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Abstract

Young women go to prosperous areas, leaving economically backward places with
a deficit of fertile women. This phenomenon is common throughout the developed
world. The proposed reason is that women have two sources of income  men and
employment — and both the good men and the good jobs tend to be in cities. Urban
sex-ratios (men to women) may be further depressed if married women drop out of
the labor force and women in good jobs drop out of marriage. The paper presents
Swedish municipality level data supporting the argument.
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1 Introduction

Big cities are not only replete with bright lights; women, especially young women, also
abound. According to one newspaper report, for each single man one counts three single
women in Paris and five single women in Manhattan.! Although more pronounced in big
cities, this is a general phenomenon. Women outnumber men in urban areas in the age
group 25-34 in almost all industrialised countries (Table A.1 in Appendix). These women
come from somewhere: less prosperous regions. The surplus of women begs the question
why women move to cities in greater numbers than men? This paper will argue that this
phenomenon results from a combination of marriage and labor market factors.

The first thing to note is that labor markets in urban or metropolitan areas tend to
offer better opportunities for skilled or professional workers. An immediate implication
is that people working in urban areas tend to have higher earnings than people working
elsewhere.

Fertile women are scarce (e.g. Trivers [7]; Siow [6]). It is well established that men
value both the possibility to reproduce and traits that are associated with female fecundity,
such as youthful and healthy looks. Hence, fertile women have a choice of partners. There
is substantial evidence that women value financial security when evaluating a partner (e.g.
Wiederman and Allgeier [8]). Consequently, richer or more successful men face not only
better but also greater partner availability. Combined, these observations imply that
where the men with the money are, the fertile women also tend to be. If fertile women
congregate on successful men, and these men are not randomly located, then we would
expect sex-ratios across locations to vary with the economic status of men, with more
women per man where men have high earnings.

This paper argues that urban areas hold two attractions to women, better jobs and
better marriages (husbands with higher wages). As an immediate implication, urban areas
can attract more women than men. It might be argued that since women congregate on
urban areas, urban areas also hold similar advantages to men. The difference is that
for men, marriage enters the expense account and hence follows from good job market

opportunities, while for women marriage and wage work are two are alternative sources

ITe Nouvel Observateur, no. 1789, February 1999.



of income.

The assumption that men pay to marry follows from biological differences between
men and women. Women are bottlenecks in reproduction. Intra male competition for
mating opportunities result in a net transfer of material resources from men to women
(e.g. Trivers [7]; Wright [9]). In addition, a child has by default only one known parent, the
mother. Consequently, most societies also vest her with default parental rights. Marriage
transfer some of these rights from the mother to the father, e.g. custodial rights are solely
with the mother if she is unmarried, but shared or father only if the mother is married
(Edlund [2]).

The remainder of the paper is organised as follows. Section 2 spells out the formal
argument, section 3 presents an empirical illustration using Swedish municipality data,

and section 4 concludes the paper.

2 Model

Consider a population with M men and F° women, where for simplicity M = F. The
sex-ratio is defined as men over women. Men and women come in two skill types, unskilled
and skilled, respectively. There are M, (F}) unskilled men (women), and My (Fy) skilled
men (women). Counsistent with the current empirical situation, and without much loss of
generality, [ assume that there are at least as many skilled men as women, i.e. My > Fy.
Skilled workers have higher potential labor market productivity than unskilled. Jobs also
come in two types, skilled and unskilled. Skilled jobs pay wy, and unskilled jobs wyp,,
where wy > w2

There are two locations, an urban and a rural area, henceforth Urban and Rural.
Labor demand is perfectly clastic. Skilled jobs are only available in Urban. Unskilled
jobs, however, can be had in both locations. Either type of worker can hold an unskilled
job, while only skilled workers hold skilled job.

Urban (Rural) has an initial population of mY (m”) men and fY (f™) women. For

simplicity, let initial sex-ratios balance in Urban and Rural, and let there be no difference

ZNotce that we do not need to assume men to be inherently more skilled than women. As long as men
arc more or as likely as wommen to be given high paying jobs, the model would be valid.



in the proportion of skilled workers by gender between locations.

The decision problem facing men and women is whether to migrate. People migrate
if they achieve strictly higher expected payoff from so doing.? Location matters because
both the labor and the marriage markets are local, i.e. one can neither marry someone
who is not in the same location, nor can one hold a job outside the location. MY and
M"™ (FY and F?) are the number of men (women) in Urban and Rural, after possible
migratiorn.

In the marriage market, women are assumed identical, and men pay for marriage.
Male valuation of marriage, z, is a function of his income, where z(wy) > z(wy) > 0. To
further simplify the discussion I assume: i) monogamy; ii) men in unskilled jobs pay their
valuation of marriage, i.e. z;, = z(y,); and iii) men in skilled jobs may pay less than their
full valuation, but more than men in unskilled jobs, i.e. zy € (z(wy), 2(wy)].*

I assume random quantity rationing on the Urban and Rural marriage markets as
follows. The short side of the market always marry. If men are on the long side of the
market, and there are high and low wage men, then the high wage men have priority over
low wage men, who face the residual female population. Otherwise, all mating is random.

In a Nash equilibrium, no one can achieve higher expected payoff from a different

location decision, given the others’ location decision.

Let p“7 denote probability that man in location « = R, U with wage j = L, H marries.

Furthermore, let p denote the female probability of marriage in location i = R, U, and

pj-, the probability of marrying a man with wage j = L, H if in location + = R, U.
The payoffs to different location decisions are the following.

If a skilled man locates in Urban, his payoff is

78 = pb - (2(wy) — zy) + wy. (1)

3Risk neutrality and an epsilon relocation cost could justify this.

1One way of justifying zm > z; withing the framework of the model is that if 2z < zp then there
would be no reason for a surplus of women in Urban and in fact there would be a deficit of women.
But since high wage men value marriage at more than zy they would be willing to pay to increase their
probability of marriage. If z;; = z,, then high wage men would not marry with some probability less
than one, since they pay the same price as low wage men, and there would be a surplus of men. Only a
price zg > zp would ensurc marriage with certainty.



If he locates in Rural, his payoff is

7‘—115 = Wi, (2)

since there are no skilled jobs in Rural. Clearly, even if he would not marry, he would like
to locate in Urban.
The unskilled men’s payoff is independent of location choice, since he would hold an

unskilled job in either location and he is indifferent between marriage and bachelorhood.

Hence, 77 = 7} = wy,.

The skilled woman’s payoff from locating in Urban is
My = p" -z + ply (21 — 21) + wn. (3)
Her payoff from locating in Rural is
I} =p" 2, +wy, (4)

since there are neither high wage men nor high wage jobs there.

The unskilled woman’s payoff from locating in Urban is
IV = p% -2 4+ 0% - (2 — 21) + wy. (5)

Her payoff if in Rural, [1¥, is the same as the skilled woman’s, given by eq. (4).

We are interested in the post-migration sex-ratio, MY /FY. To start with Urban men,
MY = m¥ +mb + mk, since no Urban born men, or Rural unskilled men, can gain by
migrating and hence remain put, while rural skilled men gain by moving to Urban. Now
turn to the women. Rural skilled woman will, like her male counterpart, also migrate to
Urban. However, this does not suffice to establish a surplus of women in Urban, since
there are at least as many skilled men as skilled women. The interesting group for our
purposes is the unskilled women. Note that they face the same labor market in either
location, hence it must be the marriage that determines their choice. From egs. (4) and

(5), we know that Urban is more attractive than Rural, as long as

R_ U _
P “P < ZH ZL. (6)
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The right-hand side of condition (6) is clearly positive. The left-hand side can be

rewritten as

|A 1] — | B, 1]
AT (7)
where |z, y] = min{z, y},
A= mf’ B mﬁ + mz + mg B mZ’ + mg
N R R S R VR

and A € [0, /] is the number of rural unskilled women who migrate to Urban. Let A*
denote the equilibrium A, and A the number of unskilled women who need to migrate to
Urban for sex ratios to balance. Migration to Urban is attractive until condition (6) no
longer holds, hence

AF — {A : /)R _U/)U _ I ZI,}.
H ZL

Note that ¢'(A) > 0 and that ¢(A) = 0. Hence, A* > A (Figure 1). This establishes

the main results.

ZH —Z]
2L

0 A A* Ir A
Figure 1: Rural to Urban migration of unskilled women

Proposition 1 There is a unique Nash equilibrium for which Urban: i) employs all skilled
workers; i) has a surplus of women.



Corollary 1 In the Nash equilibrium, Rural: i) has no skilled workers; ii) has a surplus
of men.

Corollary 2 Employment in Urban is both skilled and unskilled.

Corollary 3 Unskilled employment in Urban (Rural) is ‘fermale’ (‘male’).

Corollary 4 Female (male) singles are in Urban (Rural).

Corollary 5 Female singles have higher earnings than male singles.

The intuition for Corollary 2 is that the mere fact that skilled men locate in Urban,
and the surplus of skilled men over skilled women, gives an incentive for unskilled Rural
wormen to move there.

The relevance of Corollary 3 is that although female employment in cities could be
purely demand driven there may also be a supply explanation. It can be argued that
the bulk of employment today are neither intrinsically female nor male.® Clerical work
may provide a case in point. It started as a male occupation. Arguably, its subsequent
feminization was due to other factors than a mutation of tasks. Hence, the prevalence of
clerical work in cities, and these jobs being taken mostly be females, may be a result of,
not an explanation to, a surplus of females in cities.

Corollary 4 follows trivially from monogamy and arithmetics. It also squares with
casual observation. Corollary 5 is true because some of the female singles are skilled,

while the male singles are invariably unskilled.

2.1 Discussion

The above section assumed that women were identical as partners, and that all women
want to marry. These assumptions were made for convenience rather than realism. This

section discusses some modifications.

PSee e.g. Goldin [3].



Positive sorting If skilled men had a preference for skilled women as partners, then

the expected payoft to unskilled women locating in Urban would be reduced. Still,
as long as there are more skilled men than women, unskilled women would face a
better marriage market in Urban than Rural. Consequently, more women than men

would find Urban advantageous.

Negative sorting Under this type of sorting, skilled men seek out unskilled women, and,

Non

presumably, skilled women seek out unskilled men. While more unskilled women
will clearly flock to Urban under this regime, it is less clear what happens to the
Urban sex-ratio. The consequences of skilled women preferring unskilled men are a
priori not clear cut. Skilled women could respond by: i) moving to Rural; ii) having
unskilled men come to Urban; or iii) remaining unmarried in Urban. In the first
case the sex-ratio may go either way. In the second case everybody is in Urban and
the sex-ratios balance. In the third case, the sex-ratio in Urban must fall. Since the
last case is the empirically most relevant, see e.g. Edlund [2], T will elaborate on

that below.

marriage of skilled women This could be one of the reasons for the low sex-
ratios in the cities referred to in the introduction. Empirically, negative sorting
has been one sided, that is men married down, but not women. This could be
another facet of the fact that men, not women, support their partners. When men
hold well paid jobs, they support (at least) one woman, and this tends to lower the
sex-ratio. When women hold well paid jobs, they do not support men (which in
practice typically means that they marry up or not at all). Hence, if women in high
paying jobs renounce marriage, then this will tend to depress the sex-ratio further

(i.e. raise the number of women per men).

Labor supply and demand So far I have assumed both that all women work and that

employment is not an issue. Two possible objections are that i) married women
drop out of the labor force; and ii) inflow of workers would depress wages in Urban.
Neither observations would, however, change the qualitative results of the model.

If women reduce their labor supply when married, and labor demand is inclastic,



this would leave room for more women to move to Urban and live off their wage
earnings. Hence, the sex-ratio could fall even further if the model accounted for this
explicitly. The effect of inelastic labor demand would tend to raise the sex-ratio,
since the out-migration of rural unskilled women would depress wages in Urban and
raise them in Rural (maintaining the assumption that wy > w, skilled workers’
decision is not affected). However, as long as labor demand is not perfectly inelastic,
there would be room for migration of the type discussed, and the qualitative flavor

of the model would remain intact.

2.2 Alternative explanations

The surplus of females in cities has received relatively little attention by the social sciences.
Still, its mere existance has merited speculations about its possible causes. The two
leading hypotheses can be labled as the ‘occupational structure” and a ‘taste’ hypotheses.
It may be instructive to look at their merits and weaknesses before continuing to the

empirical investigation.

Occupational structure This cxplanation says that sex-ratios arise from the industry
or occupational structure of the locality. The argument is that some jobs are more
female, such as clerical work, and these jobs are located in big cities, hence the
surplus of females. Conversely, voung men, stay in the rural area to a greater extent
than young women because they fish, hunt, or log timber, for a living. Possible
criticism includes: 1) women are less skilled than men and from that alone one
would not expect women to be in cities; and ii) it is typically thought to be men,
not women, who move for professional reasons (e.g. Mincer [5]; Bowlus [1]); and iii)

gender identity of jobs possibly endogeneous, cf. Corollary 3.°

Taste This explanation simply says that women may want to move to cities because they
cities are more geared to females’ interests (other than marriage). Women may have

greater interest in culture and the arts, may have more heterogeneous tastes or enjoy

$Exceptions might include c.g. military installations.



leisure activities with scale economies, e.g. the movies, and are thus better served

in a large community.

3 Empirical Illustration

This section investigates the empirical relationship between incomes and sex-ratios using
Swedish municipality level data for the 25-44 year age group in 1996. The data is from the
Statistical data bases provided by Statistics Sweden. The ages 25-44 were chosen because
they cover the prime family formation ycars for both men and women, but perhaps more

importantly, female fecundity drops off sharply around age 40.7

3.1 Variables

The unit of observation is the municipality. In 1996 there were 288 municipalitics. The
dependent variable, SEXRATIQO, is the ratio of men to women aged 25-44 in the mu-
nicipality.

MINC (FINC) is average annual earnings in the municipality for men (women) aged
25-44, and MAOFE = MINC/FINC. Ideally, one would like to have measures of male
and female wages in the municipalities instead of average earnings. For men this is less
of a problem, since men typically work close to full time. Inclusion of female income
FINC as an explanatory variable is problematic for a variety of recasons. First, the cross
wage effect on women’s labor supply may be fairly high, so that women married to high
wage men work less than women married to low wage men. If there is positive sorting on
wages, this has a levelling effect on women’s earnings. Second, the marriage rate might be
endogenous to the sex ratio, so that in places with more men, women are more likely to
marry, and hence work less (although date suggest that the cross wage effect dominates).
Third, on a technical note, FINC'is highly correlated with male income MINC.

Even if we had more direct measures of wages, a possible objection is that male and
female wages could be endogeneous to the sex ratio. For instance, high male wages could

be driven by a shortage of men. This logic presumes that occupations for some reason are

"The age group 25-34 was used in an carlier version, and the results were similar.
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inherently male or female. We know that there is a fair degree of occupational segregation
between men and women, but it is less clear that this stems from imutable requirements
of the trade.® However, the fact that municipalities in Stockholm county exhibit the same
pattern as municipalities in the whole country (Appendix) suggests that this effect is not
quantitatively important, since Stockholm county is geographically compressed and share
a de facto common labor market.

POP is the number of men and women aged 25-44 in the muncipality. This variable
is a measure of the size of the municipality, and may capture the taste cffect discussed
above. MIL is a dummy variable indicating a military base. The reasons for including
this variable is that the military employs mainly males, and thereby biases the labor
market towards male employment.” LARGE is a dummy variable indicating that the
municipality is large (‘storre stider’), e.g. the seat of the county administration. SUDB is
a dummy variable indicating that the municipality is a suburb. The reason for including
this dummy is that labor and marriage markets for suburbs almost by definition extend
bevond the municipality. UNTV is a dummy variable indicating that the municipality is
one of the Sweden’s five major university towns.'® The reason for including this variable
is that the student body is female and this could result in a female population. On
the otherhand, higher education employs mainly males, and we are looking at an age
group that by and large has completed their eduction, so it is a prior: not clear which
way the sex-ratio is affected. It can be noted that these municipalities double as central
towns in the major con-urbations, and hence UNIV also proxies for that. The coding
of LARGE and SUD follows the classification suggested by the Swedish Association of
Local Authorities (‘Svenska Kommunférbundet’). The note to Table 1 lists municipalities

coded MIL, LARGE, SUB, and UNIV .

8 Exceptions might include modelling and prostitution.

9The reason for including military installations, but not hospitals (which cmploy morc women than
men) is that wmilitary installations are typically in small municipalitics where their presence could have a
significant impact on the sex-ratio, while this is typically not the case for hospitals. Moreover, location
of major hospitals and major universities tend to coincide.

10That is: Stockholm, Uppsala, Gothenburg, Lund and Umeca. Inclusion of Linkdping did not change
the results.
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3.2 Results

The hypothesis that low sex-ratios (surplus of females) are associated with high male
earnings is borne out by the data. This effect remains when controlling for female earnings,
FINC (regressions (2),(3),(6), and (7), Table 2). The attentive reader sees that FINC
comes in with the wrong sign, but as argued above, its inclusion in the regression is
questionable. Hence, the preferred regression is (5).

The population size, POP, was significant and associated with low sex ratios, con-
sistent with the taste hypothesis. The same interpretation may be given the negative
cocfficient on the dummy for suburb, SUB. The dummics LARGE, MIL, and UNIV,
failed to be significant.

Figures in the Appendix, shows plots of SEX RATIO, MINC, FINC, and MAOFE,
for Sweden and for Stockholm county.

Table 1 below presents descriptive statistics for the variables, Table 2 regression results

and Table 3 the covariance matrix.
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics
Variable Mean St. D.  Min Max
MEN/WOMEN 1.06 0.05 0.93 1.27
MINC (1000 Skr)  189.3 21.1 145.8  361.8
FINC (1000 Skr) 134.1 8.9 116.2 177.6

MAOFFE 1.4 0.1 1.2 2.0
ror 8430.4 18051 ab3 242417
MIL .03 2 0 1
LARGE 08 3 0 1
SUB .09 3 0 1
UNIV 02 1 0 1

Notes: MIL: Boden, Eksjé, Halmstad, Karlskrona, Strangnis, Gotland, Solleftea,
Kiruna, Héssleholm, and Arvidsjaur.

LARGUE: Boras, Eskilstuna, Falun, Givle, Halmstad, Helsingborg, Jonképing, Kalmar,
Karlskrona, Karlstad, Kristianstad, Linkoping, Lulea, Lund, Norrkoping, (")rebro, (“)rnské')lds\»'ik./
Ostersund, Skelleftea, Sodertiilje, Sundsvall, Umed, Uppsala, Visteras, and Vixsjo.

SU B: all municipalities in Stockholm county, but Stockholm, and Ale, Habo, Hirryda,
Kavlinge, Kungalv, Kungsbacka, Lerum, Lomma, Mdlndal, (")(;kerij, Partille, Staffanstorp,
Svedala, and Vellinge.

UNIV: Uppsala, Stockholm, Lund, Gothenburg, and Umea.
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Table 2. Dependent variable: municipality sex-ratio, men to women aged 25-44. OLS

Variable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
log(MINC) -0.21  -0.27 -0.12 -0.13 -0.21
(8.34) (7.14) (4.14)  (4.30)  (5.93)
log(FINC) - 0.12 - - - 0.23 -
(2.15) (4.24)
log(MAOFE) 0.28 0.21
(7.2) (6.01)
log(POP) - - ~ 2001 -0.01  -0.01  -0.01
(3.99)  (3.93) (4.68) (4.66)
SUDB -0.04  -0.06  -0.06  -0.05
(4.54)  (5.11) (5.86) (4.66)
LARGE 0.02
(1.79)
MIL 0.02
(1.35)
UNIV - - - 0.0004 - - -
(0.022)
Constant 1.18 0.86 0.15 0.80 0.80 0.14 0.23
(8.76) (4.36) (11.47) (5.33) (5.27) (0.618) (9.21)
R? 0.188 0.199  0.164 0.290 0.286  0.329 0.331
N 288 288 288 288 288 288 288

Note: t-ratios in parentheses, based on heteroscedasticity corrected standard errors.
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Table 3. Co-variance matrix

MINC FINC MAOFFE ror MIL LARGE SUDB
FINK | 72185 1.00000
MAOFE | 77119 12217 1.00000
POP | .05837  .17866 -.07306  1.00000 - - -
MIL | -.02364  .03853 -.06684  .01565 1.00000
STOR | -.03049  .03809 -.07808  .28901  .08406  1.00000 -
SUB | .46814  .47968 23420 .03446  -.05847  -.09083 1.00000
UNIV | -.04200  .05750 -.11213 67841 -.02521 25004 -.04098




4 Discussion

Fertile women disproportionally locate in cities throughout the developed world. This
paper has presented evidence of this phenomenon and proposed a marriage cum labor
market explanation. The proposed reason is that women have two independent income
sources men and wage work and both the good men and the good jobs tend to be
in cities. Sex-ratios (men to women) may be further depressed if for some reason these
income sources are substitutes, so that each wife who withdraws from the labor force
allows for another women to earn her living as a wage worker. The formal model bears
resemblance to Mincer [4].

The stylized fact that women arc in surplus in cities is limited to developed countries.
The relevance of the proposed model is also limited to that context for a variety of reasons.
First, I assumed that jobs were given away on location. This is a stark simplification that
may seem even more strained in undeveloped countries with high urban unemployment
and little in terms of publicly provided social sccurity. Second, there were no administra-
tive restrictions on migration. Many countries have had fairly strict curbs on domestic
migration, in particular rural to urban such. For instance, China has had a household
registration system in place that effectively barred internal migration. Third, I implicitly
assumed that partners co-reside. In many poor countries, they do not. Individual family
members migrate to were there is employment and remit income. For instance, men work-
ing in cities may find it advantageous to remit money to their families in the home village
instead of settle the whole family in the city. Fourth, I assumed local random matching.
In many developed countries, marriage matches are not the result of individual search,
but arranged by matchmakers, hence it is not conditioned on being in a particular place

at a particular time.
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5 Appendix

Table A.1

Urban and rural sex-ratios for the age group 25-34, 1985-1994, latest available year.

North America | Urban  Rural — Diff
Belize 0.97 1.18 0.20
Canada 0.99  1.00 0.01
CostaRica* 0.92  0.97 0.05
Cuba 099 1.12 0.13
Greenland 1.11 1.35 0.24
Guatemala 0.92 1.08 0.15
Haiti 0.80  1.01 0.21
Honduras 0.83 1.00 0.18
Nicaragua 0.91 .11 0.20
Panama 0.89 1.24 0.3
US 1.00  1.01 0.01
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South Amecrica | Urban Rural Diff
Argentina 095 1.18 0.23
Bolivia 0.90  1.02 0.12
Brazil 0.92 1.10 0.18
Chili 096 1.33 0.37
Colombia 0.87 1.14 0.28
Equador 0.97 1.11 0.14
Falkland 0.96 1.05 0.09
Paraguay 0.91 1.13  0.22
Peru 0.99 111 0.12
Uruguay 0.91 1.48 0.57
Venezuela™ 1.00 1.21 0.21
Occania Urban Rural  Diff
Australia 0.99 1.05 0.06
Fidji 095 1.05 0.10
New Caledonia 0.95  1.09 0.15
New Zealand 0.95 1.03  0.08
Tonga 0.95  0.90 -0.06
Vanuatu 1.06 0.88 -0.17
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Europe Urban Rural Diff
Andorra 1.21 1.38 0.17
Armenia 0.84 1.10  0.26
Austria 1.03  1.10 0.07
Belarus 0.94 1.20 0.26
Bulgaria 0.97 1.16  0.19
Croatia 092  1.17 0.25
Estonia 0.97 1.11 0.14
Finland 1.02 1.10  0.08
France 0.98 1.02 0.04
Georgia 0.86 1.056 0.19
Hungary 0.99 1.09 0.10
[reland 0.95 1.09 0.14
Latvia 097 1.11 0.14
Lithuania 097  1.17 0.19
Moldova 091 096 0.05
Netherlands 1.05 1.05 0.00
Norway 1.03 1.14 0.11
Poland 096 1.15 0.18
Portugal 0.94 1.01 0.07
Romania 0.90 1.30 0.40
Russia 0.99 1.10  0.11
Slovenia 0.79  1.09 0.30
Sweden 1.06  1.06 0.01
Switzerland 1.08  1.08 0.00
Ukraine 0.95 1.08 0.13
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Asia Urban Rural  Diff
Afganistan 1.00  0.94 -0.06
Azerbaijan 0.93  0.90 -0.03
Bangladesh 1.24 097 -0.27
Brunci 1.08 .35 0.27
China 1.10  0.89 -0.21
HongKong 1.06  1.22 0.16
India™* 0.92 097 0.05
Indonesia 1.15 1.08 -0.06
[ran 1.03  0.99 -0.04
Iraq 1.09  1.02 -0.07
[sracl 1.01 1.07  0.06
Japan 1.03 0.99 -0.03
Jordan 1.09  1.02 -0.07
Kazakstan 0.97  1.05 0.09
Kyrgyzstan 0.94 1.01 0.07
Maldives 1.25 0.90 -0.35
Philippines 0.96 1.05  0.09
S Korea 1.00  1.11 0.11
Syria 1.07  0.76 -0.31
Tajikistan 0.96 1.01  0.05
Thailand 0.92 096 0.04
Turkey 1.07  0.99 -0.08
Turkmenistan 0.97 0.96 -0.01
Uzbckistan 0.99 1.01  0.02
Vietnam 0.91 0.79 -0.12
Yemen 1.27  0.67 -0.59
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Africa Urban Rural  Diff
Benin 0.88  0.69 -0.18
Burkina Faso 092  0.65 -0.27
Central African Republic 0.94 092 -0.01
Camecroon 1.09 098 -0.11
Cape Verde 094 075 -0.19
Chad .10 0.82 -0.28
Cote d’Ivoire 1.15 099 -0.16
Egypt 1.06  1.07 0.00
Ethiopia 0.79 099 0.20
Malawi 1.33  0.85 -0.48
Mali 091 0.74 -0.16
Mauritius 1.04 1.03 -0.01
Morocco 097  0.78 -0.18
Namibia 1.07  0.77 -0.29
Niger 0.89  0.82 -0.07
Senegal 0.95 0.79 -0.16
South Africa 1.08 098 -0.10
Swaziland 1.13 0.9 -0.54
Uganda 1.10 091 -0.19
Zaire 0.97 097 0.00
Zimbabwe 1.11 0.72 -0.39

Source: United Nations, Demographic Yearbook. Table 7. 1994.
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