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Introduction

The general distinction between urban and
rural, as opposing concepts, runs far back into
tze pistory of civilization. Long before the
srpearance of any of our modern languages, that
#2ich pertained to the city (or town) was termed
urcen; and that was termed rural which pertained
o the country, or perchance to agricultural
iite and activities, gince agriculture was the

is1inaat activity of those who 1lived in the
country. The rural concept sometimes specifi-
t2lly included the smaller villages, especially

o those countries where most of the agricultural
sorgsers lived in villages.

hgainst this common background, different
ccuntries have followed different procedures in
seviing up census classifications under which
izeir population could be classified in statis-
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tical terms as urban and rural,
emphasis on size of place, density of settle=-
ment, type of political organization, or preva-
lence of agricultural occupations, and sometimes
making provision for an intermediate semi-urban
or semi-rural classification.

For the major part of the population of any
country the problem is simple. The 1larger
cities, even those with no more than 10,000 in-
habitants, are definitely and without much ques-
tion to be counted as urban; and the population
living on farms or scattered over the country-
side is Jjust as definitely to be counted as
rural. The difficulty arises with respect to
the rather numerous areas which 1lie between
these extremes,

Further, the application of any scheme for
setting up a complete dichotomy and assigning
all of the population or all of the area to

putting varying
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either the urban or the rural classification has
been made more difficult by the fact that the
smallest areas for which population counts were
available were usually the minor political sub-

divisions. Thus, even though a township or
comnaune or other minor political area was in
part thickly settled, with urban characteris-

tics, and in part thinly settled, with farms and
isolated dwellings, some device had to be found
under which the entire area could be counted as
either urban or rural. In other words, it has
not seemed <feasible, until very recently, to
set up artificial nonpolitical subdivisions of
territory solely for the sake of making more
homogeneous the urban and rural aggregates.

The classification is fundamentally a clas-
sification of areas, producing urban areas and
areas, from which come, as secondary
items, the urban populetion and the rural popu-
lation. Its problems are therefore closely
related to the political geography of the country
concerned, being simpler where most of the
thickly settled areas have a political status
of their own, with definite boundaries to which
the status applies, and more difficult where
many of the smallest politicelly distinct units
contain both thickly settled areas and much
open country.

In the development of the concepts of urban
and rural population which have been used in
the censuses of the United States, the classifi-
cation has been based mainly on size of place,
as measured by population. Places with more
than a specified number of inhabitants have been
classified as urban and all the rest of the
population has usually been designated rural.
Account has also been taken of the political
organization of the places in question end urban
classification has been given for the most part
only to those places which were incorporated as
cities, towns, boroughs, or villages, and which
in addition had the required number of inhab-
itants. This requirement of the status of munic-
ipal incorporation was perhaps not really an
additional factor, though, but ratgpr a recogni-
tion of the fact that separate counts of the com-
pact population were made only for areas which
were separate political entities and therefore
had definite boundaries which could be followed
by the enumerator.

Since the habit of setting up municipal
governments for the larger places was fairly
uniform among most of the States, the limita-
tion of the classification to incorporated places
seemed for the most part quite appropriate; nor
did it result 1in very extensive omissions of
existing compact areas having a population above
the established minimum. Even the fact that in
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some States the municipalities remained a part
of the townships or civil districts in which
they were located and in others formed independ-
ent parts of the county did not materially com-.
plicate the matter of urban-rural classification.
In a few States, however, especially in New
England, where the town system of local govern-
ment prevailed, serious.problems did arise be-
cause important thickly settled areas were not
set off from the rest of the town (township)
under municipal incorporation and were thus not
provided with the official boundaries needed to
facilitate their separate enumeration. Special
provision had therefore to be made for the urban
classification in some of these States, as will
appear later. |

Statistical Atlas, 1874

The first official publication of figures
formally presenting the urban population of the
United States® was made in a "Statistical Atlas
of the United States," prepared under the direc-
tion of Dr. Francis A. Welker and published in
1874, where it appeared, not as a classification
set up to meet specific needs, but as a by-
product of the computations required for an
elaborate series of maps showing the density of
population, county by county, in the different
parts of the United States. It was considered,
logically enough, thet the 1inclusion of large
city populations in computing the population
density of a county produced results somewhat
unsatisfactory, in that if such data were plotted
on a map the whole county would appear to be
densely settled, whereas the city might occupy
only a small fraction of the county's area. The
densities were therefore conmputed for what was
then and (solely) for that purpose termed the
rural population, namely, the population of the
county exclusive of any cities or towns having
8,000 inhabitants or more which might be within
its boundaries; and the location of the cities
was 1indicated on the maps by dots of varying
size. Then by way of summary, as an interesting
supplementary item, the population figures for
these excluded places were assembled and pre-
sented under the title of "Urban population.™

1 In the Compendium of the Seventh Census, 1850, page
192, there is an expression of regret that "The census
does not furnish material for separating the urbem angd
rural populetion.” This statement is followed by tables
giving the population of individual cities of 4,000 or
more, with rounded totals of the population 1living in
these cities and in cities of 20,000 or more, but there
is no suggestion that either of these figures might be
assumed to represent the urban population of the country,
No reference to the possibility of an urban-rurael clas-
sification is made in the reports of the censuses of 18¢0
and 1870, )
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sizce there was a map for each census, beginning
vith 1790, these urban population <figures were
s.so presented for all the decennial censuses
zack to 1790.%

There was no summary, however, of the rural
;opulation existing on the respective census
lates. In fact, the word "rural®
‘n the text explaining the method of computing
tie density of population for the maps.

The Census of 1880

In the reports of the census for 1880 the
eatire series of density maps was reproduced
ron the Atlas, together with the major part of
the text explaining the basis of the maps and a
suamary table giving the urban population of the
United States from 1790 to 1880 on the 8,000
basis.

In this text there was comment on the dif-
ficulties encountered in making up the list of
;.aces of 8,000 inhabitants or more, usually re-
ferred to as "cities," especially in New England,
weere there were even then rather large popula-
tion aggregates occupying only a part of the
political subdivisions (towns) 4in which they
wvere located and without separate population
counts, since these thickly settled areas, not
teing separately incorporated 1ike the thickly
settled areas in most other States, had no
established boundaries, One sentence in the text
seeas to indicate that some ad justment had been
zzde for this situation, thus: "In cases of
i2is kind discretion has been exercised, and
a’ter what seemed a reasonable deduction for the
Tiral parts of a town or township, the remainder
tes been treated as city population.”® A care-
2.l examination of the figures presented in the
280 report for 4individual places, however,
iodicates that all New England towns of 8,000 or
aore were included on the basis of their entire
population.

The number of places with a population of
2,000 or more had increased from 6 in 1790, to
235 in 1880, and their population had increased
froa 131,472 4im 1790, to 11,318,547 1in 1880.
iicewise, the percentage of the total population
.iving in cities of 8,000 or more had increased
fre@ 3.3 in 1790 to 22.5 in 1880.* Conversely,
ile percentage of the total population which
2.ght have been oonsidered rural wunder this

2 Stetistical Atlas of the United States, 1874, chap-
wr entitled "Progress of the Nation," page 5.

3 Tenth Census of the United States, 1880, Population,
#Z2 XXiX,

¢ The figures quoted are those published in the 1880
rsport.  S3lightly revised figures are presented in Appen-
i.x Table 1.

appears only -

classification had declined from 96.7 in 1790 to
77.5 in 1880, though no specific mention of these
figures appears in the report.

It seemed to be the opinion of the offi-
cials in charge of the census in 1880 that the
8,000 1imit was too high to include all of the
population that was really urban 1in character.
Thus while the population density maps for the
earlier censuses were reproduced as they had
been previously compiled and supplemented by a
similar map for 1880, additional maps, on a
larger scale, for sections of the country, were
made up on a new basis which excluded from the
rural population wused in computing the density
all places of 4,000 or more. The reduction of
the 1limit from 8,000 to 4,000 added to the urban
area 294 places having a population of between
4,000 and 8,000, making a total of 580 urban
places, and increased the urban population in
1880 from 11,318,547, as it stood wunder the
8,000 limit, to 12,936,110, with a corresponding
increase in the percentage urban from 22.5 to
25.8. The total urban population on this new
basis was presented by States in a detailed
table which gave the number and population of the
urban places 1in each of ten size groups, 4,000
to 8,000, 8,000 to 12,000, etc.® From this table
the State figures for urban population on the
8,000 basis can readily be derived.

In the 1880 report, as in the Atlas,. there
was no specific presentation of figures for the
rural population on either basis nor any dis-
cussion of the rural population as such or of
the changes in it which might have been derived
from the published data on the urban population,
since the rural population was, by implication,
that population remaining after the urban popu-
lation had been taken out.

The Census of 1890

In the reports of the census of 1890 the
density maps of the Statistical Atlas were again
reproduced, with the addition of similar maps
for 1880 and 1890. The historical table showing
the urban population of the United States, de-
fined as 1living in cities having 8,000 inhabite
ants or more, was also repeated, with a figure
for 1890 which indicated that the urban popula=-
tion, as thus defined, represented 29.2 percent
of the total population, as compared with 22.6
percent in 1880. There was no comment whatever
on the assumption made in 1880 that the popula-
tion living wunder urban conditions would be

5 Tenth Census of the United States, 1880, Population,
page xxx. The population of individual places of 4,000
or more is given in Table IX, peges 447-456.
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better represented if all places
inhabitants or more were included.

A table was presented showing, by States,
the urban populetion (that is, the population in
cities of 8,000 or more) in 1890, with compara-
tive figures for 1880 and columns giving the
number of places at each census and the percent-
age urban in the total population. The total
number of places of 8,000 or more had increased
from 286 in 1880 to 448 in 1890, the 1increase
being rather generally distributed over the
country.

A new and independent definition of rural
population was presented in this report, though
the term "rural" was also used, in the introduc-
tion to the series of maps, 1in referring to the
population outside places of 8,000 or more, as
in the 1880 report and the Atlas. The new defi-
nition was much narrower even than the defini-
tion embracing only persons who lived outside
places of 4,000 or more which had been suggested
in the reports of the 1880 census. Figures rep-
resenting the rural population wunder this new
concept were obtained by subtracting from the
total population, county by county, the popula-
tion of "all cities or other compact bodies of
population which number 1,000 or more."® Pre-
sumably by some accident, however, the rural
figures thus compiled were not included in the
report, neither by States nor even the total for
the United States, though a table was presented
showing State by State the increase or decrease
between 1880 and 1890 4in this newly defined
rural population; nor was there any discussion
of the rural figures except in terms of gain or
loss, especially loss, in rural population be-
tween 1880 and 1890. From these fragmentary
figures may be gleaned two or three significant
facts. Even at this early date, a considerable
part of the northeastern section of the United
States showed a decline in rural population as
thus narrowly defined, more than one-half the
area comprised in the States from Maine to Penn-
sylvania reporting a smaller rural population in
1890 than in 1880. The net loss of rural popu-
lation in New England and New York taken to-
gether was more than 230,000; nor can this loss
be explained by the growth in size of cities and
consequent change of classification, since the
comparisons were made between the population as
classified in 1890 and the population of the
same areas in 1880.

In the discussion of the problems involved
in this new rural classification there is an
incidental reference ¢to the 2,500 limit which

having 4,000

6 Kleventh Census of the United States, Part 1, Popu-
lation, page lxix.

- the total population of all places

was later (1910) adopted as the dividing line
between urban and rural population; and there
are presented in the 1890 report a number of
tables giving population characteristics for all
individual places of 2,500 or more.

One of the tables in the 1890 report gives
of 1,000 or
more including New England towns of this size,
about 3,200 places in all, arranged 1in one
alphabetical series.”’ It appears certain that
the places 1listed in this table are the places
which were subtracted from the total population,
county by county, to obtain data for a rather
elaborate map indicating increase or decrease in
rural population, as well as the unpublished
rural population data by States, commented on
above. The issing table has been reconstructed
on the basis of these figures and appears as
Appendix Table 5 at the end of this article. ®

The Census of 1900

The reports of the census of 1900, like the
1880 reports, presented the urban population
both on the 8,000 basis (for the sake of com-
parison with all nsarlier censuses) and on the
4,000 basis, Comparative figures for 1890 and
1880 were given, by States, both on the older
8,000 basis and on the 4,000 basis, which seens
to have gained favor as affording a more ade-
quate urban classification.

Urban population, defined in the older
fashion as comprising the population of places
of 8,000 or more, formed 33.1 percent of the
total population, as compared with 29.2 percent
in 1890. Urban population on the new basis,
defined as comprising the population 1living ir
places of 4,000 inhabitants or more, formed 37.:
percent of the total population in 1900, as com-
pared with 33.0 percent in 1890 and 25.8 percent
in 1880.

Rural populetion was again given a specific
definition covering only a part of the area out-
side the wurban classification. The remainde:
left after subtracting the population in place:
of 4,000 or more was divided into two parts:
One made up of all incorporated places having
less than 4,000 inhabitants (not including anj
towns in New Hampshire, Massachusetts, or Rhode
Island), which was designated semi-urban; anc¢
the residual, comprising the population outside
all incorporated places, which was designatec

7 Eleventh Census of the United States, Part 1, Popu-
lation, pages 378-39%.

8 Extra copies for insertion in existing copies of the
1890 volume may be had on request from the Bureau of the
Census,
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rurele A table was presented showing both the
seai-urban and the rural population, as thus
cefined, by States, this being the first formal
putlication in any United States census report
of figures representing the rural population,®
Ttis classification was made not only for 1900
‘it also for the preceding ocensus of 1890, so
et figures indicating changes during the in-
tervening decade, by States, are available.

The semi-urban population, that 1is, the
Jopulation of incorporated places of less than
4,000, was 8,208,480 in 1900, or 10.8 percent of
ite total, as compared with 6,172,275, or 9.8
jercent of the total, in 1890. The rural popu-
letion in 1900, as defined above, amounted to
39,413,703, or 51.9 percent of the total, as
cocpared with 36,029,465, or 57.2 percent of the
total, in 1890. The percentage of 1increase
during the decade 1in the semi-urban was 33.0,
e in the rural 9.4, as compared with 36 8 in
tae urban (4,000 or over).

While the 1900 definition of rural popula-
tion, as just outlined (the population outside
2il incorporated places) has not been used at
a1y later census, the oclassification has been
retained in the reports of all subsequent cen-
suses, where it appears as a subdivision of the
current rural populetion under the designa-
tion of population 1living in "unincorporated
tecritory.m2©

The density maps which had been repeated
from the Statistical Atlas in the reports of
1280 and 1890 were not included in the 1900 re-
port, though there was one map constructed on
tie same pattern, showing population density
{caitting places of 8,000 or more) for the
siogle year 1900. The rural population concept
seews thus to have been divorced from the popu=-
ition density program in which it had its
crigin in 1874. .

In the reports of the census of 1900 even
‘ce total population classified as urban and
riral was not given for areas smaller than
States, though in the tables giving the popula-
‘ion of individual places there was the material
frca which could be constructed county data for
iroan population comprising either places of
8,000 or more, or places of 4,000 or more, and
fir semi-urban and rural population as defined.
?.ouner, since population data classified in
accordance with a considerable number of census
caracteristics (sex, color, nativity, school
sie, militia age, voting age and dwellings and
fazilies) were given both for counties and for

? ™welfth Census, 1900, Volume I, Part I, page xc.
10 3Ses, for example, Seventeenth Census, 1940, Popula-
ticm, Volume I, Number of Inhabitants, page 25.

individual places down to 2,500 inhabitants, it
would be possible to make up from this raw
material tables showing a considereble number of
items for the urban and rural parts of counties. *?
Incidentally, the selection of 2,500 inhabitents
as the cutoff point for some of the detailed
tables in the 1900 report (as well as in that of
1890) might be considered a forecast of the
later adoption of this 1limit as the dividing
line between urban and rural aress.

Practically all of the classifications used
in the 1900 census were presented for individual
cities of 25,000 and over; and there were more
tables 1in which the population of counties and
of the smaller individual cities was classified
by various characteristics in the 1900 reports
than in any of the earlier census reports.

Supplementary Analysis, 1906

The first publication in which the popula-
tion of places having 2,500 inhabitants or more
was officially designated as urban was the Sup-
plementary Analysis of the Twelfth Census (1900),
prepared under the supervision of Dr. Walter F.
Willcox and published in 1906. No very specific
reasons are given for the choice of this limit
in place of the 1limit of 4,000 which was pre-
sented in the regular reports of the 1900 census
as forming a more realistic dividing line be-
tween urban and rural population than did the
limit of 8,000 which had been used 1in 1890,
While the population of places (including New
England towns) of 2,500 or more is specifi-
cally referred to in the text of this volume as
"urban,"?® the tables 4in which the figures on
this new basis are presented by regions and
States bear the column headings, respectively,
of "Cities,™ and "Country districts,"” rather
than the briefer "Urban” and "Rural." In addi-
tion to a table presenting the total population
in the newly defined urban and rural areas, with
comparative figures back to 1880, there are
tables showing population by sex and by color,
with nativity and parentage for the white popu-
lation, by States, for both 1900 and 1890, with
a considerable amount of analytical comment; and
a considerable number of additional tables pre-
senting other populetion characteristics for the
aggregate of all cities of 25,000 or more and
the remsinder of the United States, designated
"Smaller cities or country districts." These
figures were made up of course by consolidation

11 This material was actually used in 1910 as a source
for 1900 data for the urban and rural parts of States,
under the new definitions established for that census,

12 Twelfth Census, 1300, Supplementary Anslysis, page 20.
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from various tables of the 19CO report in which

figures were presented for the L4l cities of
25,000 or more. Presumably the task of consoli-
dating the data for the 1,361 places having

between 2,500 and 25,000 inhebitants was too
burdensome to make it feasible to obtain classi-
fied figures for the whole of the newly defined
urban population for all of the classifications
under discussion.

The Census of 1910

For the
urban population presented in the
Analysis was adopted, again without any dis-
cussion of its merits as compared withv those
which had been used earlier; and this definition
has been used, with minor modifications, in later
censuses down to and including 1940. In the
1910 report urban population was formally de-
fined as "That residing in cities and other in=-
corporated places of 2,500 inhabitants or more,
including New England towns of that size.™ There
was some Jjustification of the inclusion of these
New England towns, in the form of a statement
that "In most of the New England towns of 2,500
inhabitants or more, the larger part of the
population is embraced in the densely settled
parts.n 13

All the remainder of the population, com=
prising both incorporated places and New England
towns of less than 2,500 and all unincorporated
territory, was designated rural.

The urban and rural population 1in accord-
ance with this new definition was compiled from
the earlier reports showing the population of

census of 1910 the definition of
Statistical

individual places for 1900, 1890, and 1880
(total population only), so that comparative
figures for three earlier censuses were made
available,

At the same time, slight revisions were
made in the figures for the censuses of 1880,
1890, and 1900 representing the population in

places of 8,000 or more; and these revisions
were presented, together with the figures for
censuses prior to 1880 as previously published,
in a historical table giving data on this basis
back to 1790, .

In the discussion of the changes 1in the
size of the urban population and of the propore
tions urben and rural, a rather careful analysis
of two possible methods of making intercensal
comparisons wus presented. :* The simpler method
was, of course, to compare the urban population

13 Thirteenth Census, 1910, Volume I, Population, Gen-
eral Report and Analysis, Page 53,

14 Thirteenth Census, 1910, Volume I, Population, Gen-
eral Report and Analysis, pages 53 and 60.

or the percentage urban in 1910 with that in
1900 and note the change. In this type of com-
parison, especlially as regards the percentage
urban, the urban population has a certain, one
might say, unfair advantage over the rural in
that the urban population may grow not only by
the excess of births over deaths within thke area
and the in-migration of population from rural
areas, but also by the annexation to existing
cities of territory previously rural and the
passing of specific places from the rural to the
urban classification through increase in popula=-
tion from something less than 2,500 to something
more. For many purposes, of course, this gives
exactly what is wanted, namely, a picture of the
actual change 1in the urban aggregate or the
rural residual between one census and the next.

From the point of view of the rate of
growth, however, comparisons made on this basis
are not strictly accurate. For this special
purpose it was proposed that the comparison be
made between the urban population in 1910, for
example, and the population at the previous cen-
sus of the exact area classified as urban in the
current census (or with the closest possible
approximation to that area). The 1900 figure
that was taken for this comparison was appre-
ciably larger than the urban population of 1900
because it included the population of a consid-
erable number of places still rural in 1900
which had become urban by increase in size in
1910, and the population of areas annexed to
existing cities during the intervening decade
(which latter item was pot always available in
exact terms, since annexations were often not
coterminous with census enumeration areas).

On the first basis the increase of urban
population between 1900 and 1910 was 38.4 per-
cent and the increase in rural population was
9.2 percent,

On the other basis, compering the actual
urban population of 1910 with the 1900 popula=-
tion of the places which were urban in 1910, so
far as it could be ascertained, the urban rate
of growth was 34.8 percent and the rural 11.2
percent.

In the reports of the 1910 census urban and
rural population figures were presented for
counties, with comparative figures for 1900,
The 1900 figures were presented both for the
territory which was urban or rural in 1900 (core
responding to the first of the two methods of
comperison outlined above) and for the popula-
tion in 1900 of the places classified, respec-
tively, as urban and rural in 1910,1%

15 Thirteenth Census, 1910, Volumes II and III, Table I.
for each State. (
!



-7 -

Under almost ail of the classifications of
tne population which were presented in the
reports of the 1910 census (excepting only occu-
;ation and industry, mother tongue, and owner-
saip of homes), data were givem for urban and
rural areas, both for the United States and for
iivisions and wusually for States--often with
~ rather complex cross-classification detail, such
- as aarital status by sex, age, color, and nativ-
1ty. uantitetively, at least, this represented

~ a greet advance in the extent of urban-rural
 clessification; and in many cases the urban-
rural tables were accompanied by data for city

size groups, as representing significant sub-
~ ilvisions of the urban total.

A number of compilations of data classified
oy various population characteristics had been
zzie from the figures presented in the 1890 and
1500 reports for individual cities and published
in the "Statistical Analysis."” Comparative fig-
~ uwres for urban and rural population on the 2,500
casis were thus provided!® for censuses prior to
 the adoption of the 1910 definition. These data
' izcluded color, nativity, parentage (for white
- oaly), and sex for both 1900 and 1890, and males
~ of voting age for 1900 alone. These were all
- the classifications presented 1in the earlier
census tables for individual cities down to
2,500 except militia age, naturalization, and
ivellings and families. In addition, perhaps
Zollowing the lead of the Suppleaentary Analysis,
izere were 1900 and 1890 totals for all cities
of 25,000 or more combined and for "Cities under
25,000 and rural districts" for age, and for
country of birth of the foreign born, and 1900
figures for State of birth (State of residence
or "other State"--percentage only).

“hile the 1910 reports presented more ex-
tensive population data for counties than ear-
iler censuses had done, together with at least
scze classifiec data for even the smallest urban
y.ace, there were no detailed tables for the
«can and rural parts of counties, not even such
f.zdamental itens as sex, color, or nativity--
pernaps because 80 many counties were either
ectirely rural, or contained only one urban
7.ace, so that the rural population could easily
ve gotten by subtraction of the urban-place data
from the county total.

The Census of 1920

In 1920, for the first time in our census
tistory, the definitlions of urban and rural pop-
u.ation were maintained practically as they had

16 The urban totals for 7 States, as shown in the

*3upplemsntary Analysis,” were revised for publication in

<ze 1910 reports. See Appendix Table 4.
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been used in the preceding census. The one

change 1involved was that in 1920 New England
towns having 2,500 inhabitants or mnore were
classified as urban only in three States--New

Hampshire, Massachusetts, and Rhode Island--while
the urban classification in the other three New
England States--Maine, Vermont, and Connecti-
cut--was made in the same manner as in States
outside New England, that is, the urban popula-

tion in these three States ihcluded only the
population of incorporated places having the
required number of inhabitants.'” This change

in method wes carried back into the compila-
tions of urban population for the censuses from
1880 to 1910 which were presented in comparative
tables. The effect of this change in definition
was to reduce the 1910 urban population of Maine
from 381,443, or 51l.4 percent of the total, to
262,248, or 35.3 percent of the total; the urban
population of Vermont from 168,943 (47.5 percent)
to 98,917 (27.8 percent); and the urban popula-
tion of Connecticut from 999,839 (89.7 percent)
to 731,797 (65.0 percent). There were no changes
in the earlier figures for any other State and
the sum of the three changes just listed, which
was 457,263, reduced the 1910 urban population
of the United States as a whole only from
42,623,383, or 46.3 percent of the total, to
42,166,120, or 45.8 percent of the total.

A similar change in the compilation of the
1910 figures for places of 8,000 or more, which
classification was again presented for historical
purposes, reduced the 1910 figure by 156,386 and
the percentage of the population represented by
such places from 38.8 to 38.7.

In the matter of the presentation of clas-
sified data for urban and rural areas, the 1920
report followed very closely that of 1910,
though urban-rural data were presented in 1920
for dwellings and femilies, ownership of homes,
and year of immigration (subjects for which
there were no urban or rural figures in 1910),
leaving only mother tongue and occupations as
subjects without the urban-rural classification.
The urban and rural population was presented, by
counties, for 1920, 1910, and 1900, with revised
figures of course for Maine, Vermont, and Con-
necticut. County figures for New Hampshire,
Massachusetts, and Rhode Island, were omitted
from this table, though there had been no change
in the basis of urban classification in these
States, "on account of the undoubted exaggera-
tion in certain counties"!® --a reason which does
not seem to be altogether satisfactory, in view

17 Pourteenth Census, 1920, Volume II, Population,
General Report and Analysis, page 20.

18 Fourteenth Census, 1920, Volume I, Population, Num-
ber and Distribution of Inhabitants, page 43.
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of other presentations
of these States.

Again, as in 1910, there were no tables
presenting any classified data, not even sex or
color, for the urban and rural parts of the
counties. N

Much of the discussion of the two possible
methods of computing intercensal increase in
urban and rural areas was reproduced from the
1910 report, and figures representing the growth
of population since 1910 in the areas classified
as urban and rural, respectively, in 1920, were
presented by States, in addition to the simpler
comparisons between urban and rural totals in
1910 and 1920, on the basis of current classifi-
cations. For counties, however, the only 1910
figures presented for comparison with 1920 were
those representing the population of the urban
and rural areas as they were in 1910.

of the urban population

Farm Population Monograph, 1920

In the census of 1920 provision was made for
indicating, for each household, whether or not
it lived on a farm. This supposedly new classi-
ficationl® was set up at the urgent request of
Dr. C. J. Galpin, Chief of the Division of Farm
Population and Rural Life in the Department of

Agriculture, for whom very detailed special
tabulations for eight selected counties were
made. As a part of the regular tabulation pro-

gram of the 1920 census the farm population was
tabulated by sex, color-nativity, and age, for
the urban and rural parts of the States, but not
for counties or other significant smaller areas.
These figures were not published in the general
reports of the 1920 census, however, but were
reserved for publicetion in a monograph which
was prepared by the present writer and published
in 1926 under the title "Farm Population of the
United States, 1920." The eight-county special
tabulations were included in this Monograph.

A brief statement with respect to the sig-
nificance of this new classification may be sum-
marized from the text of the Monograph:

Of all the possible classifications of the
present population of the United States, none
is more significaent than that which separates
the farm population from the city population.
Farming as an occupation stands out in more

19 The classification, so far as concerns the schedule
entry, was not new, but rather restored an inquiry which
had been carried in 1890, 1900, and 1910. In the tabula-
tions of the data from these earlier censuses, however,
no use was made of the farm-nonfarm distinction except in
connection with proprietorship of homes, whereas the 1920
question was designed to provide farm-nonfarm classifica-
tions of the population in considerabdble detail.

distinctive fashion than does any other im- .
portant occupation. The farm, as a place of :
residence, presents characteristics in sharp -
contrast with the city--some 1less favorable
as well as some more favorable. For many
decades the decennial ocensuses have shown .
separate figures for the urban or city popu- .
lation and for the remainder of the popula-
tion which was wusually termed rural. These
classifications have been made primarily to
show the number and status of the city -
dwellers, while +the rural population-—-the
noncity dwellers--appeared as a sort of by-
product, including all that was left over
after the significant urban classes have been
taken out. This rural population was, and
still is, a heterogeneous group comprising
not only farmers and their families, but also
people living in small commercial centers,
the population of mill villages engaged almost
exclusively in manufacturing, the inhabitants
of mining settlements, the people living 1in
the outlying suburbs of cities, many of whom
work in the cities, and the incidental popu-
lation found in the open country but not en-
gaged in any agricultural pursuit nor in any
way directly connected with farminge.

The purpose of the classification based on
farm residence was to separate out from these
widely divergent groups making up the rural pop-
ulation those persons directly oconnected with
farming. Two possible bases for such a clas-.
sification were already being discussed prior to
the 1920 census, namely, place of residence (on
a farm or not on a farm), and occupation (in
agriculture or not in agrioculture). Since farm
residence was the simpler of these two criteria,
especially in its application to members of the
household other than gainful workers, it was
selected as the principal basis for the clas-
sification, The c¢laims of the occupational
oriterion received some recognition, however, in
a section of the instructions to enumerators
which directed them to designate as a part of
the farm population those farm 1laborers and
their families, who, while they did not actually
live on a farm, did live 4in the open country
outside any incorporated place. It is evident,
however, from an examination of the returns,
that the enumerators did not by any means com-
pletely report such farm laborers or families as
a part of the farm population. The opinion that
relatively few persons were included in the farnm
population of 1920 by reason of occupation
rather than actual farm residence 18 supportead
also by the fact that the average farm popu-
lation per farm in 1920 was only L4.90, a8 ¢ om-

pared with 4L.84 in 1930, when the definition was
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strictly limited to farm residents--this change
being materially less than the decline in the
general average population per household, from
434 in 1920 to 4.10 in 1930.30

The combination of the new farm-nonfarm
clsssification with the older urban-rural clas-
sification produced four subdivisions with popu-
lation as indicated in the following table:

Class Population Percent
Total population....ec....| 105,710,620 100.0
1, Urban-faTM.ccocccoccconcccne 255,629 0.2
2, Urban-nonfarm.. esesescses 54,048,974 51.1
3, Rural-fa8rM..ceccececccccscse 81,358,640 29.7
4, Rural-nonfArmM..ccccoccccsces 20,047,877 19.0
Total fAMM.ccccscosccccnss 81,614,269 29.9
Total NONLAIM.ccccsccscnss 74,096,351 70.1
Tae first of these classifications, the urban-~

farm, was represented by very small numbers, and
except for simple tabulations showing 1little
3ore than the number of persons included, it has
always been suppressed or combined with one of
thke otker classes. In the Farm Population Mono-
zraph, since this was written primarily from the
point of view of the farm population, the urbdan-

farm was combined with the rural-farm, making
toree classes, as follows:
Class Population Percent
Total populatiohee.cssss..| 105,710,620 100.0
L FarRicsecseccccscescecsccens 381,614,269 29,9
2, V1llage.ceeevccevosceosannne 20,047,377 - 19.0
3. Urban (excluding urban-farm) 54,048,974 51.1

The term "Village," as used in this Monograph, is
identical with the rural-nonfarm of later census
reporis.

There is a chapter in the Monograph on per-
sons engaged in agriocultural occupations, but
since the 1920 tabulation of gainful workers
classified by occupation was not made separately
for farm and nonfarm nor even for urban and
rural population, it was not possible at that
tize to present in very satisfactory fashion the
relation between agricultural occupation and
fsra residence,

20 The fact that the 1920 census was taken in January
father than in April would tend to make smaller the aver-
aze farm population per farm, but probably not enough
ealler to offset the gensral downward trend in the aver-
826 population per household.

In the special tabulations for the eight
selected counties, the coverage was extended to
include the families of all persons engaged in
agricultural occupations, even though not living
on farms, and many additional classifications
were provided, including a distinction between
farmers and farm laborers, the status of farmers
as owners or tenants, illiteracy, school attend-
ance, ownership of home, and occupation, includ-
ing nonagricultural occupations reported for
persons in the farm population, as defined on
this somewhat broader bese. The eight counties
were by no means representative of the entire
farm population, but these detailed classifica-
tions were nevertheless significant and sugges-
tive as 1illustrations of actual relationships
within specific areas.

The Census of 1930

The urban-rurel classification wused in the
censuses of 1910 and 1920 was continued, in
general, in the census of 1930, though two minor
changes were made in the interest of bringing the
classification into closer accord with actual
conditions existing in the various areas classi-
fied as urban or rural. First, a special rule
was set up under which a few townships or other
political subdivisions without municipal incor-
poration were classified as urban provided they
had a total population of 10,000 or more and a
population density of 1,000 or more per square
mile. Under this provision there were added to
the wurban classification 11 townships in New
Jersey, 10 townships in Pennsylvania, 4 towns in
Connecticut, 2 townships in California, and 1
town in New York. The aggregate population of
these 28 places, which would have been classie-
fied as rural under the rules governing the
urban-rural classification in 1920, was 573,329.

A further change was made in the classi-
fication as applied to towns in New Hampshire,
Massachusetts, and Rhode Island, with the ex-
pressed purpose of making the urban claseifica-
tion more realistic. In place of counting as
urban all those towns which had a population of
2,500 or more, as had been done in 1920 and 1910,
the special rule for these States was modified
80 as to place in the urban classification, in
addition to the regularly incorporated cities,
only those towns in which there was a village or
other +thickly settled area having more than
2,500 inhabitants and comprising, either by it-
self or when combined with other villages in the
same town, more than 50 percent of the total
population of the town. The result of this modie
fication was to transfer from the urban to the
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rural classification 12 towns in New Hampshire,
56 towns in Massachusetts, and 8 towns in Rhode
Island which would have been counted as urban
under the 1920 rule. The aggregate population
in 1930 of these towns was 288,621.

The net effect of the two changes described
above was to increase the urban population of
the United States as a whole by 284,708, With
these changes, the urban population of the
United States in 1930 was 08,954,823, or 56.2
percent of the total, whereas, if the 1920
methods had been followed in 1930, the urban
population would have been 68,670,115, repre-
senting 55.9 percent of the total population.
Contrary to the procedure adopted in some of the
earlier censuses, no attempt was made in 1930 to

revise the urban or rural figures of earlier
years in accordance with the new methods of
classification.

The most important new feature brought into
the urban-rural classification 1in 1930 was the
adoption of the subdivision of the rural popu-
lation into farm and nonfarm as an integral
part of the urban-rural classification through-
out. The definition of farm population was
simplified, as compared with 1920, by the com-
plete omission of the somewhat doubtful element
represented by farm=laborer families not actually
living on farms but living outside incorporated
pleces, which had been nominally included in
1620, as indicated above. The basis of the
farm-nonfarm classification in 1930 was a simple
and direct question on the schedule, "Does this
family live on a farm?" And there were no
special instructions to the enumerator beyond a
few sentences designed to make clear the rela=-
tion between the designation of a family as
living on a ferm and the making out of a farm
schedule. The emphasis on residence as distinct
from occupation was made clear in the following
paragraph:

nIf the family lives on a farm, that is, a
place for which a farm schedule is made out
and which 1s 1locally regarded as a farm,
the answer should be "Yes" even though no
member of the family works on the farm. It
is a question here of residence, not of
occupation,n®?

It might have been suggested that this
narroving of the definition of farm population,
even though the farm-laborer element of the 1920
definition had been only partially reported,
would affect the comparability of the 1930
figures with those of 1920, as published in the
Farm Population Monograph. Comparative figures

21 Pifteenth Census, 1930, Instructions to Enumera-
tors, Population and Agriculture, page 25.

for the two censuses were extensively presented,
however, and the assumption of reasonable com-
parability was supported in the text of the 1939
report by the statement that the change 1in the
date of enumeration from January to April might
well have added to the farm population ati least

as much as the change 1in definition had taken
away. 22

Since the main purpose of the integration
of the farm-nonfarm classification with the

urban-rural was to separate at least approxi-
mately that part of the rural population direct-
ly concerned with agriculture from the other
diverse elements which made up the remeinder of
the population 1living outside the urban area,
rather than to stress the total farm population,
a new combination of the four primary elements
listed above was made in which the small urbane
farm group was left as a part of the urban total
(rather than as a part of the farm population
total) in practically all of the tabulations and
the farm-nonfarm definition was applied only to
the rural population. The resulting three-way
classification was as follows:

l. Urban

2. Rural-farm

3. Rural-nonfarm

This classification was very extensively
used in the reports of the 1930 census. Even in
the county tables fairly extensive data were
presented for the rural-farm and the rural-non-
farm population, while corresponding urban data
were available (though not quite soconveniently)
in other tables presenting figures for individ-
ual urban places. This was the first time that
any data beyond total population had been pre-
sented for rural areas 1in the county tables of
the census reports.

In general, the presentation of data for
urban and rural areas in the 1930 reports was
far more extensive than in 1920 or 1910, that
is, the new three-way classification was incor-
porated in many more tables than the simpler
urban-rural classification of the 1920 or the
1910 census had been., The three-way classifi-
cation was shown, by States, for every one of
the major subjects of the census, including, for
the first time, a classification of gainful
workers as urban or rural (urban, rural-farm,
or rural-nonfarm) in combination with industry
group. From these tables were obtainable, among
other new items, the number of persons living on
farms and working in nonagricultural occupa-
tions, and vice versa, the number of persons
working in agricultural occupations but not
living on farms.

2% Fifteenth Census, 1930, Population, Volume II, page 8.



In comparison with the earlier census fig-
ures, the 1930 data indicated a continuation of
the rapid movement toward urbanization, the per-
ceatage urban having increased from 51.4 in 1920
to 56.2 in 1930, while the percentage rural de-
treased from 48.6 to 4L3.8. All of the decrease
in the relative importance of the rural popu-
lation took place in the rural-farm element,
wiich formed only 24.6 percent of the total pop-
ulation in 1930, as compared with 29.7 percent
in 1920, while the rural-nonfarm percentage in-
creased slightly, from 19.0 to 19.3. The rates
of increase 1in the three classes are perhaps
aore significant than the changes in the propor-
tion of the total. The urban population ine
creased 27.0 percent (partly, of course, through
the expansion of the urban area), the rurale
nonfarm population increased 18.0 percent, or
slightly more than the increase in the total
population (16.1 percent), but the rural-farm
population actually decreased from 31,358,640 to
30,157,513, or 3.8 percent.

The Census of 1940

In the 1940 census the methods of classifi-
cetion of the population as urban and rural
wiich had been used in 1930 were followed with-
sut change except that seven places, one in
7ermont and six in Maine, which had been classi-
fied as urban in 1930 but about whose status as
incorporated places some question was raised in
9,0, were retained in the urban classification
izder a third special rule. The list of urban
towns in New :Hampshire, Massachusetts, and Rhode
island, was identical with the 1930 list.

Five additional places, making a total of
33 in all, were included in the urban population
uzder the rule which assigned this classifica-
tion to townships and other political subdivi-
sions without special municipal incorporation
provided they had a population of 10,000 and a
population density of more than 1,000 per square
aile,

For use in comparative tables the 1920
urscan figures for total population (which had
cot been revised for use in the 1930 reports)
were revised®? to conform with the definitions

aiopted in 1930 and continued in 1940, that is,
tzose New England towns which did not comply
with the more restrictive requirements of 1930

for urban classification were transferred to the
rural groupe. No attempt was made, howeverp to
tarry back to censuses prior to 1930 the special
rule under which 28 unincorporated places of

23 It was not possible to revise the figures showing
charscteristics of the urban population.

10,000 or more in other States were transferred
from rural to urban status in 1930.

During the period between 1930 and 1940 the
urban population figures for the censuses from
1880 to 1910 had likewise been revised and new
figures conforming to the 1930 definition had
been compiled for all censuses back to and in-
cluding 1790. On the basis of this work it was
possible to present in the 1940 reports compara=-
tive figures for urban population on the basis
of 2,500 1inhabitants or more for the entire
period from 1790 to 1940. These figures being
available, it was not thought necessary to re=-
peat the historical table on the 8,000 basis
which had appeared 1in all the census reports
from 1880 to 1930.

The farm-nonfarm classification was con=-
tinued as in 1930 2* and was used in the same way,
as a subdivision of the rural category, except
that the order of presentation of the three items
was changed so that they might appear 1in de-
creasing order of urbanization, thus:

l. Urban
2. Rural-nonfarm
3. Rural-farm

classification was even more
widely used 1in the various tables of the 1940
reports than in 1930. 1In particuler, the pres-
entation of county data for rural-nonfarm and
rural-farm population was expanded so as to in-
clude, among other things, a classification of
the population in these areas by employment
status and of employed workers by major occu=
pation group. There were more extensive tabula=-
tions also for individual cities, and a new
series of tables for metropolitan districts
(arees set up for each city of 50,000 or more
including, in general, all contiguous townships
or other political subdivisions having a popu-
lation density of 150 or more per square mile),
which seemed for the time being to promise a new
modification in the urban-rural classification
in the form of a classification as inside and
outside metropolitan districts. Since the met-
ropolitan districts included both rural-farm
and rural-nonfarm population, in addition to
urban areas, this might have been developed
into a six-way classification. In fact, some
of the housing tabulations did show separately
the rural-farm and rural-nonfarm outside these
districts.

This three-fold

24 While there was no change in the schedule question
and no substantial change in the instructions, the number
of farm households returned in 1940 was substantially
larger in relation to the number of farms reported in the
Census of Agriculture, the ratio being 1l.1€ to 1 as com-
pared with 1,06 to 1 in 1930, See U, S. Census of Agri-
culture, 1945, Volume II, General Report, page 278,
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By way of current note on this situation,
it may be said that the metropolitan district
tabulations appear to have been used far less

than had been expected and 1t seems 1likely
that they will be very greatly condensed in the
tabulations for 1950, being replaced, 1in part,
by consolidated data for significant groups
of counties and perhaps by detailed tabula-
tions made for county groups, somewhat after
the pattern of the 1940 metropolitan district
tabulations.

The census of 1940 marked an abrupt (though
perhaps temporary) ending of the strong trend
toward urbanization which had been noted in
almost all earlier censuses except that of 1820,
Between 1930 and 1940, the urban population in-
creased 7.9 percent (as compared with 27.3 in
the previous decade), while the rural population
increased 6.4 percent, or almost as much, In no
prior census since 1880 had the percentage of
urban increase been materially less than three
times thet of the rural, while in the decade
ending 1in 1920 the wurban population increased
29.0 percent, as against 3.2 percent for the
rural, or more than eight times as much. The
major part of the rural increase took place,
however, in the rural-nonfarm population, which
increased 14.2 percent, as against 0.2 percent
in the rural-farm. The increase in the percent-
age urban was of course very slight, from 56.2,
in 1930 to 56.5,1in 1940, while the rural-nonfarm
increased from 19.3 percent of the total to 20.5
percent, and the rural-farm registered a con-
siderable decrease in proportion of the total,
from 24,.6 percent to 22.9 percent.

Plans for the 1950 Census

For many years it had been recognized that
an urban classification whioch included places of
a given number of inhabitants provided they were
incorporated, and excluded (left in the rural
classification) even larger pleces which did not
happen to have a separate municipal incorpora-
tion, was not completely satisfactory. Attempts
were made both in 1930 and 1940 to have the enue
merators distinguish between the population live
ing in wunincorporated villages and that in the
remainder of the township or other political
subdivision in which these places were located.
Special effort was devoted to this matter in
1940, with the idea that, if satisfactory re=-
turns could be obtained, the urban classifica-
tion would be expanded to include unincorporeted
places of 2,500 or more as well as incorporated.
The results of these efforts, however, were so
far from complete that it was not found practi-
cable to make this change, though figures are

published in a later bulletin 2 for those unin-
corporated pleces of 500 inhabitants or more for
which the returns were satisfactory. At the
same time it was realized more and more clearly
that another type of area strictly urban 4in its
characteristics was being omitted from the for-
mal urban clessification, namely, the unincor-
porated suburban areas around the larger cities,
which seemed to be forming a lerger and larger
part of the rapidly increasing rural-nonfarm
totals.

Two changes ere being introduced into the
census program for 1950 with a view to bringing
both the larger unincorporated places and the
suburban areas just mentioned into the wurban
classification. First, boundaries (more or less
arbitrary or "artificial") have been established
80 far as possible for all the larger unincorpo-
reted villages and these villages have been set
up as separate enumeration districts, so that
the separate enumeration of their population
will be insured. Then the thickly settled areas
surrounding the larger cities (cities of 50,000
or more) have been identified and boundaries
established within which will be set up a series
of enumeration districts which together will
cover what is termed the "urban fringe" of a
given city, comprising mainly the continuously
built-up area having a population density of
around 2,000 per saouare mile, while the adjoin-
ing territory outside this area 1is covered by
separate and distinct series of enumeration dis-

tricts. In this way the urban-rural classifica-
tion can be applied to parts of the political

subdivisions which have heretofore formed the
smallest units for which it was practicable to
make the census count, and some progress will be
made toward a classificetion based onlocal phys-
ical conditions, principally density of settle-
ment, and not involving the necessity of putting
an entire township or other political subdivision
into the urban classification because the major
part of its population seems to be living under
urban conditions.

On the basis of these special provisions,
it is proposed to set up a new definition of
urban population for 1950 which will include all
places, whether incorporated or unincorporated,
having 2,500 inhabitants or more, together with
the entire urban fringe surrounding the larger
cities, This definition, it is believed, will
include practically the entire population living
under what might be termed urban conditions and
take away, in particular from the rural-nonfarm
classification of 1940, a rather large element
of essentially urban dwellers,

25 Sixteenth Census, 1940, Unincorporated Communities.
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While the closer approach to homogeneity in
tne urban and rurel aggregates may be counted a
definite improvement, in a narrow sense--a very
great improvement, one might say, since the

urban areas previously employed have contained

considerable fractions of obviously rural char-
scter, and vice versa--the change is bound to
bring with it some disadvantages. First, in
tbat the urban area will change more extensively
from one census to another, especially that part
of it represented by the urban fringe; and sec-
ond, in that noncensus data, such as births and
deaths, will not be readily available for the
dewly defined urban and rural areas.

The quantitative result of this change will
be to transfer large numbers of persons from the
rural classification to the urban (except in
Massachusetts and Rhode Island, where the change
will be in reverse direction, by reason of the
present special rule which puts entire towns in-
to the urban group). The impact of this change
on the various States will depend somewhat on
the extent of their rural-nonfarm population
under the earlier classification and somewhat on
whether they contain considerable numbers of un-
incorporated places of 2,500 or more, or of
cities of 50,000 or more with extensive suburban
developments. A8 regards a State's percentage
of the total rural population of the United
States, which is used as a basis for the distri-
oution of certain PFederal funds for work in
agriculture, a State which has few large unin-
corporated villages and few cities for which an
uroan fringe will be established 1is likely to
Bave a larger percentage of the total rural pop-
ilation than on the 1940 basis, while a State
vith many large unincorporated villages or many
cities for which an urban fringe will be estab-

lished may have a slightly smaller percentage,
though the changes 1in either direction are not
likely to be great.

For the sake of maintaining continuity with
the past, it is proposed to meke, in 1950, lim-
ited tabulations of urban and rural population
on the 1940 basis. These figures will make it
possible to bridge over the differences between
the older classification and the new.

Urban and Rural Population in 1948

A sample survey of the civilian population
made in April, 1948, indicated that the tendency
toward urbanization, which was slowed down, pre-
sumably by depression conditions, between 1930
and 1940, had been in some measure resumed.
This survey indicated an increase of 13.8 per-
cent in the wurban population between 1940 and
1948, as compared with an increase of 5.5 per=
cent in the total rural population. The changes
in the +two parts of the rural population were
radically different, the rural-nonfarm increasing
20.5 percent, or decidedly more than the urbean,
and the rural-farm showing an actual decrease of
8.0 percent. The 1948 estimetes indicate an
urban percentage of 58.4, as compared with
56.5 in 1940, with an even greater relative in=-
crease in the percentage rural-nonfarm and a
decrease in the percentage rural-farm from 22.9
to 19.2. The survey figures probably understate
the actual urban increase, since the urban fig-
ures for 1948 relate for the most part to areas
classified as urben in 1940, thus omitting the
urban gain wusually noted as a result of the
passage of areas from the rural classification
into the urben.



- 14 -

APPENDIX

Table 1.--POPULATION IN PLACES OF 8,000 AND OVFR AND IN PLACES OF 2,500 AND OVER: 1790 TO 1940
Places of 8,000 inhabitants Places of 2,500 inhabitants
or more or more
Total

Census year P t Percent
population Number o:r:::al Number of total

Population of popu- Population of popu-

places lation places lation

1790cccescescsceccesccscsces 3,929,214 131,472 6 3.3 201,655 24 5.1
1800¢eccsccccscscacsccnsecne 5,308,483 210,873 6 4.0 322,371 33 6.1
1810cecesecccccsecccscncscns 7,239,881 356,920 11 4.9 525,459 46 7.3
1820¢cccececccssccccsosccscs 9,638,453 475,135 13 4.9 693,255 61 7.2
1830ccceccecosscscsccsscacce 12,866,020 864,509 26 6.7 1,127,247 90 8.8
1840ccceccsscsscscccccccnsese 17,069,453 1,453,994 44 8.5 1,845,055 131 10.8
18506ececscscscsssscsccancanse 23,191,876 2,897,586 85 12.5 3,543,716 236 15.3
1860cecccscssssscsscnsscssce 31,443,321 6,072,256 141 16.1 6,216,518 392 19.8
1870ccccecascscsssccssscccns 38,558,371 8,071,875 :gs 20.9 9,902,361 663 25,7
1880¢ececccsoscscsscnscsccce 50,155,783 11,365,698 S 22,7 14,129,785 939 28.2
1890ccescscsccccscssscsnsnse 62,947,714 18,244,239 445 29.0 22,106,265 1,348 35.1
1900ccececsescsccccecscscnce 75,994,575 25,018,335 547 32.9 30,159,921 1,737 39.7
1910ceescecocosssccocscscccs 91,972,266 85,570,334 768 38.7 41,998,932 2,262 45,7
1920¢ecescsssescccscasccnnse 105,710,620 46,307,640 924 43.8 54,157,973 2,722 5l.2
1980ceccccescscscesccscnncns 122,775,046 60,333,452 1,208 49.1 68,954,823 3,165 56.2
1940cc0tcscecccosescscccccas 131,669,275 64,896,083 1,323 49.3 74,423,702 3,464 5645

Table 2,--URBAN, RURAL-NONFARI: AND RURAL-FARM PCPULATICH CF THRE UNITED STATSS: 1920 TO 1940
Trban Rural-nonfarm Rural-farm
Total
Census year Percent Percent . Percent
population
Number of Number of Number of

total total total
1920ce00eccceccscsecescsccne 105,710,620 54,157,978 51.2 20,159,385 19.1 31,393,262 29.7
1930.cce0sccccscccvscosceces 122,775,046 68,954,823 56.2 23,662,710 19.3 30,157,518 24.6
1940ccecccescsccssccscsscncs 131,669,275 74,423,702 5645 27,029,885 20.5 30,216,188 22,9
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Taeble 3.--URBAN POF'LATICN, BY STATES: 1850, 1880, 1910, AND 1940
(Earlier census figures as revigsed for 1940)

1340 1910 leec 1850
Urban places of 2,500 Urban places of 2,500 Urbar places of 2,500 Urban places of 2,500
weicn, division, and or more or more or more or more
Sta s Total Total Total Total
Per- Per- Per- Per-
population population| |, porulation population
Mum- cent Num- cent Num- cent Num- cent
ber Population of ber Population of ber Population of ber Fopulation of
total total total total
"mited States....| 131,669,275| 3,464| 74,423,702] 56.5| 91,972,266(42,265 41,998,932| 45.7| 50,155,783| %940( 14,129,735 2e.2| 23,191,676| 236 3,5%23,716| 15.3
;sstern 3tates.. 35,976,777 967! 27,568,085 76.6] 25,868,573 721} 1B,563,203| 71.8| 14,507,407| 374| 7,370,214| S50.8| &,626,851| 132| 2,288,891 26.5
Central 3Jtutes. 40,143,522 | 1,095| 25,437,4683) 58.4| 29,588,542 8C5) 13,427,199| 45.1| 17,364,111 384| 4,198,442| 24.2| 5,403,595/ 58 499,413| 9.2
41,665,301 | 1,002| 15,290,483] 36.7| 29,389,330 527 6,622,658| 22.5| 16,516,568 14| 2,016,735| 12.2( &,982,612| 49 744,053) €.3
13,883,265 400/ 8,127,651| se.5| 6,e25,821| 212| 3,325,872| 48.7| 1,767,697 42 544,344| 30.8 178,818 2 11,859 6.4
e,437,200| 31| 6,420,542 76.1] 6,552,681 218| 4,805,791| 73.3| 4,010,529| 143| 2,102,996| sz.4| 2,728,116] 73| 784,628] 26.8
27,539,4e7 | 736| 21,147,543| 76.8( 19,315,892| 508| 13,757,412| 71.2| 10,496,878| =231| 5,267,218| 50.2| 5,696,735 59| 1,504,263| 25.5
I cErTRAL SOATER:
Zazt Yorth Central... 26,626,342 710| 17,444,359 65.5| 18,250,621 524 9,620,277| $2.7| 11,206,668 283| 3,080,100 27,5| 4,523,260 48 409,125 9.0
Yest vorth ceatral...| 13,515,990 385| 5,993,124| 44.3| 11,637,921 2s81| 3,866,922 33.2] 6,157,443 101 1,118,342] 18.2 8ac,335| 5 90,282| 10.3
=TT
Tmtt Atlantic....... 17,623,151 405| 6,921,726 38.8| 12,194,895 210 3,092,153| 25.4| 7,597,197 68| 1,129,524 14.9| 4,679,090 28 460,229| 9.8
Pre: south Cerntrel...| 10,778,225| 220/ 3,165,356 29.4| 8,409,901 126 1,574,229| 18.7| 5,585,151 38 469,006| 6.4 3,363,271 16| 141,689 4.2
Yest 3outkb Zentral...| 13,064,525 377) 5,203,401| 39.8| 8,754,534 191 1,956,276 22.3]| 3,334,220 34 418,205 12.5 940,251 5| 142,135 15.1
™ ’®ST: )
FCiSl810eeeaaennceass| 4,150,009| 159 1,771,742 42.7| 2,633,517 97 944,863| 35.9 653,119 18 140,760| 21.6 72,927 1 4,539 6.2
POCifiCiieeianacenes]  9,733,262| 241| 6,355,909| 65.3( 4,192,304| 115 2,381,009| s6.8| 1,114,578 =24 403,584| 36.2 105,891 1 6,820 6.4
847,226 26 343,057} 40.5 742,371 2% 262,248| 35.3 648,936 14 146,608 22.6 589,169 9 78,925| 138.5
491,524 18 283,225 37.6 430,572 16 223,152| 51.8 846,991 9 104,105| 30.0 317,976 ? 5¢,327| 17.1
359,231 14 123,259 34.3 355,956 14 98,917| 27.8 332,276 6 33,367 10.0 314,120 1 6,110 1.9
4,316,721 122| 3,659,476| 69.4 3,366,416 115 2,995,739| 89.0| 1,763,085 e0{ 1,331,580 74.7 994,514 43 503,861 50.7
713,346 19 653,383| 91.6 542,610 17 493,938| 91.C 276,531 14 226,616| 82.0 147,545 ? 82,084 55.6
1,709,242 32| 1,158,162 67.8( 1,114,756 32 731,797 65.6 622,700 20 260,718{ 41.9 370,792 6 59,321 16.0
o Yorx.... 13,479,142 203| 11,165,893 €2.8| 9,113,614 149 7,188,131} 78.9| 5,022,871 se| 2,868,529| 56.4| 3,097,394 16| 673,414| 28.2
Yew Jersey.., 4,160,165 178| 3,3%4,773| 8l1.6| 2,537,167 91 1,936,612| 76.4 1,131,116 37 615,311 54.4 489,555, 8 86,195| 17.6
9,%0,160| 355 6,566,677| 66.5| 7,665,111| 263| 4,630,669 60.4| 4,262,691 96| 1,763,378| 41.6| 2,311,786| 35| 544,654| 2:.6
6,%07,612| 186| 4,612,986 66.8| 4,767,121| 139| 2,665,143 55.9| 3,198,062| 90| 1,030,769| 32.2| 1,980,329| 24| 242,41e| 12.2
3,427,796 98| 1,887,712| 55.1| 2,700,876 88| 1,143,635( 42,4 1,978,301| 46 366,211| 19.5 968,416, 8 44,632| 4.5
7,837,241| 208! 5,809,650| 73,6 5,638,591 145| 3,479,935( 61.7| 8,077,871, 69 940,504| 80.6 851,470 9 64,427 7.6
5,256,106 125| 3,454,867| €5.7] 2,610,173 79( 1,327,044, 47.2 1,636,937 44 405,412| 24.8 397,654 4 29,025 7.3
3,137,587 93| 1,679,144| 53.5| 2,333,860 73| 1,004,320| 43.0| 1,815,497 34 317,204| 24.1 305,391 3 28,623| 9.4
2,792,300 78| 1,390,092| 49.8| 2,075,708 48 850,294 | 41.0 780,773| 14 148,7%8| 19.1 6,077| - - -
2,53¢,268 €9| 1,084,281 42.7| 2,224,771 69 680,054| 30.6| 1,624,615 34 247,427 15.2 192,214 3 9,730| 5.1
3,794,664 87| 1,960,696| 51.8| 8,293,335 61| 1,393,7C5| 42.3| 2,168,380 26 545,993| 25.2 682,044 2 80,556 11.8
641,935 12 131,923 20.6 577,056 10 63,236( 11.0 36,909 1 2,693 7.3 - - - -
642,961 19 156,0€7| 24.6 583,668 13 76,469 13.1 96,268 2 7,208| 7.8 - - - -
1,315,434 3€ 514,148| 39.1[ 1,192,214 27 310,852| 26.1 452,402 ? 61,307| 13.6 -l - - -
1,801,028 64 753,941| 41.9| 1,690,949 53 492,312 29,1 996,096 | 17 104,956| 10.5 -l - -
STTY ATLAMTIC:
Celswm-g 266,505 8 139,432| 52.8 202,322 4 97,085| 48.0 146,608 3 48,969 33.4 91,532 1 13,979| 15.3
1,821,244 24| 1,080,351 59.3| 1,295,346 15 658,192| 50.8 934,943 9 375,843 40.2 583,034 5 168,045 32.3
663,091 1 663,091{100.0 381,069 1 331,069{100.0 177,624 2 159,871| 90.0 51,667 2 48,367| 93.6
2,677,773 53 944,675| 35.3| 2,061,612 32 476,529/ 23.1] 1,512,565| 15 189,079| 12.5 1,421,661 | 100,690 7.1
1,901,974 45 534,292| 28.1| 1,221,119 25 228,242( 18.7 618,457 6 54,050| 8.7 -l - - -
3,571,623 76 974,175 27.3| 2,206,287 40 318,474 14.4| 1,399,750 9 55,116 3.9 £69,039 4 21,109 2.4
1,699,804 50 466,111 24.5| 1,515,400 25 224,832 14.8 995,577 6 74,539 7.5 668,507 2 49,045 7.3
3,123,723 78| 1,073,808| 34.4| 2,609,121 45 538,650| 20.6| 1,542,180] 14 145,090| 9.4 906,165 5 38,9%| 4.3
1,897,414 70| 1,045,791 85.1 752,619 23 219,080| 29.1 269,493 4 26,%47| 10.0 87,445 - - -
2,845,627 56 849,327| 29.8| 2,289,305 40 555,442| 24.3 1,648,690 17 249,923] 15.2 982,405 6 73,8C4 7.9
2,915,841 57| 1,027,206| 35.2| 2,164,769 29 441,045) 20.2| 1,542,359 8 115,964| 7.s| 1,002,717 3 21,%3| 2,2
2,802,91 59 855,941 30.2| 2,13e,093 2e 370,431| 17.3| 1,262,505 ? 68,518| 5.4 771,623 4 35,179| 4.6
issizni.. 2,1£3,796 4€ 432,6e62( 19.8| 1,797,114 29 207,311 11.5| 1,131,597 6 34,%81| 3.1 60€,526 3 10,723] 1.8
TV SETRAL:
E S P 1,949,387 53 431,910 22.2{ 1,574,449 28 202,661| 12.9 8ce,525 7 32,020 4.0 209,897 - - -
2,352,880 54 20,439( 41.5| 1,656,388 26 496,516 30.0 939,946 6 239,390 25.5 517,762 3 134,470| 26.C
2,335,434 74 B79,663] 37.6 1,657,155 46 318,375| 13.2 - - - - - - - -
6,414,824 196 2,911,389| 45.4| 3,896,542 9 938,104 24.1| 1,591,749 21 146,793 9.2 212,592 2 7,665 3.6
559,456 23 211,535 37.8 376,053 14 133,420| 38.5 39,159 2 6,987 17.8 - - - -
524,873 26 176,708 83.7 325,594 12 69,839 21.5 32,610 - - - - - - -
230,742 12 93,577| 37.3 145,965 7 43,221| 29.6 20,789 2 6,152| 29.5 - - -
1,123,295 30 £90,756| 52,6 799,024 27 402,192{ 50.3 194,327 5 60,9€1( 31.4 - - - -
531,618 22 176,401| 33.2 327,3C1 10 46,571 14.2 119,565 1 6,635 5.5 61,547 1 4,539 7.4
429,261 16 173,%1| 3.8 204,354 9 63,260( 31.0 40,440 1 7,007| 17.3 -l - - -
55,310 25 303,493] 55.5 373,351 16 172,934 46.3 143,963 4 33,665| 23.4 11,380 - - -
110,247 5 43,291 39.3 81,875 2 13,367] 16.3 62,286 3 19,353| 31.1 -l - - -
1,726,191 40 921,969 53.1 1,141,9% 27 605,530| 53.C 75,116 2 7,121 9.5 - - - -
1,087,694 3 531,673] 48.8 672,765 le 307,060 45.6 174,768 4 25,052| 14.8 13,294 - - -
6,307,327 167| 4,902,263/ 71.0| 2,377,549 70| 1,468,419| 61.8 864,694 12 370,611 42.9 92,597 1 6,820] 7.4

Porete
rete in
tg:

! “oes rot azree with published figure since Bristol
r.orated places, whereas in the published total each
£4,, '"aton ity (Indiana-"hio) was counted as one urban place in United States total.

(Virrinia-Tennesses), Texarkana (Arkansas-Texas), and Union City (Indiana-Ohio) have bean counted as sepa-
peir was counted as one urban place.

? 9iz.ras for Chio dc not include corrections made for Fsirfield and Rossford villages received too late for tsbulation. Urban figure for Chio should be 1,353 greater.
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Table 4,=--CHANGES MADE BETWZEN ONE CENSUS AND ANOTHER IN 1900 AND 1910 URBAN TOTALS FOR CERTAIN STATES

(An asterisk indicates a change.

No changes were made for States not included in this table)

Urban population for 1900 Urban population for 1910
In Supple-
State mentary In 1910 L‘;dlgf;go In 1940 In 1910 iﬁdlggo In 1940
Ani;c};gis, report reports report report reports repart
United States totaleesse 30,583,411 | " 30,797,185 30,380,433 30,159,921 42,623,383 42,166,120 41,998,932
LAiNGeescesseseccssccccccseces 303,904 *337,390 *232,827 232,827 361,443 *262,248 262,248
New Hampshire.. . 226,269 226,269 226,269 *192,240 255,099 255,099 *223,152
Vermonteeeessse 91,775 *139,160 *75,831 75,831 168,943 *98,917 98,917
Massachusetts, cocoe 2,567,098 2‘567,098 2,567,098 *2.411,877 8,125,367 3,125,367 '2&995,739
Rhode Islandees 407,240 407,647 407,647 378,471 524,654 524,654 493,938
Connecticuteessesses 680,478 *792,595 *543,755 543,755 999,839 *731,797 781,797
New Yorkeee 5,298,111 5,298,111 5,298,111 5,298,111 7,185,494 7,185,4%4 *7,188,131
New Jersey. 1,329,162 1,329,162 1,329,162 1,329,162 1,907,210 1,907,210 *1,938,612
ChiOesessees 1,997,100 *1,998,382 1,998,882 1,998,382 2,665,143 2,665,143 2,665,143
1111n0i8ecccccscoces 2,600,058 *2,616,368 2,616,368 2,616,368 8,476,929 8,476,929 *3,479,935
Mi3S0Uricsesecosccese coses 1,128,104 1,128,104 1,128,104 1,128,104 1,398,817 1,398,817 *1,393,705
coses 40,936 40,936 40,936 40,936 76,673 76,673 *76,469
KANSaBeesesesecsssssssscsccssne 330,903 330,908 330,908 *329,696 493,790 493,790 *492,312
OklahQmAsesecssssssesesscssces 58,417 58,417 58,417 58,417 320,155 820,155 *318,975
260,651 260,651 260,651 260,651 404,840 404,840 *402,192
24,614 *27,381 27,381 27,381 46,571 46,571 46,571
777,699 777,699 777,699 *776,820 1,469,739 1,469,739 *1,468,419

Table 5,==RURAL POPULATION, 1890 AND 1880, AS DEFIMNED IN 1890

Population living outside "cities and other compact bodies of population

which number 1,000 or more"

(Data compiled in 1890 and used as basis for table showing increase or decrease in rural population, by States, which appears on
page 1xx of Eleventh Census, 1890, Part I, Population, but for some reason not published either in that volume or elsewhere,
Present table "reconstructed" from individual place data published in 1890 volame)

Rural population Increase® Rural population Increase®
Division and Division and
State 189% 1880 | Numver | FOTC State 189 1880 | Mumber | FeTT
cent cent
United Stateseesees| 87,250,863| 33,172,441 4,078,422| 12.3] South Atlantic:
Delaware..... 86,049 86,009 0 -
North AtlantiCeseeeeses| 5,971,519 6,009,460 -87,941] =~0.6 Marylandeeess 512,285 529,505/ -17,220 | =3.8
Horth Contralesssessess| 13.662.171| 12.112.407| 1,549.764| 12.8 VirginiBeessesssesess| 1,344,451 1,299,416 45,035| 3.5
South AtlantiCeesessees| 6,891,584| 6,227,238 664,346] 10,7 West Virginiaececeeecee 658,167 543,224 114,943 | 21.2
South Centralesseeessss| 9,055,698 7,740,725 1,314,973 17,0 North Carolinf.eesese| 1,461,562 1,304,653 156,909 | 12.0
WeBtesesseescscccsnccae 1,669.391 1,082,611 587,2&) 54.2 South Carolin@sececee 996,783 888,003 108,760 | 12,2
GOOTEifecaseasesessse| 1,530,924 1,347,163 183,761) 13.6
North Atlantic: FloridAceecscsssccsee 301,363 229,265 72,098 | 381.4
Maindeeccscecscccccne 362,482 386,873 -24,391 =643
New Hampshire.eeeecssso| 184,051 192,626 -8,575| 4,5 South Central:
Vermonteeeesssocecece 215,359 234,303 -18,944| -8.1 KontuckYeessesssooees| 1,446,110 1,847,123 98,987 7.3
Massachusetts . 235,089] 241,611 6,523 =2.7 eee| 1,462,675 1,384,690 77,985| 5.6
Rhode Island. . 17,496 18,004 -508| -2.8 .| 1,326,215| 1,157,988| 168,227| 14.5
Connecticuteecesccecs 156,048 168,012 11,964 =7.1 Miss8188ipplecceceseces| 1,175,596/ 1,050,682 124,914 11.9
NeW YoTKeesessseesess| 1,873,866| 2,087,042 -163,176| =8.0 ATkansas.cee. ees| 1,018,214 751,075 267,139| 35.6
New Jersey.e o 518,382 487,066 31,316 6.4 Louisianaeses . 804,072 674,817 129,255| 19.2
Pennsylvani@e.eesssees 2,408,746 2,243,923 164,823 73 Oklahomaee .o 51,620 - 51,620 -
TeXaBeseccsccccccsccsl 1,771,196 1,874,350 396,846 | 28,9
North Central:
2,006,565 =13,274| 0.7 West:
1,480,100 8,073| 0.5 Montanfeessssssscsses 82,079 29,594 52,465 [177.4
1,933,336| =66,74l| 3.5 IdahOsssecessseassans 80,900 30,165 50,735 |168.2
1,130,698 104,877 9,3 Wyomingeeeesesssccccce 31,049 10,781 20,268 |188,0
915,038 103,206| 11,3 199,393 111,875 87,5181 78,2
585,134 206,756] 85.3 130,405 109,858 20,547 18,7
IoWaesesesscsccccccnl 1,249,115 121,709 9.7 ArizonBesecccsccscccee 41,696 25,814 14,882 | 55,5
MisSOurieccessesscese 1,697,315 1,521,144 176,171 11.6 Utahesseecccscescecss 110,006 87,464 22,542| 25.8
162,073 29,419 132,654 450.9 24,720 37,805 -13,085|-B4.6
283,978 84,302 199,676| 236.9 197,357 60,642 136,715 |225,.4
705,807|  358,973|  346,834] 96.6 209,630  139,857]  79,773| 57.0
KansaBSeessssssccccecd 1,048,405 818,582 229,823| 28,1 Californifececccccccel 552,656 437,756 114,900| =26.2

* A minus sign (=) denotes decrease,
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