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THE PRECISE CONTOURS of the relationship between class and ethnicity
in the working class in the nineteenth-century American city are un-
certain. Though class distinctions have been fully evident throughout
most of our history, American historians and social scientists have much
more readily recognized and studied ethnic and national distinctions.
This paper, in introducing the study of ethnic structure in Newark, will
consider the most common definitions of ethnicity and class in order to
point the way, I hope, toward more profitable ones. I do not expect to
clarify the relationship between class and ethnicity here, but I will raise
some questions and some possible solutions to set the direction for
future research.

Between 1850 and 1910 Newark ranged in size between the thir-
teenth and seventeenth largest cities in the nation. Despite its position in
New York’s shadow, it made a continuing claim on the nation’s atten-
tion and imagination. In part, of course, this claim was due to Newark’s
growth as a major industrial and manufacturing center. By 1880 a
majority of its workers were employed in industry; companies dealing
with chemicals, electrical machinery, and smelting and refining were
establishing themselves strongly. The center of the economy was moving
from workshops and individual crafts to factories and mass production. '
But Newark owed part of its fame to less benign attributes. Though no
American city was distinguished for high health standards or decent
working-class housing, Newark had perhaps the worst of each. In 1890
the United States Census Bureau labeled it “the nation’s unhealthiest”
city. It was first among major cities in infant mortality, deaths of chil-
dren under five, and deaths from scarlet fever; it ranked among the top
ten cities in typhoid fever, malaria, tuberculosis, and diphtheria.?
Though its housing was not abnormally bad, crowding and incredible
squalor were commonplace. By 1890 Newark had the seventh largest
number of persons per dwelling (7.81) among major American cities.
In the first part of this century the New Jersey Board of Tenement
House Supervision—established as a result of the nation’s first state-
wide tenement legislation— offered this description of conditions in
Newark:

Foul malodorous privy vaults, filled to the yard level and, in
many cases, overflowing into the yards and draining into
adjacent cellars; the floors and even the walls, covered with
an accumulation of fecal matter; dark unventilated cellars,
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partially filled with garbage and refuse of all kinds and littered
with heaps of discarded bedding, rags, paper and other in-
flammable material; broken soil and waste pipes discharging
into the cellars; sleeping rooms so dark that even in broad day-
light objects at a distance of only a few feet were indiscernable;
broken and dilapidated stairs holding out no means of escape
in case of fire, were among the features of the problem.?

A great many vagrants, day laborers, and other poor persons lived in
conditions much worse, though not so well recorded.

In ethnic and occupational structure, Newark was a fairly typical
medium-large city in the America of the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries. Though immigrants themselves were never in a
majority in the city —the percentage of foreign-born persons between
1850 and 1910 ranged from 29 to 34 —the foreign-born plus their chil-
dren composed almost half of the city’s population and predominated in
several wards.* The Irish had arrived first and established themselves
in the “malaria-infested”” Down Neck area (later called the Ironbound
section), which lay between the Passaic River and the Newark salt
meadows. This area continued as a center for the city’s immigrants.
Germans, who would be the largest single immigrant group, followed;
in the 1890s Italians, Slavs, Russian Jews, and other eastern and
southern European groups began arriving. Large-scale movement from
the southern United States did not reach major proportions until some-
what later in this century.

The occupational structure was also typical. Native-born whites
filled the more ‘‘desirable™ positions while immigrants fought for un-
skilled and manual jobs.’ Throughout the nineteenth century, Germans
and Irishmen predominated as laborers. They moved into skilled trades
as the proportion of unskilled workers began to fall, but few job changes
reflected the mythical rags-to-riches jump to factory owner —or even to
factory manager. Advancement occurred primarily within occupational
categories, and only as a predictable function of large-scale economic
growth and smaller-scale individual cycles.®

The history of ethnic groups in America has been written from at
least five differing points of view, which Robert Swierenga has enumer-
ated. The oldest, the nationalist-nativist (*‘a product largely of Anglo-
Saxon New England”), was a staunchly negative perspective which
denigrated immigrants and their abilities, called them disruptive, and
charged that they had brought “disease and pauperism . . . lawlessness,
religious bigotry, race hatreds and ‘the vendettas of the Old World.” ™
The second wave of interpretation, the filiopietistic, was the work large-
ly of historians who were themselves immigrants. These historians had
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nothing but praise for immigrant groups; they helped to counterbalance
the jaundiced nativist approach but did little for a thoroughgoing
analytical perspective. The third point of view, the progressive, carried
the study of ethnic groups in America one step further by viewing immi-
grants as part of the larger society; its proponents purveyed the idea of
assimilation, believing either that it was true or that it should be. These
first three historical schools were based on basically romantic ideas
which made little effort to deal with the texture of ethnic life. The fourth
group, which Sweringa and others have labelled the scientific school,
“rescued immigrant studies from racists, filiopietists, and moralists,
and elevated it to a respectable field of research within the profession’;
even so, this group’s own stress on the theme of assimilation led to
skewed results. The most recent group, the ethnocultural, has ap-
proached ethnic-immigrant studies on a sounder, “less sentimental and
more sociologically-oriented”” basis, although ‘‘the assimilation theme
... continues to dominate ethnic scholarship.”’ Some antidote to this
may be found in the work of Rudolph Vecoli and other more recent
authors.?

The concept of assimilation has dominated ethnic analysis. As-
similation, adaption, accommodation, and acculturation are all variants
of one basic doctrine about what happens between immigrants and their
‘host’ country and their ‘host’ community. Perhaps the strongest version
appears in the genre that began with Handlin’s The Uprooted: culture
that is clearly ethnic is “‘a transient phenomenon,” and ‘““Americaniza-
tion” is “its inevitable if often tragic outcome.””® This predominant
view (like, as [ shall argue, some later views) defines the ““‘ghetto process
of assimilation,” which has three phases. As Rudolph Vecoli has shown,
“assimilation in this model represented the victory of the American
environment over the immigrant’s cultural baggage.’ 10

Recently this model has been modified from two separate direc-
tions. On the one hand, studies of voting and political participation have
revealed the tenacious continuity of “unassimilated ethnic communities
a half century after the end of mass immigration.” Such communities
have survived in Newark and elsewhere in New Jersey.!! It is not neces-
sary to deny the existence of class in order to recognize the presence of
division based upon ethnic, religious, and cultural differences. These
ethnically derived divisions dominate existing analysis because the
political system has tended to restrict political expression to an ethnic
or other interest-group context. As David Montgomery has suggested,
“the two-party system was splendidly adapted at the local level to serv-
ing the needs of the upwardly mobile of each ethnic group . . . and thus
to preserving a vertical, rather than class division of loyalities, which



98 STEPHENSON

attracted the electorate of each ethnic bloc to its own middle-class
leaders through cultural issues of intense and intimate importance to
daily life.”"'> The political use of such patterns helps greatly to institu-
tionalize them and makes not only possible but likely their repetition
and perpetuation. Thus by appealing to self-interest or to disgruntled
negativism among ethnic, religious, or other cultural groups, a limited
political system can significantly truncate expressions of class—of mu-
tuality —and encourage expressions which gravitate against cohesive-
ness based on class. Studies such as Montgomery’s seem to have refuted
the ghetto model and to have shown the vitality of ethnic-group identi-
fication.

The other source of dispute with the ghetto model has been the
“new urban history,” which analyzes geographical migration as well as
social mobility. Study after study seems to have confirmed that the
larger part of a population found in a city in one year cannot be found
there several years later. In places as diverse as Newburyport (Massa-
chusetts) and San Antonio, Boston and Poughkeepsie, San Francisco
and Kingston (New York), Philadelphia and Trempaleau County
(Wisconsin), in large urban complexes and small rural towns, the same
pattern has emerged. At the end of a period of analysis, generally a
decade, from 30 to 70 percent of the original population is no longer
resident.!* Canadian studies confirm the pattern, sometimes with even
lower rates of persistence. According to David Gagan’s study of rural
Peel County, Ontario, 95 percent of those resident in the first year left
over the following twenty years. In a study of Hamilton, Ontario,
between 1850 and 1860, Michael Katz discovered that 25 percent of his
population had left after only three months!!* The pattern appears time
after time, in study after study. Rates of persistence have proven to be
particularly low among the working class; *““in no American city,” con-
cluded one investigator, “‘has there been a large lower-class element with
continuity of membership.” But the lower class can make no exclusive
claim on transient behavior. In Boston, for example, “‘roughly a quarter
of the population at any one date had not been living in the community
365 days before!””!s That included members of all occupations and all
classes.

The actual rate of change was considerably higher than even these
figures suggest. Thernstrom’s figures for Boston confirm a pattern that
may not have differed greatly for Newark or other American cities. '
He tells us that “‘the number of newcomers entering the city” in the
1880s, for example, ‘““‘was several times larger than the net migration
calculations suggest,”” so that ‘“the actual number of separate families
who lived in Boston at some point in between 1880 and 1890 was a
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staggering 296,388, more than three times the total number residing
there at any one time in this ten-year period!”!” If we can apply the
principle to Newark. the comparable figure is over 100,000 families in
ten years. If we apply Katz’s figures from Hamilton, where in three
months 25 percent of his population apparently departed from the city,
we come up with a much higher figure.

Thernstrom and others have seen American migrants as “‘a class of
permanent transients who continued to be buffeted about by the vicissi-
tudes of the casual labor market.”” They formed a ‘“‘permanent floating
proletariat” that was ‘‘alienated but invisible and politically impo-
tent.””'® The adherents of this approach most often brand migrants
“failures™ and “‘weaklings.”” Perhaps the best expression of this view is
in Katz’s new book. Katz makes explicit the often-implicit views of
others who have done similar studies. He, too, brands migrants (his term
is ““transients”) ‘“‘failures.” Indeed, “two social structures’” coexisted
“within nineteenth-century society,” he believes:

one relatively fixed, consisting of people successful at their
work, even if that work was laboring; the other a floating
social structure composed of failures, people poorer and less
successful at their work, even if that work was professional,
drifting from place to place in search of success. ?

Katz finds that ‘“‘the continual circulation of population prevented the
formation of stable and closely integrated communities,” and he con-
cludes that “the facts of transiency destroy any further illusions about
community; the population simply changed too rapidly.”?® At the
same time, Katz found a highly stratified social system. “The central
intellectual task for the student of past societies,” he says, ““is to find a
satisfactory way of interrelating structural rigidity and personal tran-
siency.”?! Katz believes he has found such a method: *‘Persistent
patterns of inequality preserved social stability and assured the continu-
ity of social forms,”” he argues, “by staving off the chaos and anomie
that otherwise might have accompanied a population moving with such
astounding rapidity.”?? Rowland Berthoff believes that the migration of
nineteenth-century Americans “produced an American social disorder
without parallel in the modern world,”” and he and others have agreed
that “mobility and stability were incompatible.”? In Katz’s model,
the majority of people roamed about the landscape looking for success,
usually economic success, while at the same time a privileged and largely
““stable” few preserved a system of rigid social and economic inequality
not only for the good of the “‘community” but also for the good of the
migrants themselves.?

Are we to suppose that these two lines of investigation—ethno-
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cultural voting analysis and mobility study —leave us with the image of
the ghetto restructured and adapted to their findings? Not necessarily:
what in fact we are left with is a revised view of ethnic and class culture,
and a need for redefinition of the concept of the ghetto. To begin with,
there is little doubt that ethnically determined enclaves existed in
virtually all major American cities, and certainly, as evidenced by census
records, in Newark. Though we do not need to set a quota that would
qualify a neighborhood as a “ghetto,” we may need to point out that
the term has hardly ever been intended to mean an entirely homoge-
neous section of residence. Such places have rarely, if ever, existed. Nor
is a “‘ghetto,” or ethnic enclave, necessarily composed of the same
people from year to year.

Voting studies, then, tell us two things: first, that homogeneous
groupings were rare; second, that political and cultural affinities existed
among ethnic and religious groups, virtually regardless of physical
proximity.

Milton Gordon, in offering a seven-part model of the process of
assimilation, has noted that the primary method by which newcomers
have been brought together into a common national identity has been to
mold them into dominant cultural patterns, while continuing to exclude
them from significant participation in economic and political structures.
This is ““the most essential sociological fact of that experience.”? Thus
if we are to find a subsitute for the model of ghetto-assimilation we will
have to account for the large number of factors that have led to the
formation of differing types of structures among ethnic groups, and
analyze the relation of these structures to the question of assimilation
into the larger culture and the question of apartness from it.2* Within

this context we should be aware of Colin Greer’s argument that a con-
centration upon “pluralism,” and by implication also an emphasis upon
social mobility, “is a red herring.”” Greer believes that “what we must
ultimately talk about is class. The cues of felt ethnicity turn out to be
recognizable characteristics of class position in this society.”’?’” Kathleen
Conzen believes that “‘this was indeed what was happening in early
Milwaukee. Irish culture was defined in class terms and ‘expelled its
more successful members’ while this was not the case in the first genera-
tion of German settlement.”?® Information remains incomplete in this
regard on Newark, and it is essential in future research that we be aware
of this argument and find out whether it applies here. An early, and
obvious, priority in that process of discovery is to confront the still
amorphous concept of class.

Achieving a workable definition of class, which is a prerequisite to
the successful completion of the task of redefinition, has long presented
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a formidable obstacle to American historians and social scientists. The
most important recent reconsideration of the concept of class is that
begun by E.P. Thompson in The Making of the English Working Class.
In an effort to break away from the stifling idea of class as a rigidly
defined, readily apparent, and seldom changing category, Thompson
emphasizes the dynamic nature of class and insists on considering the
historical context in which a class emerges. “Emerge,” in fact, is a use-
ful term for the development of class; class, Thompson has suggested,
can be defined only ““in the medium of #ine —that is, action and reac-
tion, change and conflict.”? He distinguishes between “class experi-
ence,” which “is largely determined by the productive relations into
which men are born—or enter involuntarily” —and “class conscious-
ness,” which is “the way in which these experiences are handled in
cultural terms: embodied in traditions, in value systems, ideas, and
institutional forms.”3 Such a reorientation has proven invaluable to
research in the history of the American worker and the American com-
munity. We might, however, attempt to go a step beyond Thompson’s
definition. Much of the work following Thompson has identified
workers as immigrant peasants and artisans who are carriers of pre-
industrial values and culture. Many historians have therefore failed to
look at them in the context of their own communities and social struc-
tures. We must ask if the much-used distinction between nonindustrial
“premodern” work habits and industrially adopted work habits is as
useful as we have believed. Certainly it is useful in analyzing social
change and necessary in analyzing the nonindustrial or preindustrial
people who came to the United States. It should not, however, be used
in predicting opposition to an industrial-capitalist order. Indeed, we
may well find that opposition to industrialization stemmed as much
from Americans born into an industrial society as from people who had
never known one.3' Clearly Thompson’s recognition of a dynamic ele-
ment in class formation is important, but we must ask what (if any)
preconditions must exist in order for a situation to produce a class
reaction.

It is here that the usefulness of the rather amorphous term *‘group™
becomes apparent. Regardless of the circumstances, class does not
spring full-blown from a condition of conflict; that was one of the points
of The Making of the English Working Class. It is my contention that
most collections of people in America are not classes but groups—bands
of people drawn or thrown together for particular purposes. American
workers in the aggregate are a group; in particular categories they are
groups. People collected together because of common ethnic back-
grounds are groups. Group action and group dynamics are often found
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in America; class, however, develops only rarely. One distinction
between group and class involves intent or self-conception. According to
Thompson, “class happens when some men . . . feel and articulate the
identity of their interests as between themselves, and as against other
men whose interests are different from (and usually opposed to)
theirs.””* The salient phrase in this instance is “‘against other men whose
interests are different from and usually opposed to theirs.” Class-in-
formed action, therefore, is action in which opposition is recognized,
expressed, and converted to action designed to alter the existing produc-
tion relationship. Thus a narrow, but proper, definition of class would
require that those involved in any class action want to alter their own
social situation. The distinction can readily be seen in working class
action throughout the history of Newark, action which has been forth-
right and courageous, but which has operated mostly within the param-
eters set by the industrial capitalist structure. Such action should be
called militant rather than radical. The distinction between militant and
radical action, between group and class action, is based on the workers’
conceptualization of their own intentions, the kind of goals held or
developed by the collectivities involved. Is the group being defined seek-
ing an alternative set of arrangements? Is it rejecting the concept of
“mutuality of interests”? Most often, in America, the answers to these
questions are “‘no.”

Why is this an important distinction? and why should we go out of
our way to proffer a restrictive definition of class? Simply in order to
analyze the ground from which class consciousness and class action
grow, and thus to be able to distinguish between ethnic and class identi-
fications. Class springs from group identity or participation. And it is
at this point that ethnicity plays a crucial role, for any group identifica-
tion can either prompt or impede the growth of class feelings.

Perhaps we should append a criticial view of this new direction in
working-class studies as well, and briefly propose a reorientation. Much
of the emphasis in the social history of the working class has been placed
on the effort to ferret out worker radicalism. We have moved away from
the study of unionism toward concrete radical evidence of worker
opposition and resistance to establishment of the hegemony of industrial
capitalism. We have moved our focus from the union hall to the work
place, the fraternal order, and the saloon. But we have not generally
progressed beyond episodic analysis, and we have limited ourselves to
the study of attitudes and occurrences which demonstrate incipient anti-
capitalist action or feeling. Certainly I do not wish to discourage such
studies, for the study of lost protest and ignored or defeated alternatives
is essential. Yet we are still concentrating on protest, and it is time to
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consider what we are missing by doing so. Social history claims to
attempt to recapture and investigate the everyday life of the ordinary
man and woman, yet clearly it can go further than it has done so far.
Perhaps the best example of the direction we should take can be found in
the literature on American slavery. After dealing with institutional
(and “business’) history and with real revolts, then moving (with
Kenneth Stampp) to the study of incipient revolt, this literature has
finally brought the focus down to culture. Eugene Genovese, Herbert
Gutman, John Blassingame, Robert Starobin, and others have offered
us detailed and sophisticated analysis of the adjustments people made
in their lives. It is from everyday life that all other realities, and all
movements, spring.¥

Gutman has proposed a definition of “a model subculture”
through which to analyze everyday life. Such a subculture would include
friendly and benevolent societies, friendly local politicians, community-
wide holiday celebrations, an occasional library, participant sports,
churches, saloons and beer gardens, concert halls and music halls, and
perhaps trade unionists, labor reformers, and radicals.* We would also
study the particular patterns of family and kinship networks and cus-
toms; sometimes we would add the perceived hierarchies within the com-
munity. Other aspects of a model subculture will be added later. Such a
list of elements shows us the matrix in which community develops and
culture changes in America. It offers the historian a concrete begin-
ning point for the study of the rich heritage of the diverse peoples who
have populated this nation and its major cities, and puts the lie to
schemes which prate of cultural anarchy and chaos. “It is time,” says
Gutman, “to discard the notion that the large-scale uprooting and
exploitative processes that accompanied industrialization caused little
more than cultural breakdown and social anomie.”” Though *“class and
occupational distinctions within a particular ethnic group made for
different patterns of cultural adaptation,” he notes, ‘“powerful sub-
cultures thrived among them all.”’3 [t was the strength of these powerful
subcultures, and the particular types and limits of assimilation and
acculturation in America, that furnished the peculiar adaptation of the
working class to the pressures and challenges it experienced in the
American city. Clearly, different ethnic and class groups were “‘as-
similated” into the operational framework of the United States. Yet
we now have accumulated sufficient evidence to discard the popular
notion of “the melting pot” and to replace it with an understanding of
the cultural diversity which has characterized our past.

In urging a concentration on issues which transcend episodic
occurrences, I do not wish to remove consideration from labor organi-
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zation, striking, and the entire history of trade unions, which remain
essential areas of research. It is easy to see why strikes and other such
episodes draw such attention from scholars. Not only are they intrin-
sically exciting, but they serve as a focus for everyone involved in them:
although the business of organization ordinarily went on well before
work stoppages and continued long afterward, many working-class
movements were made—or, more often, broken—by one climactic
strike. The study of such efforts cannot be disparaged, especially since
they also served as teaching grounds for many workers. And we can see
in the battleground of the boycott and the picket-line many of the ethnic
conflicts that we must continue to analyze before we can make firm
statements concerning the relationship among ethnic groups, both at the
work place and away from it.

One of the most useful and profitable new approaches we can take,
however, is to analyze voluntary associations, which have been most
neglected. The potential areas of research are numerous; voluntary
associations include trade unions, reading clubs, volunteer fire depart-
ments, neighborhood councils, church groups, chautauquas, workers’
cooperatives, and many others. The importance of fraternal organiza-
tions should be obvious. Indeed, considering the importance that such
groups have had in working-class life, the lack of substantial research
into them is startling. Viewing such groups from the perspective of
social history rather than considering them merely as manifestations of
urban structure can be most revealing. The function and influence of
fraternal orders varied greatly in different places. In the working-class
community, fraternal orders served as meeting places away from the
intrusions of middle-class values, and they gave workers sustenance to
challenge the middle class at the work place and on the meeting ground
of culture. On the other hand, some associations served the interests of
the larger society instead: society used them to influence the behavior of
those whom it had chosen to raise a step or more out of the working
class. Thus one fraternal order (or other voluntary organization) may
have strengthened a distinct working-class culture and another may have
weakened that culture.’” In some cases, of course, the same organization
may paradoxically have filled both functions.

In additon to the better-known fraternal orders such as Masons
and Odd Fellows, there were large numbers of other organizations that
deserve study. Many apparently nonsocial organizations, such as volun-
teer fire departments and societies providing insurance to their mem-
bers, also served social functions. Organized, if informal, sports clubs
and recreation teams offer another hardly mined area of promise.? In
each instance the scope of our research can be expanded in valuable
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ways. We would do well to remember that only when we have attempted
to move toward analysis of the texture of everyday life will we have
made any progress, as E. J. Hobsbawm has phrased it, “from social
history to the history of society.”

Perhaps this paper has helped point in that direction in addressing
briefly the ethnic and occupational structure in Newark, and in dis-
cussing the need for revising some of our basic definitions. The relation-
ship between class and ethnicity remains complex, and we will have to
complete and begin much more work before we can begin to perceive its
outlines.
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TABLE 1.

NATIVE- AND FOREIGN-BORN POPULATION, 1870-1890

1870 1880 1890
Warp || Native- | Foreign- | o | Native- | Foreign- | poal Native- | Foreign-
born born born born born born

All | 105059 69,175 35884 | 136,508 96,178 40,330 | 181,830 126,259 55571

1 9,599 7,584 2,015 7,616 7,595 5,866 1,729

2 7,334 5058 2276 8,187 7,151 5307 1,844

3 7,624 5885 1,739 6,572 6,404 5064 1,340

4 5890 3,882 2,008 6,745 5946 3,847 2,099

5 8,771 5692 3,079 5,343 5403 3,991 1,412

6 10,240 6,018 4,222 15,784 25,830 16,393 9,437

7 11,987 7443 4,544 8,183 9,288 6422 2,866

8 6,840 4,558 2,282 | 12,025 19,575 14,908 4,667

9 5458 4391 1,067 6.793 7,084 5846 1,238

10 9,229 6455 2,774 | 11321 13,897 10,277 3,620

1 3,677 2393 1,284 6.140 11,784 8,952 2,832

12 4582 2416 2,166 | 12,977 19,616 12,009 7,607

13 13,828 7,400 6,428 18,260 27,600 16,673 10,927

14 3,670 5,700 4,743 957

15 6,892 8957 5961 2,99
16

NOTE* Tables are derived from various federal census volumes, 1850-1910. All apply to Newark, New Jersey.

601
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TABLE 2. NATIVE- AND FOREIGN-BORN POPULATION, 1900, 1910

1900 1910
WARD .
Towl | Notve | Forelen | qow | N | Foeier
All | 246,070 174,707 71,363 | 337,742 227,087 110,655
1 13,805 10,787 3,018
2 13,670 10,590 3,080
3 21,370 12,078 9,292
4 11,111 8,113 2,998
5 15,103 9,886 5217
6 17,821 12,923 4,898
7 14,531 10,655 3,876
8 13,551 11,255 2,296
9 12,086 10,134 1,952
10 18,313 13,871 4,442
11 18,632 14,901 3,731
12 16912 10,699 6,213
13 21,194 14,617 6,577
14 23,359 14,598 8,761
k5 14,612 9,600 5,012

16




TABLE 3. POPULATION BY BIRTHPLACE, 1850, 1870, 1880

1850 1870 1880
United States 26,561 69,175 96,178
Connecticut 533 1,006 1,053
Maryland 111 227 279
Massachusetts 217 769 755
New Jersey 21,477 55,673 79,536
New York 3.239 8,252 9,787
Ohio 41 208 271
Pennsylvania 504 1,547 2,231
Virginia, West Virginia 43 301 589
Vermont 45 127
New Hampshire 45 130
Illinois 5 T 148
Maine 154
Other countries 12,322 35,884 40,330
Austria 6 261 274
Bohemia e 184 258
Canada . 264 331
British America e 39 87
France 240 710 764
Germany* 3.818 15,873 17,628
Great Britain, Ireland* 7,953 17,456 19,075
Switzerland C 613 637
Prussia 4
Spain 8 e 7
Italy 407

*See table 4.
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TABLE 4. GERMAN- AND BRITISH-BORN
PoPuULATION BY BIRTHPLACE, 1850, 1870, 1880

Not specified

1850 1870 1880
Germany 3,818 15,873 17,628
Baden 3,111 2,670
Bavaria 2,473 2,313
Brunswick 9 26
Hamburg 69 74
Hanover 363 389
Hessen 1,891 1,565
Liibeck 2
Mecklenburg 81 53
Nassau 75 34
Oldenburg 15 25
Prussia 2,788 2,383
Saxony 1,010 1,027
Weimar 27 6
Wiirtemberg 2,402 2,115
Not specified 1,557 4,948
Great Britain 7,953 17,456 19,075
England 2,124 4,041 4478
Ireland 5,564 12,481 13,451
Scotland 265 870 1,090
Wales 64 56




TABLE 5. PERSONS OF SCHOOL, MILITIA, AND VOTING AGE, 1890

51020 YRS 2 I&ﬁ;ks i Y‘}if:;)ov“
WARD . . . .
Native-born White Foreign-born White Black Native-born |Foreign-born | o Native-born | Foreign-born —_—
Male Female Male Female Male Female White Wihile Whike i

All 24,549 25,440 3,620 4,044 543 697 23,510 15,520 1,040 25,081 23,771 1,281
1 856 938 68 99 24 38 1,291 447 62 1,651 701 73
2 840 847 64 120 49 63 1,144 498 122 1,312 803 156
3 751 763 40 91 56 88 977 285 127 1,171 510 155
4 617 607 178 159 22 26 967 718 55 1,068 976 70
5 692 750 45 60 7 9 826 405 18 928 682 16
6 3,861 3,867 675 691 14 12 2,769 2,735 30 2,487 4,114 36
7 1,410 1,491 152 162 37 50 1,188 746 62 1,135 1,240 78
8 2,574 2,763 307 407 53 83 2,815 1,173 123 3,372 1,814 145
9 769 903 38 102 50 66 1,190 263 95 1,544 493 104
10 2,037 2,013 218 230 98 118 1,891 929 141 1,929 1,567 196
11 1,625 1,741 101 207 21 41 1,757 577 45 1,974 1,150 48
12 2,852 3,001 533 496 4 5 1,953 2,504 12 1,725 3,449 13
13 3,790 3,795 911 889 82 67 2,651 3,150 96 2,317 4,644 128
14 724 790 39 90 11 22 933 170 21 1,225 356 24
15 1,151 1,171 251 241 15 9 1,158 920 31 1,243 1,272 39




114

TABLE 6. EMPLOYED POPULATION BY AGE AND SEX, 1870-1890

1870 1880 1890*
All 37,468 49,066 74,133
10-15
Male 1,146 1,276
Female 578 932
16-59
Male 27,873 35,171
Female 6,361 9,655
60 and over
Male 1,398 1,815
Female 112 217
10-24
Male 16,249
Female 10,135
25-44
Male 27,483
Female 5,051
45-64
Male 11,776
Female 1,418
65 and over
Male 1,823
Female 198

* Age groupings for 1890 differ from those of earlier census reports.



TABLE 7. EMPLOYED POPULATION BY BIRTHPLACE, 1870-1890

1870 1880 1890
United States* 18,759 29,228 33,040
All other countries 18,709 19,838 41,197
Germany* 8,439 9,104 13,923
Ireland* 6,702 6,461 7,254
Great Britain 2376 2541 3954
Sweden, Norway, Denmark 44 67
Sweden, Norway 162
Denmark 69
British America 193 156
Canada (English) 238
Canada (French) 13
Other northern European
countries 289
Other southern European
countries 220
Other countries 417 1,509 4,217

*See table 8.

TABLE 8. EMPLOYED POPULATION, 1870-1890 (SUPPLEMENT)

115

1870 1880 1890
Native-born (percentage) 5.0 59.5 44.5
Gefman—born (percentage) 22.5 18.5 18
German-born (percentage of foreign population) 45.1 45.8 33
Irish-born (percentage) 17.8 13.1 9
Irish-born (percentage of foreign population) 35.8 2.5 17.6
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TABLE 9. PERSONS IN SELECTED OCCUPATIONS BY BIRTHPLACE, 1870

Occupation Total gtnaltgg Germany | Ireland

All 37,468 18,759 8,439 6,702
Professional & personal services 8,416 3,069 1,538 3,297
Domestic servants 2,680 933 334 1,286
Hotel & restaurant keepers, employees 530 120 301 67
Laborers 3,249 734 621 1,688
Teachers (not specified) 264 200 32 15
Physicians, surgeons 122 94 19 2
Lawyers 118 109 5 2
Trade & transportation 5,932 4,002 921 560
Traders, dealers 1,828 964 443 215
Clerks, salesmen, accountants 2,035 1,726 151 62
Railroad officials, employees 249 192 1 30
Carmen, draymen, teamsters 608 314 120 155
Manufacturing & mining 22.829 11,588 5,864 2,799
Boot & shoe makers 1,417 492 507 217
Brick & stone masons, cutters 968 411 295 182
Carpenters, joiners 1,568 999 314 113
Cotton & woolen mill operatives 1,469 804 245 241
Curriers, tanners, leather finishers 785 343 147 227
Hat & cap makers 1,567 858 234 302
Milliners, dress & mantua makers 672 508 52 64
Tailors, tailoresses, seamstresses 2,315 1,069 771 277
Iron & steel workers 492 206 94 104
Blacksmiths 430 189 141 69
Harness & saddle makers 561 254 191 68
Machinists 583 290 122 39
Painters, varnishers 457 227 111 33
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Other Other - Other &
E{‘;\%;?:Sd * [ Scotland I%‘;f\dwea‘;;. France g?:gh:;'; Italy lszﬁréhcm ABI:::?B Unknown
Denmark Counl:ries Counr:gi: "% | Countries
1,994 382 44 412 289 5 220 193 29
246 20 9 68 ol 1 43 65 9
50 10 6 11 8 R 17 23 2
18 S | 9 7 B 4 2
111 7 2 29 19 1 12 23 G5
5 1 B 4 I cee 1 4 1
2 1 2 2
1 1
216 46 3 66 39 S 41 32 6
94 17 1 43 19 19 13
57 11 2 4 9 R 2 9 2
16 5 2 3
10 4 e B 1 2 B 2
1,519 311 32 274 196 4 135 93 14
151 15 1 14 8 5 6 1
44 22 1 6 2 4 1 .
71 19 4 9 19 3 15 2
88 60 1 13 11 4 2
46 11 55 2 4 . 4 1
110 3 2 31 10 2 6 9
30 3 o5 g 6 3 ses 4 2 P
87 23 3 34 20 c 19 10 2
51 22 6 4 . 2
17 6 9. 1
27 8 1 4
92 18 7 6 4 2
57 6 2 10 3
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TABLE 10. PERSONS IN SELECTED OCCUPATIONS BY AGE AND SEX, 1870

OCCUPATION ToTAL 10-15 Yrs
Male | Female
All 37,466 1,146 576
Professional & personal services 8,416 153 150
Domestic servants 2,680 7 145
Hotel & restaurant keepers, employees 530 1 .
Laborers 3,249 30 3
Teachers (not specified) 264 W 1
Physicians, surgeons 122
Lawyers 118
Trade & transportation 5,932 | 192 13
Traders & dealers 1,828
Clerks, salesmen, accountants 2,035 118 13
Railroad officials, employees 249
Carmen, draymen, teamsters 608 29
Manufacturing & mining 22,829 794 415
Boot & shoe makers 1,417 34 28
Brick & stone masons, cutters 968 4
Carpenters, joiners 1,568 7 ...
Cotton & woolen mill operatives 1,469 175 104
Curriers, tanners, leather finishers 785 31 et
Hat & cap makers 1,567 53 26
Milliners, dress & mantua makers 672 R 35
Tailors, tailoresses, seamstresses 2,315 12 97
Iron & steel workers 492 19
Blacksmiths 430 5
Harness & saddle makers 557 18
Machinists 583 3
Painters, varnishers 457




119

16-59 Yrs 60 YRS AND OVER
Male Female Male Female
27,873 6,361 1,398 112
4,689 2,975 370 79
14 2333 5 41
457 51 20
2,939 30 244 3
69 186 8
101 4 17
109 < e 9
5,235 263 221 8
1,582 130 110 6
1,753 126 25
243 s 6
558 cee 21
17,714 3,118 763 25
1,135 129 91
921 —_— 43
1,512 T e 49
745 430 14
725 4 25
1,136 281 70
Sy 635 5 p 2
1,173 943 74 16
458 1 14
397 . 28
521 e 18
567 R 13
439 e 13
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TABLE 11. PERSONS IN SELECTED OCCUPATIONS BY BIRTHPLACE, 1880
. United
Occupation Total States
All 49,066 29,228
Professional & personal services 9,118 4,626
Domestic servants 2,882 1,412
Hotel & restaurant keepers, employees 211 122
Laborers 2,465 711
Launderers, laundresses 587 252
Lawyers 166 153
Officials, gov’t employees 385 261
Physicians, surgeons 158 123
Teachers 445 382
Trade & transportation 9.409 6.274
Clerks, salesmen, store accountants 2,528 2,204
Traders, dealers 2,838 1,545
Draymen, hackmen, teamsters, etc. 895 571
Railroad officials, employees 445 329
Manufacturing, mechanical work, mining 29,983 18,113
Bakers 502 160
Blacksmiths 533 239
Boot & shoemakers 1,762 770
Brick & stone masons, cutters 766 362
Butchers 596 279
Carpenters, joiners 1,309 875
Cotton, woolen, silk mill operatives 703 509
Employees in manufacturing (not specified) 822 601
Iron & steel workers 797 435
Leather curriers, dressers, finishers, tanners 1,161 487

Manufacturers, officials of

manufacturing companies 636 438
Painters, varnishers 689 463
Tailors, dressmakers, milliners 3,960 2,548
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Great Sweden. British Other

[reland Germany Britain Norway America Countries
6.461 9.104 2,541 67 156 1,509
2,550 1.278 344 20 32 268
995 287 112 14 8 54
25 41 17 . 2 4
1,160 389 83 3 6 113
180 111 14 30
. 7 5 L 1
29 70 18 4 3
5 22 6 1 1
23 26 6 3 5
903 1.530 347 11 29 315
54 151 74 3 11 31
360 665 114 4 8 142
148 124 27 1 2 22
79 12 20 1 4
2,938 6,097 1,813 34 95 893
38 258 25 3 18
90 145 40 2 17
205 511 195 5 76
158 169 63 1 13
16 235 17 L EE 49
88 242 70 7 27
73 32 57 3 29
54 99 47 . 3 18
154 110 85 2 3 8
356 236 43 1 5 33
32 99 51 ce 2 14
27 126 48 14 | 10
279 830 134 3 7 159
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TABLE 12. PERSONS IN SELECTED OCCUPATIONS BY AGE AND SEX, 1880

ALL AGES
OCCUPATION
Total Male Female
All 49,066 38,262 10,804
Professional & personal services 9,118 5,177 3,941
Domestic servants 2,882 193 2,689
Hotel & restaurant keepers, employees 211 182 29
Laborers 2,465 2,428 37
Launderers, laundresses 587 42 545
Lawyers 166 165 1
Officials, gov’t employees 385 376 9
Physicians, surgeons 158 155 3
Teachers 445 75 370
Trade & transportation 9,409 8,682 727
Clerks, salesmen, store accountants 2,528 2,261 267
Traders, dealers 2,838 2,601 237
Draymen, hackmen, teamsters, etc. 895 895
Railroad officials, employees 445 445
Manufacturing, mechanical work, mining 29,983 23,870 6,113
Bakers 502 491 11
Blacksmiths 533 533 o
Boot & shoe makers 1,762 1,525 237
Brick & stone masons, cutters 766 766
Butchers 596 596
Carpenters, joiners 1,309 1,309 e
Cotton, woolen, silk mill operatives 703 216 487
Employees in manufacturing (not specified) 822 655 167
Iron & steel workers 797 780 17
Leather curriers, dressers, finishers,
tanners 1,161 1,124 37
Manufacturers, officials of
manufacturing companies 636 632 4
Painters, varnishers 689 688 |
Tailors, dressmakers, milliners 3,960 1,111 2,849
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10-15 YRs 16-59 YRs - 60 YRS AND OVER
Male Female Male Female Male Female
1,276 932 35,171 9,655 1,815 217
104 182 4,708 3,629 365 130
9 170 . 2,450 6 69
. 1 182 28 o
35 2,161 37 232
3 41 501 1 41
o — 158 1 7
1 o 354 9 21
137 3 18
1 2 70 366 4 2
206 65 8,135 628 341 34
102 39 2,118 228 41 o
2,447 216 154 21
8 R 869 S 18
2 c 423 55 B 20
949 683 21,866 5,381 1,055 49
10 I 468 10 13
2 C 493 e 38
48 31 1,356 206 121
717 49
6 S 575 - 15
1 1,231 77
22 68 181 415 13 4
60 22 579 144 16 1
54 R 694 17 32
40 3 1,054 33 30 1
. A 576 4 56
8 T 655 1 25 R
36 274 948 2,542 127 33
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TABLE 13. MEN IN SELECTED OCCUPATIONS BY BIRTHPLACE, 1890

Occupation Total g::::g Germany | Ireland
All 57,403 32,870 12,074 5,103
Professional & personal services
Physicians, surgeons 228 175 36 3
Laborers (not specified) 4,499 1,134 696 1,528
Restaurant & saloon keepers 756 204 341 110
Servants 305 135 83 46
Apprentices 752 625 78 8
Engineers, firemen (not locomotive) 727 392 140 106
Trade & transportation
Agents, collectors, commercial travelers 1,061 818 126 26
Bookkeepers, clerks, etc. ' 3,959 3,451 222 84
Draymen, hackmen, teamsters 1,957 1,022 284 176
Merchants, dealers, peddlers 4,486 2,608 1,027 260
Salesmen 1,189 992 92 33
Steam railroad employees 718 488 55 116
Manufacturing, mechanical work, mining
Bakers 664 164 422 27
Blacksmiths, wheelwrights 732 346 201 84
Boot & shoe makers, repairers 1,670 513 589 147
Butchers 802 411 313 13
Carpenters, joiners 2,567 1,619 547 114
Cotton, woolen, textile operatives 553 288 123 26
Gold & silver workers 578 364 122 9
Harness & saddle makers, repairers 728 412 182 46
Hat & cap makers 2,058 930 437 154
Iron & steel workers 1,336 718 263 182
Leather curriers, dressers, finishers,
tanners 1,995 855 550 392
Machinists 1,810 1,102 315 87
Manufacturers, publishers, etc. 1,105 747 183 o
Masons (brick & stone) 1,088 525 269 179
Painters, glaziers, varnishers 1,524 985 311 91
Plumbers, gas & steam fitters 592 450 68 30
Printers, engravers, book binders 818 574 135 16
Tailors 1,214 344 546 46
Tool & cutlery makers 726 432 184 28
Trunk, valise, leather-case makers 757 450 260 24




ng;; (%irglﬁgﬂ) ((l:-'?gggl?) ?\J‘;:?\g; Denmark cgjt:t?ies
3,251 187 12 117 57 3,732
7 4 55 1 2
154 3 4 6 974
41 1 1 2 56
16 1 9 15
23 2 o 16
71 3 2 13
50 8 1 o o 32
134 14 1 1 3 49
97 2 3 G 31
237 10 3 3 338
46 8 1 .. 17
33 5 1 20
18 1 o | 31
59 7 | 2 . 32
180 4 8 3 226
18 1 . . . 46
186 13 1 9 6 72
85 2 . .. 29
58 2 . 2 1 20
36 6 3 2 41
99 6 6 426
141 | 6 25
65 4 .. 7 7 115
237 10 1 6 2 50
88 4 | 2T
80 2 . 1 32
82 5 - 10 4 36
27 2 1 1 1 12
53 3 1 o 36
49 3 9 6 211
65 . 3 14
9 1 13
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TABLE 14, MEN IN SELECTED OCCUPATIONS BY MISCELLANEOUS CATEGORIES, 1890

NATIVE-BORN WHITE

OCCUPATION ToraL Having Having
Total Native-born | Foreign-born
Parents Parents
All 57,403 32,870 15,688 15,888
Professional & personal services
Physicians, surgeons Yy 352 229 123
Laborers (not specified) 4,752 1,134 367 767
Restaurant & saloon keepers 764 204 69 135
Servants 549 135 71 64
Apprentices 758 625 159 466
Engineers, firemen (not locomotive) 746 392 235 157
Trade & transportation
Agents, collectors, commercial travelers 1,065 818 590 228
Bookkeepers, clerks, etc. 3,976 3,451 2,061 1,390
Draymen, hackmen, teamsters 1,957 1,022 475 547
Merchants, dealers, peddlers 4,515 2,608 1,469 1,139
Salesmen 1,190 992 624 368
Steam railroad employees 723 488 340 148
Manufacturing, mechanical work, mining
Bakers 664 164 53 111
Blacksmiths, wheelwrights 734 346 206 140
Boot & shoe makers, repairers 1,674 513 214 299
Butchers 805 411 146 265
Carpenters, joiners 2,573 1,619 1,127 492
Cotton, woolen, textile operatives 554 288 59 229
Gold & silver workers 582 364 155 209
Harness & saddle makers, repairers 735 412 176 242
Hat & cap makers 2,060 930 310 620
Iron & steel workers 1,339 718 222 496
Leather curriers, dressers, finishers, tanners 2,009 855 216 639
Machinists 1,812 1,102 575 527
Manufacturers, publishers, etc. 1,106 747 530 217
Masons (brick & stone) 1,097 525 297 228
Painters, glaziers, varnishers 1,531 985 494 491
Plumbers, gas & steam fitters 596 450 142 308
Printers, engravers, book binders 820 574 275 299
Tailors 1,217 344 112 232
Tool & cutlery makers 729 432 155 271

Trunk, valise, leather-case makers 757 450 117 333




UNABLE
SINGLE & MARRIED | ILLITERATE | TO SPEAK | UNEMPLOYED

UNKNOWN R
22,302 33,202 2,571 4214 9,554
60 159 B 5 .
1,739 2,804 1,179 874 1,175
85 645 19 37 8
308 226 36 25 27
757 1 8 22 105
111 598 14 28 56
316 700 2 13 72
2,511 1,400 3 27 195
737 1,164 104 72 219
1,189 3,158 241 459 499
640 522 4 11 67
225 480 32 19 45
220 431 18 109 78
177 538 19 52 105
478 1,113 93 235 440
299 497 19 58 50
752 1,706 31 152 571
313 231 11 32 98
244 322 6 17 144
286 407 8 34 170
746 1,240 180 382 984
639 664 28 63 215
827 1,125 73 266 492
678 1078 22 65 248
198 860 8 11 34
332 725 31 76 367
554 930 25 6l 456
333 250 4 8 81
380 420 5 23 132
302 860 79 252 341
328 384 11 28 147
383 350 10 50 221
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TABLE 15. DWELLINGS AND FAMILIES
1870 1880 1890* 1910t

Warp Dwellings | Families |Dwellings | Families | Dwellings | Families | Dwellings | Families
All | 14,350 21,631 | 18,796 28,386 | 23,296 38,906 | 38,693 77,039
1 1,211 1,613

2 1,052 1,496

3 1,104 1,541

4 766 1,102

5 1,255 1,013

6 1,304 2,224

7 1,431 2,589

8 1,018 1,250

891 1,059

10 1,381 1,994

11 551 707

12 693 1,905

13 1,693 13,828

14

15

*See table 17.
tSee table 18.



TABLE 16. DWELLINGS AND FAMILIES, 1890 (SUPPLEMENT)

Size of Dwelling Number of Dwellings Number of Families

All categories 23,296 38,906
1-family 13,703 13,703
2-family 5,992 11,984
3-family 2,376 7,128
4-family 575 2,300
5-family 370 1,850
6-family 180 1,080
7-, 8-, 9-family 81 616
10-family or larger 19 245

NoTE: There was an average of 1.67 families per dwelling.

TABLE 17.

PERSONS PER DWELLING
AND FaMiILY, 1910

Total Number of
Persons (average)
Dwellings 38,693 9.0
Families 77,039 4.5
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TABLE 19. PERSONS IN ScHOOL TABLE 20. PoOPULATION 6-20 YEARS OLD BY SCHOOL ATTENDANCE, 1910
IN CENsSUS YEAR BY PERIOD
OF ATTENDANCE, 1890
Total Number Percentage
ota in School in School
Number
Mal
of Months ae Female All 97,544 61,916 63.5
Native-born white with
Lor less 2,580 2419 native-born parents 30,348 20,460 67.4
2-3 190 203 Native-born white with
4.5 155 177 foreign-born parents 48,836 32,846 67.3
6ormore | 10,998 11.170 Foreign-born white 16,256 7,283 44.8
Black 2,087 1,318 63.2
TABLE 21. FOREIGN-BORN WHITES BY SCHOOL ATTENDANCE DURING SELECTED CENSUS YEARS
5 YRS OR LESS 5-9 YRrs 10-14 YRrs 15-19 YRs 20 YRS AND OVER
Male Female Male l Female Male Female Male Female Male ] Female
1890
Number in school 1 488 459 816 776 54 44 13 6
1910
Total 1,422 1,401 2,008 2,006 4,246 5,173
Number in school 159 183 1,238 1,828 1,791 641 504 274 198
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TABLE 22. PopruULATION TEN YEARS OLD AND OVER BY LITERACY

Total literse | Tierate:
1390 142,347 6,844 4.81
Male 69,192 2,924 4.23
Female 73,155 3,920 5.36
1910 275,974 16,553 6.0
Male 137,545 6,836 50
Female 138,429 9,717 7.0
Native-born white with
native-born parents 71,790 220 0.3
Native-born white with
foreign-born parents 89,737 553 0.6
Foreign-born white 106,316 15,131 14.2
Black 7,888 589 7.5

TABLE 23. POPULATION BY ABILITY TO SPEAK ENGLISH, 1890-1910

NON-ENGLISH - SPEAKING PERSONS
ToTtaL
Number l Percentage
1890 142,347 9413 6.61
1900 246,070 9,616 3.91
1910 275,974 25,285 9.16




