4.0 312 78 
4.1 271 66 
2.4 205 86 
2.0 179 90 
6.7 386 58 
1.9 • 179 92 
3.6 269 75 
3:-3 275 83 
4.0 244 61 
4.9 365 75 

42.1 4,867 115 
1.9 137 73 
3.7 331 90 
2.8 176 64 
2.0 174 87 
3.5 344 99 
3.3 296 88 
5.2 412 78 

12.8 1,446 113 
.2 1,006 4,861 

4.7 395 85 
2.1 ISO 71 

14.0 1,136 81 
1.7 91· 54 
4.0 358 91 
3.8 317 84 
2.9 223 77 
1.8 146 83 

103.0 109 I 
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AvemRe 
Annual 

Avcrn11e Vlt.nl Rntea, 
1930-31 

Reproduction 
1 Rntea, ca. 19JO 

lnterwnr 
%Growth Natural 

Birth DC11th Incrcn11c Gro~a Net 

1.08 14.9 II. I 3.8 .75 .66 
1.44' 16.4' 11.41 5.o• .60 .53 
1.48 16.4 11.4 5.0 .81 .71 

.97 17.9 9.9 8.0 .82 .72 
1.57 13.9 11.8 2.1 .64 .56 

.73 14.6 11.0 3.6 .69 .60 

.64 20.3 10.1 10.2 1.10 .96 

I. 93 31.2 17 .I 14.1 1.80 I. 26 
2.52 27.8 15.6 12.2 1.56 1.09 
1.37 30.8 18.5 12.3 1.88 1.32 

.86 23.5 13.9 9.6 1.47 1.03 
1.02 29.3 14.3 15.0 2.17 1.52 
1.36 29.6 15.7 13.9 I. 71 1.20 
2.48 38.8 20.7 18.1 2.19 1.53 
1.19 33.4 16.9 16.5 1.81 1.27 
1.45 24.6 14.1 10.5 1.57 1.10 
1.34 26.0 12.6 13.4 1.47 1.03 
2.91 36.6 22.4 14.2 2.30 1.61 

.76 24.6 16.1 8.5 1.34 1.01 

.44 24.0 15.9 8.1 1.44 1.05 

.62 21.3 17.9 3.4 1.22 .89 

.61 25.7 15.3 10.4 1.59 1.16 

.55 25.1 14.7 10.4 I. 51 1.10 

.89 25.2 14.3 10.9 1.59 1.16 

.30 22.8 16.8 6.0 1.28 .94 

.27 24.1 14.8 9.3 1.54 1,13 

.14 22.0 17.2 4.8 1.28 .94 

.22 24.3 14.3 10.0 1.51 1.11 

.69 26.0 15.7 )0.3 1.60 1.17 

.3.1 25.1 16.1 9.0 1.50 1.10 

.97 24.0 16.1 7.9 1.29 .94 

.88 21.6 16.6 5:0 1.24 .90 
. .42 24.4 17 .I 7.3 1.41 1.03 

.64 28.9 17.5 11.4 I. 78 1.30 

.29 23.8 15.7 8.1 1.37 1.00 

.34 22.1 16.9 5.2 1.22 .90 

.73 28.9 18.4 10.5 1.63 1.20 

.46 27.1 . 16.0 II. I 1.64 1..20 
1.39' 23.01 14~3 1 8.71 1.28 .94 
1.121 16.51 15.8' . 7• .71 .52 
1.21 36.2 19.1 17.1 2.17 1.59 

.99 34.9 18.5 16.4 2.06 1.51 

.66 28.1 16.2 11.9 1.63 1.20 

.41 29.4 16.5 •!2.9 '1. 78 1.30 
1.00 27.4 15.9 11.5 1.55 1.13 

.44 27.8 16.7 II. I 1.62 1.19 

.54 27.5 15.1 12.4 1.63 1.20 

.65 30.8 17.2 13.6 t·. 79 1.31 

1.26 25.9 II. 7 14.2 - -

Socio-economic lndlcee, ca. 1930 

Country, Dletrlct and 
Infant % llllt- %De· Per Cap. lJat.e of CentUI 

Morlallty crate at pendent ita Pro-
1930-1931 age 10+ on Agrl- duct.lvlty 

culture in Agrlc. 

GERMANY (6/16/33) (cont.) 
79 - 18 275 29. Braunschweig 
64 - 2' 187 30. Bremen 
91 - 17 247 31. Anhalt 
58 - 21 225 32. Lippe 
94 - 5 198 33. LUbeck 
62 - 20 326 34. Schaumburg-Lippe 
86 - 6 - 35. Saarland (6/25/35) 

117 41 46 so GREECE (5/15/28) 
115 34 26 54 1. Central Greece and Euboea 
114 43 56 51 2. Thessaly 
95 45 55 31 3. Ionian Islands 

108 38 40 32 4. Cyclades 
114 40 58 so 5. Peloponnesus 
126 43 so so 6. Macedonia 
102 so 56 38 7. Epirus 
104 37 34 58 8. Aegean Islands 
101 43 58 so 9. Crete 
133 61 60 51 10. Western Thrace 

!57 9 51 78 HUNGARY (12/31/30) 
149 8 61 - 1. Transdanubia 
!59 9 55 102 Baranya 
135 9 64 92 Fej~r 
125 5 52 98 GyOr, Moson b Pozsony. 
141 6 40 87 Komirom ~ Eszter~om 
191 10 69 108 Somogy 
126 3 59 98 Sop ron 
143 8 67 88 Tolna 
118 5 58 93 Vas . 
!57 7 62 93. Veszpr~m 
!59 10 70 69 Zala 
161 10 45 - 2. Great Plain 
lSI IS 67 84 Bacs-Bodrog 
166 8 64 83 B~k~ 
171 12 77 76 Bihar 
164 13 . 71 91 Csanad, Arad ~ Torontal 
167 10 53 44 Csongrad 
173 10 52,.. 52 Hajdu -!52 14 64, 85 Jasz-Nagykun-Szolnok 
!57 9' 261 61 Pest·Pilis.Solt·Kiskun 
121 3' -·· 52 Budapest 
193 21 70 69 Szabolcs ~ l5ng 
193 18 75' 75 Szatmar, Ugocsa ~ Bereg 
163 12 57,., - '3- North 
165 12 73 78 

' Aba6j-Torna 
158 10 47 .. 68 Bwsod, G6m6r ~. Kishont 
181 14 65 59 Heves 
ISO II c 51 76 N6grad ~ Hont 
159 ~4 61 70 Zempl~n 

45 ~5 36 - ICELAND (12/2/30) 
• -
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0 . 
• Area, Population and Average Vital Rates; Reproduction So~o-economic Indices, ca. 1930 

• Density Average 1930-31 Rates, ca. 1.930 
Country, Distrid a"nd· Annual Country, District and 

Date of Census Interwa;~ _ Infant % Illit· % De- 6iPer Capo- g Date or CensUII 

• Popula- %Growt Natural Mortality erate at pendent ita Pro--

• Area tion Density Birth Death Increase iGross Net 1930-1931 age 10+ on Agri- ductivity 
(OOOkm') (000) per km' culturE? in Agric .. · 

• 
" .. 

IRELAND (6/26/36) .....•........ 68.9 2,968 43 -.01 19.6 14.3 5·.3 1.42 1.19 69 .. "0-5 0 53 93 IRELAND (6/26/36) 
1. Leinster ....... . -.. : ............ 19.6 1,220 . 62. .w 21.2 15.1 6.1 ·1.41 1.18 . 81 - "34' 94 1. Leinster 
2. Munster ....................... 24.1 942 39 -.29 19.0 14.1 4.9 1.38 1.16 66 - •sJ> 119 2. Munster 
3. Connacht •..•........ : . ........ 17.1 525 31 -.51 17.7 13.0. 4.7 1.52 1.27 . 49 - •79 71 3. ConnaCht 
4; Ulster (part of) ................ 8.0 280 35 -.68 17.2 13.9 . 3.3 1 .'42 1.19 55 - *751;;) 77 4. Ulster (part of) 

ITALY (4/21/31) ................. 1·310.2 41,177 133 .85 25 .. 8 14.5 11.3 1.59 1. iS 110 22 044 73 ITALY (4/21/31) 
1. Piemonte . .......... ~ ..... -..... 29.4 3,498 119 .29 17.2 13.7 3.5 .98 .79 89 4 •4o 96' .1. Piemonte 
2. Liguria . ......... ; ............. 5.4 1,437 264 ;73 16.3 12.0 4.3 .91 .73 70 7 *21' 81 2. Liguria 
3. Lorn bardia .................... 23.7 5,545 234 .. 92 23.2 .14.6 8.1> 1.30 1.05 130 4 .. •Jo 94 3. Lombardia 
4. Venezia Tridentina . ...... · .... , . 13.6 660 48 .56 22.9 14.5 8.4 1.41 1.14 107 1 049 66 4. Venezia Tridentina 
5. Veneto ........................ 25.5 4,123 162 .46 26. 7. 12.3 14.4 1.66 1. 34 86 11 048 66 S. Veneto 
6. Venezia Giulia e Zara . .......... 9.0 979 109 .59 .21.0 13.4 7.6 . 1.23 .99 112 13 0 33 so 6. Venezia Giulia e Zara 
7. "Emilia .•.. ." ................... 22.1 3,218 145 .66 23.3 12.6 9.7 1.38 1.12 88 16 •s4 96 7. Emilia . 
8. Toecana . ..... · ............ -..... 22.9 "2,892 126. .49 20.1 12.3 7.8 1.18 .96 72 19 ·41 81 8. Toscana 
9; Marche ........................ 9.7 1,218 126 .66 26.3 13.2 13.1 1.64 1.j4 85 28 •ss 74 9. Marche 

10. Umbria, .•.................... 8.5 694 82 .83 25.7 13.1 12.6 1.68 1.37 91 28 •59 75 10. Umbria 
11. Lazio ......................... 17.2 2,385 139 2.17 26.3. 13.0 13.3 1.61 1.31 90. 20 036 61 11. Lazio 
12. Abruzzi e Molise . ............... 15.4 1,498 9.7 .98 31.6 16.7 14.9 2.00 1.45 120 36 066 51 12. Abruzzi e Molise 
13. Campania .................•... 13.5 . 3,495 259 1.24 32.7 1.6.7 16.0 2.12 1.53 116 37 037 62 13. Campania 
1•. Puglie ...•.................... 19.3 2,486 139 1.25 33.9 18,3 15.6 2.26 1.64 143 41 •52 51 14. Puglie 
15. Lucania .. ..................... 10.0 508 51 1.13 36.6 21.6 15.0 2.43 1. 76 161 49 •64 98 15. Lucania 
16. Calabrie .........••••••......•. 15.1 1,669 Ill 1.27 33.6 15.9 17.7 2.18 1.58 118 50 •s7. 52 16. Calabrie 
17. Sicilia .......... : . •.•.......... 25.7 3,897 152 .58 29.3 16.1 13.2 I. 91 1.39 133 42 0 49 62 17. Sicilia 
18. Sardegna .............•........ 24.1 973 40 1.30 30.1 15.3 14.8 2.00 1.45 109 38 •s7 61 18. Sardegna 

LATVIA (2/11/30) .....•.......... 65.8 .1,900 29 1.37 . 19.5 14.1 5.4 .99 .82 88 19 •s5 111 LATVIA (2/11/30) 
I. Riga (City) .•.......•••........ .2 378 1' 794 4.86 15.2 13.7 1.5 .57 .47 70 7 ., - I. Riga (City) 
2. Vidzeme ...................... 23.1 405 18 -.06 15.9 14.0 1.9 .92 .76 62 8 0 68 133 2. Vidzeme 
3. Kurzeme ............. .......... 13.2 288 22 .49 17.2 14.3 2.9 .92 .76 79 12 •s3 141 3. Kurzeme 

' 
4. Zemgale .... ..•......•.••••••.. 13.6 288 21 1.85 17.4 14.3" 3.1 .96 .79 92 17 0 68 144 4. Zemgale 
5. Latgale •...................... 15.7 541 34 .90 27.6 14.3 13.3 1.48 1.22 109 41 •so 68 5. Latgale 

LITHUANIA (12/31/30) 7 •••••••••• 54.8 2,367 43 1.16 27.4 15.8 11.6 1.48 1.10 ISO 331 •6o-7o 73 LITHUANIA (12/31/30)7 

• LUXEMBURG (12/31/30) ......... 2.6 300 115 1.00 20.6 13.1 7:5 1.16 .96 88 - •25-30 126 LUXEMBURG (12/31/30) 

NETHERLANDS (12/31/30) .••.... 32.6 7,936 244 1.26 22.7 9.4 13.3 1.43 1.28 51 •o-s •1s 259 NETHERLANDS (12/31/30) 
1. Noordbrabant .... .............. 5.0 898 181 I. 71 29.1 10.3 18.8 1.98 1.77 71 - 0 23 227 1. Noordbrabant 
2. Gelder land •................... 5.0 829 165 1.18 23.4 . 10.0 13.4 1.57 1.40 56 - 0 26 259 2. Gelder land 
3. Zuidholland ..•.•.............. 2.9 1,958 669 1.28 21.0 8.7 12.3 1.26 1.12 40 - •to 218 3. Zuidholland 
4. Noordholland ••................ 2.7 1.,510 551 1.32 19.1 9.1 10.0 1.10 .99 39 - •9 210 4. Noordholland 
5, Zeeland •.....•......•.....•... 1.8 248 139 .20 19.2 9.9 9.3 1.28 1.15 so - •3s 334 5. Zeeland 
6. Utrecht •...................... 1.4 407 299 1.69 21.7 9.2 12.5 1.35 1.21 43 - 0 12 407 6. Utrecht 
7. Friesland . .... , ................ 3.2 400 123 .51 21.6 10.5 11.1 1.47 1.31 39 - 0 36 267 7. Friesland 
8. Overljssel. .• , •........... ; •... 3.4 521 155 1.37 24.0 9.2 14.8 1.55 1.38 56 - 0 22 337 8. Overijesel 
9. Groningcn . .................... 2.3 392 171 .73 20.7 9.2 11.5 1.34 1.20 44 - 0 26 259 9. Groningen 

10. Drenthe .... ...... , ............ 2.7 222 84 .82 25.9 9.4 16.5 1.88 1.68 54 - 043 252 10. Drenthe 
11. Limburg ••• , ..............•... 2.2 551 251 1.62 28.6 9.4 19.2 1.92 1.72 68 - '19 230 11. Limburg 

NORWAY (12/1/30) ..•••.•••.•... 308.6 2,814 9 .55 16.7 10.7 6.0 1.04 .89 46 -o-5 0 27 116 NORWAY (12/1/30) 
I. f!atfold .••..•.......••••.•..... 3.9 167 43 ,42 16.4 10.2 6.2 1.04 .89 58 - 0 22 !58 1. !2Sstfold 
2. Akerohuo .•••......•.••••.. , ••. 5.0 237 47 l. 791 17.21 9.1 1 8.1 1 .92 .78 44 - •21' 133 2. Akershus 
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AreA, Populntlon and A vema:c Vltnl Rntea, Reproduction Socio-economic Indices, ca. 1930 
Dcn•lty Average 1930-31 Rates, ca. 1930 

Country, Dhttrlct nnd Annual Country, Dlttrlct and 
Untc of Ccna\ll Intcnvnr Inrant % Jlllt.-o %De- Per Cap.. Date of CelliUI 

Pop,uln- %Growth Natural Mortality erate at pendent Ita Pro-
Aren ton Dcnalty Birth Death Increase Groll Net 1930-1931 &ie 10+ on AsrJ- ductivlty 

(OOOkmt) (000) per km• culture Jn Aerie. 

NORWAY (12/1/JO) (cont.) NORWAY (12/1/30) (cont.) 
J, Oslo .......................... .02 253 15,671 -.221 9.21 II. 11 -1.9' .42 .36 44 - -· - 3. Oslo 
4. Hcdmnrk ...................... 26.3 158 6 .57 19.2 10.3 8.9 1.41 1.21 44 - •38 126 4. Hedmark 
S. Opland ........................ 23.7 138 6 .64 18·.3 10.4 7.9 1.28 1.09 36 - •s2 110 5. Opland 
6. Buskerud ... ................... 14.0 143 10 .37 14.9 9.9 5.0 .98 .84 42 - •27 114 6. Buskerud 
7. Vestfold ....................... 2.2 134 59 .61 14.6 10.5 4.1 .93 .80 49 - •t9 158 7. Vestfold 
S. Tclcntnrk., . ................... 14.1 128 9 .22 14.7 10.3 4.4 .96 .88 46 - •24 Ill 8. Telemark 
9 . .t\ust&Agdcr ....... ............. 8.8 74 8 .04 15.3 12.8 2.5 1.08 .93 49 - •25 97 9. Aust-Agder 

10. Vest-Agd.,. ..................... 6.8 81 12 .06 15.7 12.2 3.5 1.07 .92 49 - ·JJ 96 10. Vest-Agder 
11. Rognlnnd ...................... 8.7 173 20 .53 18.1 10.9 7.2 1.17 1.00 45 - •29 !59 11. Rogaland 
II. Hordnlnnd ..................... 15.1 164 II .61 18.8 10.9 7.9 1.32 1.13 38 - •J7 98 12. Hordaland 
13. Bergen ........................ .04 98 2,798 .59 14.4 10.3 4.1 .73 .63 '41 - •t - 13. Bergen 
14. Sogn og Fjordane ............... 17.8 92 5 .32 18.1 12.1 6.0 1.31 1.12 36 - •sa 100 14. Sogn og Fjordane 
15. Mpre og Romsdal. ............. 14.6 165 II .42 17.2 11.0 6.2 1.14 .98 43 - •36 93 15. M¢re og Romsdal 
16. Spr-Trpndelag ............. , .... 17.9 175 10 .45 16.5 11.3 5.2 1.04 .89 44 - •at 93 16. Spr-Trpndelag 
17. Nord-Trpndelag ................ 21.0 96 5 .65 18.4 11.4 7.0 1.28 1.09 43 - •49 97 17. Nord-Trpndelag 
18. Nordland ..................... 36.1 187 5 .78 20.3 10.2 10.1 1.41 1.20 47 - •27 101 18. Nordland 
19. Troms ........................ 25.4 97 4 .78 19.9 11.4 8.5 1.40 1.20 65 - •24 Ill 19. Trome 
20. Finntnark . .................... 46.9 53 1 1.57 24.9 12.3 12.6 1.82 1.56 82 - •to 134 20. Finnmark . • 

........ 

POLAND (12/9/31) ..........•.... 388'.6 32,107 83 1.44 31.6 15.6 16.0 I. 70 1.25 142 . 27 60 49 POLAND (12/9/31) 
Central Poland Central Poland 

'. M. st. War=wa ............... .I 1,179 9,431 I.JS' 18.11 12.51 5.61 .70 .53 121 13' -· {~9 1. M. st. Warszawa 
2. Warsza\va ..................... 29.5 2,544 86 1.541 33.81 16.51 17.31 1.93 1.40 149 291 60' 2. Warszawa 
3. L6df .......................... 19.0 2,648 139 1.23 29.3 15.0 14.3 1.54 1.11 148 27 48 47 3. L6df 
4. Kielce . ............... · ........ 25.6 2,953 115 1.34 32.9 15.2 17.7 I. 78 1.29 135 33 56 44 4. Kielce / 

5. Lublin .................. ~ ..... 31.2 2,480 so 1.51 32.4 13.9 18.5 1.81 1.31 104 33 71 49 5. Lublin 
6. Bialystok ..... : . ............... 32.4 1,654 51 1.91 34.2 15.6 18.6 1.88 1.36 127 33 69 so 6. Bialystok 

Eastern Poland Eastern Poland 
7. Wilno ......................... 29.0 1,284 44 1.84 30.9 15.7 15.2 1.72 1.25 120 39 72 43 7. Wilno 
8. "'owogr6dek ................... 23.0 1,063 46 2.11 37.1 15.9 21.2 2.05 1.49 117 42 82 43 8. Nowogr6dek 
9. Polesie ........................ 36.7 1,139 31 3.05 43.6 17.2 26.4 2.20 1.60 115 50 80 so 9. Poleaie 

10. Wolyn ........................ 35.8 2,098 59 . 2.19 32.0 13.5 18',5 1.89 1.37 125 so 79 39 10. Woly1i 
Western Poland ... Western Poland 

11. Poznati ................ : ...... 26.6 2,119 80 . 78 27.3 13.8 13.5 1.44 1.05 146 4 47 102 11. Poznan 
12. Pomorze ...................... 16.4 1,087 66 1.37 32.4 15.5 16.9 1.84 1.34 171 6 51 86 12. Pomorze 
13. SIQSk ......................... 4.2 1,303 309 1.22 28.3 13.1 15.2 1.43 1.04 !54 2 12 96 13. SI'ISk 

Southern Poland Southern Poland 
14. Krak6w ....................... 17.4 2,312 133 1.30 32.9 16:9 16.0 1.83 1.33 154 17 59 • 44 14. Krak6w 
IS. Lw6w ........................ 28.4 3,146 Ill 1.03 29.9 17.0 12.9 1.67 1.22 169 25 68 .. 37 15. Lw6w 
16. Stanislaw6w: ................. . 16.9 1,489 88 1.29 36.6 21.8 14.8 1.91 1.40 198 37 74. 34 16. Stanislaw6w 
17. Tarnopol ...................... 16.5 1,610 97 .95 28.6 16.5 12.1 1.57 1.15 157 31 79. 37 17. Tarnopol 

. 
PORTUGAL (!2/1/30) .•.......... 91.8 6,826 74 1.22 29.8 17.0 12.8 1.87 1.33 143 60 .46., 53 PORTUGAL (12/1/30) 

t..,Minho ., 1. Minho 
Braga .............. -.· ........ 2.7 415 152 1.21 33.9 17.4 16.5 2.12 1.51 135 64 •s2 o 52 Braga 
P6rto .............. 0 ••••••••• 2.3 810 355 1.45 32.6 18.9 olJ. 7 'i'.92 1.36 167 50 •27 so P6rto 
Viana do Castelo .............. 2.1 240 114 .68 28.3 16.2 12.1 1.69 1.20 120 63 .62 0 51 Viana do Castelo 

2. Traz-os-Montes 0 
2. Traz-os-Montes 

Braganta . .......... 0 ... C? ••••• 6.5 185 28 1.05 35.7 21.8 13_. 9 2.54 1.81 !56 70 .63 44 Braganca . 
Vila Real ..................... 4.2 254 60 1.04 . 34.0 18.2 15.8 2.28 1.62 127 eM •65 46 Vila Real 

3. Douro 3. Douro 
Aveiro . ........... . 1 ......... 2.8 382 138 1.10 30.6 14.9 15.7 1.92 1.37 111 59 •47 48 Aveiro 
Coimbra ................ 0. .... 4.0 388 98 .78 25.1 14.4

1 
10.7 1.59 1.13 103 63 •st 40 Coimbra 
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0 

• Area, Population and Average Vital Rates, Reproduction Socio-economic Indices. ca. 1930 
• Density Average 1930-31 Rates, ca. 1930 .. 

Country, District and Annual 
Infant % Illit- % De- ~er Cap-

Country, District and 
Date of Census Interwa

1
\ 0 Date of Census 

• Popula- %Growt p:;atural 
tiGross 

Mortality erate at~ pendent ita Pro--

• Area tion Density Birth Death ncrease Net 1930-1931 age 10+ onAgri.f ductivity 
(OOOkm') (000) per kms culture in Agric:. 

• w 
' 

PORTUGAL (12/1/30) (cont.) • PORTUGAL (12/1/30) (cont.) 
4. Beira 4. Beira 

Castelo Branco . .•............. 6.7 266 40 1.11 31.6 15.3 16.3 2.10 1.50 121 75 •sJ> 40 Castelo Branco 
Guarda ...................... 5.5 268 49 .67 32.0 19.1 12.9 2.09 1.49 156 67 0 53 40 Guard a 
Viseu .............. . · ......... 5.0 431 86 .68 30.8 16.8 14.0 2.00 1.42 115 67 "64" 37 Viseu 

5. Estremadura 5. Estremadura 
Leiria ........................ 3.4 314 92 1.17 30.5 15.5 15.0 2.00 1.43 118 70 "53 46 Leiria 
Lisboa ....................... 2.7 906 330 1. 78 23.5 18.7 4.8 1.32 .94 186 38 0 17 101 Lis boa 
Santarbm ..................... 6.7 378 - 57 1.34 28.6 13.8 14.8 1.88 1.34 111 64 059 73 Santar6m 
Setiibal. ..................... 5.1 234 46 - 30.4 '17.7 12.7 2.01 1.43 173 62 043 47 Setiibal 

6. Alemtejo 6. Alemtejo 
Beja ......................... 10.3 240 23 1.57 28.7 15.1 13.6 1.98 1.41 138 74 061 77 Beja 
Evora ........................ 7.4 181 24 1.50 29.2 15.1 14.1 lo. 97 1.40 135 67 063 78 Evora 

• Portalegre . ................. :. 6.1 166 27 1.16 29.3 15.0 14 .• 3 1.98 1.41 128 67 0 61 78 Portalegre 
7. Algarve • 7. Algarve 

Faro. 00 • ••••••••••••••••••••• 5.1 301 59 .82 26.1 15.5 10.6 1.66 1.18 140 68 048 25 Faro 
8. Islands 8. Islands 

Angra do Herolsmo . ........... .7 70 101 .74 28.0 18.5 9.5 1. 79 1.27 172 58 - - Angra do Herofsmo 
Horta .................. : ... ,. .8 49 65 .65 23.9 15.4 8.5 1.58 1.12 134 44 - - Horta 
Ponta Dclgada ................ .8 134 159 1.38 33.1 20.0 13.1 2.25 1.60 204 64 - - Ponta Delgada .. • Funchal. ............ , ...... 

0
• .8 212 270 1.65 36.9 16.8 20.1 2,30 1.63 149 71 - - ,Funchal 

,....., 

RUMANIA (12/29/30) ............ 295.0 18,057 61 1.27 34.2 20.1 14.1 2.16 1.40 178 043 72 48 RUMANIA (12/29/30) 
1. Oltenla ............. ,,,,, ...... 24.1 1,513 63 1.44 33.7 20.4 13.3 2.11 1.37 166 •so •s61 

• { 48
1 

1. Oltenia 
2. M untenia ........... , ......... 52.5 4,029 77 2.33 35.4 20.1 15.3 2.22 1.44 181 •42'"" •64• 2. Muntenia 
3. Dobrogea ...•..... , , , , , ....... 23.3 815 35 .64 39.2 23.7 15.5 2.70 1. 75 204 047 •791 3. Dobrogea 
4. Moldova .......... ,, .......... 38.0 2,434 64 1.66 39.9 21.4 18.5 2.48 1.61 182 043 •1s• 4. Moldova 
5. Baoarabia ..................... 44.4 2,864 64 r 38.3 20.8 17.5 2.57 1.67 181 062 •s61 45 5. Basarabla 
6. Bucovina . ................. , 0 •• 10.4 853 82 31.3 19.0 12.3 1.88 1.22 188 034 •1o1 45 6. Bucovina 
7. Transilvania . .................. 62.2 3,218 52 

1.0510 
. 30.1 18.5 11.6 2.,01 1.30 158 032 •671 

{ 51 10 
7. Transilvania 

s. Banat ......................... 18.7 940 so 21.3 18.7 2.6 1.25 .81 168 028 • •s71 8. Banat 
9. Critana tl Maramure,., •...... , , 21.3 1,390 65 28.8 19.1 9.7 1. 77 1.15 190 038 .691 9. Cri9ana tl Maramure9 

SPAIN (12/31/30) ................. 504.7 23,564 47 .97 27.8 17.0 10.8 1. 76 1.27 117 32 50 105 SPAIN (12/31/30) 
1. Andalucia0 .................... 87.3 4,610 53 1.10 32.1 18.1 14.0 2.10 1.51 121 44 59 66 I. Andalucia· 

Almerla . ..................... 8.8 342 39 .02 34.0 18.9 15.1 - - 108 47 - 69 Almeria 
cadiz ........................ 7.3 508 69 .79 35.1 21.0 14.1 - - 126 38 - 114 Cadiz 
C6rdoba ..................... 13.7 669 49 1.49 31.6 17.6 14.0 - - 128 46 - 94 C6rdoba 
Granada ...................... 12.5 644 51 1.26 33.8 16.7 17.1 - - 109 46 - 80 Granada 
Huelva ....................... 10.1 355 35 .52 24.0 16.3 7.7 - - 112 38 - 89 Huelva 
Ja6n ......................... 13.5 674 so 1.20 35.2 19.0 16.2 - -· 134 53 - 75 Ja6n 
Malaga ...................... 7.3 613 84 1.00 30.7 16.7 14.0 - - 110 45 - 83 Malaga 
Sevilla ............. ,, .. , ..... 14.1 805 57 1.57 30.6 18.8 11.8 - - 131 35 - 120 Sevilla 

2, Aragon ............. , .......... 47.3 1,032 22 .31 26.2 17.3 8.9 1.80 1.30 117 32 56 114 2. Aragon 
Huesca ....................... 15.1 243 16 -.39 23.2 16.2 7.0 - - Ill 30 - 135 Huesca 
Teruel ....................... 14.8 253 17 -.41 28.4 18.4 10.0 - - 120 36 - 116 Teruel 
Zaragoza ..................... 17.4 536 31 .93 26.5 17.2 9.3 - - 120 30 - 128 Zaragoza 

3. Asturias .............. , , , , , .... 10.9 792 73 .59 25.7 15.3 10.4 1.60 1.16 91 17 41 79 3. Asturias 
Oviedo .............. ,.,,, .... 10.9 792 73 .59 25.7 15.3 10,4 - - 91 17 - 68 Oviedo 

4. Cat~tilla Ia Nueva ............... 72.4 2,878 40 1.28 28.7 17.6 11.1 1. 76 1.27 129 28 43 92 4. Castilla Ia Nueva 
Ciudad Real.,,, .............. 19.7 492 25 1.08 31.9 18.3 13.6 - - 149 46 - 116 Cludad Real 
Cuenca .. , ... , .............. , 17.2 310 18 .84 33.3 19.2 14.1 - - 148 44 - 140 Cuenca 
Guadalajara ...... , ........... 12.2 204 17 ,II 27.3 17.7 9.6 - - 131 28 - 109 Guadalajara 
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Area, Pnpulnllon and 
Averuao 

Avenure VItal Ratea, Reproduction Soclo:-economlc Indices, ca. 1930 
Denalty 1930-31 Ratee, ca, 1930 

Country, Dl~tri~t nnd Annual Country, Dl•trlct and 
Unte of Cenau1 lnterwnr Infant % llllt- %De- Pcir Cap-. Dnt.e or CeniUI 

Por,uln- %Growth Notuml Mortality erate at. pendent Ita Pro-
Aren l on Denelty Birth Death Increase Gto~~ Net 1930-1931 ••• 10+ on Agrl- ductlvlty 

(OOOkm') (000) per km' culture In Aarlc. 

SPAIN (U/31/30) (c011t.) SPAIN (12/31/30) (cont.) 
4. Cnstilln In Nuevn (cont.) 4. Castilla la Nueva (cont.) 

1\lndrid ...................... 8.0 1,384 173 1.96 26.1 17.1 9.0 - - 116 12 - 97 Madrid 
Toledo., ..................... 15.3 489 32 .40 30.6 17.2 13.4 - - 128 42 - 108 Toledo 

S. Cnstilln In Viejn ................ 49.8 1,475 30 .65 31.1 18.0 13.1 2.18 1.57 136 16 55 100 5. Castilla la Vieja 
Avila ........................ 8.0 221 28 .57 33.1 20.1 13.0 - - ISS 28 - '116 Avila 
Burgo..q, ...................... 14.2 355 25 .59 32.2 19.7 12.5 - - 152 13 - 126 Burgos 
Logrono ...................... 5.0 204 40 .68 28.9 17.3 11.6 - - 131 20 - 125 Logrofto 
SantandGI' •••••....•.•.••••..• 5.5 364 67 .92 29.1 15.6 13.5 - - 107 II - 38 Santander 
Segovia ...................... 6.8 174 26 .62 33.4 18.2 15.2 - - 144 14 - 196 Segovia 

• Soria ........................ 10.3 !56 IS .26 30.4 18.0 12.4 - - 128 17 - 110 Soria 
6. Cntaluna ...................... 32.3 2,791 86 1.04 19.2 14.6 4.6 1.11 .80 74 16 32 110 6. Catalufta 

Barcelona .................... 7.7 1,801 234 1. 79 19.3 14.7 4.6 - -· 74 13 - 176 Barcelona 
Gerona ....................... 5.9 326 56 -.OS 18.9 14.9 4.0 - - 70 20 -- 91 -Gerona 
Urida ....................... 12.2 Jl4 26 -.28 19.9 14.2 5.7 - - 81 21 - 136 L6rida 
Tarragona . ................... 6.5 351 54 -.23 18.2 14.6 3.6 - - 71 24 - 142 Tarragona 

7. Ext.remadura .................. 41.6 1,152 28 .86 31.0 18.9 . 12.1 2.07 1.49 156 46 -62 79 7. Extremadura 
Badajoz ...................... 21.6 702 32 . 71 29.0 18.0 11.0 - - . ISO 48 - 88 Badajoz 
Cliceres . ..................... 20.0 450 22 1.10 34.1 20.4 13.7 - - 164 44 - 85 Caceres 

....... 8. Galicia . ....................... 29.2 2,230 76 .81 27.7 16.7 11.0 1. 72 1.24 104 37 62 - 8. Galicia 
La Corufia ................... 7.9 768 97 1.10 29.9 16.9 13.0 - - lOS 39 - 143 La Corufta 
Lugo ........................ 9.9 469 47 .44 25.5 16.8 8.7 - - lOS 35 - 95 Lugo 

• Orense ............... , ....... 7.0 426 61 .53 26.0 16.7 9.3 - - us 40 - 49 Orense 
Pontevedra . .................. 4.4 568 129 .92 28'.0 16.6 11.4 - - 91 35 - 59 Pontevedra 

9. Le6n ........................ :. 54.5 1,570 29 .81 31.6 19.2 12.4 2.17 1.57 145 21 60 102 9, Le6n 
Le6n ......................... 15.4 442 29 ·.90 32.1 18.0 14.1 - - 130 21 - 113 Le6n 
Palencia ................... : . 8.4 208 25 .. 62 33.8 21.1 12.7 - - 165 18 - 132 Palencia 
~arnanca .................... 12.5 339 27 .97 31.1 18.4 12.7 - - 139 19 - 124 Salamanca 
Valladolid .................... 7.6 302 40 .84 31.3 20.2 II. I - - 159 -21 - 162 Valladolid 
Zamora ...................... 10.6 • 280 26 .58 30.1 19.8 10.3 - - ISO 25 - 99 Zamora 

to.• Murcia ....................... 26.2 978 37 .81 30.9. 17.6 13.3 1.96 1.41 119 ,SO 51 93 10. Murcia 
Albacete ..................... 14.9 333 22 1.25 33.7 18.9 14.8 - - - 133 52 - 107 Albacete 
Murcia ....................... 11.3 645 57 .60 29.5 17.0 12.5 - - 112 49 - 87 Murcia 

11. Valencia ....................... 23.3 1,897 81 1.11 23.6 17.0 6.6 1.44 1.04 96 39 so 94 II. Valencia 
Alicante ...................... 5.8 546 94 .85 24.9 16.9 8.0 - - 96 43 - 101 Alicante 
Castell6n de la Plana ........•. 6.5 309_ 48 .09 21.0 17.2 3.8 - - 93 45 - 92 Caote116n de Ia Plana 
Valencia ...................... 11.0 1,042 95 1.52 23.7 16.9 6.8 - - 96 36 - 116 Valencia 

12. Vascongadao y Navarra ......... 17.6 1,238 70 .95 25.6 14.5 II. I 1.62 1.17 89 14 37 98 12. Vascongadao y Navarra 
.Alava ........................ 3.0 104 34 .67 27.0 14.9 12.1 - - lOS 10 - Ill Alava -
Guipiizcoa . ................... 1.9 302 160 1.25 24.2 14.0 10.2 - - 70 14 _,. 70 Guipuzcoa 
Navarra ...................... 10.5 346 33 .57 26.2 15.5 10.7 - - 101 17 - 136 Navarra 

2.2 485 224 1.11 25.7 14.2 11.5 88 14 • 103 Vizcaya Vizcaya ...................... - - -
13. Baleareo ....................... 5.0 366 73 .91 19.4 14.6 4.8 1.20 .87 69 38 4$ 96 13. Baleareo 
14. Canarias . ..................... 7.3 555 76 1.98 29.8 14.4 15.4 1.88 1.35 142 51 35 109. 14. Canarias 

Lao Palmao ...•.••••.••. O· •... 4.1 251' 62 2.14 31.2 15.9 15.3 - - 174 so -· 137 Las Palmao • St. Cruz de Tenerife ............ 3.2 304 95 1.85 28.6 13.1 15.5 - - 114 52 - 127 St. Cruz de·Tenerife. 
0 

• • • 0 

SWEDEN (12/31/30) ••.•......•.. 410.2 6,142 IS .38 15.1. 12.1 3.0 .92 .81 56 I 31 146 SWEDiN (12/31/30) 
I. Stockholm (stad) ............... .I 502 3,666 1. 71 1 10.81 11.6• -.8' ,46 .40 46 - I' 0 {132 I. Stockholm (stad) 
2. Stockholm (l!in) ..... '<I .. ' ...... 7.4 265 36 .841 13 .4' 11.31 2.11 .82 .72 55 - " 25' - 2. Stockholm (Ian) 

·3, Uppsala ....................... · 5.1 138 27 .OS 14.6 12.8 1.8 .91 ,80 60 ~I 36 168 3. Uppsala 
4. SOdermanland .................. 6.2 189 30 .os 13.8 12.2 1.6 .90 .79 54 - 37 159 4. Sildermanland 
5. Ootergiitland ........ o .......... 10.0 310 31 .18 14.6 12.1 2.5 .90 ·, 79 46 I 34 163 5. tlsterglltland 

0 
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• Area. Population and Average VItal Rates, Reproduction Soclo-econ~mic: Indices, ca. 1930 
• / 

Density Average 1930-31 Rates, ca. 1930 
Country, District and Annual Country, District and 

- Date of Census I Interwar Infant % Illit- % De- ~Per Cap- ,_ Date of Census 
Popula- %Growth Natural Mortality erate at ' pendent ita Pro--• Area tion Density • Blrtl> Death 'lncreaae .Cross Net 193G-1931 ... 10+ on Agri- ductivity 

• (OOOkm') (000) per k.ml . cultu.rt in Agric. : .. 
SWEDEN (12/31/30) (cont.) SWEDEN (12/31/30) (cont.) 

6. ]llnkl!ping ..................... 10.6 232 22 .30 14.7 12.1 2.6 .92 .81 48 - 38 138 6. Jonk6ping 
7. Kronoberg ..................... 8.9 !56 17 -.23 15.6 13.1 2.5 1.10 .96 45 - 4Z 127 7. Kronoberg 
8. Kalmar ....................... 11.0 231 21 -.06 15.6 13.3 2.3 !.OS .92 59 1 40 !51 8. Kalmar 
9. Gotland ....................... 3.1 57 18 .23 16.9 14.6 2.3 1.18 1.04 64 - Sf" 188 9. Gotland 

10. Blekinge ....................... 2.9 145 50 -.07 16.7 12.7 4.0 1.13 .99 70 I 29 143 10. Blekinge 
II. Kristianatad ....... : ........... 6.2 246 . 40 .IS 16.8 12.1 4.7 I. 16 1.01 56 - 43 221 11. Kristianstad 
12. Malml!hus ..................... ~.7 511 108 .42 14.6 11.2 3.4 .85 .75 59 - 24 291 12. Malm6hus 
13. Halland ....................... 4.7 ISO 32 .10 15.4 12.2 3.2 1.05 .92 51 1 45 188 13. Halland 
14. 96teborg o. Bohus .. -............ 4.9 457 93 .68 14.5 11.4 3.1 .83 .72 46 - 14 128 14. G6teborg o. Bohus 
15. Alvsborg ...................... 11.7 313 27 .46 14.7 12.4 2.3 .92 .81 46 1 39 128 15. Alvsborg. 
16. Skaraborg ..................... 8.1 242 30 -.09 14.7 13.5 1.2 .98 .86 46 1 50 158 16. Skaraborg 
17. Vlirmland ..................... 17.5 270 IS -.02 14.9 13.0 1.9 .93 .82 46 - 37 94 17. Vlirmland 
18.eilrebro ........................ 8.4 219 26 .. 18 11.9 11.8 .1 .72 ,64 51 I 30 168 18. ilrebro 
19. Vllstmanland .................. 6.4 • 162 25 .00 13.9 11.7 2.2 .89 .78 43 I 33 155 19. V~stmanland 
20. Kopparberg .................... 28.2 250 9 -.11 13.8 12.1 1.7 .88 .77 47 - 3!• 96 20. Kopparberg 
21. ~vleborg ..................... 18.2 280 15 .11 15.7 12.0 . 3.7 .99 .87 63 - 25 106 21. Giivleborg 
22. Va&ternorrland . ................ 24.1 278 12 . .19 17.8 12.7 5.1 1.14 .99 74 1 29 99' 22. vasternorrland 

,....... 
23. J~mtland ...................... 47.7 134 3 .19 16.9 12.1 4.8 1.10 .96 56 - 42 91 23. J~mtland 
24. Vllsterbotten ................... 55.4 204 4 .94 21.1 11.8 9.3 1.46 1.27 74 2 50 78 24. Vasterbotten 
2f., Norrbotten .................... 98.7 - 200 2 .83 24.3 12.6 11.7 1.67 1.46 81 2 37 68 25. Norrbotten 

• 
SWITZERLAND (12/1/30)11 ....... 40.0 4,066 102 .44 17.0 11.9 5.1 .97 .86 50 •o-5 22 194 SWITZERLAND (12/1/30)11 . 

1. ZUrich, etc ..................... 2.8 805 286 .83 15.4 11.1 4.3 .80 .71 41 - 15 198 1. ZOrich, etc. 
2. Bern .......................... 6.8 689 102 .35 17.2 11.2 6.0 1.00 .89 41 - 25 213 2. Bern 
3. Luzern, etc., .................. 4.3 344 80 .69 21.8 12.2 9.6 1.34 1.18 54 - 32 202 3. Luzern, etc. 
4. Fribourg . ..................... 1.6 143 89 .28 22.5 13.1 9.4 !.54 1.36 74 - 44 191 4. Fribourg 
S. Solothurn, etc .. .. , ............. 2.6 651 246 . 70 17.6 10.8 6.8 .97 .85 '43 - IS 191 5. Soiothurn, etc • 
6. Appenzell A.-Rh., etc ........... 3.0 385 126 -.26 16.8 12.4 4.4 1.02 .90 50 - 21 208 6. AI!Denzell A.-Rh., etc. 
7. GraubUnden ................... 7.1 126 18 .31 18.8 12.4 6.4 1.10 .98 54 - 33 147 7. GraubUnden 
8. Ticino ............. . · ........... 2.7 159' 58 .37 15.2 14.1 1.1 .89 .79 83 - 25 110 8. Ticino 
9. Vaud, etc ...................... 3.8 628 166 .11 12.8 12.5 .3 .70 .62 50 - 17 242 9. Vaud, etc. 

10. Valais ......................... 5.2 136 26 .70 25.0 14.7 10.3 1. 79 1.58 84 - 49 124 10. Valais . 
UNITED KI£'!GDOM .......•.•... - - - - - - - - - - - - - UNITED KINGDOM 

England and Wales (4/27 /31) ..•.. 151.1 39,952 264 .49 16.1 11.9 4.2 .9311 .8111 63 •o-5 • 5 319 England and Wales (4/27/31) 
1. South East .................... 27.4 13,478 493 .97 15.3 11.3 4.0 .85 .73 53 - • 4 232 I. South East 

Bedfordshirc .................. 1.2 220 180 1.40 14.3 11.4 2.9 .86 .77 49 - - - Bedfordshire 
Berkshire ...... , .............. 1.9 311 166 .63 15.0 11.6 3.4 .92 .83 44 - - ·- Berkshire 
Buckinghamshire ... ........... 1.9 272 140 1.59 14.9 10.8 4.1 .90 .80 42 - - - Buckinghamshire . 

' Essex ........................ 4.0 1,755 443 1.56 16.1 10.3 5.8 .92 .81 52 - - - Essex 
HertCordshire . ................ 1.6 401 245 2.21 14.9 10.2 4.7 .83 .75 44 - - - Hertfordshire 
Kent ........................ 3.9 1,219 309 1.25 15.1 11.3 3.8 .92 .83 46 - - - Kent 
London .......... ; ...... , .... .3 4,397 14,512 -.58 15.4 1i.o 3.4 .78 .68 62 - - - London 
Middlesex .................... .6 1,639 2,722 2.91 15.7 9.6 6.1 .81 ,72 49 - - - Middlesex 
Oxfordshire ................... 1.9 210 108 1.12 15.2 11.7 3.5 .94 .84 38 - - - Oxfordshire 
Southampton ................. 3.9 1,014 261' .99 16.3 11.9 4.4 .98 .86 49 - - - Southampton 
Surrey ....................... 1.9 1' 181 632 2.51 14.3 10.1 4.2 .77 .70 45 - - - Surrey 
Sussex, East . .. , ........ , ..... 2.1 547 255 .37 12.7 13.0 -.3 {_27 {_20 46 - - ·- Sussex. East 
SuBSCx, West .... .............. 1.6 223 137 1. 77 14.2 12.5 1.7 41. - -- - Sussex, West 
Wight, Isle of., ............ , .. .4 88 232 -.58 12.5 12.8 -.3 -11 

_ .. 
30 - - - Wight, Isle of 

2. North I. ...................... 7.8 2,243 286 -.06 19.5 12.4 7.1 1.20 1.04 82 - • 2 468 2. North I 
Durham ...................... 2.6 1,486 566 -.16 20.5 12.4 8.1 1.28 1.05 84 - - - Durham 
Northumberland ........•..... 5.2 757 145 .14 17.6 12.2 5.4 1.03 ;88 75 - - - Northumberland 



, APPENDIX II (Cont.) 

-- -
• Area. Pormlntlon nnd Avcr,,se Vltn1 Roles, Reproduction Soclo·economlc Indlcca, ca. 1930 

01!1\llty Aver,,a:e 19J0-.11 Rntee, ca. 1930 
Cauntry, nl~hlrl and Annuul Country, Dbtrlct and 

l>t\lCI of CNUUS lnterwnr lnlonL % llllt- %De- Per Cap. Date of Cenaut 
P~ula.· %Growth Nnturnl Mortality ernte nL pendent Ita Pro-

Ar•• on Denalty Birth Death Increase Gro81 Net 19J0-19JI ogciO+ on Aa:rt .. ductlvlty 
(OOOkm•) (000) per kml culture in Agrlc. 

,........, 

tTNITED KINGDOM (cont.) UNITED KINGDOM .(cont.) 
England and Wales (4/27/31) (cont.) England and Wales (4/27/31) (cont.) 

3. North II ...................... 14.5 1,281 88 .19 18.0 12.9 5.1 1.11 ,9S 70 - • 12 359 3. North II 
Cumberland .................. 3.9 263 67 -.40 17 .s 12.9 4.6 1.07 .92 67 - - - Cumberland 
Westmorland. , ............... 2.0 65 32 -.21 14.7 13. I 1.6 .85 .75 66 - - - Westmorland 
Yorkshire, E. Riding ..•.••.... 3.0 483 159 .52 18.3 12.7 5.6 1.08 .92 70 - - - Yorkshire, E. Riding 
Yorkshire, N. Riding .......... s.s 469 85 .25 18.3 13 .I 5.2 1.14 .97 73 - - - Yorkshire, N. Riding 

'· North 111. .................... 7.2 3,437 477 .33 15.8 12.3 3.5 .91 .79 70 - • 2 396 4. North III 
Yorkshire, W. Riding .......... 7.2 3,352 466 .31 15.8 12.3 3.5 {~0 {.:!_7 70 - - - Yorkshire, W. Riding 
York, C~ B ................... .02 85 5,654 .91 16. I 11.8 4.3 61 - - - York, C. B. 

S. North IV ...................... 7.5 6,127 817 .20 15.9 I2.9 3.0 ,90 . 78 "76 - • 2 384 S. North IV 
• Cheshire ...................... 2.6 1,088 412 .69 15.0 11.7 3.3 ,84 .73 62 - - - Cheshire 

Lancashire . ................... 4.8 5,039 1,0.18 .10 I6. 1 I3.1 3.0 ,90 .76 79 - - - Lancashire 
6. Midland I. .... , ............... 16.2 4,528 279 .63 17.0 11.6 5.4 .99 .86 63 - • s 359 6, Midland I 

Gloucestershlre ................ 3.2 786 241 .41 15.1 12.I 3.0 .90 .80 53 - - - Gloucestershire 
l!erefordshlre •••.............. 2.2 112 51 -.24 I5.S 13.8 1.7 1.03 .91 55 - - - Herefordshire 
Shropshire . ................... 3.5 244 70 -.04 16.5 12.4 4.1 1.03 .92 54 - - - Shropshire 
Staffordshire. , ................ 3.0 1,431 479 .53 18.6 11.6 7.0 1.07 .92 72 - - - Staffordshire 
VVarvrickshire •.•.•...•...•.... 2.5 1,535 607 1.00 16.7 ILO 5.7 ,92 .81 62 - - - Warwickshire 
Worcestershire ................ 1.8 420 232 .72 16.6 12.2 4.4 .97 .84 59 - - - Worcestershire 

7. Midland II .................... 9,5 2,373 249 .66 16.4 I1.2 5.2 .94 .82 M - • s 370 7. Midland II 
Derbyshire.' .................. 2.6 757 289 .47 16.8 !0.8 6.0 1.00 .86 65 - - - Derbyshire 
Leicestershire ................. 2.2 542 251 . 79 16.1 11.2 4.9 .91 .79 59 - - - Leicestershire 

• Northamptonshire . ............ 2.4 309 IJI .29 13.5 11.4 2.1 .79 .70 so - - - Northamptonshire 

Nottinghamshire . ............. 2.2 713 326 .21 17.3 11.7 5.6 1.00 .86 71 - - - Nottinghamshire . 
Peterborough, Soke of. .•....... ,2 52 240 1.02 15.5 11.6 3.9 -11 ...:._u 70 - -· - Peterborough, Soke or 

8. East .... " ... """ ..... " .. """"""" 19.6 1,822 93 .21 16.1 12.0 4.1 1.04 .90 53 - • 23 240 8. East 
Cambridgeshire ••.••.......... 1.3 140 110 .84 I3.3 11.5 1.8 ,93 .84 44 - - - Cambridgeshire 

'Ely, Isle of. .................. 1.0 78 81 .35 18.4 11.0 7.4 - - 55 - - - Ely, Isle of 

Huntingdonshire . ............. ,9 • 56 59 .I~ 16.3 12.2 4.1 1.09 .98 49 - - - Huntingdonshire 

• Lincolnshire . ................. - - - - - - - 1.10 .96 - - - - Lincolnshire 

parts of l!olland ............. 1.1 92 85 .64 19.4 11.4 8.0 - - 63 - - - parts of l!olland 

parts of Kesteven ........... 1.9 110 59 .35 16.5 12.3 4.2 - - 61 - - - parts of Kesteven 

parts of Lindsey ............. 3.9 422 107 .27 16.8 12.0 4.8 - - 59 - - - parts of Lindsey 

Norfolk ...................... 5.3 505 95 .00 15.5 12.1 3.4 1.00 .90 51 - - - Norfolk 

Rutlandshire .................. .4 17 44 -.17 14.9 12.1 2.8 1.04 .92 36 -· - - Rutlandshire 

Suffolk, East ... , .............. 2.2 295 131 .19 16.0 11.7 4.3 {1~3 {~2 so - - - Suffolk, East 

Suffolk, West ................. 1.6 105 67 -.32 14.0 12.9 1.1 43 - - - Suffolk, West 

9. South West .................... 20.5 2,019 101 .21 14.5 13.0 1.5 .89 .77 52 - • 15 333 9. South West 

CornwalL .................... 3.5 318 90 -.20 14.6 13.8 .8 .88 .78 53 - - - Cornwall .. 
Devonshire . .................. 6.8 733 108 .26 14.5 13.3 1.2 .85 .75 55 - - - Devonshire 

Dorsetshire .............. , .... 2.5 239 95 .68 15.0 12.8 2.2 .94 .84 48 - -· - Dorsetshire 

Somersetshire ................. 4.2 475 113 .15 13.9 I2.6 1.3 .84' .76 48 - - • - Somersetshire -
Wiltshire ............... • ..•.. 3.5 303 87 .28 15.3 11.9 3.4 .99 .89 51 - - - Wiltshire 

10. Wales I. ...................... 7.8 1,898 243 -.49 17.0 11.8 5.2 1.05 .91 72 - • -\ 452 10. Wales I 

• Brecknockshire .......... !' ..... 1.9 58 30 -.84 15.9 13.0 2.9 1.03 .87 69 - - - Brecknockshire 

Carm.arthenshire . ... ~ ......... 2.4 179 75 -.08 I 15.0 12.4 2.6 " .92 .78 76 - -o - Carmarthenshire 

Glamorganshire • ... ~ .......... 2.1 1,226 582 -.48 17.0 11.8 • 5.2 1.03 .87 74 - - - Glamorganshire 

MoDIOouthshire •....••....••.. 1.4 435 307 -,65 17.9 11.4 6.5 1.14 .96 68 - - " oa - ~nmouthshire 

11. Wales II ........ , .............. 13.0 695 54 -.29 15.3 13.8 1.5 .97 .84 - 64 - • • 20 368 11. Wales II 

Anglesey ...................... .7 49 69 -.62 15.5 15:l .3 1.04 .89 73 - - - Anglesey 

Caernarvonshire . •....•........ 1.5 121 82 -.46 14.0 IS. 1 - 1.1 .86 .75 '66 .o- - - Caernarvonshire 

Cardiganshire ....... , .......... 1.8 55 31 -.91 12.7 I6.4 - 3.7 .76 .66 71 - - Cardiganshire 

• 
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Country, District l'nd • 
Density Average 193o-31 Rates, ca. 1930 

Annual • Country, District and 
DaLe of Census Interwar Infant % lllit- % De- Per Cap- Date of Census 

Po pula- %Growth Natural Mortality erate at pendent• ita Pro- • 
Area tlon Density Birth Death Increase Grosa Net 1930-1931 age 10+ on Agrl- ductivity • (OOOkm') (000) per km1 • • • cult~e in Agric. • 

• • • UNITED KINGDOM (cont.) UNITED KINGDOM (cont.) 
England and Wales (4?z7/31) (cont.) • England and Wales (4/27 /31) (cont:) 

11. Wales ll (cont.) 11. Wales ll (cont.) 
Denbighshire .•............... 1.7 !58 91 -.03 15.6 12.7 2.9 .99 .84 71 - -· - Denbighshire 
Flintshire ...•.....•........... .7 113 170 .74 16.5 II. 7 4.8 1.00 .88 52 - - Flintshire ' -~ 

· Merionethshire .. .............. 1.7 43 25 -. 71 15.3 15.5 -.2 .96 .83 63 - - - Merionethshire 
Montgomeryshire . ............ 2.1 48 23 -.78 16.0 13.6 2.4 1.09 .96. 69 - - - Montgomeryshire 
Pembrokeshire . ............... 1.6 87 55 -.59 16.0 13.8 2.2 • 1.02 ·.87 61 - - - Pembrokeshire 
Radnorshire .................. 1.2 21 17 -1.09 15.8 13.3 2.5 1.03 .91 64 - - - Radnor shire 

Northern Ireland (2/28/37) ....... 13.5 1,280 95 .17 20.7 14.1 6.6 1.26 1.05 71 •o-s • 30 112 Northern Ireland (2/28/37) . 
Scotland (4/27/31) ...........• : .. 77.2 4,843 63 .13 19.3 13.3 6.0 "1.16" .97" 83 *o-5 • 8 317 Scotland (4/27/31) • 

1. Northern ... o o o o o o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o o o o 0 0 55.3 1,155 21 -.27 17.6 14.2 3.4 - - 77 - • 21 240 1. Northern 
2. East Central. •.•...........•... 4.6 1,130 247 .29 18.2 12.5 5.7 - - 72 - • 4 308 2. East Central 
3. West Central .................. 6.5 2,308 357 .29 21.0 13.2 7.8 - - 91 - • 2 466 3. West Central 
4.' Southern o o o o o o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o : o 0 o . 10.9 251 23 -.10 16.8 13.9 2.9 - - 66 - • 28 405 4. Southern 

• 
YUGOSLAVIA (4/1/31) ........... 247.5 13,934 56 1.43 34.6 19.4 15.2 2.09 1.45 !59 45 76 38 YUGOSLAVIA (4/1/31) 

lo Dravo. o ... o ••• o ••••••• 0 •• o .. o. 15.8 1,144 72 .68 28.1 16.3 11.8 1.66 1.15 130 7 60 34 1. Drav 
2. Drin ....•........••.•.•....... 27.8 1,535 55 2.30 40.3 19.6 20.7 2.55 I. 77 !52 62 82 35 2. Drin ,....., 3. Dunav ...•.................... 31.2 2,387 76 .84' 29.8' 19.1' 10. 7' r.74 1.21 176 29' 741 69 3. Dunav 
4. Morav. o o o •• o• ••• o. o o ....... o. 25.5 1,436 56 I. 71 35.4 17.8 17.6 2.15 1.49 113 62 86 33 4. Morav 
e. Primor ....... o o o o .. o ...... o ... 19.6 902 46 1.07 37.0 20.2 16.8 2.25 1.56 165 58 83 22 5. Prlmor 
6. Sava .•.......•.•...• ; ......... 40.5 2,704 67 1.02 31.9 20.3 11.6 1.84 1.28 206 28 75 39 6. Sava 
7. Vardar •.....•.........•....... 36.7 1,574 43 1.65 40.4 23.2 17.2 2. 73 1.90 161 71 78 28 7. Vardar 
8. Vrba ..•...••.................. 18.9 1,037 55 1.90 42.2 20.5 21.7 2.66 1.85 142 73 88 31 8. Vrba 
9. Zetska •..•••...•.............. 31.0 926 30 !.57 35.0 17.5 17 .5. 2.23 1.55 132 66 82 24 9. Zetska 

10. Beograd •.••.....•.•.•......... .4 289 764 s.so• 19.71 u.s• 7.91 .95 .66 128 11' 3' 109 10. Beograd 

U. S. S. R. (12/17 /26) .•.....•.... 21.176.2 147,028 7 1.22 11 45 .Oil 22.011 23.011 2. 6411 I. 72 11 181" sou 7811 39 U. S. S. R. (12/17 /26) 
Northeastern Region o ...... o o o ... 1,102.3 2,368 2 .76 46.1 26.6 19.5 2.95 I. 76 248 40 86 38 Northeastern Region 

1. Arkhangel'sk Gub .•.•.•....•.•.. 450.8 429. 1 - - - - 2.75 1.66 - 30 73 - 1. Arkhangei'sk Gub. 
2. Vologda Gub .....•..•••.•...... 112.4 1,054 9 - - - ~ 2.71 1.62 - 38 87 - 2. Vologda Gub. 
3. Northern Dvina Gub ...... o ..... 105.0 678 6 - - - - 3.36 1.99 - 47 91 - 3. Northern Dvina Gub. 

t4o Komi Autonomous Obi. o ........ 434.2 207 - - - - - 3.35 1.99 - 50 92 - 4. Komi Autonomous Obi. 
Leningrad-Karelia Region . ........ 506.9 6,660 13 2.85 {3~6. 19.4 17.2 2.15 1.46 178 28 61 {~9 Leningrad-Karelia Region 

5. Karelian A.S.S.R ......••.•.••.. 146.0 270 2 7. 89 11 - - 2.51 1.64 - 38 68 5. Karelian A.S.S.R. 
6. Leningrad Gub ...........••.•.. 66.2 2,792 42 - - - - 1.60 1.11 - IS 60 - 6. Leningrad Gub. 
7. Murmansk Gub. o . o o o. o. 0 o o o o . . 128.5 23 - - - - - 3.05 1.62 - 25 47 - 7. Murmansk Gub. 
8. Novgorod Gub •..........•..... 51.6 1,051 20 - - - - 2.68 I. 74 - 34 78 - 8. Novgorod Gub. 
9. Pskov Gub •..••................ 51.7 1,788 35 - - - - 2.63 I. 79 - 42 89 - 9. Pskov Gub. 

10. Cherepovets Gub ............... 62.8 736 12 - - - - 2.60 I. 76 - 34 87 - 10. Cherepovets Gub. 
Western Region. , .. , .. 0 • 0 0 0 o . o o .. 98.6 4,299 

. 
-.51 44.4 20.0 24.4 2.90 1.94 164 47 86 40 Western Region 44 

11. Bryansk Gub •..••.............. 41.5 2,006 
. 

48 3.11 2.09 50 82 II. Bryansk Gub. - - - - - -
12. Smolensk Gub .....•............ 57.1 2,293 40 - - - - 2.71 1.81 - 44 88 - 12. Smolensk Gub. 

Central Industrial Region ........ . 422.1 19,314 46 2.29 41.2 20.1 21.1 2.53 I. 72 185 31· 67 37 Central Industrial Region 
13. Vladimir Gub .•..........•.••.. 33.0 1,321 40 - - - - 2.81 1.91 - 29 65 - 13. Vladimir Gub. 
14. lvanovo-Voznescnsk Gub .... o. o. 33.5 1,196 35 - - - - 2.43 1.66 - 30 62 - 14. lvanovo-Voznesensk Gub. 
15. Kaluga Gub .•.••.........•..... 25.9 1,152 41 - - - - 2.86 1.95 - 40 83 - 15. Kaluga Gub. 
16. Kostroma Gub •.•.............. 33.6 812 24 - - - - 2.44 1.66 - 28 77 - 16. Kostroma Gubo 
17. Moscow Gub •.•••.............. 44.6 4,571 103 - - - - 1.95 1.38 - 18 31 - 17. Moscow Gub. 
18. N!zhniy Novgorod Gub .•.•...... 81.4 2,743 34 - - - - 2.74 1.87 - 44 78 - 18. Nizhniy Novgorod Gub. 
19. Tver' Gub •...•••.••........... 63.4 2,242 35 - - - - 2.56 I. 74 - 32 81 - 19. Tver• Gub. 
20. Yaroslavi' Gub .••••............ 34.8 1,343 39 - - - - 2.40 1.63 - 22 73 - 20. Yaroslavl' Gub. 
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U.S. S, R. (12/17/26) (cont.) U.S.S.R. (12/17/26) (cont.) 
Central Industrial Region (cont.) Central Industrial Region (cont.) 

21. Rya:mn' Gub ........ , ......... 46.3 2,429 52 - - - - 3.05 2.08 - 44 88 - 2L. Ryazan' Gub. 
22. Tula Gub ..................... 25.5 1,505 59 - - - - 2.95 2.01 - 35 83 - 22. Tula Gub. 

Centrnl lllack Soli Region .••...... 188.2 10,826 58 -.37 44.7 20.5 24.2 2.86 1.83 182 so 89 35 Central Black Soli Region 
23. Voronezh Gub •• , .............. 67.0 3,308 49 - - - - 2.83 1.81 - 52 90 - 23. Voronezh Gub. 
2~. Kursk Gub .................... 43.6 2,906 67 - - - - 2.88 1. 84 - 48 89 - 24. Kursk Gub. 
25. ora Gub ............. , ........ 30.8 1,884 61 - - - - 3.08 1.98 - 46 89 - 25. Ora Gub. 
26. Tambov ,Pub ................... 46.7 2,727 58 - - - - 2.73 1. 75 - 54 87 - 26. Tambov Gub. 

Vyatka Region .................. 161.2 3,463 22 - 52.6 32.4 20.2 3.18 1.66 274 48 91 37 Vyatka Region. 
:l7. Votyak Autonomous Obi .••••... 30.4 756 25 - - - - 3.16 1.66 - 58 87 - 27. Votyak Autonomous Obi. 
28. Vyatka Gub ................... 108.4 2,225 20 - - - - 3.22 1.67 - 45 91 - 28. Vyatka Gub. 
29. Marl Autonomous Obi ........... 22.4 482 22 - - - - 3.12 1.61 - 52 94 - 29. Mari AutonomoUs Obi. 

Urnl Oblast' ..................... 1,756.1 6,787 4 2.22 54.6 30.3 24.3 3.05 1.65 296 so 75 51 Ural Oblaot' 
30. Cis-Urnl Subregion ..•.•....•.•. 109.4 1,888 17 - - - - 2.77 1.49 - 48 79 - 30. Ci,.Ural Subregion 
31. Mining-Industrial Subregion ..... 227.5 1,501 7 - - - - 3.00 1.67 - 38 44 - 31. Mining-Industrial Subregion 
32. Trans-Urnl Subregion ••......... 260.'3 3,206 12 - - - - 3.31 1. 76 - 55 86 - 32. Trans-Ural Subregion 
33. Tobol'sk Subregion ••••.•....... 1,158.9 192 -· - - - - 3.44 1.82 - 65 85 - 33, Tobol'sk Subregion 
34. Bashkir A.S.S.R ................ 151.8 2,666 18 1.69 46.6 24.0 22.6 3.39 1.81 163 59 88 42 34. Baohkir A.S.S.R. 

Centrnl Volga Region .•........... 339.3 10,268 30 -.53 45.9 23.5 22.4 2.95 1. 73 204 52 87 37 Central Volga Region 
35. Orenburg Gub .................. 68.0 773 11 - - - - 2.56 1.49 - 115 76 - 35. Orenburg Gub. 
36. Penza Gub ..................... 46.3 2,209 48 - . - - - 3.24 1.87 - 60 90 - 36. Penza Gub. 
37. Samara Gub ................... 105.5 2,413 23 - - - - 2.61 1.51 - 52 84 - 37. Samara Gub. 
.111. Tatar A.S.S.R ................. 67.1 2,594 39 .98 - - - 3.17 1.84 - 52 88 - 38. Tatar A.S.S.R. 
39. Ul'yanovsk Gub ................ 34.1 1,384 41 - - - - 3.10 1.80 - 49 86 - 39. Ul'yanovsk Gub. 
40. Chuvash A.S.S.R ............... 18.3 894 49 - - - - 3.00 1.74 - 53 94 - 40. Chuvaoh A.S.S.R. 

Lower Volga Region ••........•... 323.6 5,530 17 .31 42.7 19.0 23.7 2.60 I. 74 165 46 78 39 Lower Volga Region 
41. Astrakhan' Gub ................ 32.4 510 16 - - - - 2.28 1.50 - 46 54 - 41. Astrakhan' Gub. 
42. Knlmyk Autonomous Obi ........ 73.8 142 2 - - - - 3.64 1.88 - 78 91 - 42. Kalmyk Autonomous Obi. 
43, Volga German A.S.S.R .......... 26.8. 572 21 - - - - 2. 79 1.81 - 28 78 - 43. Volga German A.S.S.R. 
44~ Saratov Gub ................... 91.2 2,897 32 - - - - 2.79 1.81 - 48 82 - 44. Saratov Gub. 
45. Stalingrad Gub ................. 99.4 1,4o8 14 - - - - 2.21 1.44 - 45 75 - 45. Stalingrad Gub. 
46. Crimean A.S.S.R ............... 25.9 714 28 3.78 36.6 14.4 22.2 2.19 1.45 118 27 52 58 46. Crimean A.S.S.R. 

North Caucasian Kray .••••...•... 293.6 8,364 28 1.15 42.8 17.5 25.3 2.39 1.55 158 - 45 74 48 North Caucasian Kray 
47. Azov Subregion . ............... 30.8 1,401 45 - - - - 1.98 1.30 - 31 57 - 47. Azov Subregion 
48. Donet...Stavropol' Subregion ..... 138.0 2,793 20 - - - - 2.46 1.60 - 44 80 - 48. Donets-Stavropol" Subregion 
49. Kuban'-Black Sea Subregion ••... 84.5 3,152 37 - - - - 2.23 1.37 - 44 73 - 49. Kuban'-Black Sea Subregion 
SO. Mountain Subregion .• .......... 40.2 1,018 25 - - - - 3.24 2.10 - 72 77 - SO, Mountain Subregion 
51. Dagestan A.S.S.R .............. 54.2 788 14 2.49 44.0 22.0 20.0 3.93 2.03 - 83 w 2JI 51. Dagestan A.S.S.R. 
52. Belorussian S.S.R ............... 126.8 4,984 39 .92 39.7 14.4 25.3 2.57 1.94. 100 47 8~ 41 52. Belorussian S.S.R. 

Ukrainian S.S.R ................. 451.6 29,018 64 .53 41.2 18.0 23.2 2.49 1. 70 144 42 78 36 Ukrainian S.S.R. 
53. Forest Subregion ......•.••..... 54.4 2,958 54 - 41.3 19.1 22.2 2.74 1.86 146 46 84 - 53. Forest Subregion 
54. Dnepr Prairie Right Bank ....... 102.8 8,998 88 - 39.1 19.0 20.1 2.46 1.68 153 47 &1 - 54. Dnepr Prairie Right Bank 
55. Dnepr Prairie Left Bank .•...... 95.0 7,067 74 - 39.5 18.1 21.4 2.48 1.69 144 43 81 - 55. Dnepr Prairie Left Bank 
5~. Steppe Subregion .•...... cr ..... 121.4 5,568 46 - 43.7 16.8 26.9 2.49 I. 70 138 39 'iB - 56. Steppe Subregion 
57. Dnepr Industrial Subregion .. .... 47.0 2,391 51 - 45.3 16.2 29.1 2.41 1.65 130 37 75 - 57. Dnepr Industrial Subregion 
58. Mining-Industrial Stregion .. ... 31.2 2,036 65 - 44.9 16.5 28.4 0 2.29 1.61 146 33 ~ - 58. Mining-Industrial Subregion 

0 0 
Transcaucasian S.F.S. .. ......... 185.2 5,862 32 2.58 - - - - - - 63 72 24 Transcaucaoian S.F .S.R. 

59. Azerbaydzban S.S.R ............ 86.0 2,315 27 2.71 43 22 21 3.62 2.36 - 75 65 • - 59. ~baydzhan S.S.R. 
60. Armenian S.S.R ........ o . ..•... 30.0 880 29 3.11 54.9 17.1 37.8 3.89 2.53 112 65. 81 - 60. Armenian S.S.R. 
61. Georgian S.S.R ...... ~ .......... 69.2 2,666 38 2.32 43 20 23 3.06 1.99 - 52 75 - 61.. Georgian S.S.R. 

• 
• • 

• 



APPENDIX II (Cont.) 

Notes to Table 
*Estimated. See general comments for explanation of procedures 

employed. 
lLitUe demographic information on Albania. was available istde from 

figures on area and total population. For the text maps it was assumed 
that Albania. resembled the neighboring Yugoslav banozrina of Zetska 
and Vardar, the latter especially because its statistics appear to be 
rather more complete than those of Zetska. 

r:[he figure for Austria as a whole includes 4,726 persons without 
:fixe'ft residence and not included in the figures for the divisions. 

*The statistics of the following cities were averaged with those of 
surrounding and adjacent districts (shown in parentheses) for the 
mapping of growth rates, vital rates, illiteracy, and percentage in 

· agriculture: 
Vienna. (Niederi:Ssterreich) 
Paris (Seine and Seine-ct-Oise) 
Berlin (Potsdam) 
Hamburg (Schleswig-Holstein) 
Bremen (Stade) 

• Budapest (Pest-Pilis-Solt-Kiskun) 
Osl .. (Aljj:rshys) • i 
Warsaw (Wa.l'saw province) 
Stockholm (Stockholm liin) 
Belgrade (Dunav) 

• 'The Bulgarian figures relate to the broader definition of the agri
cultural population including forestry, fishing, and bunting. These 
occupations employed only 20,773 or .4 per cent of those gainfully 
occupied in the country as a whole. 

IIFor Denmark and component parts. the average infant mortality 
for 1931-1932. 

•"Present"' population for Finland and component parts, ezcluding; 
all persons absent from their communes of legal residence, whether 
or not in the country at the time of the census. This figure (and not 
the "actual"' population of 3,463 thqusand) is commonly used for census 
~analysis, though the latter was eutployed for the computation of the 
vital rates listed above. Growth rates were computed from .the legal 
population. 

"The population and the area for Lithuania are official figures for 
1930, including Memel. The latter is not included in the vital statistics. 
The figure for illiteracy is drawn from the census of 1923. 

&Qfficial figures on the per cent of the population in agriculture were 
not available by provinces. Provincial :figures were estimated from the 
number of employed persons engaged in industry' and commerce as 
given in Volume X of the Rumanian census of 1930. It was assumed 
that th.!'relationship between the number of persons gainfully occupied 

in industry and commerce (5.25 per cent) and persons not dependent 
on agriculture (27 .6 per cent) held for each province. The resultant 
figures, representing the estimated proportions '"'' dependent on agri
culture, were subtracted from 100 to obtain estimated proportions 
dependent on agriculture. 

8Combined figure for the four provinces of the Old Kingdom. 
l.OCombined figure for Transylvania, including the three provinces 

into which it was divided administratively. 
:UTbe Swiss cantons are grouped as follows: 

1. ZUrich, Schaffhausen, and Thurgau 
2. Bern 
3. Luzern, Uri, Schwyz, Obwalden, Nidwaldcn, and Zug 
4. Fribourg 
5. Solothurn, Basel-Stadt, Bas~l-Land, and Aargau 
6. Appenzell A.-Rh., Appcnzcll I.-Rh., St. Ga.llen, and Glarus 
7. GraubUnden 
8. Ticino 
9. Vaud, Neuchltel, and Gcnhc 

10. Valais 
UAs indicated above (sec General Note), the reproduction rates for 

the counties of England and Wales arc those given by D. V. Glass. The 
regional rates were independently computed by slightly different 
methods, especially as regards the net reproduction figures. Regional 
net rates were computed using the national life table throughout. 
whereas Glass more accurately employed special life tables prepared 
for each county. Tbc differences in results are generally small. 

D'J'he Isle of Wight is included in the figure for Southampton, the 
Sokc of Peterborough in that for Northamptonshirc. 

URcproduction rates for Scotland were computed by counties and 
are so mapped in Figures 17 and 18. 

DData for the U.S.S.R. and its divisions were largely drawn from 
Frank Lorimer, TM Population of tl'e Soviet Union: History and 
Prospects (Geneva: League of Nations, 1946). Owing to the numerous 
intemal boundary changes made between the censuses of 1926 and 
1939, which is the interval used for computing average annual per cent 
growth, the growth rates relate to speciaQy derived areas, delineated 
by Lorimer for purposes of intercensal comparison. Lorimer"s "Popu
lation Study Areas" (d. his Appendix VII) only very roughly corre
spond to the 1926 divisions listed above. Vital rates for the U.S.S.R. 
(including infant mortality rates) are the averages for 1926 and 1927, 
reasonably complete vital statistics lor the Soviet Union being unob
tainable for later periods. 

l#l"hc growth figure listed for the Karclian A.S.S.R. Includes Mur
mansk, and both are excluded from the Leningrad regional total. 
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APPENDIX III 
. . 

STATISTICS OF MIGRATION 

The following tables' on migration present the basic information charted and mapped in Chap-
ters V-VIII: · . . 

Table r. Avera,.ae Annual Overseas Emigration from Europe, 1846-1939 (Figu~es 19-20, • 
22-23)- . . . 

Table 2. Overseas Immigration of Aliens into. the Chief Countries of Destmation, rgoo-
1939 (Figtire 24). , • . · . . 

Table 3· European-Born Living Overseas According to Censuses m Overseas Countnes 
.in the Interwar Period (Figure 25). · ~ . 

'fable 4· Cross-Classification of Place of Birth (or Political Nationality) and Residence in e 
Interwar Europe (Figure ~6). II • o <> e 

Table 5· Balances of International Migration in Europe, About I92o-1930 (Figure 29). 
Table 6. Balances of International Migration in Europe, About 193o-1939 (Figure 29). • 
Table 7- Internal Migration as Measured by Place-of-Birth Statistics (Figure 31). 
Table 8. Total Migration .Balances and Migration as a Factor in Population Change (Fig

ures 36-38). 
Space limitations precluded presentation of the .full detail of origins and destinations in interna

tional migration according to direct migration statistics mapped in Figure 28. Similarly the ma
terials on internal migration given in Table 7" relate only to total internal migration for each dis
trict and do not give the full cross-classifications of areas of origin against areas of destination 
utilized in the preparation of Figure 31. 

Unless otherwise noted the -data included in the tables were drawn from the national statistical 
publications listed in Appendix IV. It may be noted that all migration statistics are subject" to con
siderable margins of error, and that the data here presented should be evaluated in accord~ce 
with cautions regarding methodology discussed in the chapters relating to migration. 
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Tf.BLE 1 
• 

Average Annual Overseas Emigration irom Europe, 1846-1939 (in thou~ands) 

• 
REGIONS OF "OLD MIGRATION" REGIONS OF "NEW MIGRATION" • 

• -

• Total Norway France Austria2 ~~~~~ -
Date European Total British Germany Sweden Switzerland Total Italy Hungary · Lithuania Spain Balkan a 

Overseas Islea1 Denmark Low Countries Czechoslovakia Finland Portugal 
Emigration ' 

-
1846-1850 256.6 254.3 199.1 36.5 4.3 
1851-1855 342.3 331.3 231.7 74.9 6.9 
1856-1860 1!17 .1 184.7 123.5 49.4 4.5 
1861-1865 219.3 202.9 143.6 43.5 9.7 
1866-1870 • 345.9 308.4 170.8 83.4 39.3 
1871-1875 370.7 310.1 193.9 79.0 22.1 
1876-1880 258.0 192.8 114.9 46.2 23.2 
1881-1885 661.3 480.7 228.0 171.5 58.4 
1886-1890 737.7 407.2 214.8 97.0 60.8 
1891-1895 674.8 273.9 128.4 80.5 48.1 
1896-1900 543.2 137.5 81.0 24.9 22.1 
1901-1905 1,038.9 253.0 . 156.0 28.4 53.9 
1906-1910 1,436.7 322.3 234.6 26.4 43.7 
1911-1915 1,365.3 325.6 265.7 15.8 28.6 
1916-1920 405.5 123.9 101.1 2.4 11.2 
1921-1925 629.5 295.2 197.7 58.9 26.4 
1926-1930 555.6 253.5 162.3 54.0 23.9 
1931-1935 130.8 50.0 30.4 12.7 3.1 
1936-1939• 147.4 60.4 33.3' 17 .3' 4.2. 

•For the years lSSG-1915 the data giveri in Ferenczi, pp, 627-629, (relating 
to total passenge111 leaving the British Isles for overseas destinations) were 
adjusted to obtain an estimated number of true emigrants, See Chapter V, 
Footnote 8, for method of computation. 

'Austro-Hungarian Empire to 1920; after 1920 the data include Austria, 
Hungary, and Czechoslovakia. For Austria, the annual average of 1936-1938 
waa used for the final period; no figure for Czechoslovakia in 1921 is avaUableil· 
the 1922-1925 average waa therefore used for lhat country in the perio 
1921-1925. . 

•Russian Empire to 1920; after 1920 Poland, Finland, Estonia, and Lith· 
uania (i.e., not including the Soviet Union for which there are no adequate 
data), Data are missing for Eetonia in 1921-192.3 and for Finland in 1939. 

•Four-year averages. 
11936-1938 average. 
11939 figure does not Include Austria and CzeChoslovakia annexations. 
'Data for France in the years 1934-1939 were not available so that the 

1931-1933 average for that country waa assumed to' apply, The numbers in 
any case were small. . . 

•Spain 1936-1939 estimated (no official data are available owina: to the 
Spanish Civil War). • · 

rrurkey in Europe, Greece, Bulprla, Rumania, and Yueoslavia (Serbia and 

Estonia 

14.4 2.3 .2 1.6 .1 .. 4 
17.8 11.0 .7 4.0 .2 6.1 
7.3 12.5 4.2 2.2 .2 5.9 
6.1 16.4 8.0 2.2 .3 5.9 

14.9 37.4 18.7 5.7 .6 12.4 
15.1 60.6 23.3 10.5 5.0 21.8 
8.5 65.2 28.9 11.8 7.2 17.3 . 

22.8 180.~ 64.0 34.6 17.1 64.5 .4 
34.6 330.5 134.2 52.5 45.5 96.7 1.6 
16.9 400.9 150,2 67.6 72.2 108.9 2.0 
9.5 405.7 165.7 77.2 55.8 . 1'02.4 4.6 

14.7 785.9 320.6 203.0 143.4 97.6 21.3 
17.6 1,114.3 402.4 265.4 211.6 . 185.4 .49.5 
15.5 1,039.5 312.2 243.6 216.8 220.2 46.7 
9.2 281.8 126.6 11.5 7.8 121.3 14.6 

12.2 334.3 130.9 23.8 56.8. 96.3 26.51• 

13.3 302.2 89.4 23.0 75.5 74.7 39.6' 
3.8 81.0 28.2 5.1 20.9 19.6 7.21 

5.67 87.2 23.6 6.3 20.8 27.41 9.1' 

Montenegro to 1 920). Figures for the following countries and dd.tes are mlsslna:: 
Greece, 1921-1924; Bulgaria, 1921-1926, 1939; Rumania, 1925. Where one or" 
more years were missing lhe annual av~ges were computed on the basis of 
the years for which data are available. The aroup average was derived from 
the sum of theae. 
Sources: • 

1846-1920: Walter F. Willcox (ed.). Internotionol Mig:ratiom, (New York: 
National Bureau of Economic Research, 1929), Vol. I. Stati.stiu, compiled OJ;\ 
behalf of the International Labour Office by Imre Ferencz!. · .• 

1920-1924: Ibid. Also in International Labour Office. Migration MC11emetSIS, 
19ZQ-19Z4, Studies and Reports, Series 0, No.2, (Geneva, 1926). 

1925-1939: International Labour Office, Year~Book of Labour Slatisliu, 
annual editions, 1935-1944, (Geneva and Montreal. var(ous dates). Alto, 
International Labour Office, Migration Mcmements, 1925-1927, Studies and 
Reports. Seriea 0, No. 4, (Geneva, 1929) and The" Mi~ation of Workers, 
Studies and Reports, Serlea 0, No. 5, (Geneva, 1936). For supplementary 
data, reference was also made to Germany, Statistisches Reichsamt, Sta#J· 
tiJches Jahrbuch; annual editions 1936-1938, (Berlin, various dates), and 
Wirtschaf' und Slati.s#k 21(18):344-348. The Italian aeries was drawn front 
Italy, latituto Centrale di Statistlca, Annuario demografico, 1941. (Rome 
1941), r· 53, and the Spanish figures for 1926-1935 from Spain, Direcci6n 
Genera de Eetadfstica, Anuario estadfJiit4 de Espalla, 194Z,.(Madrid,1942) 
p. 205. . 



,......., 

I'> 
00 
0 

• TABLE 2 

Overseas Immigration of Aliens into the Chief Countries of Destination, 1900-1939 (in thousands) 

Date Argentina Brazil Canada U.S.A. 
(fiscal years) 

1POO 85 40 448 

!POt PO 85 31' 487 
1902 58 52 41' 647 
1903 75 34 7P1 855 
1904 126 46 8S 1 809 
1POS 177 70 1031 1,022 

1906 253 74 121' 1,094 
1907 209 68 90' . 1,264 
1908 2S6 90 92 738 
1909 231 84 93 684 
IPIO 2PO 86 178 966 

19tt 226 132 219 802 
1912 323 177 2S6 7S9 
1913 302 !PO 303 1,112 
1914 us 79 100 I, 118 
1915 45 30 12 232 

' 1916 
. 

33 31 14 179 
tPt7 18 2P 7 172 
1918 14 20 to 60 
1919 41 36 66 54 
1920 87 69. 99 288 

1Fiacal Years. Figure for 1907 refers to nine months endina: March 31. 
Sources: 

Argentina and Brazil-1900-1924: lnternaticm4l Migrations, Vol. I, pp. 
539-540, SSG-552. 1925-1927: International Labour Office, Migration Move
""""• 1925-1927, op, eit., p, 44. 1928-1939: Raul C. Mlgone (ed.), Inter
Amniron Stalisticol Yearbook, 194Z, (New York: The Macmillan Co., 1942), 
pp. 112-113. 

Date Argentina Brazil Canada ·u.s.A. 
(fiscal years) 

IP2t PS 58 68 702 
1922 129 64 47 243 
1923 IPS 84 tt7 342 
1924 160 9S 108 417 
1925 125 82 67 159 

1926 135 118 ItS 168 
1927 162 97 135 183 
1928 129 76 137 173 
1929 140 95 133 173 
1930 124 61 79 164 

1931 56 26 12 72 
1932 31 31 7 2S 
1933 24 46 6 IS 
1934 28 4S 6 19 
1935 35 29 6 25 

1936 36 13 7 26 
1937 41 34 10 36 
1938 38 18 It St 
1939 IS 22 It 70 
1940 57 

Canada-1901-1907: Canada, Dominion Bureau of Statistics, The CantJda 
Year Book, 1936, (Ottawa, 1936), p. 186.~7-1939: Ibid., 1941, p.IU, 

United States-1900-1924: lnltf'tUJUonal Migrations, Vol. I, pp. 389-393. 
1924-1939: U.S. Department of Commerce. Stalistieal Abstraa of the UniiU 
Stales, various years, (Washington: Govt. Printina Oflis:e). • 



• 

TABLE 3 

European-Born Living Overseas According to Censuses in Overseas Countries 
in the lnt~rwar Period (in thousands) 

Place of Birth 

Albania .•••.•••..•••.••.................. 
eAl.lltria . .41 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Belgium ................................. 
Bulgaria .••••••.......................... 
Czechoslovakia ........................... 
Denmark ............................ , ... 
Estonia .................................. 
Finland .................................. 
France .................................. 
Germany ......................... • ....... 
Greece .................................. 
Hungary ................................ 
Italy ..............•...•. , ....••......... 
Latvia .................................. 
Lithuania ................................. 
Netherlands .•.. ; ........................ 
Norway .••..........•................... 
Poland .................................. 
Portugal ................................. 
Rumania ................................ 
Spain ................................... 
Sweden .................................. 
Switzerland ..... ;, ....................... 
Turkey .................................. 
United Kingdom & Ireland .•••............ 

England and Wales ................... 
Scotland ............................. 
North Ireland ........................ 
Ireland ..•.•.•........••............. 

U.S.S.R ................................. 
Yugoslavia ... .............. : ............. 

Other European ••......•••............... . . . 

Total .................................... 

•Includes United States (1930) and Canada (1931). 

North 
America. I 

8.8 
408.3 
'81.2 
10.9 

514.5 
196.7 

3.6 
172.8 
152.3 

1,648.0 
180.1 
303.0 

1,833.0 
20.7 

199.3 
143.9 
380.5 

1,439.8 
73.2 

186.7 
59.4 

629.7 
119.1 

2.3 
3,281.3 
1,616.0 

634.1 

}1.031.2 
1,281.8 

228.5 

48.4 

13,607.8 

Place of Residence 

Latin S. Africa 
America1 Australasia• Total 

-· .8 9.6 
76.11 2.2 486.6 
7.6 1.3 90.1 
2.8 .3 14.0 

11.9 .7 527.1 
7.8 7.2 211.7 

L• 1.0 4.6 -· 2.1 174."9 
117.5 4.2 274.0 
123.5 32.5 1,804.0 

9.4 10.4 199.9 -· .3 303.3 
1,829.6 29.3 3,691.9 -· 3.9 24.6 -· 13.5 212.8 

9.0 7.8 160.7 
1.0 5.1 386.6 

74.8 7.9 1,522.5 
454.7 .8 528.7 

8.1 .3 195.1 
1,568.8 1.1 1,629.3 

3.8 5.9 639.4 
24.1 3.4 146.6 -· .3 2.6 
60.8 1,096.4 4,438.5 

155.7 2,371. 7 
217.0 851.1 

-"-
}123.7 }1, 154.9 

132.1 21.6 1,435.5 
17.5 6.1 252.1 

' 
7.8 7.0 63.2 

4,548.7 1,273.4 19,429.9 

•Includes the following: Argentina (1927), Brazil (1920), Chile (1930), Colombia (1930), Cuba (1920), Mexico 
(1930), Peru (1942), Uruguay (1910), and Venezuela (1930). 

•Includes Union of S. Alrica (1936), Austrnlia (1933), and New Zealand (1921). 
4iJncluded in "Other European'". 
'Immigrants from Hungary included under ioint figure for Austria.MHunpry. 

Sources: 
United States-U.S. Bureau of the Census. Fifteenlh Cmstl$ oftM United Statu, 1930, Vol. II, (WashinKton: U.~S. 

Gov't Printing Office,1933), p. 233. • 
Canada-The Canmla Year Book,1933, p. 129. 
Latin America-In4trMAmtri&an SW4islical Yearbook, 1942, pp. 115-127. 
Union of South Africa---ot6.ce of Census and Statistics, Official Year Book oflhe Union of Sou4h Ajrica,1940, p. 1015. 
Australia-Bureau of Census and Statistics, Census of the Commonveallh oj Australia, 1933, (Canberra. 1936), 

pp. 732-733. 
New Zealand-International Labour Office, World Sl4lislia of Aliens, Studies and Reports, Series 0, No.6, (Geneva, 

1936), pp. 152-160 • 
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TAB 

Cross Classification of Place of Birth (or Political 

PLACE OF RESIDENCE ~ 

p N p N N&P N N p p p N p p 
C..Cho-

Estonia Finland• France Germany' Greece HUngary Ireland Italy 
PLACE OF ORIGIN Austria ~gium Bulgaria slovakia Denmark 19J6 1931 

19J4 19JO 1934 19JO 1930 19J4 1930 1931 1933 1928 1930 

• 
405 29 14,771 - e 400 

Albania ....•....... 
1,829 1,324 45,688 1,123 35 11,127 80,663 770 37,674 - 9,247 

Austria •••......... 
320,590 5,202 

_.. . 0-" t' 161 643 
Belgium .•••........ 245 5 . 205 
Bulgaria ........... ·- 2,353 21 4,914 913 52,840 

CZecho&ovakia ...•. 441,521 9,527 1,357 271 98 48,936 186,189 223 237,902 134.3,972 

Denmark. .......... • 108 1,126 3,318 17,387 
..£... 

~nia ............ 165 981 

Finland' ........... 914 217 - 393 

France .............. 155,228 538 746 541 42 109 137,912 2,248 351 6,089 

Germany ........... 65,783 30,453 40,174. 29,994 1,149. 4,259 104,933 1,710 7,461 529 8,994 

Greece. ............ 1,032 99,440 34 11 20,874 1,506 2,355 

Hungary ........... 55,197 4,479 1,247 32,144 131 14 19,731 10,436 269 2,640 

Ireland ............. - 56 256 
Italy ............... 41,841 26,482 609 3,869 255 13 908,680 22,470 4,178 3,950 325 
Latvia ............. 326 1,128 2,738 
Lithuania .......... 151 119 19,480 172 

Netherlands ........ 74,060 389 26 11,052 80,553 "' 130 526 
Norway ............ 6,242 8 1,052 1,910 1,266 
Poland ............. 60,859 42,266 603. 74,248 5,242 410 521,346 706,680 10,436 183 1,597 
Portugal ..••....... 33 2 49,663 138 211 

19,704 4,630 3,902 195,576 • 668 Rumania .......... 18,801! 3,016 40,379 9,060 69 2 
Spain .............. 2,676 63 1 378,799 1,263 1,548 
Sweden ............ 31,379 97 .11,460 2,693 3,284 204 
Switzerland ......... 6, 756 5,258 1,004 441 143 341 118,189 39,706 428 105 12,556 

Turkey ............ 1,591 61,873 41,233 986,879 684 
United Kingdom .. _ .. 18,153 683 1,872 146 589 51,674 5,163 2,321 82,112 4,428 
U.S.S.R.• ••.....•.. 8,810 13,157 15,993 2,456 492 34,936 82,900 . 12,758 46,333 4,493 483 1,341 
Yugoslavia •..•..... 73,655 6,906 47,416 8,549 IS 2 32,443 17,258 15,004 101,799 

' 
13,257 

Other Specified 
European ...... 11,765 1,528 1,554 7 4,707 42,165 56,507 674 852 3,416 

Total Specified 
European ...... 764,416 403,531 268,348 236,039 83,926 4,275 58,579 2,796,874 1,416,161 1,132,550 599,291 85,537 75,237 

Others & Uudiffer-
entiated ........ 17,664 18,647 18,229 13,932 6,413 7,926 14,148 279,054 102,720 26,761 19,824 15,098 7,790 

Total .............. 782,080 422,178 286,577 249,971 90,339 12,201 72,727 3,075,9281 1,518,881 1,159,311 619,115 100,635 83,027 
• 

P=PJace..of-Birth Statistics N -Nationality Statistics mark (11,896), France (132,045), Lithuania (15.545), Poland (558,588), and 
JFigures for Finland are the result of adding aliens to persons of Finnish Danzig (44,047). the last named being included under "Other Specified 

Dat.ionality bom abroad. Since the birthplace of aliens is not given, foreign European.''' 
birth was urumed though this would not be true in all cases. •Place-of-Birth do.ta for the foreign-born in Norway are given only for the 

%Data for Germany relate to a1iens, plus Germans reported as resident in totaJ and for those born in Sweden. (The latter figure is entered in the table.) 
ceded t.erriloriea in 1913 (i.e., chiefly refugees). These were as follows: Den- The totaJ number of foreign-born in 1930 was 53,650, of aliens 35,114. 
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LE 4 

Nationality) and Residence in Interwar Europe 

• PLACE OF RESIDENCE 

p N N N N p p p p N&P p 

Latvia Lithuania Netherlands Norway1 Portugal Spain Sweden, Switzerland Turkeyt United Yugoslavia Total PLACE OF ORIGIN 
1930 1930 1930 1930 1930 1930 1930 .1930 1935 . Kingdom1 1931 Specified 

• 1 15 12,251 7,609 35,481 Albania 

f12 • ~841 ~ 
194 645 715 28,947 1,344 4,277 29,521 263,996 Austria 

- 2 ,4o'4 26 264 • 987 140 1,771 175 10,368 365,981 Belgium 
45 25 321 227,464 289,101 Bulgaria 

• 271 . 143 2,367 74 433 148 631 1,984 32,444 968,625 Czechoslovakia 

10,~83 
60 352 4,277 260 8,726 621 5,921 42,156 Denmark 
90 100 38 492 14 12,263 Estonia 
29 30 1,065 39 9, 746 43 1,096 13,572 Finland 

25 2,053 85. 1,616 27,956 599 45,658 2,186 '30, 137 414,ll9 France 
3,445 4,838 101,955 2,227 1,151 8,361 8,566 164,606 1,839 29,233 621,660 Germany 

204 11 182 22 443 367,801 2,279 9,941 506,135 Greece 
2,826 49 226 108 2,361 1,127 1,232 66,053 200,270 Hungary 

3 32 423,082' 423,429 Ireland 
2,606 87 495 4,207 367 78,017 7,146 25,533 54,204 1,185,334 Italy 

1,478 131 ll7 550 25 6,493 Latvia 
40,267 80 154 149 17 3,375 63,964 Lithuania 

..... 172 398 208 2,118 290 8,548 178,470 Netherlands 
274 41 371 14,731 190 4,531' 30,616 Norway 

. 13,113 20 5,931 133 172 233 1,065 130 304 44,941 1,489,912 Poland 
29 27,640 162 1,215 79,093 Portugal 

-• 254 5 131 828 61,649 4,669 26,692 390,038 Rumania 

75 177 13,092 64 1,311 208 4,784 403,901 Spain 
426(P)31,416 360 339 4,884 86,542 Sweden 

us 1,140 63 288 2,152 215 188 12,759 20!,850 Switzerland 

736 2,247 1,095,243 Turkey 

l!O 2,511 512 2,219 8,141 1,2i0 6,961 5,166 194,631 United Kingdom 

58,285 103 763 494 47 264 2,972 8,548 69,798 39,147 32,781 437,354 U.S.S.R.' 

- 0 3,334 8 72 319 158,145 632 478,814 Yugoslavia 

190 229 746 217 1,709 14,187 140,453 Other Specified 
European 

125,493 7,046 161,925 41,453 19,385 83,667 51,387 346,358 917,712 681,061 259,245 10,619,496 Total Specified 
European 

. 3,137 11,185 13,925 2,359 11,058 ?1,873 10,270 12,810 44,447 333,226 45,789 1,108,285 Others & Undif-
ferentiated 

' 128,630 18,231 175,850 43,812 30,443 155,540 61,657 359,168 962,159 1,014,287 305,034 11,727,781 Total 

• 
•Including both European and Asiatic territories. 'Spain and Portugal. 
•Data for England and Wales & ScoUand refer to Plac:e--of-Birth statistics •Nationality figures include both Soviet citizens and Russian refugees. th~ 

in 1931. those for Northern Ireland (aside from the figure for the Irish Free latter usually being much the Jan!er clement. 

State) refer to nationality statistics in 1926. •French figures include naturalized citizens. 
•The Irish-born were distributed in the United Kingdom as foUows: England 

and Wales (303.676). Scotland (55,487), Northern Ireland (63,919). 
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TABLE 5 

Balances of International Migration in Europe, About 1920-1930 

Typo Mlgrntlon 
of Balance 

Country Source Period <+>or(-) 
Datn (thousands) 

Austria .••••...•.•. ~ .• c 1923-1934 - 31 
Belgium .............. c 192G-1930 + 140 

Bulgaria .......... -.... c 192G-1926 + 58 
c 1926-1934 - 94 
E 192G-1930 - 10 

Czechoslovakia .•...... c 1921-1930 - 199 
Denntark .•..........• c 1921-1930 - 37 
Estonia ............... c ' 1922-1934 - 6 
Finland ..•••.......... c 192G-1930 - 10 
France ............... c 1921-1931 

' 
+1,954 

Germany ............. c 1925-1933 - 234 
Greece ................ E 1921-1928 + 505 

Hungary .............. c 192G-1930 - 74 
Ireland ................ E 1921-1930 - 342 
ltnly ................. c 1921-1931 -1,040 
Latvia ................ c 192G-1930 + 193 

c 1925-1930 - 2 
Lithuania ............. E 1923-1929 - 31 
Netherlands ........... t 192G-1930 + 13 
Nonvay .............. c 192G-1930 - 81 
Poland'· ............. c 1921-"1931 + so 
• c 1921-1931 - 189 

E 192G-1930 - 950 
Portugal .............. c 192G-1930 - 9 

E 192G-1930 - 140 
Rumania ............. E 192G-1930 - ISO 

Spain ................ c 192G-1930 - 20 
E 192G-1930 - 300 

Sweden ............... c 192G-1930 - 91 
Switzerland ........... c 192G-1930 - 59 

United Kingdom 
England & Wales .... c 1921-1931 - 157 
North Ireland ....... c 1926-1937 - 95 
Scotland ............ + 1921-1931 - 392 

1<ugoslavia ........... , c 1921-1931 + 45 

' E 192G-1930 -C14G-200) 

•The first figure for Poland relates to census and vital statistics, 
which present a biased pi<'ture for reasons discussed in Chapter VII, 
p. 142. The second figure excludes the Eastern provinces, which are 
the source of much of the difficulty. The final figure, an estimate from 
Polish emigration statistics and the immigration of countries receiving 
Polish immigration, ignore& the ttfugee movements occurring after the 

Average Annual M lgrntlon 
' 

Per •1,000 CHIEF SOURCES AND DESTINATIONS 
Numbers Average 

(thousands) Population 

- 3 - 0,4 Net loss chiefly through overseas emigration. 
+ 14 + 1.8 Substnntlal Immigration from Poland an!! Italy with small Incrementa from almost ali European 

countries. . 
+ 10 + 1.9 Exchange of population with Greece, Turkey, and Rumania. 
- 12 - 2.1 ' 
- I -(o-1) 
- 20 - 1.4 Substantial emigration overseas and to France and the Low Countries. 
- 4 - 1.1 Small emigration overseas. . 
- I - 0.5 Small movements overseas and to Latvia. - I - 0.3 Overseas emigration, possibly balanced by some immigration from Russia. 
+195 + 4.8 About half from Poland and Itnly; mass Immigration from Spain, Portugal, Russia (6migr6s), CZechO: 

elovakia, and Turkey (i. e., Greek refugees). Net increment from every European country and 
North Africa.· 

- 29 - 0.5 Net loss chiefly through overseas emigration. Some immigration from Germari minorities abroad. 
+ 69 +12.2 Over a million immigrants from Turkey and several hundred thousand emigrants to that country; a 

loss through overseas emigration and exchange with Bulgaria. ' 

- 7 - 0.9 Emigration overseas and small movements to France and Low Countries. 
- 34 -11.3 Emigration overseas and to the remainder of British Isles. 
-104 - 2.8 Very large emigration overseas and to France; lesser movements to Low Countries. 
+ 19 +11.4 Large immigration through repatriation, etc., from Russia in the early 'twenties. 
- 0 - 0.1 
- 4 -(1-2) Chiefly overseas emigration; small emigration to Latvia. 
+ I + 0.2 Immigration from Germany and Central Europe; emigration to Belgium. 
- 8 - 2.9 Overseas ~migration. ' 
+ 5 + 0.2 

. 
- 19 - 0.7 
- 95 -(3-4) Estimated: 500,000 to France, 50,000 to Belgium, 400,000 overseas. 

- 1 - 0.1 - 14 - (2-3) About 100,000 overseas migrants; emigration to France and apparently some outward balance to Spain. 

- 15 -(G-1) Substantial overseas emigration; 50,000 emigrant aliens chiefly to Turkey; small emigration to France, 
Belgium and Czechoslovakia. 

- 2 - 0.1 
- 30 -(1-2) Overseas emigration = 165,000, increase of Spaniards in France over 125,000. 
- 9 - 1.5 Overseas emigration. 
- 6 - 1.5 Large interchange of population with neighborW,g countries and small outward balance especially to 

overseas destinations. . 
- 16 - 0.4 Chiefly net overseas emigration partially balan~ed by immigration from Scotland and Ireland. 
- 10 - 8.3 Emigration overseas and to the remainder of United Kingdom. 

' - <19 - 8.2 Emigration overseas and to England. .. 
+ 5 + 0.3 

-,(14-20) -(1-2). Some~OO,OOO overseas emigrantsj about SO,OO()"').o Western Europe and Turkey. 

"" First World War, The last was used in F1gure 29. censa.l population growth. Where these materials were absent (as m 
<r.-eece and Lithuania) or defective (aa in Poland, Portugal, Rumania, 
Spain, and Yugoslavia) it was necessary to rely on estimates (E) de
rived from direct statistics of migration (themselves usually defective) 
and on statistics of countriu: of immigration. 

Sources: · 
The designation (C) signifies computation of migration balance from 

census and vital statistics. In these cases intercensal migration was 
determined by subtracting intercensal natural increase from total inter-
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TABLE 6 
• 

Balances oflnternational Migratiol! in Europe, About 193Q-1939 

Type Migration 
of Balance 

Country Source Period <+>or(-) 
Data (thousands) 

Austria-See Germany. 
Belgium .•............ R 1931-1938 + 32 
Bulgaria ....•......... D 1931-1938 -111 

€zechoslovak.ia ........ D 1931-1938 - 36 
Denmark ............ , c 1931-.1935 + 31 

c 1931-1940 + 27 
Finland. 0000 •••••••••• R 1931-1938 + 15 
France ............... c 1931-1936 -106 
Germany ............. c 1933-1939 + 78 

Germany proper ..... c 1933-1939 +so2 
Austria ............. c 1!)34-1939 -109 
Sudetenland ......... c 1930-1939 -315 

Greece ................ D 1931-1939 - 67 
Hungary .............. c 193(}-1941 + 69 
Ireland ............... c 1936-1941 - 57 
Italy '·.· .............. c 1931-1936 -302 

D 1931-1935 -122 
Lithuania ............. D 1934-1939 - 14 
Netherlands ........... R 193(}-1939 - 12 
Norway ... 00 •• 00 00 oo• D 1931-1939 - 4 
Poland ...•........... D 1931-1939 -118 
Portugal ... • ........... c 193(}-1940 + 64 

R . ' umanta ............ c 193(}-1941 - 83 
D. 193(}-1939 - 18 

Spain • ... ~ ........... C• 193(}-1940 +554 
E 193(}-1940 -

Sweden ............... c 1931-1935 + 32 
c 1936-1940 . 

+ 23 
c 1931-1940 + 55 

Switzerland ........... c 193(}-1941 - 6 
United Kingdom• ...... D 1931-1938 +t91 
Yugoslavia ............ D 1931-1939 - 37 

11n Italy there la a large discrepancy ~twren the computed and the 
direct mlgration ataUstia. Direct statistics on Italian emigration are 
known to be ~eriously defectlve,so the larger out. ward balance indicated 
by the computed figures is probably more rellable. 

t"fhe computed figure for Rumanla relates only to the rump territory 
of 1941; the direct ltaUstlcs refer to the interwar territory. The latter 
probably undentat.e the emigration balance, 

Average Annual Migration • 
• 

Per 1,000 CHIEF SOURCES•AND DESTINATIONS 
Numbers Average 

(thousands) Population 

+4 +C<r-1) Probably some immigration of refugees, but most gain occurred in 1931 and 1932. 
-14 -(2-3) Chiefly overland emigration of Turkish minorities to Turkey; small movements to Czechoslovakia, 

Hungary, and Rumania. - 4 - ((}-!) About equally divided between emigration overseas and overland, especially to France. 
+ 6 + 1.7 Small return balance from overseas; refugee movement from Gern:aany; small immigration f~om Nor-
+ 3 + .7 way and Sweden; refugee emigration in 1940. . 
+ 2 +C<r-t) 
-21 - .5 Chiefly return migration to Poland. 
+13 + .2 In "Greater Germany,''Iarge refugee emigration of Jews more than balanced by immigration of ethnic 
+as + 1.3 Germans and foreigners. In Germany proper a large immigration from Austria and the Sudetenland 
-21 - 3.2 reflected in the deficits of those areas. 
-37 -10.5 
- 7.4 -(1-2) Emigration of ethnic minorities. 
+7 +<<r-1) Migratory gain arising almost entirely from refugee movement from incorporated territories. 
-II - 3.4 Emigration to England. 
-60 - 1.4 Large movement to France in early 'thirties, and over 50,000 emigration balance to Switzerland. ' 

-24 - .6 
- 2 -(0-1) Emigration overseas and to Latvia. - I -(0-1) Probably mostly return migration to Germany, and small emigration to Belgium. - .4 - (<r-1) 
-13 - ((}-!) Overseas loss partially balanced by net immigration overland from France. 
+6 + .9 Apparently considerable backwash from overseas and, to a lesser extent, from France (according to 

French data) , - 8 -(<r-1) Balance of movements incident to territorial shuffiings of 1940. Emigration of Moslems from the Do. 
- 2 -(0-1) bruja. 
+ss + 2.2 Apparently a large return balance from overseas in the early 'thirties (i. e., about 100,000) and prob-
- - ((}-1) ably some from Francej but no· doubt these were more than balanced by Republican refugees. 

+6 + 1.0 
+s + .7 
+6 + .9 Return migration and. immigration of refugees. 
- .5 -(0-1) 
+24 + .5 Net immigration from Ireland and from overseas. 
- 4 - (<r-1) Chiefly overland emigration to France, Turkey, and Czecho3lovakia. 

'The computed figure. for Spam are clearly incorrect owing to the 
defects of the vital registration system in the dvll war period. 

tBalance of overseas migration only. 

migration statistics (D) were employed. Theae were much more com-

r.lete in the 'thirtles than In the 'twentlea, though still seriously defective 
n most eountriea, In a few cases (R) the existence of a dvll registra

tion aystem, aa in Sweden, Finland, and the Netherlands, made pos
alble the computation of mlgrat.ion balance• comparable to those • 
obtained with the use of censua data. 

Sources: 
The designation (C) signifies computation of migration balances from 

census and vital statistics. Where the requisite materlals (e.g., a census 
near the end of the period under consideration) were absent, direct 



Llvlnf, In 
Country & Dl•lrlet Dlat.rct. 1 
(with Cenau1 Date) Populatlon Dor(\ 

Elsewhere 
(I) (2) 

AUSTRIA-1934 .. ,, , ...•.. 6,760.2 833.4 
Wien ................... 1,874.1 346.0 
NiederOsterrelch. , , •..•... 1,509.1 210.7 
Ober6sterrelch. , , ...... , • 902.3 56.8 
Snl.lburg •• , ........... • .• 245.8 45.2 
Stelermark., ............ 1,015.1 89.9 
Klirnten, ................ 405:1 25.6 
Tirol.. .................. 349.1 32.2 
Vorarlberg ............... 155.4 12.0 
Burgenland ......... ; .... 299.4 15.0 

BELGIUM~1930 •...•...•. 8,092.0 879.7 
Ant\verpen . ..... ~ ....... 1,173.4 123.4 
Brabant ..•.............. 1,680.1 316.4 
West-Vlaanderen ..• , ..... 901.6 47.2 
Oost· Vlaanderen ......... 1,149.2 66.1 
Hainaut .. ............... 1,270.2 143.4 
Li6ge ••••••••••......... 973.0 89.9 
Lhnburg ••••••••....••.. 367.6 26.6 
Luxembourg ............. 220.9 16.8 
Namur .................. 356.0 50.0 

FINLAND-1930 ..••.•.•.. 3,380.7 416.0 
Uudenmaa ............... 480.1 151.5 
Turu-Pori. .............. 489.5 35.6 
Ahvenanmaa, . , .. , ...... 19.7" 2.3 
Hlirne ................... 370.3 64.6 
VUpuri .................. 587.6 63.7· 
Mikkell ................. 198.5 17.7 
Kuopio ..•............... 366.9 19.4 
Vaasa ................... 481.7 32.8 
Oulu .................... 386.3 28.3 

GREECE-1928 •...•••.•.. 6,204.7 407.1 
Central Greece ........... 1,592.8 257.6 
Thessaly ................ 493.2 30.5 
Ionian Islands ........... 213'.2 5.3 
Cyclades ................ 129.7 4.5 
Peloponnesus . ........... 1,053.3 29.3 
Maoedonia .............. 1,412.5 53.1 
Epirus ............ . 0 .... 312.6 5.6 
Aegean Islands ........... 307.7 3.9 . 

Crete ..•...... ~ ......... 386.4 5.2 
Western Thr.ice~ •..•..... 303.2 12.0 • . 

• 0 

TABLE 7 
Internal Migration as Measured by Place-of-Birth Statistics 

(in thousands) 

Born In Net· Total . 
Dlat.rlct., Bnlonce o( Realdue of 
Uvlna: Internal Mlarntory 

Elsewhere Mifmtlon Movement.& 
(3) (2 -(3) (2)+(3) 

Country & District. 
(w1t.h Cenaua Dat.e) Populat.lon 

(I) 

-
833.4 - 1,666.7 
181.8 +164.2 527.8 

HUNGARY-1930 .•.•.. , •. 8,688.3 
Tro.nsdanubia . •... o . o o .. o 2,685.5 

291.5 - 80.7 502.2 Baranya.o•• .. o . •.... o. o 311.7 
105.3 - 48.5 162.1 Fej6r ................. 271.2 
28.0 + 17.2 73.2 Gy6r, Mason, etc ...... 205.5 
81.3 + 8.6 171.2 Komarom l!s Esztergom. 179.1 
54.8 - 29.2 80.3 Somogy ............... 385.6 
24.4 + 7.8 56.6 Sopron .. o. o .. 0. o ... 0. o 179.3 
7.4 + 4.6 19.4 Tolna ................. 269.2 

59.0 - 44.0 74.0 Vas ................... 275.0 . Veszor6moo••. o .....• o o 243.7 
879.7 - 1,759.4 Zala .................. 365.3 
85.9 + 37.5 209.2 

135.4 +181.0 451.7 Great Plain .............. 4,866.9 
104.2 - 57.0 151.5 Bao.s-Bodrog .••.•...•.. 137.4 
179.0 -112.8 245.1 B6k6s ................. 330.7 
106.9 + 36.5 250.2 Bihar ................. 176.0 
77.1 + 12.8 167.0 Csanad,.Arad 6a Tor •... 174.3 
64.0 - 37.4 90.6 Csongrad .............. 343.9 
47.8 - 31.1 64.6 Hajdu ................ 295.8 
79.4 - 29.4 129.4 Jasz-Nagykun-Szoinok •• 412.5 

Pest-P .-S.-Kiskun ...... 1,445.6 
416.0 - . 832.0 Budapest .............. 1,00S.2 
40.3 +111.2 191.8 Szalbolcs 6s Ung ••••... 394.9 
63.2 - 27.6 98.8 Szatmar, etc ........... 149.6 
1.9 + .4 4.2 

79.1 - 14.5 143.7 North ................... 1,135.9 
48.9 + 14.8 112.6 Abauj-Torna ........... 91.4 
44.7 - 27.0 62.3 Borsod, etc .... .....•.. 358.3 
66.3' - 46.9 85.6 Heves .... ......... o •• 0 316.9 
51.2 - 1&.3 84.0 N6grad 6s Hont ...••.•. 222.9 
20.4 + 7.9 48.7 Zempl6n ............... 146.3 

.407.1 - 814.1 I RELAND-1936 .•.•.•••.. 2,968.4 
42.9 +214.7 300.5 Lelnster ........ · ......... 1,220.4 
26.6 + 3.9 57.1 Munster ................. 94.2.3, 
38.4 - 33.1 43.7 Connacht ................ 525.5 
62.0 - 57.5 66.5 Ulster (Part oO .•••.•..... 280.3" 

117.3 - 88.0 146.6 • 
24.1 + 28.9 77.2 I TALY-1931 ••••• • .•••••.• 41,176.7 
38.2 - 32.5 43.8 Piemonte .•..... o •• o o. o •• 3,497.8" 
28.5 - 24.7 32.4 
21.8 0 - 16.6 27 .Jo 0 

Liguria .• 0 •••• o o o ••••••• • 1,437 :~ 
Lomhardia .............. 5,545. 

7.2 + 4.8 19.2 Venezia Tridentina ....... 6S0.1 
Veneto ....•.•... 0 ••••••• 4,123.3 
Venezia Giulia & Zara .•.• o978.9 -

• 
Llvln~ In Born In ·Net. Tot.al 
Dlstr ct., ... Dlst.rlct., Balance of Residue of 

Born Living Internal Migratory 
Elsewhere . ntsc~rere Mlfration Movementt 

(2) (2 -(3) (2)+(3) 

1,464.4 1,464.4 - 2,928.8 
91.0 326.7 -235.7 417.7 
44.9 35.3 + 9.6 80.3 
42.7 84.9 - 42.2 127.7 
27.4 37,5 .... 10.1 65.0 
31.2 45.8 - 14.7 77.0 
43.7 66.9 - 23.1 110.6 
15.7 39.0 - 23.3 54.7 
33.4 60.1 . - 26.7 93.5 
27.0 65.5 - 38.5 92.5. 
42.6 68.1 - 25.5 110.7 
34.2 75.4 - 41.2 109.7 

435.5 133.6 +301.9 569.1 
13.9 17.3 - 3.3 31.2 
3•1.0 55.3 - 21.3 89.4 
17.9 26.0 - 8.1 43.8 
18.9 28.2 - 9.3 47.1 
37.1 50.3 - 13.2 87.4 
40.8 41.1 - .3 81.9 
43.6 82.6 - 39.0 126.3 

326.0 151.7 +174.2 477.7 
416.8 169.9 +246.9 586.8 
35.6 . 50.7 - 15.0 86.3 
10.5 20.2 - 9.7 30.6 

66.3 132.4 - 66.1 198.7 
' 9.1 17.6 - 8.5 26.7 

43.4 40.2 + 3.2 83.6 
33.4 61.2 - 27.8 94.5 
20.2 ·42.1 - 21.9 62.2 
20.4 31.4 - 11.0 51·.8 

159.8 159.8 - 319.5 
98.6 39.5 + 59:2 138.1 
31.4 61.1 - 29.7 92.5 
19.4 38.4 - 19.0 57.8 
10.3 20.8 - 10.5 31.1 

3,007.1 3,007.1 - 6,014.2 
356.2 257,1 + 99.1 613.3 
370.8 95,3 +275.5 455.0 
527.3 294..3 +233.0 821.5 
48.2 42.4 + 5.7 90.6 

0 160.6 441'.3 -235.6 607.9 
132.1 54.3 + 77.8 186.4 



• Living in 
Country & District District, 
(with Census Date) Population Born 

Elsewhere 
(I) (2) 

ITALY-1931 (cont.) 
Emilia .••.•.••••••.•.... 3,218.5 182.8 
Toscana .••..••••••...... 2,892.4 164.4 
Marche ..•...•.......... 1,217.7 59.6 
Umbria ••..•..•••.••••.. 694.1 55.1 
Lazio .. ................. 2,385.1 478.3 
Abruzzi & Molioe .•.•.•... 1,498.6 51.8 
Campania ............... 3,494.7 172.7 
Puglie .••••...•.......... 2,486.6 82.8 
Lucania ................. 507.8 24.4 
Calabrie ..••............. 1,669.8 44.2 
Sicilia .. ................. . 3,896.9 65.0 
Sardegna ........••...... 973.1 31.0 

LATVIA-1930 ........••.. 1,900.0 317.1 
Riga (City) ••............ 371-.9 174.5 
Vidzeme .... ......... · .... 404.8 46.2 
Kurzeme . ............... 288.1 25.4 
Zemgale .••...•.......... 288.1 45.8 
Latgale .••...•.•........ 541.1 25.3 

SCOTLAND-1931 ...•.... 4,843.0 578.6 
Northern ................ 1,154.8 107.5 
East Central ............. 1,129.8 201.8 
West Central . ........... 2,307.6 227.8 
Southern ................ 250.8 41.5 

SPAIN-1930 .••.....••••.. 23,563.9 2,819.5 
Andalucfa •••......••••.. 4,609.9 389.6 
Arag6n .•...•...... , •••.. 1,031.6 89.8 
Ayurias ................. 791.9 35.5 
Castilla Ia Nueva .•....... 2,878.5 732.7 
Castilla Ia Vieja ••........ 1,475.0 125.2 
Catalufta ................ 2, 791.3 744.5 
Extremadura . ........... 1,152.2 45.8 
Galicia . ................. 2,230.3 82.3 
Le6n .................... 1,570.3 120.1 
Murcia .................. 978.1 52.2 
Valencia ................. 1,896.7 144.2 
Vascongadas & Navarra .. 1,237.6 227.1 
Baleares ................. 365.5 12.6 
Canarias ................ 555.1 17.8 

SWEDEN-1930 ........... 6,142.2 1,314.4 
Stockholm (a tad) •...... , . 502.2 287.5 
Stockholm ()tin) ••... , ...• 265.1 130.4 
Uppsala ................. 138.2 41.0 

' 

TABLE 7 (Cont.) 

Internal Migration as Measured by Place-of-Birth Stati;tic~ 
(in thousands~ 

8 

Domin Net Total " District, Balance of Residue of 
Living Internal Migratory 

Elsewhere Migration Movement8 
(3) (2) -(3) (2)+(3) 

Country & District 
Populatioft (with Census Date) 

(I) • 
. 

SWEDEN-1930 (cont.) • 
322.2 -139.4 505.0 §6dermanland •.••.•••••.. 189.2 
248.5 - 84.1 413.0 Oaterglltland .•..•••••.••• 309.9 
152.2 - 92.6 211.7 Jllnkllping ............... 231.5 
97.5 - 42.4 152.5 

124.4 +353.9 602.6 
Kronoberg ............... 155.6 
Kalmar ............. o •o. 231.4 

137.1 - 85.3 188.8 Gotland ................. 57.5 
187.0 - 14.4 359.1 Blcklnge ................ 144.9 
197.0 -114.2 279.7 Kristianstad ............. 245.9 
44.2 - 19.8 68.6 Malmllhus ............... 510.6 
85.5 - 41.3 - 129.8 Halland ................. 150.3 

160.3 - 95.3 225.3 
60.6 - 29.6 91.7 

!fllteborg o. Bohus .••.... 457.0 
Alvsborg ................ 313.3 
Skaraborg •.....•.•.•.•• 242.3 

317.1 - 634.3 V!irmland ............... 270.0 
26.5 +148.0 201.1 <lrebro .................. 219.2 

105.6 - 59.4 151.7 Vllstmanland .•..••.•.••. 161.7 
42.5 - 17.1 61.9 Kopparberg ............. 249.7 
77.2 - 31.4 123.0 Glivleborg ............... 279.7 
65.3 - 40.0. 90.5 Vllsternorrland .....•.•••• 278.6 

Jlimtland ............... 134.5 
578.6 - 1,157.2 Vllsterbotten ...•.....•.• 204.0 
192.3 - 84.9 299.8 Norrbotten .............. 199.8 
150.5 + 51.2 352.3 
167.4 .+ 60.4 395.2 SWITZERLAND-1930 .•.. 4,066.4 
68.3 - 26.8 109.8 ZUrich. etc. o o ••• -•••• o •• o ·8o5.o 

Bern .................... 688.8 
2,819.5 - 5,638.9 Luzern. etc .......... 0 •• 0 343.5 

484.0 - 94.4 873.6 Fribourg ..... o •••• o ••••• 143.2 
214.4 -124.6 304.2 Solothurn. etc . .......... 651.4 
54.6 ~ 19.1 90.1 Appenzell, etc ............ 385.0 

323.4 +409.3 1,056.2 GraubUnden •.•.•.•...•.. 126.3 
345.3 -220.1 470.5 Ticino .. ........... o ~ ••• 159.2 
288.2 +456.3 1,032. 7 Vaud, etc .•............. 627.5 
109.4 - 63,7 155.2 Valafs ................... 136.4 
124.7 - 42.3 207.0 
270.5 -150.4 390.6 YUGOSLAVIA-1931 ••.•.. 13,934.0 
178.4 -126.3 230.6 Dravo •• o••············· 1,144.3 
232.6 - 88.3 376.8 Drin . ................... 1,534.1 
162.6 + 64.5 389.7 Dunav ... o •••• •••••••••• 2,387.3 
16.7 - 4.1 29.3 Morav . .......... o •••••• 1,435.6 
14.6 + 3.1 32.4 Primor .•... o. o. o. o •••• ~. 901.7 

Sava .................... 2, 704'.4 
1,314.4 - 2,628.8 Vardar .................. 1,574.2 

85.3 +202.2 372.8 Vrba .................... 1,037.4 
72.0 + 58.4 202.4 Zetska .................. 925.5 
54.0 - 13.0 95.0 Beograd ................. 288.9 

Living in Bomin Net Total 
District, District, Balance of Residue of 

Born Living Internal Mia:ratory 
Elsewhere Elsewhere Migration Movements 

(2) (3) (2) -(3) (lJ+(J) 

45.7 66.0 - 20.3 111.8 
47.9 73.1 - 25.2 121.1 
38.4 51.8 - 13.4 90.2 
22.2 51.1 - 28.9 73.3 
31.3 60.8 - 29.5 92.1 
7.7 7.9 - .2 15.5 

19.0 41.4 - 22.4 60.3 
44.3 66.9 - 22.6 111.2 
85.1 68.5 + 16.6 153.6 
23.8 31.6 - 7.8 55.4 

100.9 45.0 + 55.9 145.8 
57.8 69.0 - 11.2 126.8 
29.3 76.3 - 47.1 105.6 
34.4 52.4 - 18.0 86.8 
45.4 66.6 - 21.2 112.0 
42.2 60.4 - 18.2 102.5 
42.4 55.6 - 13.2 98.0 
47.6 51.3 - 3.7 98.9 
33.8 45.6 - 11.7 79.4 
19.1 19.3 - .3 38.4 
17.4 23.9 - 6.5 41.3 
20.0 18.4 + 1.5 38.4 

658.4 658.4 - 1,316.8 
198.6 93.6 +104.9 292.2. 
75.0 164.8 - 89.8 239.9 
47.4 64.2 - 16.8 111.6 
14.3 37.9 - 23.6 52.2 

119.0 112.1 + 6.8 231.1 
53.0 97.1 --44.7 150.7 
15.3 19.2 - 4.0 34.5 
10.8 13.6 - 2.8 24.5 

117.8 39.0 + 78.8 156.9 
7.2 16.0 ·- 8.8 23.2 

749.4 749.4 - 1,498.7 
22.6 57.3 - 34.6 79.9 
84.8 70.6 + 14.2 155.4 

109.7 153.1 - 43.4 262.9 
62.7 75.3 - 12.6 137.9 
20.2 66.1 - 46.5 86.9 

' • 121.6 128.6 - 7.1 250.3 
66.0 51.4 + 14.5 117.4' 
41.5 51.8 - 10.3 93.3 
38.6 77.8 - 39.2 116.3 

181.7 16'.8 +164.9 198.6 
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Balance of All MIRrntlon, 
lntercensal Perioda• 

en. 192G-1930 
Country and Dlstrlctl 

ca. 1930-1940 

Av, Av, 
Numbers Ann. Numbers Ann. 

(OOO'o) Rntea• {OOO'o) Rates• 

---
AUSTRIA• ............ -30.9 -.4 -147.2 -4.1 

Wien ... ............. 49.1 2.4 -87.8 -8.5 
Nieder8.terreich ...... -31.4 -1.9 -51.9 -5.9 
OberOsterreich .•. ..... -23.7 -2.4 3.1 .6 
Salzburg ............. 8.0 3.1 7.3 5.6 
Steiermark . .......... -20.0 -1.8 -20.3 -3.5 
Ktirnten ............. -5.2 -1.2 .4 .2 
Tirol. ............... 7.5 2.0 {2.1 {-8 Vorarlberg ........... 4.1 2.5 
Burgenland .......... -19.4 -6,0 

BELGIUM ............ 139.5 1.8 -45.2 .6 

Antwerpen .. ......... 30.7 2.8 4.5 .4 
Brabant ............. 89.2 5.6 71.2 4.6 
West-VIaanderen . .... 13.5 1.6 2.1 .3 
Oo.st-Vla!nderen ...... -27.9 -2.5 -14.5 .,.-1.4 
Hainaut ............. 17.0 1.4 -12.0 -I. I 
Li6ge ................ 26.6 2.8 4.8 .5 
Limburg ............. 9.9 3.0 -3.7 -1.0 
Luxembourg . ........ -15.8 -7.1 -7.7 -3.9 
Namur .............. -3.7 -1.0 .s .I 

• • BULGARIA ........... -94.2 -2.0 

Bourgas .. ........... -5.5 -1.3 
Vratza .............. -19.5 -3.4 
Plovdiv ............. -17.3 -2.9 
Pl6ven .............. -26.8 -3.5 
Sofia ................ 29.4 3.4 
Stara Zagora . ........ -31.5 -5.o 
Choumen ............ -23.1 -3.0 

c ZECHOSLOVAKIA' .. -198.7 -1.4 

Bohemia ............. 31.6 .5 
Praha ............. 130.3 7.2 
Pardubice .......... -19.7 -4.3 
Hradec Kralov6 .... • -4.0 -.8 
Mlada Boleslav .. ~ .. 9.3 1.1 
Ceska Lfpa ..... ~ .. 18.7 3.3 
Louny ......... :- ... -9.6 -1.2 
Karlovy Vary ...... • 3.6 .7 
Plzeii ........... ~ .. -47.7 -6.2 -
Ce•k6 Bud~jovice ... -49.4 -8.8 

• .. 1- ' 

TABLE 8 

Total Migration Balances and Migration as a Factor 
in Population Change 

Mhrrntlon and Population 
Change, Interwar Periods 

Balance of All Migration, 
lnterccnaal Perlodst 

Average Annual 
Rates per 

1,000 Population 
Dote Type4 

Pop. Nat. NetMI-
Cbge. Inc. gral.lon 

ca. 1920-1930 ca. 19.10-1940 
Country and Dlstrlctl 

. 
Av, Av. 

Numbers Ann. Number1 Ann. 
(OOO'o) Ratee• (OOO'o) Rat.e1• 

--- -- -- -- -- --
1923-34 • 3.1 3.5 -.4 Bl CZECHOSLOVAKIA' 

(cont.) 
3-2.7 2.4 C3 Moravia-Sileala .• ...•• -93.0 -2.8 

2.0 4.0 -1.9 Bl Jihlava ............ '-30.3 -6.8 
3.1 5.5 -2.4 A3 Brno ... ........... 2.8 .4 
9.8 6.7 3.1 C1 Olomouc ........... -2S.2 -3.0 
3.6 5.5 -1.8 Bl Uhersk6 Hradiitl! ... -19.3 -S.4 
8.4 9.6 -1.2 Bl Moravska Ostrava .. -6.3 ·-1.0 

10.2 8.1 2.0 B2 Cesk!' T~Ain .••..... -14.8 -4.6 
10.6 8.1 2.5 Cl 
4.0 10.0 -6.0 A2 Slovakia ........ ; .... -121.9 -3.9 

Tureiansky S. M ... -23.7 -5.7 
192Q-39 6.2 4.9 1.2 B2 Liptovsk!' S. M •... -14.2 -4.8 

Kol!iice •.. ......... -35.6 -5.5 
10.6 9.0 1.6 B2 Zvolen ............ -20.8 -4.0 
7.9 2.8 5.1 C2 Bratislava ......... 2.1 .3 
9.9 9.0 .9 B2 Nitra ............. -29.7 -6.5 
4.7 6.6 -1.9 Bt 

.6 .4 .2 B2 Subcarpathian Russia. -1S.3 -2.3 
2.6 .8 1.7 B2 

17.6 16.7 .9 B2 DENMARK .••........ -28.3 -1.6 31.1 1.7 
-1.2 4.4 -5.6 A2 

1.1 1.6 -.5 Bl !ilerne (Islands) ....... 13.3 1.4 62.8 6.3 
Sjaelland .......... 2S.O 3.6 71.6 9.9 

1926-34 13.0 15.0 -2.0 B1 K~benhavns Komm. 16.5 S.5 37.3 11.6 
Bornholm .......... -1.8 -7.8 -1.1 -4.7 

16.8 18.1 -1.3 B1 Lolland-Falster ..... -5.3 -7.9 -6.6 -10.0 
11.0 14.5 -3.4 A3 Fyn ............... -4.6 -2.7 -1.1 -.6 
14.6 17.4 -2.9 A3 
8.3 11.8 -3.5 A3 Jylland Outland) ..... -41.7 -5.2 -31.7 -3.9 

19.3 15.9 3.4 Ct !ilstlige Jylland ..... -7.7 -2.7 -1.9 -.6 
9.1 14.1 -5.0 A3 Nordlige Jylland .... -13.7 -6.6 -11.2 -5.3 

u.s 14.8 -3.0 A3 Vestlige Jylland .... -11.7 -5.4 -16.4 -7.3 

1921-30 8.1 9.5 -1.4 B1 
Sydlige J ylland ..... -8.6 -~.7 -2.2 -2.4 

ESTONIA ............. -S.6 -.s 
. 6.5 6.0 .5 B2 • 12.7 5.4 7.2 C2 FINLAND' ............ -10.5 -'.3 14.9 .s 

2.4 6.7 -4.3 A2 • 
3.9 4.7 -.8 B1 Uudenmaa .. ......... 46.2 10.3 66.8 15.3 
s.o 3.9 1.1 ,B2 

n 8.0 4.7 3.3 C1 
Turu-Por.i ..•• ••...... -9.4 -1!1!0 -9.1 -2.2 
Ahvenanmaa . ........ -1.1 -S.4 .4 2.0 

.. 
6.2 7.S -1.2 B1 H«me ............... -7.4 -2.0 6.S 2.0 
9.3 8.6 .7 B2 
1.2 7.3 -6.2 A2 

Viipuri .............. 5.6 1.0 3.0 .6 
Mikkeli .............. -14.7 .:..7.S '-16.2 -10.0 

-1.9 6.8 -8.8 At Kuopio •............. '-17.8 -s.o -16.7 -S.4 
Vaasa ............... -18.2 -3.9 -14.0 -3.0 
Oulu ................ 6.3 1.8 -S.7 -1.6 

Mhrratlon and Population 
Change, Interwar l'erhJCJI 

AveraJ{e Annual 
Rates per 

Dale 
1,000 l)opulatlon 

Type' 

Pop. Nat.' NetMI-
Chge. Inc. a:ratlon 

--- -- -- ----

6.7 9.4 -2.8 A3 
2.2 9.0 -6.8 A2 
8.3 7.9 .4 B2 
5.1 8.1 -3.0 A3 
7.0 12.3 -5.4 A3 
8.2 9.1 -1.0 B1 

10.1 14 .. 7 -4.6 A3 

10.7 14.6 -3.9 A3 
11.0 16.7 -5.7 A3 
9.2 14.0 -4.8 AJ 

11.7 17.2 -5.5 AJ 
6.7 10.7 -4.0 A3 

14.0 13.7 .3 B2 
9.1 1S.7 -6.5 A3 

18.'6 20.9 -2.3 B1 

1921-35 8.6 8.7 -.2 Bt 

9.S 6.3 3.1 Cl 
11.2 S.7 s.s C1 
u.s 5.4 6.1 C2 
2.3 7.7 -S.4 A2 
1.9 9.4 -7.S A2 
6.1 7.7 -1.6 B1 

7.5 u.s -4.1 A3 
8.0 9.8 -1.8 Bt 
6.6 12.3 -5.7 A3 
7.3 13.0 -S.7 A3 
8.3 U.6 -3.2 A3 

1922-34 1.7 2.2 -.s Bl 

192Q-38 7.6 7.6 .0 B2 

1S.S 3.0 12.S C2 
4.3 6.3 -2.1 B1 

-.2 1.9 -2.1 B1 
• 6.3 6.6 -.2 B1 

8.9 8.1 .8 B2 
-1.0 7.S -8.5 At 

S.1 10.2 -S.2 A2 
4.S 8.0 -3.5 A3 

12.8 12.5 .3 B2 



TABLE 8 (Cont.) . ~ . 

• ' 
Balance of All Migration, Migration and Population 

0 lntercensal Periods' Change, Interwar Periods • B:alance of All Migration, Migration and Population 
Intercensal Periods1 Change, Interwar Periods 

• 
• ca. 192G-19JO ca. 19JG-1940 Average Annual 

• Country and District. Rates per 

• 
• 1,000 Population • 

Av. Av. Date Type' 
)iumbera Ann. Numbers Ann. 

(OOO's) Rates• (OOO's) Rates• Pop. Nat. NetMi-
Chge. Inc. gration 

• 
ca. 192G-19JO ca. 193G-1940 • Average Annual 

Country and District! Rates per 
Date 1,000 Population 

AG Av. Type' 
Numbers Ann. Numbers Ann. 

(OOO's) Ral§l1 (OOO's) Rates• Pop. Nat. NetMi-
Chge. Inc. gration 

---- ---- --.---
FRANCE ............. 1,954 . .2 4.8 -106.4 -.5 1921-36 4.4 1.4 3.0 C2 

Ain ................. 8.( 2.5 -3.9 -2.4 .2 -.7 .9 B2 
Aisne . ............... 34.5 7.6 -13.8 -5.7 9.3 6.1 3.2 C1 
Allier ................ 12.7 3.4 1.1 .6 -.4 -2.9 2.5 B2 
Alpes (Baases-) ....... -1.7 -1.9 -1.2 -2.8 -5.1 -2.9 -2.2 Bl 
Alpes (Hautes-) ...•.. -3.2 -3.6 .3 .7 -.8 1.4 -2.2 Bl 
Alpes-Maritimes ...... 136.4 32.0 23.1 9.2 24.0 -.5 24.4 C3 
Ardkhe ..... , ....... -12.5 -4.3 -8.8 -6.3 -5.1 -.1 -5.0 AI 
Ardennes ....... , .... 1.7 .6 ~lo.3 -7.1 2.6 4.5 -2.0 Bl 
Ari~ge .............. , -5.9 -3.5 -2.5 -3.2 -7.2 -3.8 -3.4 AI 
Aube ................ 15.3 6.5 -3.7 -3.1 3.4 . o 3.3 C2 
Aude ................ 12.2 4.2 -10.0 -6.9 -.4 -.9 .5 B2 
Aveyron ............. -11.1 -3.4 -9.4 -5.9 -3.8 .5 -4.2 AI 
Belfort .............. .6 .6 -2.3 -4.7 3.5 4.7 -1.2 Bl 
Bouches-du-RhOne .... 257.2 26.5 125.9 21.7 24 .. 9 .0 24.9 C2 
Caivados ............ 8.8 2.2 -2.4 -1.2 3.4 2.3 1.1 B2 
Cantai .............. -9.0 -4.6 -4.1 -4.2 -2.9 1.6 -4.5 AI 
Charente ... ......... -4.3 -1.4 -.8 -.5 -1.5 -.4 -I. I Bl 
Charente-lnf ......... -1.6 -\4 4.3 2.1 . I -.3 .4 B2 
Cher ................ -3.8 -1.3 -.2 -.2 -3.6 -2.7 -.9 Bl 
Corr~e ... ........... -10.6 -3.9 . o .0 -2~7 .-.2 -2.6 AI 
Corse ............... 8.9 3.1 23.4 15.1 9.0 1.9 7.1 C2 

C6te-d'Or ............ 16.7 5.1 2.4 1.4 2.7 ,;_ 1. 2 3.9 C3 

C6tes-du-Nord ....... -41.1 -7.5 -13.1 -4.9 -3.2 3.5 -6.6 AI 

Creuse .............. -15.1 -6.9 -2.2 -2.1 -8.2 -2.8 -5.3 AI 
I>ordogne .•.......... -11.8 -3.0 5.0 2.6 -1.6 -.5 -1.1 Bl 
Doubs .............. 7.7 2.6 -5.8 -3.8 4.4 4.0 .5 B2 

DrOme ..• ........... 8.4 3.2 3.4 2.6 .9 -2.0 3.0 C3 

Eure . ...... , ........ -1.5 -.5 -4.4 . -2.9 .2 1.5 -1.3 Bl 

Eure--et-Loir . ........ .9 .3 -3.4 -2.7 . 4 1.1 -.7 Bl 

Finist&e ............ -67.6 -9.0 -2.6 -.7 -.5 5.7 -6.2 AI 

Gard. t:, ••.•.... . · •••. 17.9 4.4 -6.6 -3.3 -.1 -2.0 1.8 B2 
Garonne (Haute-) ..... 33.3 7.7 24.6 10.9 5.2 -3.6 8.8 C3 

Gera ................ 8.4 4.3 3.0 3.2 -.6 -4.6 3.9 C3 

Gironde ............. 48.7 5.8 8.6 2.0 • 2.5 -2.0 4.5 C3 

Hbrault .............. 29.7 5.9 -9.0 -:-3.6 1.9 -.9 2.7 C3 

llle-ct-Vi Iaine ........ -6.6 -1.2 -2.5 -.9 .8 1.9 -I. I Bl 
Jndre ••••• •O ••••• -12.9 -5.1 -.4 -.3 -4.0 -.5 -3.5 AI 
Jndre-et-Loire o o •••••• 8.1 2.4 7.8 4.6 3.1 -.1 3.1 C3 

ls~re .... '. •OOo ••••• 62.7 11.3 -7.1 -2.5 5.7 -.9 6. 7 C3 

Jura. -1.0 -.4 -7.8 -6.9 -2.5 .2 -2.6 AI 

Lande. ~: . : . : : :: ::: : : -8.8 -3.4 -4.2 -3.3 -3.2 . I -3.4 AI 

Loir-et-Cher ......... -11.4 -4.6 -1.2 -1.0 -2.9 .6 -3.4 AI 
Loire ................ 26.0 4.0 -12.2 -3.7 1.3 -.1 1.4 B2 

Loire (Haute-) ........ -17.9 -6.9 -4.9 -3.9 -6.1 -.3 -5.9 AI 

Lolre-Inf ... ,., ...... , -2.5 -.4 8.6 2.6 1.0 
' 

.3 .6 B2 

Loiret ............... 5.8 1.7 1.8 1.1 1.3 -.2 1.5 B2 

Lot .... " ......... " .I .0 1.0 1.2 -5.6 -6.1 .4 B2 

Lot-et-Garonne , ..... 17.7 7.3 9.2 7.4 3.5 -3.9 7.3 C3 

Lorere .............. -9.6 -9.1 -3.8 -7.6 -6.6 2.0 -8.6 AI 

FRANCE (cont.) • 
Maine-et-Loire ....... .I r·o .4 .2 .4 .3 ·.I B2 

Manche ............. -4.9 - .I -3.9 -1.8 2.0 3.4 -1.3 Bl 

Marne ..........•.... 29.7 7.6 -7.5 -3.6 7.5 3.6 3.9 C2 

Marne (Haute-) ...... -8.8 -4.5 -1.2 ..;,1.2 -3. 6· -.2 -3.4 AI 

Mayenne ........ .... -14.6 -5.7 -7.7 -6.1 -2.9 2.9 -5.8 AI 

Meurthe-et-Moselle .. . 56.3 10.3 -31.6 -10.8 8.9 5.6 3.3 Cl 

Meuse, .............. -.1 -.1 -1.2 -I. I 3.0 3.4 -.4 Bl 

Morbihan . ..... : ..... -40.0 -7.4 -5.8 -2.2 -.5 5.2 -5.7 AI 

Moselle .............. 42.3 6.6 -24.2 -7.0 11.1 9.1 2.1 B2 

Nil!vre . ............. -5.7 -2.2 -.3 -.2 -5.3 -3.7 -1.5 Bl 

Nord ................ 114.4 6.0 -47.8 -4.7 8.2 5.8 2.4 B2 

Oise ................. 9.8 2.5 -8.9 -4.4 2.5 2.3 .2 B2 

Orne ................ -.5 -.2 -5.7 -4.2 -1.3 .2 -1.5 Bl 

Pas-de-Calais .... ..... 90.4 8.2 -76.3 -12.8 11.6 10.4 1.2 B2 

Puy-de-D~me ........ 19.6 4.0 -6.1 -2.5 -.6 -2.4 1.8 B2 

Pyr6n6es (Basses-) .... 11.9 2.9 -11.6 -5.6 1.7 1.6 .I B2 

Pyr6n6es (Hauteo-) ••.. 9.0 4.8 .8 .9 1.0 -2.5 3.5 C3 

Pyr6n6es-Orient .. ..... 20.2 8.8 -4.1 -3.5 4.7 -.1 4.7 C3 

Rhin (Bas-) .......... -5.5 -.8 9.5 2.7 5.9 5.5 .4 B2 

Rhin (Haul-) ......... 18.9 3.8' -17.1 -6.7 5.3 5.0 .3 B2 

Rh~ne ............... 93.9 9.4 -12.9 -2.5 4.8 -.6 5.4 C3 

Sa~ne (Haute-) ....... -8.1 -3.6 -6.0 -5.5 -4.7 -.4 -4.2 AI 

SaOne-et-Loire ... ..... -20.2 -3.7 -11.3 -4.3 -3.6 .3 -3.9 AI 

Sarthe ............... -11.5 -3.0 -1.1 -.6 -.1 2.1 -2.2 Bl 

Savoie ............... 8.2 3.6 3.3 2.8 4.0 .7 3.3 C2 

Savoie (Haute-) ...... 14.2 5.8 7.0 5.5 6.5 .8 5.7 ·C2 

Seine. o •••••••••••••• 467.1 10.0 12.6 .5 7.9 1.0 6.8 C2 

Seine-lnf ............. -13.5 -1.5 -7.0 -1.5 2.6 4.1 -1.5 Bl 

Seine-et-Marne ... .... 60.2 15.9 4.3 2.1 10.6 -.8 11.3 C3 

Seine-et-Oise . ....... 454.9 39.8 54.6 7.9 28.2 -1.0 29.2 C3 

sevres (Deux-) ....... -8.9 -2.9 -4.2 -2.7 -.3 2.6 -2.8 AI 

Sonyne .............. 3.3 . 7 -2.4 -1.0 2.1 2.0 .I B2 

Tarn.· ............... 9.3 3.1 -3.4 -2.3 .5 -.8 1.3 B2 

Tarn-et-Garonne . ..... 10.8 6.7 3.0 3.·7 2.1 -3.6 5.7 C3 

Var ................. 61.4 17.6 24.0 12.4 14.0 -1.8 15.9 C3 

Vaucluse ............. 28.9 12.5 6.3 5.2 7.4 -2.6 10.1 C3 

Vendbe .... , ......... -24.2 -6.2 -9.0 -4.6 -1.4 4.3 -5.7 AI 

Vienne .............. -7.8 -2.5 2.1 1.3 .2 1.4 -1.2 Bl 

Vienne (Haute-) ...... -18.5 -5.4 -1.4 -.8 -3.3 .6 -3.9 AI 

Vosges .............. -18.6 -4.9 -5.7 -3.0 -1.2 3.1 -4.3 AI 

Yonne . .............. 14.2 5.2 1.9 1.4 -.3 -4.3 3.9 C3 

GERMANY• .......... -234.1 -.5 501.9 .7 1925-33 5.5 6.0 -.5 

Preussen ...........•. -141.5 -.5 179.1 .7 5.6 6.1 -.5 

Ostpreussen . ....... -94.8 -5.2 -7.5 -.5 4.2 9.4 -5.2 

KOnigsberg ....... -:-14.8 -2.0 36.7 6.1 6.1 8.1 -2.0 Bl 

Gumbinnen ...... -30.2 -7.0 -18.7 -5.1 1.4 8.4 -7.0 A2 

Allenstein . ....... -42.5 -9.7 -29.0 -8.7 2.8 12.5 -9.7 A2 

Westpreussen . ... -7.3 -3.4 3.4 2.0 6.0 . 9.3 -3.4 Al 
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GERMANY (cont.) GERMANY (cont.) 

. 
Preussen (cont.) 

Stadt Berlin ........ 277.6 8.4 78.7 3.1 6.6 -1.8 8.4 C3 
Sachsen .............. 42.1 1.0 -79.0 -2.6 5.0 3.9 1.0 

Chemnltz .......... 10.9 1.3 -35.7 -5.8 7,2 5.8 1.3 B2 
Bmndenburg . ...... 60.0 2.8 222.2 13.2 6.3 3.4 2.8 

Potsdam ......... 85.0 7.8 223.0 24.3 10.6 2.8 7.8 C2 
Dresden·Bautzen .. . 17.4 1.2 -6.8 -.6 4.1 3.0 1.2 B2 
Leipzig ............ . 21.4 2.0 -3.1 -.4 5.7 3.7 2.0 B2 

Frankfurt . ....... -25.0 -2.4 -.8 -.1 1.8 4.2 -2.4 B1 Zwickau ..... , ..... -7.5 -I. I -33.4 -6.5 . 3.1 4.2 -I. I Bl 
Pon~mern . ......... -71.6 -4.7 -2.0 -.1 2.8 7.5 -4.7 

Stet tin . ......... -27.8 -2.9 39.0 5.5 3.8 6.7 -2.9 A3 
K6slin ........... -43.8 -8.0 -20.7 -5.3 .9 8.9 -8.0 A2 

Grenzm .Posen .. Wpr .• -19.2 -7.2 -20.2 -7.2 1.9 9.1 -7.2 A2 
Niederschlcsien . .... -77.3 -3.0 - - 2.8 5.9 -3.0 

Breslau ... ....... -41.5 -2.7 -70.9 -6.1 3.4 6.1 -2.7 A3 

WUrttemberg ......... -7.6 -.4 75.1 4.5 ,5.5 5.9 -.4 
Neckarkreis . ....... 28.9 3.6 9.0 5.3 3.6 Cl 
Schwarzwaldkreis . .. -8.2 -1.7 5.1 6.8 -1.7 B1 
J agstkreis .......... -17.4 -5.1 1.1 6.2 -5.1 A2 
Donaukreis . ....... -10.9 -2.3 3.2 S.5 --2.3 B1 

Liegnitz . ...... , . -35.7 -3.6 -7.8 -1.0 1.9 5.5 -3.6 A2 
Oberschl. (Oppeln) .. -37.9 -3.3 -76.3 -4.9 9.0 12.3 -3.3 A3 
Sachsen ............ -51.0 -1.9 80.9 3.9 4.0 5.9 -1.9 

Baden ............... -27.8 -1.5 -13.7 -.9 5.3 6.8 -1.5 
Konstanz .......... -1.5 -.6 5.3 2.4 5.7 6.2 -.6 B1 

Magdeburg ...... -34.3 -3.3 44.4 5.6 .6 3.9 -3.3 A2 
Merseburg ....... -14.7 -1.3 22.2 2.5 6.3 7.6 -1.3 Bl 
Erfurt .. ......... -2.0 -.4 14.3 3.8 5.7 6.1 -.4 B1 

Freiburg ......... . ·. 2.2 .4 -.2 -.1 6.3 5.9 .4 B2 
Karlsruhe .......... -18.4 -3.4 2.8 .7 ·3. 7 7.1 -3.4 A3 
Mannheim . ........ -10.0 -1.7 -21.7 -4.8 5.8. 7.5 -1.7 B1 

Schleswig-Holstein . . 2.1 .2 91.8 10.3 5.7 5.5 .2 B2 
Hannover .......... -33.1 -1.3 104.1 5.3 5.5 6.7 -1.3 ThUringen ........... -28.0 -2.1 19.5 1.9 4.0 6.1 -2.1 Bl 

Hannover ........ 6.4 .9 . 33.9 6.1 4.4 3.5 .9 B2 
Hildesheim .... ... -9.6 -2.0 18.2 5.0 3.6 5.7 -2.0 B1 
Laneburg ........ -8.5 -1.7 36.2 II. 7 4.5 6.2 -I. 7 Bl 
Stade ........... -10.8 -2.9 12.3 4.3 4.4 7.3 -2.9 A3 
~nabrUck ....... -3.8 -1.1 14.2 4.9 10.5 11.6 -I. I B1 

Hessen .............. 10.4 .9 -18.1 -2.1 7.4 6.4 .9 
Star ken burg ........ 4.2 .8 7.9 7.1 .8 B2 
Oberhessen .. •J. ••••• -2.8 -1.0 5.3 6.3 -1.0 B1 
Rheinhessen .. ...... 9.0 2.7 8.2 5.4 2.7 Cl 

Aurich .......... -6.8 -2.8 -10.8 -.6.3 8.7 11.5 -2.8 A3 
Westfalen .......... -117.6 -3.0 -117.0 -3.9 6.5 9.5 -3.0 Hamburg ............ 50.8 5.4 -3.1 -.3 7.0 1.6 5.4 C2 

MUnster . ........ -51.2 -4.2 -71.9 -7.7 8.1 12.3 -4.2 A3 
Minden .......... 8.9 1.3 11.4 2.1 9.7 8.4 1.3 B2 Mecklenburg . ........ -14.4 -2.3 53.7 10.6 3.3 5:6 -2'.3 )31 
Arnsberg ........ -75.3 -3.7 -56.4 -3.6 4.5 8.2 -3.7 A3 

Hessen·Nassau . .... .3 0.0 -2.8 -.2 5.4 5.4 0.0 
Kassel.. ......... -16.4 -1.8 9.0 1.3 5.6 7.4 -1.8 Bl 
Wiesbaden ....... 16.7 1.5 -11.8 -1.4 5.3 3.8 1.5 B2 

Rheinprovinz .... ... 22.7 .4 -105.4 -2.3 7.0 6.7 .4 
Koblenz ......... -.6 -.I -23.5 -4.6 6.9 7.0 -.1 B1 
DUsseldorf ....... -21.9 -.7 -70.1 -2.9 5.8 6.5 -.7 Bl 
KOln ............ 43.6 3.7 -3.3 -.4 9.2 5.5 3.7 Cl 
Trier ............ -14.2 -3.7 7.2 2.5 5.8 9.5 -3.7 A3 
Aachen .......... 15.7 2.7 -15.7 -3.5 10.3 7.6 2.7 Cl 

Hohenzollerische L .. -1.7 -3.0 -2.2 -5.2 2.0 4.9 -3.0 A2 

Oldenburg ........... -20.7 -4.6 42.1 13.3 6.4 11.0 -4;6 
Oldenburg ......... -16.9 -4.6 6.9 11.5 -4.6 A3 
LUbeck ............ -2.1 -5.4 1.9 7.3 -5.4 A2 
Birkenfeid ......... -1.7' -3.8 6.3 10.1 -3.8 A3 

Braunschweig ........ -4.1 -1.0 56.2 17.3 . 2.7 3.8 -1.0 B1 
Bremen .............. 19.7 6.9 33.3 13.3 11.5 4.6 6.9 C2 
Anhalt .............. -1.7 -.6 49.7 21.1 4.7 5.3 -.6 B1 
Lippe ............... 1.4 4 .I 3.3 3.0 8.8 7.7 1.1 B2 
LUbeck .............. 5.6 ;. .3 8.0 2.7 5.3 C2 
Schaumburg·Lippe .. .. .2 .6 1.5 4.8 4.9 4.3 .6 B2 
Saarland ............. -20.6 -"3.3 -7.7 -2.4 6.5 9.7 -3.3 A3 

Bayern .............. -118.4 -2.0 103.5 1.2 5.0 7.0 -2.0 
Oberbayern ...... 0 33.7 2.4 . 124.8 11.3 6.6 4.2 2.4 B2 
Niederbayern . .,. .. -44.1 -7.2 

r38.0 r2.5 
2.4 9.6 -7.2 

r2 Oberpfalz .... • ... -30.5 -5.9 4.5 10.5 -5.9 
Oberfranken .•.... -20.1 -3.3 -8.2 -.7 '4. 7 8.0 -3.3 B1 
Mittelfranken .... -4.2 -.5 4.6 5.1 -.5 
.Unterfranken. tr • . -18.1 -2.9 1.0 .2 5.5 8.4 -2.9 A3 
Schwaben ........ -20.0 -2.9 11.8 2.2 2.6 5.5 -2.9 A2 
Pfalz ............ -15.1 -2.0 12.0 2.0 7.0 9.0 -2.0 B1 

• 

• 
1~.2 • ·CI GREECE ............. 505.2 192Q--28 28.6 16.4 12.2 

• Central Greece ....... 311.0 30.8 45.2 14.4 30.8 C2 
Th~y ............. 17.6 

5:l 
15.9 10.8 5.1 C1 

Ionian Islands. : ...... -7.5 -4. 9.9 14.8 -4.9 A3 
Cyclades ......... 1 •• -l<l'. 2 -10.9 7.9 18. 8-10.9 A2 
Peloponnesus ........ • -3.8 -.5 16.2 16.7 -.5 Bl 
Macedonia .. .. r •••• ~ • 110.5 .12.0 36.2 24.2 12.0 C1 
Epirus ....... ; ..... :.· -15.5 -6.9 8.8 15.7 -6.9 A3 

= . . 
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GREECE (cont.) 
Aegean Islands . ...... 15.1 7.2 22.7 15.5 7.2 Cl 
Crete ...•........... . -6.0 -2.2 14.7 16.9 -2.2 B2 
Western Thrace . ..... 93.9 49.5 49.4 -.1 49.5 C3 

HUNGARY' ........... -73.9 -.9 69.3 .8 192()-30 8.4 9.3 -.9 Bl 

Transdanubia ........ -127.0 -4.8 -42.9 -1.6 4.5 9.3 -4.8 A2 
Baranya ........... 8.9 3.0 7.5 2.3 8.0 5.0 3.0 Cl 
Fej6r .............. -20.4 -7.6 2.4 .8 3.3 11.0 -7.6 A2 
GylSr, Moson, etc . .. -12.7 -6.3 -4.6 -2.2 5.5 11.8 -6.3 A2 
Esztergom ......... 

{-9.3 {-5.4 6.8 10.2 {7.2 {12.5 {-5.4 { A3 Komarom ...... ... -1.9 -1.5 
Somogy .... ....... -7.8 -'2.1 -8.7 -2.2 4.5 6.6 -2.1 Bl 
Sopron ............ -14.8 -8.4 -8.2 -4.5 2.8 11.1 -8.4 A2 
Tolna ............. -14.8 -5.5 -4.7 -1.7 1.3 6.8 -5.5 A2 
Vas.~·· ........... -24.6 -9.1 -14.5 -5.2 2.6 11.7 -9.1 A2 

IRELAND (cont.) -
Leinster (cont.) • 

Longford .......... ' -3.6 -.9.2 -5.1 4.0 -9.2 Ai 

Louth ............. -1.5 -2.4 2.5 4.9 -2.4 Bl 

Meath ............. -3.8 ~6.2 -2.5 3.7 -6.2 Al 

Offaly ............. -3.8 -7.3 -2.5 4.9 -7.3 AI 

Westmeath., ...... -5.0 -8.9 ' -3.8 5.1 -8.9 AI 

Wexford ........... -4.8 -5.o -1.7 3.4 -5.0 AI 

· Wicklow ........... -1.5 -2.5 1.7 4.2 -2.5 Bl 

Munster ............. -77.8 -8.1 -2.9 5.3 -8.1 AI 

Clare .............. -9.4 -10.2 -5.6 4.6 -10.2 AI 

Cork .............. -25.2 -7.0 -2.7 4.3 -7.0 AI 

Kerry ............. -18.4 -12.7 -6.5 6.3 -12.7 AI 

Limerick .......... -9.6 -6.8 .6 7.4 -6.8 A2 

Tipperary ......... -10.3 -7.4 -2.3 5.1 -7.4 AI 

Waterford ......... -5.0 -6.4 -1.2 5.2 -6.4 A! 

Veszpr~m .......... -14.0 -5.9 2.2 .9 4.7 10.6 -5.9 A2 
Zala .............. -17.5 -4.9 -19.2 -5.2 5.1 10.0 -4.9 A3 

Great Plain .......... 98.6 2.1 151.8 3.0 10.7 8.6 2.1 B2 
Bacs--Bodrog . ...... 7.6 5.9 2.4 1.1 12.9 7.0 5.9 Cl 
B6k6s ............. -8.3 -2.6 -12.3 -3.6 6.1 8.7 -2.6 A3 
Bihar ............. -6.7 -4.0 -9.4 -5.2 ' 8.6 12.6 -4.0 A3 

Connacht . ........... -54.8 -10.2 -5.1 5.1 -10.2 AI, 

Galway ............ -13.r -7.8 -.7 7.1 -7.8 AI 

Leitrim ............ --6.3 -11.7 -9.4 2.4 -11.7 AI 

Mayo ............. -20.8 -12.5 -6.8 5.7 -12.5 AI 

Roscommon ........ -8.7 -10.8 -7.4 3.3 -10.8 AI 

Sligo .............. -5.9 -8.5 -5.7 2.8 -~.5 AI 

Csanad, Arad 6s Tor. -II. I -6.5 -8.1 -4.6 4.0 10.5 -6.5 A2 
Csongnld .......... -7.8 -2.3 ~7.0 -2.0 5.1 7.4 -2.3 Bl 
Hajdu ............. -5.3 -1.9 -6.9 -2.3 8.6 10.4 -1.9 A3 
Jasz-Na:zykun-Szolnok -17.6 -4.4 -23.1 -5.5 6.3 10.7 -4.4 Cl 
Pest-P .-S.-Kiskun .. 92.0 6.9 92.6 6.0 16.5 9.6 6.9 C2 

Ulster (part oO ....... -29,9 -10.3 ~6.B 3.5 -10.3 AI 

Cavan ............. -8.3 -10.4 -7.3 3.1 -10.4 AI 

Donegal ........... -15.8 -10.7 -6.9 3.8 -10.7 AI 

Monaghan ......... -5.8 -9.1 -,6.1 3.1 -9.1 AI 

Budapest .......... 76.0 7.8 156.4 14.3 7.9 .I 7.8 A3 
Szabolcs ~. Ung .... -14.4 -3.9 -23.2 -5.6 15 .I 19.0 -3.9 A3 
Szatmar ........... -5.8 -4.1 -9.8 -7.4 13.3 17.5 -4.1 Bl 

NorthC? .............. -45.4 -4.2 -39.5 -3.3 7.8 12.0 -4.2 A3 
Abauj-Torna ....... -6.9 -7.8 -8.8 -9.5 6.3 14.1 -7.8 A2 
Bars 6s Hont . ...... -3.4 -12.2 
Bereg 6s U gocsa .... -2.4 -8.~ 
Borsod ............ 

{-5.0 {-1.5 
6.3 1.1 

{10.2 {u.6 {-1.5 { Bl Gom6r 6s Kishont .. -.9 -6.1 
Hevcs ............. -13.4 -4.4 -14.2 -4.4 6.2 10.6 -4.4 A3 
N6grad ............ -9.6 -4.5 -9.2 -4.6 7.5 11.9 -4.5 A3 
Zempl~n ........... -10.6 -7.5 -6.7 -4.4 ' 7.2 14.7 -7.5 A2 

IRELAND ............ -166.8 -5.6 1926-36 -.1 5.5 -5.6 AI 

Leinster ............. -4.3 -.4 6.0 6.4 -.4 Bl 
Carlow ............ -1.7 -5.0 -.1 5.0 -5.0 A2 
Dublin ............ 34.3 6.3 14.9 8.6 6.3 Cl 
Kildare .. .......... -4.2 -7.3 -.2 7 .I -7.3 AI 
Kilkenny .......... -5.4 -7.7 -3.4 4.3 -7.7 AI 
Laoighis ........... -3.3 -6.4 -2.8 3.6 -6.4 AI 

ITALY ................ -1,040.3 -2.8 -301.9 -1.4 1921-36 8.5 10.8 -2.3 Bl 

Piemonte ............ 8.5 .3 4.2 -~ '3.0 2.7 .2 B2 

Liguria .............. 49.1 3.8 27.2 3.7 '7.3 3.6 3.7 C2 

Lombardia ...... ..... 26.0 .5 50.7 1.8 . 9.2 8.2 .9 B2 

Venezia Trid . ........ -22.2 -3.6 12.4 3.7 5.6 6.8 -1.2 Bl 

Veneto ...... : ....... -501.8 -13.2 -118.0 -5.6 4.5 15.2 -10.6 A2 

Venezia G. e Z .. o .... 7.2 .8 4.1 .8 5.,9 5 .I .8. B2 

Emilia ... o o .... ... o .. -127.7 -4.4 -24.7 -1.5 6.6 10.0 -3.4 A3 

Toscana ............. -100.3 -3.8 -11.9 -.8 ' 4.2 7 .. 7 -2.8 A3 

Marcheo o o ... o •••••• -78.7 -7.1 -24.4 -3.9 6.6 12.6 -6.0 A3 

Umbria ..••... o ...... -33.9 -5.4 -4.8 -1.4 8.3 12.3 .. -4.1 A3 

Lazio ......... ....... 218.2 10.7 145.8 11.5 . 21.7 10.7 11.0 C2 

Abruzzi e Molise o . o .. -56.8 -4.2 -30.8 -3.9 9.9 14.0 -4.1 A3 

Campania ........... -92.5 -3.0 -57.9 -3.2 12.4 15.5 .:..3.1 A3 • 
Puglie ... _ ............ -6L6 -2.8 -35.7 -2.8 t2.5 15.3 -2.8 A3 I 

Lucania ............. -22.6 -5.0 ·-:;:10.4 ·-4.0 11.3 16.0 -4.7 A3 I 

Calabrie . .. : ......... -32.0 -2.2 %-69o6 -8.2 12.8 17.0 -4.2 A3 I 
Sicilia .... ........... -.211. 7 -6.0 -156.0 -7.9 5.9 12.5 -6.6 A2 •· 
Sardegna ............ -7.5 -.9 -~.6 -.5 13.0 13.7 -.7 Bl 

' 
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LATVIA .............. ,193, I 11.4 4.5 .5 1925-35 5.6 5.5 .3 B2 POLAND ............. 50.0 .2 1921-31 16.7 16.5 .2 B2 

Riga (City) .......... 184.6 67.5 6.8 3,5 13.1 .5 .12 .6 C2 
Vidzente· ............. -9.2 -2.3 -1.8 -.9 .3 1.8 -1.4 Bl 
Kurzerne ............ 5.0 1.8 .7 .5 2 .I 3.7 -1.6 Bl 
ZemgnJe ... ,, ........ 46,8 18.8 6,7 4.6 8.1 4.2 4.0 Cl 
Latgnle .. , , , , ........ -34.2 -6.8 -7.9 -2.8 5.0 13.3 -8.3 A2 

LITHUANIA .......... -30.8 -2.0 -13.9 -.9 

LUXEMBURG .. , , ... , 21.8 8.6 -9.7 -6.5 1921-30 15.3 6. 7 8.6 C2 

NETHERLANDS ...... 12.5 .2 -11.8 -0.2 192Q-39 13. I 13.1 .o B2 

M. st. Warszawa ..... 178.3 16.6 22.5 5.9 16.6 C2 
Warszawa ........... 12.0 .5 17.7 17.2 .5 B2 
L6di ................ 16.3 .7 15.3 14.6 .7 B2 
Kielce ... , , , . , ....... -87.5 -3.1 14.4 17.5 -3.1 A3 
Lublin .... , ......... -34.8 -1.5 16.5 18.0 -1.5 Bl 
Bialystok ............ 82.1 5.5 23.2 17.7 5.5 C1 
Wilno ............... 64.4 5.6 23.3 17.8 5.6 Cl 
N owogr6dek ......... 36.9 3.9 25.7 21.8 3.9 C1 
Poleale., ............ 144.9 15.2 40.4 25.2 15.2 C1 
Wolyn ............... 115.9 6.2 27.6 21.3 6.2 Cl 
Poznan .............. -154.5 -7.4 7.0 14.4 -7.4 A2 
Pomorze .. ... , , ....... -21.1 -2.1 14.6 16.7 -2.1 Bl 

....... 

Noordbrabant .. , ..... 14.8 1.8 -15.4 -1.8 17.7 17.7 -.0 B2 
Gelderland ..... , . , ... -13.7 -1.8 -3.2 -0.4 12.3 13.3 -1.1 Bl 
ZuidhoUand ..... , .... 32.2. 1.8 12 .I 0.6 13.3 12.1 1.2 B2 
NoordhoUand ........ 53.5 3.8 50.7 3.5 13.8 10. I 3,7 Cl 
Zeeland ..... , , , ...... -25.5 -10.4 -12.3 -5.5 2.0 10.0 -7.9 A2 

Sl~ak ........ , ....... -46.6 -3.8 14.1 17.9 -3.8 A3 
Krak6w ...... ,, ..... -18.0 -.8 13.9 14.8 -.8 Bl 
Lw6w .... ,,, ........ -85.3 -2.8 11.3 14.1 -2.8 A3 
Stanislaw6w o • o o • o o • o o 15.3 1.1 15.3 14.2 1.1 B2 
Tarnopol.,. 0. o •••••• -45.5 -2.9 10.7 13.6 -2.9 A3 

Utrecht ............. 12.8 3.4 27.6 6.9 17.6 12.4 5.2 Cl 
Friesland ............ -33.7 -8.6 -16.8 -4.5 5.4 11.9 -6.5 A2 
Overijssel ............ 8.7 1.8 -8.8 -1.8 14.2 14.2 :.. .0 B2 
Groningen ........... -24.7 -6.5 -8.3 -2.3 7.7 12.1 -4.4 A3 
Drenthe ............. -28.8 -13.3 -7.4 -3.5 8.5 16.8 -8.3 A3 
Limburg ............. 17.0 3.4 -30.8 -5.9 16.3 17.7 -1.3 Bl 

....... 
PORTUGAL ..•........ -9.3 -.1 64. .91920-30 12.3 12.5 -.1 B1 

Continent .... o •• , •••• -6.3 -.1 12.3 12.4 -.1 Bl 
Aveiro ... ,. o o o •• o. o -17.7 -4.9 10.3 15.2 -4.9 A3 
Beja .............. 6,9 3.1 18.1 14.9 3.1 Cl 
Braga .......... o •• -17.9. -4.5 9.8 14.3 -4.5 A3 

NORWAY ............. -80.6 -2.1 1921-30 5.9 8.9 -2.9 A3 Braganca . ......... -10.5 -5.9 8.4 14.3 -5.9 A3 
Castelo Branco . .... -10.9 -4.3 10.5 14.8 -4.3 A3 

jilstfold .............. -8.4 -5.1 4.1 9.3 -5.1 A2 
Akershus ............ 32.6 15.6 27.3 11.7 15.6 C2 
Oslo ................ -6.9 -2.7 -2.2 ,4 -2.7 AI 
Hedmark ............ -11.2 -7.3 5.4 12.6 -7.3 B2 
Opland .............. -6.7 -5.0 6.4 11.4 -5.0 A3 
Buskerud ............ -7.4 -5.3 4.1 9.3 -5.3 A2 
Vestfold ............. -.0 -.0 7.7 7.7 -.0 Bl 
Telemark ....... , .... -8.5 -6.7 1.9 8.6 -6.7 A2 
Aust-Agder .......... -4.7 -6.4 -1.3 5.1 -6.4 AI 
Vest-Agder .......... -6.5 -~.9 -2.1 5.8 .:..7.9 AI 
Rognland ............ -10.5 -6.2 3,9 10.1 -6.2 A2 
Hordaland ........... -7.1 -4.4 6.2 10.6 -4.4 A2 

Coimbra •... o o ••••• -7.4 -2.0 9.4 11.4 -2.0 B1 
Evora ............. 2.9 1.7 16.5 14.8 1.7 B2 
Faro ..•.. o ••••••••• -4.7 -1.6 11.4 13.1 -1.6 Bl 
Guarda ............ -19.1 -7.3 4.3 11.6 -7.3 A2 
Leiria . ....... o o ••• -11.1 -3.7 11.9 15.7 -3.7 A3 
Lisboa & Setiibal ... 138.0 13.3 19.9 6.6 13.3 C2 
Portalegre . o . o ••••• -1.1 -.7 12.1 12.8 -.7 B1 
POrto ............. 10.3 1.4 14.3 12.9 1.4 B2 
Santar6m .......... -6.2 -1.8 13.1 14.8 -1.8 B1 
Viana do Castelo ... -13.0 -'5. 6 6.1 II. 7 -5.6 A3 
Vila Real. ......... -'16.0 -<6.5 7.6 14.1 -6.5 A3 
Viseu ... 0 0 •••••••• -28.8 -06.9 - 6.4 13.2 -6.9 A2 

Bergen .............. -.2 -.3 5.2 5.5 -.3 Bl 
Sogn og Fjordane .... -5.4 -5.9 1.8 7.7 -5.9 A2 
M~re og Romsdal ..... 0 -9.3 -5.7 3.4 9.1 -5.7 A2 
~r-Trpndelag .... ~- .. -6.3 -3.7 4. 7 8.4 -3.7 ,A3 

' Nord-Tr~ndelag .. ? ... -1.9 -2.1 • 7.3 9.3 -2.1 B1 
Nordland ........ 0 

•••• -9.0 -5.0 7.2 12.1 -5.0 A3 

Islands .............. -3.1 ~.7 12.4 13.1 -.7 Bl 
Angra do Herolsmo 0 -1.2 -1.7 4.7 6.4 -1.7 Bl 
Horta ............. .3 0 .7 5.7 5.0 .7 B2 
Ponta Delgada ..... .4 .3 12.7 12.3 .3 B2 
Funchal. .......... -2.7 -1.~ 0 16.7 18.1 -1.4 B1 

0 

Troms .... ........... -5.1 -5.4 7.0 12.4 -5.4 A3 
Finnmark ••. ..... . c~ .. 1.9 '3.8 18.6 14.8 3,8 C1 RUMANIA10 ••••••••••• 

G 
193o-41 

0 

Oltenia .............. -37.6 -2.3 9.9 12.2 -2.3 Bl 
< c Muntenia.o .......... 229.0 5.0 18.7 13.7 5.0 C1 

0 

. 
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--- ------ -- ------
• RUMANIA" (cont.) 

Dobrogea ............ -118.4 -14.0 1.9 15.9 -14.0 A2 
Moldova ............. -92.7 -3.5 12.0 15.5 -3.5 A3 

SPAIN (cont.) 
Sevilla .............. 31.8 4.2 • 13.5 9.2 4.2 C1 
Soria ................ -12.8 -8.3 3.0 11.3 -8.3 A2 

Banat ............... 17.1 1.8 1.5 -.2 1.8 B2 Tarragona .. ......... -18.9 -5.3 -1.3 4.1 -5.3 A1 
Crisana si Maramures} -79.8 -1.6 6.9 8.5 -1.6 Bl. 

0 o J o I 

Trans1lvarua . ....... 
BasarabialO . ......... - - - - - -

Teruel. .............. -24.1 -9.5 .3 9.8 -9.5 A2 
Toledo .. 00 .......... -19.8 -4.2 - 10.0 14.2 -4.2 A3 
Valencia ............. 46.1 4.7 11.8 7.1 4.7 C1 

Bucovinalo . ....... ', .. - - - - - - Valladolid ........... -11.3 -3:9 7.1 11.0 -3.9 A3 
Vizcaya ....... ·'·· ... 18.3 4.1 16.9 12.8 4.1 Cl! 

SP['IN .••............. -19.8 -.1 192(}-30 10.1 10.2 -.1 Bl Zamora .............. -10.8 -3.9 5.1 9.0 -3.9 A3 
Zaragoza ............ -10.3 -2.0 8.0 10.0 -2.0 Bl 

!lava ................ --5.2 -5.1 ' .5.4 10.6 ~5.1 A3 
Albacete ............. -3.1 -1.0 13.1 14.1 -1.0 Bl SWEDEN ............. -91.3 -1.5 55.4 .9 192(}-40 3.8 4.1 -.3 B1 
Alicante ............. -11.1 -2.1 6.4 8.5 -2.1 Bl 
Almeria ............. -69.4 -19.8 -4.7 15.1 -19.8 AI Stockholms (stad) .... 79.9 17.3 85.1 15.6 17.0 .5 16.4 C2 
Avila ............... -14.9 -6.9 5.6 12.5 -6.9 A2 Stockholms (Ian) ..... 10.4 4.1 17.0 6.2 8.5 3.4 5.1 C2 

,...., Badajoz ............. -15.8 -2.3 8.6 10.9 -2.3 Bl 
t Baleares .......... . · .. 4.9 1.4 7.6 6.2 1.4 B2 

Barcelona ............ 376.1 23.9 28.7 4.8 23.9 C2 

Uppsala. oo ......... -5.6 -4.1 -2.9 -2.1 .5 3.5 -3.0 A2 
S&lermanland ....... -9.9 -5.2 .7 .4 .5 3.0 -2.4 Bl 
Ostergotland ..•...... -11.7 -3.8 -.1 -.0 1.8 3.8 -1.9 B1 

Burgos .............. -22.7 -6.6 5.4 12.0 -6.6 A2 
cacerea ...... 0 •••••• -12.7 -3.0 9.2 12.2 -3.0 A3 
Cadiz ............... -59.4 -11.6 -.9 10.7 -11.6 AI 
Castell6n de Ia Plana .. -14.1 -4.6 .6 5.2 -4.6 A2 
Ciudad Real. ........ -1.4 -.3 14.0 14.3 -.3 Bl 
C6rdoba .... oo ••••••• 21.2 3.4 16.8 13.3 3.4 Cl 
Corulla (La) .. 00 ..... -22.9 -3.1 8.0 11.1 -3.1 A3 
Cuenca .............. -14.3 -4.8 9.4 14.3 -4.8 A3 
Gerona .............. -15.0 -4.6 -.0 4.6 -4.6 A2 
Granada ............. -15.2 -2.5 11.5 14.0 -2.5 A3 
Guadalajara ......... -18.7 -9.2 1.3 10.5 -9.2 A2 
Guip6zcoa ........... 12.7 4.5 15.6 11.1 4.5 Cl 
Huelva .. . ,, .......... -.3 -.1 7.2 7.2 -.1 Bl 

(. Huesca ....... ....... -24.0 -9.7 -3.1 6.7 -9.7 AI 
Ja6n ......... 00 ••••• -8.1 -1.3 - 13.0 14.2 -1.3 Bl 
Le6n ................ -26.0 -6.1 6.9 13.0 -6.1 A3 
Urida ............... 0 -20.2 -6.4 -.1 6.3 -6.4 AI 
Logrofto ............. -11.7 -5.9 5.5 11.3 -5.9 A2 
Lugo ................ -36.8 -7.8 -.2 7.6 -7.8 AI 
Madrid .............. 219.7 17.9 25.8 7.9 17.9 C2 

........ 

Jonkoping· ........... -8.2 -3.6 3.8 1.6 3.0 4.0 -1.0 Bl -
lCronoberg ••..•. ..... -10.7 -6.8 -6.4 -4.1 -2.3 3.1 -5.5 AI 
Kalmar .............. -9.7 -4.2 -9.1 -4.0 .6 3.5 -4.1 AI 
Gotland ............. -.4 -.8 -.6 ...;.1.0 - 2.3 3.2 -.9 Bl 
Biekinge ........... 00 -10.8 -7.4 -5.7 -3.9 -.7 4.9 -5.7 AI 
Kristianstad ......... -11.4 -4.7 -7.4 -3.0 1.5 5.3 -3.8 A2 
Malmohus ...... oo··. -6.0 -1.2 4.3 .8 4.2 4.4 -.2 Bl 
Halland ... 00 .... 00 •• --6.0 -4.0 -2.7 -1.8 1.0 3.9 -2.9 A2 
goteborg o. Bohus .... 7.1 1.6 15.9 3.4 6.7 4.3 2.5 B2 
Alvsborg ............ -.8 '-.3 8.5 2.7 4.6 3.4 1.2 B2 
Skaraborg ........... -10.6 -4.4 -5.8 -2.4 -.9 2.5 -3.4 AI 
Vllrmland ............ -9.4 -3.5 -6.1 -2.3 .o 2.9 -2.9 A2 
tlrebro .. 00 .......... -8.3 -3.8 6.S 3.1 1.5 1.9 -.4 Bl 
Vlistmanland ......... -14.6 -8.8 4.2 2.5 .0 3.2 -3.1 A2 
Kopparberg .......... -16.9 -6.7 -3.9 -1.6 -1.1 3.0 -4.2 AI 
Gllvleborg ........... -7.4 -2.7 -12.9 -4.7 1.1 4.8 -3.7 A2 
Vlisternorrland •...... -7.8 -2.9 -14.4 -5.2 1.9 . 5.9 -4.0 A2 
J!l.mtland 00 00 .... 0 0 0 • 

-9.9 -7.4 -2.3 -1.7 1.9 6.4 -4.5 A2 
Vlisterbotten ......... -3.1 -1.(; -3.3 -1.6 9.4 11.0 -1.6 Bl 
Norrbotten . ......... -9.5 -5.0 -7.4 -3.5 8.3 12.6 -4.3 A3 

. Malaga .............. -5.9 -1.0 10.1 11.1 -1.0 Bl 
Murcia .............. -76.9 -12.0 1.1 13.0 -12.0 A2 SWITZERLAND" ...... -59.0 -1.5 192(}-30 4.7 6.2 -1.5 Bl 

Navarra ............. -21.2 -6.3 4.7 11.0 -6.3 A2 
Orense .............. -20.3 -4.8 3.2 8.1 -4.8 A2 
Oviedo. oo• .......... -33.0 -4.3 6.3 10.6 -4.3 A3 
Palencia ............. -9.7 -4.9 7.9 12.8 -4.9 A3 
Palmao (Lao) ......... 16.5 7.2 19.5 12.3 7.2 Cl 
Pontevedra . ••....... -19.5 -3.5 6.3 9.8 -3.5 A3 
Salamanca ........... -19.8 -6.0 5.3 11.3 -6.0 A2 
Santa Cruz de Tenerife. 19.4 7.0 19.0 12.0 7.0 Cl 
Santander ........... -12.2 -3.5 10.5 14.1 -3.5 A3 
Segovia .............. -17.1 -10.0 4.1 14.2 -:10.0 A2 

ZUricb, etc ........... 44.2 5.8 10.5 4.7 5.8 C2 
Bem ................ -38.8 -5.7 2.1 7.8 -5.7 A2 
Luzem, etc ........... -12.2 -3.6 5.9 9.5 -3.6 A3 
Fribourg ............. -17.1 -12.0 .I 12.1 -12.0 A2 
So!othurn. etc ........ 9.2 1.5 9.1 7.7 1.5 B2 
Appenzell A.-Rh., etc .. -38.8 -9.9 -3.7 6.2 -9.9 AI 
GraubUnden ......•.. -2.1 -1.7 5.3 7.0 -1.7 Bl 
Ticino ............... 3.2 .2.0 4.5 2.4 2.0 B2 
Vaud, etc ............ -.9 -.1 1.2 1.4 -.1 Bl 
Va1ais ..... .......•.. 6.9 -5.2 6.2 11.3 -5.2 A3 

L- --
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1,000 l'opulatloa 

Av. Date Typat 
Number• Ann. Number• Ann . 

(000'1) Ratea• (OOO'a) Ratea• Pop. Nat. Nc!M~ 
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------ ----
UNITED KINGDOM UNITED KINGDOM 

England and Wales .•. -157.3 -.4 1921-31 5.4 5.8 -.4 B1 
South East ......... 632.8 4.9 10.2 5.3 4.9 C1 

(cont.) 
England and Wales 

Bedfordshire .•... 6.0 2.8 6.8 4.1 2.8 Cl (cont.) 
Berkshire ........ 8.3 2.7 7.0 4.3 2.7 C1 Eaot .............. -40.7 -2.3 3.3 5.6 -2.3 B1 
Bucklnghamshire. 26.6 10.5 15.3 4.8 10.5 C2 
Essex .• , ........ 191.7 11.9 18.9 7.0 11.9 C2 

Cambridgeshire ..• .7. 7 5.7 8.4 2.7 5.7 C2 
Ely, Isle of. ..... -1.5 -2.0 5.5 7.5 -2.0 Bl 

Hertf.,.dshire .... , 53.8 14.6 19.6 5.0 14.6 C2 Huntlngdonshire .. -1.2 -2.2 2.7 5.0 -2.2 Bl 
Kent .......... ,. 60.5 5.2 10.3 5.1 5.2 C2 Llncolnahlre 
London .......... -359.6 -8.1 -2.7 5.4 -8.1 A1 . Pt. of Holland . -1.4 -1.6 6.9 8.5 -1.6 B1 
Middlesex ....... 301.3 20.7 26.8 6.1 20.7 C2 Pt. of Kesteven -3.7 -3:4 2.5 5.9 -3.4 A2 
Oxfordshire . ..... 14.7 7.4 11.2 3.8 7.4 C2 Pt. of Lindsey .. -9.7 -2.3 4.4 6.7 -2.3 B1 
Southampton ..... 48.7 5.1 11.3 6.2 5.1 C1 
Surrey ........... 215.1 20.4 24.9 4.5 20.4 C2 
Sussex, East . .... 36.9 7.1 8.1 1.0 7.1 C2 
Sussex, West . .... 28.7 14.2 16.8 2.6 14.2 C2 
Wight, Isle of .... .1 .2 1.1 1.0 .2 B2 

North 1. .......... -206.7 -9.2 .5 9.7 -9.2 A2 
Durham ......... -163.1 -10.9 -.4 10.5 -10.9 A1 
Northumberland .. -43.5 -5.8 2.3 8.1 -5.8 A2 

North Il ........... -36.0 -2.9 4.0 6.9 -2.9 A3 .. Cumberland ..•... -23.3 -8.8 -2.5 6.3 -8.8 AI 
Westmorland ..... 1.1 1.7 4.9 3.3 1.7 B2 
Yorkshire, E. R ... -6.2 -1.3 6.0 7.3 -1.3 B1 
Yorkshire, N. R .. -7.5 -1.6 5.7 7.4 -1.6 B1 

North Ill .......... -43.0 -1.3 4.1 5.4 -1.3 B1 
Yorkshire, W. R .. -38.8 -1.2 4.2 5.3 -1.2 B1 
York, C. B ....... -4.2 -5.0 1.3 6.3 -5.0 A2 

North IV .......... -154.6 -2.5 • 2.1 4.6 -2.5 A2 ., 
Cheshire ..... · ... , 11.7 1.1 5.7 4.6 1.1 B2 
Lancashire ....... -166.3 -3.3 1.3 4.6 -3.3 A2 

Midland 1. ........ -72.4 -1.6 5.3 . 6.9 -1.6 B1 
Gloucestershire ... -5.7 -.7 3.8 4.5 -.7 B1 
Herefordshire .... -5.3 -4.7 -.3 4.4 -4.7 A1 

Norfolk .......... -14.2 -2.9 2.0 4.9 -2.9 A2 
Rutlandshlre., ... -.7 -3.6 - 3.6 -3.6 A2 
Suffolk, East ..... -8.8 -3.0 2.9 5.9 -3.0 A2 
Suffolk, West ..... -7.2 -6.8 -3.5 3.2 -6.8 A1 

South West ........ 19.6 1.0 - 4.3 3.3 1.0 B2 
Cornwall ........ -8.5 -2.7 -.4 2.3 -2.7 A1 
Devonshire ...... 15.6 2.2 5:2 3.0 2.2 B2 
Doreetshire ...... 9.6 4.2 8.5 4.3 4.2 C1 
Somersetshire .... 6.6 1.4 4.2 2.8 1.4 B2 
Wiltshire ........ -3.6 -1.2 4.2 5.4 -1.2 B1 

Wales I ............ -236.8 -12.2 -3.5 8.7 -12.2 A1 
Brecknockshire . .. -7.3 -12.4 -6.4 6.0 -12.4 A1 
Carmarthenshlre .. -8.9 -5.0 1.3 6.4 -5.0 A2 
Glamorganshire ... -155.0 -12.4 -3.6 8.8 -12.4 A1 
Monmouthohire .. -65.6 -14.7 -4.9 9.8 -14.7 A1 

Wales 11 ........... -22.0 -3.2 - 3.2 -3.2 A2 
Anglesey ......... -3.3 -6.6 -4.6 2.0 -6.6 A1 
Caernarvonshire . . -.3 -.2 .1 .3 -.2 B1 
Cardiganshlre .... -1.4 -2.4 -4.5 -2.1 -2.4 B1 
Denbighshire ..... -5.2 -3.3 1.7 5,0 -3.3 A2 
Fllntshire ........ 3.7 3.4 9.5 6.1 3.4 C1 
Merionethshire ... .3 .8 1.9 1.1 .8 B2 

Shropshire ....... -11.2 -4.6 1.1 5.7 -4.6 A2 
Staffordshire ..... -68.8 -4.9 4.0 8.9 -4.9 A2 
Warwickshire .... 20.6 1.4 8.4 7.0 1.4 B2 

Montgomeryshire. -4.9 .-9.9 -5.7 4.2 -9.9 A1 
Pembrokeshlre ... -9.2 -10.4 -5.8 4. 6 -10.4 AI 
Radnorshire ...... -1.7 -7.8 -3.0 4.8 -7.8 A1 

Worcesterahire . .. -1.9 -.5 5.3 5.8 -.5 B1 
Midland Il ........ 2.5 .1 6.8 6.7 .1 B2 

Derbyshire ....... -22.0 -3.0 5.0 8.0 -3.0 A3 
Leiceotershire .... 10.2 2.0 8.0 6.1 2.0 B2 
Northamptonohire -6.8 -2.2 1.6 3.8 -2.2 B1 
Nottinghamshire . 18.2 2.7 9.7 7.0 2.7 C1 

Northern Ireland ..... -57.7 -4.2 1926-37 1.7 5.9 -4.2 A2 
Scotland" ........... -391.9 -8.2 0 1921-31 -.8 7.4 -8.2 AI 

Northern .......... -97.1 -8.3 • -5.1 4.6 '-9.7 A1 
East Central ....... -75.2 -6.8 .4 7.2 -6.8 A2 
West Central ..•.... -205.4 -9.0 • .8 9.2 -8.4 A2 
Southern .......... -14.2 -5. 7 0 -1.5 3.9 -5.4 A1 

co Peterborough, e 
. Soke of ........ 2.9 5.8 '10.4 4.6 5.8 C2 ... 



1The data relate to lhe internal territorial divisio111 existing at the close of each intercensal period· 
covered, · 

1
Aictual interce.nsal periods employed were aa follows: All!tria, 1923-1934 &: 1934-1939; Belgium, 

192G-1930 & 193G-1939; Bulgaria, 1926-1934; Czechoslovakia, 1221-1930 &: 193G-1939; Denmark, 
1925-1930 & 193G-1935; &t.onia, 1922-1934; Finland, t92G-1930 & 193G-1938; France, 1921-1931 
& 1931-1936; Gcrmany,1925-1933 &: 1933-1939; Greece,1921-1928; Hungary, 192G-1930& 193G-1941; 
Ireland, 1926-1936; Italy, 1921-1931 & 1931-1936; Latvia, 192G-1930 &: 193G-1935; Lithuania, 
1923-1929 &: 1934-1939; Luxemburg, 1921-1930 &: 19JG-19J5; Netherlands, 192G-1930 &: 193G-1939; 
Norway. 192G-1930; Poland, 1921-1931; Portugal, t92G-1930 &: 193G-1940; Rumania, 193G-194t; 
Spain, 192D-1930 &: 193G-1940; Sweden, 192G-1930 &: 1931-1940; Switzerland, 192Q-1930; Unitea 
Kingdom: England&: Wales, 1921-1931; Northern Ireland. 1926-1937; Scotland.1921-1931. 

•Per 1.000 average population. 
'Area.s of Dispersion: 
AI Depopulation through migration (out·migration with natural decrease or exceedin1 natural 

increase) 
A2 Out·migration more than half but Jess than total natural increase 
A3 Out·migration less than half the natural increase 
Area.s of Small Migration Bolanee (less lhDn 2.5 per 1.000 j)opula,ion): 
Bl Small out·migration 
B2 Small in-migration 
Area.s of Absorption: 
Ct In-migration less than natural increase 
C2 In-migration more than natural increase 
C3 Repopulation through migration (in-migration with natural decrease) 
'Austria: The data for 1933-1939 relate to "Ostmark.'' which included neighboring areas of Czecho

slovakia aggregated with Austria proper in the German census of 1939. 
0 ~.£zechoslovak.ia: In the period 1930-1939 the Sudeten areas lost about 315 thousand by migration, 
wlitle there was a gain in the remainder -of Bohemia-Moravia and a. loss in Slovakia.. 

1Finland: Data for 192G-1930 refer to the present population; those for 193G-1938 refer to the lepl 
population. 

'Germany: Figures for 1933-1939 refer to Germany proper without the annexations of 1938 and 
1939 (e.g., without Austria and the Sudeten1and). 

•Hungary: Districts include autonomous cities located within their boundaries. Data for 193G-1941 
are for Trianon Hungary, but according to internal admi.nisuative divisions of 1941. 

lDRumania: No figures available for Bessarabia and Bucovina and hence for total country. 
11Switzerland: For the grouping of cantons used see footnotes to the table of Appendiz 11. 
UScotl'and: Migration balances (Column 2) are official estimates taking account of persons tempo-

rarily in holiday resorts at the time of the censuses. The net migration rates of Column 9 are ob
tained by differencing natural inc:rease and total population change. 
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APPENDIX IV 
I 

SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY OF OFFICIAL CENSUS AND VITAL 

STATISTICS FOR EUROPE IN THE INTERWAR PERIOD 

THE following listing, arranged in alphabetical order by.country, presents the major sources 
used for the compilation and computation of data presented in Appendices I-III. No attempt 
is made to give complete enumeration of all demographic. publications of the countries con
cerned. Thus publications covering only current and short-run vital statistics have been omitted, 
as well as those commonly issued by the statistical offices and health services giving detaileS 
figures on causes of death. Census publications presenting only preliminary fig~r~s "or •defailed 
listings of localities have been excluded unless these are printed as integral parts of the . 

' definitive census series. Russian materials are not entered; these are covered in a full bibliog-
raphy of Russian demographic' publications in the previous volume in this series by Frank . 
Lorimer on The Population of the Soviet Union. 

• The citations are given in the languages of the publications concerned except for those 
·countries using non-Roman alphabets. Official French translations have been added for the 
less widely known tongues. In several countries the; titles of the official agencies publishing · 
demographic materials were changed in the course of the interwar period. In such cases the 
title is given as it existed at the enil of the period. There were also a number of irregularities 
in the publication dates of what were nominally annual reviews of vital statistics, but these 
have been ignored in the interests of simplicity. "' 

GENERAL 

Institut International de Statistique, !'Office Permanent. Annuaire international· de statistique; 
I9I6. I. Etat de la population (Europe). The Hague, 1916. . 

---.. Idem, I9I7· 2. Mouvement de la population (Europe). The Hague, 1917. 
~--.. Aper,u de la demographic des divers pays du monde. The Hague, irregularly, 1922~ 

193!. . 
---.Idem, I929-I936. The Hague, 1939· 
International Labour Office. Year-Book of Labour Statistics. Geneva, annually. 
League of Nations. Statistical Year-Book. Geneva, annually. 

AUSTRIA 

· (For sources after 1938, see Germany) ~ 
Bundes~t fiir Statistik. Die Ergebnisse der Osterreichisclien Volksziihlung vom 22. Miirz 

I934· Vienna, 1935. II vols. 

· Stat~~sches Hand~uch fur ~en Bundesstaat Osterreich. Vienna, annually. 
---.. StatiStuche Nachnchtm. VIenna, monthly. [Contains population data not published· 

systematically elsewhere.] " 

Osterreichischen Statistischen Landesamt. Statistisches Jahrbuch fur Osterreich r938. Vi~npa ' 
1938. ! 

V olksgesundheitsamt. Eheschliessungen, Geburten und T odesfiille in Osterreich. Vienna, 
annually. 
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'BELGIUM 

Office Central de Statistique. Annuaire statistique de la Belgique et du Congo Belge. Brussels, 
1 

annually. · 

· Demogr~phie de la Belgique de I92I a I939· Brussels, 1943. 
---. Populatton: Recensement general au 3I decembre I920. Brussels. 3 vols. 
, . Idem,.I930. Brussels, 1934-1938. 8 vols. 

•• 

BULGARIA 

Direction Generale de Ia Statistique. Annuaire statistique du Royaume de Bulgarie. Sofia, 
annually . 

't • • !'f ?u!emen:t de la population par arrondissements et departements. Sofia, annually. 
---. Res~lfats. generaux du recensement de la population dans le Royaume de Bulgarie 

au 3I-XII-I920. Sofia. 4 vols. 
• • . Idem, I926. Sofia, 1931-1933· 5 vols. 
---. Idem, I934· Sofia, 1937-1938. 2 vols. 

CZECHOSLOVAKIA 

Statni Urad Statisticky. Annuaire statistique de la Rcpublique Tchecoslovaque. Prague, an
nually. [French and Czech editions; prior to 1934 published irregularly as the Manuel 
statistique de la Republique Tchecoslovaque.] 

---. Pohyb obyvatelstva v Republice Ceskoslovenske v letech ... (Mouvement de la 
epopulation dans la Re"publique TchCcoslovaque dans les annees ... ). Ceskoslovenskd Sta-
tistika, Series XIV, Nos. I- . Prague, irregularly. 

---. Scitani lidu v Republice Ceskoslovenske ze dne IS. II. I92I (Recensement de la 
·population dans la Republique TchCcoslovaque du IS. II. I92I). Ceskoslovenskd Statistika, 

Series VI, Nos .. I-6. Prague, -I927. . 
---. Idet!!, I. XII. I930. Ceskoslovenskd Statistika, Series VI, Nos. 7-I4. Prague, I934-

I939· 
DANZIG 

• Statistisches Landesamt der Freien Stadt Danzig. Danziger Statistische Mitteilungen. Danzig, 
occasionally. [Contains results of I929 census.] 

St(Ultshandbuch der Freien Stadt Danzig. Danzig, 1926. 

DENMARK 

~atistiske Departement. Aegteskaber, F¢dte og D¢de i Aarene I92I-I92S .(Mariages, nais
sances, et deces I92I-I92S)· Statistisk Tabelvaerk, Series V-A, No. I7. Copenhagen. 

---. Iqem, I926-I930. Statistisk Tabelvaerk, Series V-A, No. I9. Copenhagen, I934· 
---. Befolkningens Bevaegelser ... (Mouvement de la population ... ). Copenhagen, 

annually [in the Stati.s.tiske Meddelelser, Series 4]. 
--. .... Folketaellingen i Kongeriget Danmark den I. II. I92I (Recensement general de la 

population du Da11emark I. II. I92I). Statistisk Tabelvaerk, Series V-A, No. I6. Copen-

• 'lfagen. · 
---. Idem, 5· XI. I925. Statistiske Meddelelser, Series 4, Vol. 76, Part I. Copenhagen. 
---. Idem, 5· XI. I930. Statistisk Tabelvaerk, Series V~A, No. 20. Copenhagen, I935· 

• 
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---.. Idem, 5· XI. I935· Statistiske Meddelelser, Series 4, Vols. ror (r) and 105 (r) .. 
. ' 

Copenhagen, 1936-1937. 
. . Idem, 5· XI. I940. Statistiske Meddelelser, Series 4, Vol. II3, Part 3· Copenhagen, 

1941. 
---. Statistisk Aarbog (Annuaire statistique). Copenhagen, annually. 

• ESTONIA 

Riigi Statistika Keskbiiroo. I922 a. Oldrahvalugemise Andmed (Resultats du recensement 

de I922). Tallinn, 1924-1925. . 
---.. II Rahvaloendus Eestis (Resultats du recensement de I. Ill. I934). Tallinn, 1934-. 

1937. 4 vols. • 
---.. Eesti Statistika Kuukiri (Recueil mensuel du Bureau Central de .. S-tat4stfqUIJ de 

l'Estonie). Tallinn, monthly. 

FINLAND 
I 

Suomen Tilastollinen paatoimisto. Suomen Tilastollinen Vuosikirja (Annuaire statistique de 

Finlande). Helsinki, annually. 
---.. Viiestotilastoa Suomen viiesto joulukuun JI p:na I920 (Population de la Finlande 

au JI decembre I920). Helsinki, 1923. 3 vols. 
---.. Idem, JI p:na I9JO. Helsinki, 1933-1934. 3 vols. 
---.. Viiestotilastoa viiestosuhteet vuonna . . . ( M ouvement de la population de Finlande 

en ... ) . Helsinki, annually, biennially, and quinquenially. 

FRANCE 

Statistique Generate de Ia France. Annuaire statistique. Paris, annually. 
---.. Bulletin de la statistique generate de la France. Paris, quarterly. [Contains current 

materials and special studies not elsewhere published.] 
---.. Etudes demographiques: I. Reproduction nette en Europe; 2. Evolution de la mortalite 

en Europe; 3· Les ·naturalisatious en France I87o a I940; 4· Mouvement migratoires entre 
la France et l'etrrmger; 5· Tables nouvelles relatives ala population frant;aise vers I936. Paris, 
1941-1945· . 

---.. Resultats statistiques du receusement generate de la population effectue le 6 mars I92 I. 
Paris, 1923-1926. 3 vols. 

---.. Idem, le 7 mars I926. Paris, 1928-1931. 4 vols. 
---.. Idem, le 8 mars I9JI. Paris, 1933-1936. 3 vols. 
"'----.. Idem, le 8 mars I9j6. Paris, 1938-1944. 3 vols. 

• 
--~· .. Statistique des familles en I926. Paris, 1932. 
---.. Idem, I9JI. Paris, 1939; 
---.. Idem, I9J6. Paris, 1945. 
---.. Statistique du mouvement de la population. Paris, amiually. 

GERMANY 
I 

Statistisches· Reichsamt. Die Bewegung der Beviilkeri;ng in den J ahren . ... Berlin, irregularly. 
--""'· Statistisches lahrbuch fiir das Deutsche Reich. Berlin, annually. 
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---. Volks-, Berufs- und Betriebsziihlung vom I6. luni I925: I. Volksziihlung (Statistik 
des Deutschen Reicks, Vol. 401) 2. Berufsziihlung (Statistik des Deutschen Reicks, Vols. 
402-408). Berlin, I927-I931. 

---. Volks-, Berufs- und Betriebsziihlung vom 16. Juni 1933: I. Volksziihlung (Statistik 
des Deutschen Reicks, Vols. 450-452) 2. Berufsziihlung ( Statistik des De'utschen Reicks, 
Vols. 453-458) 5· Sammelveroffentlichung (Statistik des Deutschen Reicks, Vol. 467). 

• Berlin, I935-I937· 
---.. Volks-, Berufs- und Betriebsziihlung i~ Saarland vom 25. Juni 1935 (Statistik des 

Deutschen ReickS, Vols. 469-470). Berlin, I937· 
---.. Wirtschaft und Statistik. Berlin, bimonthly. [Contains current data and particularly 

the results of the census of May I7, I939 in the issues from I939-1944.] 
• 

GREECE 

• Genike Statistike Hyperesia. Annuaire statistique de la Grece. Athens, annually. 
.. • . Recensement de la population de la Grece au 19 decembre 1920j1 janvier 1921. , 

Athens, 1928. 
----,, Resultats statistiques du recensement de la population de la Grece du 15/16 mai 1928. 

Athens, I933-I935· 4 vols. 
Statistique du mouvement de la population pendant l'annee . ... Athens, annually. 

HUNGARY 

Statisztikai Hivatal. Annuaire statistique hongrois. Budapest, annually. 
• . Magyar Statisztikai Szemle (Revue hongroise de statistique). Budapest, monthly. 
[Contains results of I939 and I94I censuses in the later issues.] 

---.. M ouvement de la population, ... a .... Budapest, irregularly. 
-"---.. Recensement general de la population de 1920. Publications statistiques hongroises, 

Vols. 69, 7I-73, 76. Budapest. · 
---.. Idem, 1930. Publications statistiques hongroises, Vols. 83, 86, 94, 96. Budapest, 

I933-I936. 

• 
ICELAND 

(See Denmark) 

IRELAND 

Department of Industry and Commerce. Census of Population,_ 1926. Dublin, I928-I934· 

I I vols. 
---.. Idem, 1936. 'Dublin, 1938-I942. 8 vols. 
~ . Statistical Abstract. Dublin, annually. 
General Register Office. Annual Report of the Registrar-General. Dublin, annually. 

ITALY 

IstituY> Centrale di Statistica. Annali di. Statistica. Rome, occasionally. [Contains special 
demographic studies not elsewhere published.] 
• • . Annuario Statistico Italiano. Rome, annually. 

---. VII censimento generale della popolazione, 21 april~ !9J1. Rome, I933-· 6 vols. 
VIII censimento generale della popolazione, 21 apr1le 1936. Rome, I937-I939· 5 vols. 
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LATVIA 

Valsts Statistiska Parvalde. Latvijas statistikas gada gramata (Annuaire statistique de la' 
. Lettonie). Riga, annually. . . 
---. Otra tautas skaitiSana Latvija (Deuxieme recensement de la populat~on en Lettome) . 

. ' 
Riga, I 92 5-I 928. 5 vols. . 

---.. Trda tautas skaitisana Latvija I9JO. gada. (Troisieme recensement de la populatzon. 
en Lettonie en I9JO.) Riga, I930-. 6 vols. 

---.. Ceturta tautas skaitiSana Latvija I935· gada. (Quatrieme recensement de la popu
. lation en Lettonie en I935·) Riga, I936-I939· 6 vols.' 

LITHUANIA 

Centralinis Statistikos Biuras. Lietuvos statistikos metra-Stis (Annuaire statistiq'fte"dt!'la• Lfthu-
anie.) Kaunas, annually. · . 

--~. Population de.la Lithuanie .. Donnees du premier recensement du q-IX-I923. Ka1ma~ 
I926. 2 vols. 

LUXEMBURG 

L'oflice de St4tistique. Aper,u Statistique. Luxemburg, annually. 
---. Resultats. du recensement de la population du JI decembre I935· .Luxemburg, i937-

1 940. 3 vols. 

NETHERLANDS 

Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek. Jaarcijfers voor Nederland (Annuaire statistique 1les · 
Pays-Bas.). The Hague, annually .. 

---. Maandschrift (Revue mensuelle). The Hague, monthly. .. 
---. Statistiek van de sterfte naar den leeftijd en de oorzaken van den dood over het 

jaar, .. (Statistique de la mortalite suivant l'flge et les causes de deces pour l'annee· .. . ). The 
Hague, annually. · 

---. Statistiek van den loop der bevolking van Nederland (Statistique du mouvement de 
la population des Pays-Bas). The Hague, annually. 
---.- Sterftetafels voor Nederland, afgeleid uit de waarnemingen over de periode I9 3 I-I~35 

(Tables de mortalite pour la periode I9JI-I935). The Hague, I939· 
---. Idem, I9JI-I940. The Hague, 1942~ 
---. Volkstelling JI December r920 (Recensement du JI decembre I920). The Hague, 

1922-i924- 9 vols. 
---. Idem, I9JO. The Hague, 1932-I934· 10 vols. 

NORWAY • 

Statistiske Centralbyra. Folkemengdens Bevegelse I92I-I9J2 (Aper,u du mouvement de la 
population en Norvege pendant les annees I92I-I9J2). Oslo, 1935· 

. Folketellingen i Norge I desember I920 (Recensement du I.,. decembre r920). Kris-
tiania, 1922-1925. 13 vols. • a 

. Idem, I desember I9JO (Recensement du I.,. decembre I9JO). Oslo, 1932-1~35•· ' 
10 vols. 

Sta~istisk Arbok (Annuaire statistique de la Norvege). Oslo, annually. 
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POLAND 

Gl6wny Urzad Statystyczny. Concise Statistical Year-Book of Poland. Warsaw, annually, 
1930-1938. 

-. Drugi powszechny spis ludnosci z dn. 9· XII I93I r. (Deuxieme recensement general 
de la population du 9-XII-I93I.) Warsaw, 1936-1939. [Published in non-consecutive num
bers of the Statystyka Polski (Statistique de la Pologne).] 

---.. Kwartalnik Statystyczny (Revue trimestrielle de statistique). Warsaw, quarterly. 
---.. Malzenstwa, Urodzenia i Zgony (Mariages, naissances et deces).Warsaw, annually. 
---.. Rocznik Statystyki Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej (Annuaire statistique de la Republique 

Polonaise). Warsaw, annually to 1930. · 
---. Wiadomosci Stqtystyczne (Informat'ions statistiques). Warsaw, trimonthly. 

• • .• Zt~gMnienia Demograjiczne Polski (Problemes demographiques de la Pologne). 
Statystyka Polski, Series C, No. 41. Warsaw, 1936. 

Mijlistry of Information. Concise Statistical Year-Book of Poland, Sept. I939-lune I94I. 
Glasgow, 1941. 

PORTUGAL 

Direc~ao Geral de Estatistica. Anudrio Demografico. Lisbon, annually. 
---. Anuario Estatistico de Portug_al. Lisbon, annually. 
---. Censo da Popula~iio de Portugal. No. I. de Deze'!'bro de I920. Lisbon. 2 vols. 
---. Idem, No. I. de Dezembro de I930. Lisbon, 1933-1934. 4 vols. 

• RUMANIA 

Institutul Central de Statistica. Anuarul statistic al Romaniei (Annuaire statistique de la 
Roumanie). Bucharest, annually. 

• . Buletinul Statistic al Romaniei (Bulletin statistique de la Roumanie ). Bucharest, 

quarterly. 
---. Mis~area Populatiei (Mouvement de la pop1dation). Bucharest, annually. 
---. Recensii.mantul general al populafiei Romaniei din 29 decemvrie I930 (Recensement 

general de la population de 29 decembre I930). Bucharest, 1938-. 10 vols . 

• 
SPAIN 

Direcci6n General de Estadistica. Anuario Estadistico de Espana. Madrid, annually to 1935· 
---.. Anuario Estadistico de Espana, Edici6n Manual. Madrid, annually from 1941. 
---.. Censo de la poblaci6n de Espana el JI de diciembre de I920. Madriq, 1922-1929. 

6 vols. 
:::~=-.---.. Idem, 3I de diciembre de I930. Madrid, 1932-. 
---.. Movimiento natural dl!'la poblaci6n de Espana. Madrid, irregularly. 
Direcci6n General de Sanidad. M ortalidad especijica en Espana. II. M ortalidad por sexos, 

grupos de edades y causas, en el periodo I9II-I930. Madrid, 1935· 

SWEDEN • 
St-.tistiska Centralbyran. Befolkningsrorelsen (Mouvement de la population). Stockholm, 

annually. 
---. Folkriikningen den 3I december I920 (Recensement de la population en I920). 

Stockholm, 1923-1927. 5 vols. 
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---,. Idem, 3I december I930. Stockholm, 1935-I939· 9 vols. . · . 
---. Siirskilda Folkriikningen I935/I936 (Receusement de'la population en I935/I936). 

Stockholm, I937-I940. 8 vols. ' 
---. Statistisk Arsbok .for Sverige (Annuaire statiStique de la Suede). Stockholm, 

annually.· 

SWITZERLAND 

Eidgenossisches Statistisches Amt. Bevolkerungsbewegung in der Schweiz. Bern, annually. 
---.. Eidgeniissische Volksziihlung vom I. Dezember I920. Bern, 1923-1926. 2o vols. 

[Published as non-consecutive issues of the Schweizerische Statistische Mitteilungen.] 
---.. Idem, I. Dezember I930. Bern, 1.933-1937. 22 vols. [Published as non-consecutive 

• 

issues of the Statistische Quellenwerke der Schweiz.] • 
--...,. Statistisches Jahrbuch der Schweiz. Bern, annually. 

UNITED KINGDOM 

Board of Trade. Statistical Abstract for the United Kingdom. London, annually. 

England and Wales 

General Register Office. Census of England and Wales, I92I. London, I921-1925. County 
vols. (5o), Isle of Man and Channel Islands (2), and Subject vols. (g). 

---.. Idem, I9JI. London, 1931-1935. County vols. (8I ), Isle of Man and Channel Islands 
(2), and Subject vols. (7). 

Statistical Review of England and Wales. London, annually. 

Northern Ireland 

General Register Office. Census of Population of Northern Ireland, i:926. Belfast, I928-1931. 
9 vols. · o 

---,. Idem, I937· Belfast, i937:.1940. 9 vols. 
---,. The Registrar-General's Annual Report. Belfast, annually. 

Scotland 

Registrar-General's Office. Annual Report of the Registrar-General for Scotland. Edinburgp, 
annually. 

---.. Census of Scotland, I92I. Edinburgh, 1922-1924. 4 vols. 
---.. Idem, I9JI. Edinburgh, 1932-1934. 3 vols. 

YUGOSLAVIA 

Dire~ija drz~~e. statistike. Definitivni rezultati popisa, stanovnistva od 3I-I-192I godine 
(Resultats defimtifs du receusement de Ia population du 3I..l-I92I). Belgrade, 1932. -

--...,. Idem, p-Ill-I93I. Belgrade, 1937-I940. 4 vols. 
--...,. Statisticki GodiS11jak (Annuaire.statistique). Belgrade, annually. 
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SELECTED PUBLICA'{IQNS OF THE. LEAG:UE OF NATIO~S 0 

ECONOl\:liC FINANCIAL AND TRANSIT DEPAltTME~T .. ' . . 

ISSUED IN RECENT YEARS 

POST-WAR PROBLEMS 

RECONSTRUCTION AND RELIEF 

THE TRA~smoN FROM WAR ro PEACE EcoNoMY. Report of the Delegation on Economic Dt;,-
pressions, Part I (Third Impression) . . · . . . · 
(Ser. L.o.N.P. ,943.II.A.s) 11g pages ................................... : ............................................................ cloth bound 6/- $1.50 

paper bound 4/6 $1.00 

EcoNoMIC STABILITY IN THE PosT-WAR WoRLD. Report'o£ the Delegation on Economic Depres· 
sions, Part II (Third Impression) · ., 
(Ser. L.o.N.P. 1945.li.A.2) 341 pages. ............................................................................................... cloth bound 12/6 $3.00 

· · papel'Utlu.ct lbf-0$•-so 

· REr.lEF DELIVERIES AND RELIEF LoANS, 1919-1923 (Second Impression) . . . . . • 
(Ser. L.o.N.P. '943-II.A.•) 62 pages .................. : .............................. : .................................................. paper bound 3/frl$1.00 

EUROPE's OVERSEAS NEEDS, 1919·1920, AND How THE\- WERE MET 
(Ser. L.o.N.P. •943.li.A.6) 52 pages ................................................... ;·······························~················Paper boun~· 2/6 $o-5~ · 

.. 
AGRICULTUiA.r. PRODUCTION IN CoNTINENTAL EUROPE DURING THE Ig14-18 WAR AND THE RECON-. . ' . 

STRUCTION PERIOD 
(Ser. L.o.N,P. •943-II.A.7) ••• pages ................................... : .................. :.~ ....................................... cloth bound ·;iof- $2.25 

paper bound 7/6 $1.75 

lNTERNATIONAL CURRENCY EXPERIENCE (Second Impression) . 0 
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