I
GENERAL SURVEY

The farm population is set off from the rest of the population,
in the popular mind, by either one or both of two characteristics:
First, that of agricultural occupation; and second, that of residence
in the open country. While the farm population does include many
persons who are engaged in occupations other than farming and also
considerable numbers of persons who do not live in the open country,
the popular idea, nevertheless, expresses the dominant and generally
prevailing characteristics. Over against the farm population is set
for comparison, usually, the city population, while the rather large
intermediate population which is neither farm nor urban is for the
most part overlooked or left out of account. :

THE ECONOMIC BACKGROUND

Of the two classes of population, the farm and the urban, the farm
population is, of course, by far the older in point of history. Men
cared for their flocks and women tilled the soil long before cities came
into existence; and even after cities were established they were for
many centuries few and far between, while the vast multitudes of
the growing populations were -dependent, strictly and directly on
agriculture and the family handicrafts for food and clothing and
practically everything else that they had. The problem of land
tenure was for centuries one of the outstanding social problems,
and the ownership of land was the one accepted economic basis for
aristocracy.

In recent times—almost within a single generation—the point of
view has changed, and the relative importance of land or land owner-
ship has suffered a marked decline. Capital (either productive prop-
erty, or credit functioning as purchasing power in the place of
money) has come into the dominant position. The influential man
of to-day is the man who can control vast amounts of capital, rather
than the owner of vast areas of land. Manufacturing, trading,
transportation, and finance have come into the foreground as sources
of wealth and income, and large incomes are made up chiefly of
interest and dividends on securities which represent ownership or
investment in these branches of activity, rather than of land rents.
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2 FARM POPULATION

At the foundation of this great change in the nature of human
activities in all civilized countries there have been three far-reaching
changes in economic organization, each of which has had important
effects on the distribution and relative importance of farm and urban
population.

The first of these was the introduction of steam power in manu-
factures, which brought the manufacturing processes together into
large factory units and made possible the specialization and the
division of labor which are characteristic of modern factory pro-
duction. The establishment of the factories of course brought great
numbers of persons into congested cities and towns, where, too
often, they lived under decidedly unfavorable conditions.

The effect on the population remaining in the country districts

" was scarcely less marked. They were made more completely depend-

ent on farming for a livelihood, through the removal of the so-called
household industries from the homes and the breaking down of the
old-time idea of the self-sufficing family unit, wherein many occu-
pations other than farming were carried on.

The factory system tends to encourage, or even compel, produc-
tion for the market in other lines of industry. For if the farmer, or
any one else, is to profit by the low cost of factory-produced articles,
he must himself produce goods which he can sell for money, in order
to have money with which to buy the factory products. The farmer
must raise more wheat, for example, when his wife and daughters
no longer spin yarn and weave cloth for the family clothing. And
year by year the farmers and the farm population as a whole have
come to use more and more of the factory products—partly in place
of the old-time homemade or locsﬂly made products, for the most
part cruder and much more expensive; and partly to satisty entirely
new wants, ‘calling for things which the earlier generations did not
even know, much less enjoy.

The second great factor in the reorganization of human industry
was the use of steam power in transportation. The development
of railroads and steamship lines made possible a far-reaching geo-
graphic specialization, in addition to the local specialization which
came with the factory system, and thus brought about a great
Increase in the scale of industrial operations.

This second factor had a profound effect on arrucultule also, in
that it brought into close competition in the lnarkeb farm lands
widely separated in location. Witness, for example, the depress-
ing effect on farming and farm values in New England and New
York which]followed the opening of railroads to the newly developed
‘West, with its fertile and extensive grain fields.



GENERAL SURVEY S 3

The rapid development of transportation in the United States has
hastened the transition, on the part of the farm population, to a
money economy, where production is for the market and wants are
satisfied with purchased goods. The transcontinental railroads
made it possible to ship the products of the fertile western farms to
the eastern seaboard and to receive in return the products of the
eastern factories—all with reasonable margins expended for the cost
of transportation. This condition led the fertile sections of the
West to specialize in farming longer than they otherwise would,
and, while it discouraged farming on the submarginal lands of the
Ea,st (submarginal under the new competltlon), it gave special
stimulus to manufacturing in the East.

The third and most recent of the great changes in economic or-
ganization has been the extension of the use of credit in commereial
transactions, until credit instruments (with settlements through the
clearing house) have largely taken the place of money, except for
retail business and in sections where commercial organization has
not yet been completed. Along with. this has come an increasing
dependence on borrowed capltal for the operation of industries and
a rapld increase in the size of establishments, until the operating
units in many branches of commerce and industry (other than farm-
ing) have become so large that no one man can hope to accumulate
from his personal savings the amounts needed to finance any of the
larger undertakings.

In combination with large-scale methods of production and steam
transportation, the extensive use of credit, both for capital expendi-
tures and as a means of handling current business, has made it both
easy and profitable for men to work together in large and ever larger
groups, and has thus contributed greatly to the continued flow of
population into cities.

The use of credit, especially in the development of the modern
corporation, has made it possible to build up an enormous indus-
trial organization, like the United States Steel Corporation, in a
brief period, instead of waiting for the slow accumulation of capital
out of profits which has been the normal method of growth for an
individually owned concern or for a partnership. . This in turn has
made possible the rapid industrial development which has put whole
cities on the miap inside a decade and given to other cities a popu-
lation doubling and trebling within the same period.

TFurther, as the practice of financing large undertakings through
the sale of stock or bonds to many investors became common, these
undertakings secured the advantages of young men, with the force
and optimism of youth, as managers; and under these energetic
managers progress was much more rapid than it had been under the
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management of the older and more conservative men who only
could attain to positions of control in large-scale business under the
old régime, where business attmned magnitude simply by gradual
growth from year to year.

Here is still another form of specmhza’mon and division of labor,
profitable like the earlier stages of specialization, in that it gives to
a man that kind of work for which he is best fitted; or rather, it
gives him, if he is fortunate, the most difficult or the most productive
of the several kinds of work which he may be able to do. For the
qualities that make an efficient manager or director of operations are
not the same as those that make an efficient accumulator of capital.

Incidentally, this development of the position of specialized
manager under corporate ownership offers to the young man of the
present generation one of the greatest opportunities of all time.

‘Whatever its effects on farming as a business, then, the increased
use of credit capital in urban industry has had a marked effect on
the farm population through increasing the demand for young and
enterprising men to develop other industries and for workmen at
wages higher than farmers followmg traditional methods can afford
to pay.

Furthermore, the enormous increase in industriel capital has
greatly increased the productivity of industrial labor, whereas the
relatively slow increase in agricultural capital (that is, in sctual
productive capital goods used in farming) has left the farm laborer
with a productivity increasing much less rapidly than that of his
industrial brother.

To be sure, not by any means the whole of the increased produc-
tivity of the industrial worker has come to him personally in in-
creased wages or decreased hours of labor, though he has made no-
table gains in both of these respects. The larger part of the
increased productivity, without question, has been distributed to the
consumers of the goods in the form of lower prices, in which advan-
tage the farm workers share alike with the city workers, in so far as
they are both purchasers of the goods.

In the business of farming, steam power, which revolutlonlzed
manufacturing and commerce, found little direct use during the
period of rapid development of the use of power in manufacturing.
Steam engines were for the most part large and expensive and strictly
stationary affairs, whereas farm work called for small, inexpensive,
and readily portable power units.

Even though they made little use of steam power, however, farm-
ers made this important step in advance: They learned to use
animal power in place of man power—the “horse hoe” in place of
the hand hoe, that age-old emblem of the physical burden of agricul-
tural labor. With this form of power alone, great progress was
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made in the substitution of machine work for handwork on the farm.
In the decade following 1835 the mowing machine and the reaper
were introduced, displacing much laborious work with seythe and
cradle and sickle; a decade later the threshing machine came into
use, displacing the slow and tedious threshing with the flail and
winnowing in the hand-operated “fanning mill.”

Since the introduction of the gas engine, however, rapid strides
have been made in the use of mechanical power on farms. The
most important of these uses is doubtless found in the automobile.
On more than half the farms in the country at least one automobile
is now found, and these automobiles are used perhaps 75 per cent of
the time for business purposes. In this way alone the farmers are
able to save much time, or what amounts to the same thing, are
enabled to accomplish much more work in the 24 hours of each day.
Tractors are of growing importance, though they have not yet to
any great extent displaced horses or mules on the farms.

Stationary gas engines are used for dozéns of purposes on the
farms, including the operation of cream separators, churns, and
ensilage cutters, the sawing of firewood, the pumping of water, the
operation of household machinery, such as washing machines, and
the generation of electric current for farm lighting systems.

The application of power to the various forms of activity on the
farm is still new and much further progress will doubtless be made
in the next few years. There is this difference, however, in the
general effect, between the growing use of power on the farm and
the introduction of power in manufacturing. In the latter case the
first effect, and perhaps the most important from the social point of
view, was to increase very greatly the size of the units of operation.
The machinery was brought together into great masses where it
could all be operated by a single great power unit. The increasing
use of power on the farm has had no such effect.  In fact, the exten~
sive use of power on the farm had to wait until it was practicable to
operate at a reasonable cost many very small power units—and
also to operate these units intermittently.

Now that a satisfactory form of mechanical power has become
available for farm use, it is being adopted by farmers in general
much mdre rapidly than was the horse-operated machinery of the
earlier generation, and is bringing about more revolutionary changes
in the farmers’ manner of living and thinking. In fact, it bids fair
to do more than any other one factor to reduce the differences be-
tween farming and manufacturing as occupations and consequently
to break down the differences which now obtain between farmers and
urban workers.

68691°—26——2
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In the United States it is only since the disappearance of the
free land ! in the West, say about 1890, that the credit factor has be-
come of outstanding importance in agriculture. In recent years the
farmer, following the example of urban industries, has apparently
extended his credit operations rather rapidly. The farm mortgage
debt in 1910 was estimated at $3,320,000,000; the estimate for 1920
was $7,858,000,000, or more than twice the earlier figure; and the
amount has doubtless increased still more since 1920.

Even if the total debt of the farmers were twice the estimated
mortgage debt just referred to, it would still represent a.small frac-
tion (probably not more than one-fourth) of the total value of farm
property. - This would seem to indicate a safe margin for the credit,
and one might say that the farmer has just as much right to operate,
and to expect to operate permanently, on borrowed capital, as does
the manufacturer or the transportation company.

But there seem to be two points of difference. First, a farmer
often undertakes new increments of debt without any dependable
source of income from which to meet the annual charges for interest
and amortization.

A manufacturer may produce goods to fill orders actually secu.red
at stated prices which insure a profit; or if he does not have the
orders in advance he has confidence based on experience that his
sales department-will dispose of the product at cost, plus a normal
profit. He may therefore borrow money for use in his business and
feel certain that the returns from the business will provide the funds
for repaying the loan when due.

But the farmer borrows money to operate his type of plant, the
farm, on a less secure basis, for he can not control his selling price
nor even tell in advance what that price is to be. e must accept
what the market decrees. This, in a season of abundant.crops,
may be less than the cost of production. Further, he has always to
face the uncertainties of the weather, which may cut down the
quantity of his product, even though the market decrees a high
price.

Second, as prices now stend and as farming is now done, the
capital requirements for the purchase of a farm are much heavier in
proportion to the average income than they are in any other industry,
with the possible exception of the railroads, which just now threaten
to become a close second.

To summarize: First came the use of steam power in manufac-
turing and with it the development of the factory industries. One
effect of this change on the agricultural population was to take the

1 That is, of bigh-grade farm land available in Isrge areas for homestead settloment,
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household industries away from them and make them more closely
dependent on the returns from agriculture for their incomes.

Second, the use of steam power in transportation, which brought

the ends of the world into direct competition and encouraged speciali-
zation in agriculture as well as in industry. One effect of this was
to discourage the old general diversified type of farming and to
concentrate the farmers’ energies on production for the market,
with its consequent dependence on fluctuating market prices.
* Third, the vast increase in the use of credit in exchange and of
credit capital.  To some extent the farmer has shared in the benefits
of the modern credit organization, and as agricultural production is
more thoroughly standardized he will share more fully,

This is not the whole story of the relation between modern eco-
nomic development and the farm population. Improved farm
machinery deserves a chapter to itself. Improvements in breeds of
animals and varieties of crops, improved methods of farm manage-
ment, and other developments in scientific farming have greatly
increased the productivity of the farms and greatly reduced the
laboriousness of the occupation of farming; and we are now just at
the beginning of an era wherein the application of mechanical power
to farming (taking the place of animal power as well as of human
muscle power and doing many additional things which neither one
of these would have done) will be the outstanding feature. Fur-
ther, the development of modern conveniences for living, as distinet
from the machinery of production, has brought great changes into
the farmer’s daily life and added greatly to his opportunities for
enjoyment. )

CHANGING STATUS OF AGRICULTURE IN AMERICA

For the first 100 years of its life the United States of America was
dominantly a rural nation. Agriculture was its most important
industry. Its foreign commerce consisted mainly in exchanging
agricultural products for the manufactured products of Furopean
countries. Its growth was measured by the development of new
areas of farm land. IEven the wonderful expansion of its railway
system was a thing required to serve the farming areas which were
being opened up farther and farther west. The farm family was
the typlcul American family; and the typical American was perhaps
the pioneer farmer.

The people who settled the great West came chiefly from the
farms of the older settlements to the eastward, each new strip of
settled area contributing in its turn to the settlement of land still
farther west. It is characteristic of a farming population in a new
country that it tends to increase so fast that it is not possible for all
of the children to find occupation on the farms of their fathers.
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There is therefore a natural overflow, a certain percentage of each
gencration who must needs leave the farms, unless the land is to
become overburdened with people, as it has done in many sections
of Turope. »

Formerly this overflow from the older farms split into two cur-
rents, one current seeking the cities, the other seeking new farms in
the West. Now that there is no more free land in the West, the
whole of the overflow from the farms pours toward the cities.

The rapid increase in the urban population which has accompanied
this change in the flow of the surplus farm population has often
been viewed with alarm. It has been taken for granted that the
percentage of the total population which was engaged in agriculture
in 1880, for example, was the percentage that ought always to be
engaged in agriculture, disregarding both the possibility that too
- many men were engaged in agriculture in 1880 (as there doubtless
wore) and the possibility that the farming population might become
more productive per man, either through the use of more machinery
and improved methods or through better organization and 1ncreased
specialization. '

There hos been much agitation for a movement “back to the
land,” though the meager results of the agitation stand as a mute
recognition of its lack of economic foundation. If there had been a
real need for men to go back to the land, this need would have found
expression in high prices offered for farm products and high wages
for farm labor—just as the need for building construction found
expression, in the years following the World War, in exceptionally
high wages for the building trades and high prices for building
materials. ,

As a matter of fact, the level of prices for farm products in recent
years has been lower than the average for all commodities. This
would indicate that, with our present export trade, we have too
many men engaged in farming rather than too few, and that we
need feel no alarm if the percentage of the total population engaged
in agriculture should go on declining for some little time.

When the rapid development of new farm land in the West, a
generation ago, resulted in a period of very low prices for farm prod-
ucts, the export market formed a sort of safety valye for the excess
production and covered up, for a long time, the fact that we had
many more farmers in the United States than were needed to sup-
ply our own people with farm products.

In the years from 1867 to 1870 we exported 14.5 per cent of our
wheat erop; in the decade from 1881 to 1890, 28.2 per cent; in the
period from 1891 to 1895, 84.9 per cent. Practlca]ly the same rate
was maintained for the perlod from 1896 to 1900 but from that time
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on there was a gradual decline, until the years 1911 and 1912 showed
only 10.9 per cent and 12.8 per cent, respectively. During the war
period, of course, our exports of wheat increased very greatly and
for some years subsequent to the armistice they were maintained.

The short crops in other wheat producing countries in 1924 made
a heavy demand for export wheat in 1924 and 1925, but the present
indications are that the percentage of our wheat crop exported will
soon be back where it was during the years preceding the war. In
fact, if any considerable increase in the price of American wheat is
made, as a part of the expected readjustment of prices as between
farm products and other things, the price of American wheat based
on domestic demand may become so high that Furopean countries
can not afford to buy it, except in times of unusually low produc-
tion in other exporting countries.

It is evident, then, that the foreign market no longer absorbs our
surplus of farm products as readily as it has done in times past, and
that American farmers must therefore depend to a greater extent
on the home market.

The extraordinary demands of the war period are to a large extent
accountable for the present overproduction in agriculture. The
demand for farm products was so urgent that their production was
considerably increased. The production of wheat, in particular,
was increased by diverting to this crop land which was normally
used for other crops or for pasture. This increased production was
maintained after the war demand was over. Its effect, coupled as
it was with the decline in the export requirements, was much the
same as the effect of the unduly rapid expansion of the farm acreage
in the eighties, namely, to depress the prices of farm products.

The only permanent remedy is likely to be found in a readjust-
ment between supply and demand. This will come partly through
a further reduction in the farm population, that is, in the number of
persons engaced in producing farm products, and partly through
the increasing demand for farm products resulting from the natural
growth of the population as a whole. In the present case the mar-
gin of overproduction is not very great and with the population
increasing at a rate of nearly 134 per cent a year and with an
appreciable annual reduction in the farm population, the balance
will be reached before many years.

For the present, therefore, there is no need to fear that the con-
tinued movement of population from the farms to the cities will
result in any shortage of food supplies. The first result of the con-
tinuation of this movement will be to cut down the farm production
and at the same time to increase the city consumption until the
latter will take care of the whole volume of farm products at satis-
factory prices.
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INCREASE IN PROIjUCTION PER FARMER

As compared with European agriculture, American agriculture
already produces a much larger quantity of products per man em-
ployed. This quantity is likely to increase rather than to decrease,
at least for a considerable number of years. Eventually, of course,
American farmers will feel the pinch of the law of diminishing
returns, but for the immediate future improvements in the art of
farming promise to do more than offset the tendency of the land to
return less generously for added investments of labor and capital.

The increase in the production per man resulting from the greater
use of machinery on the farm has already been referred to. The
use of machinery finds just now a special stimulus in the scarcity
and high cost of farm labor. A farmer will buy a piece of machinery,
even though he may use it for so short a time each year as to make
the investment otherwise of doubtful wisdom, simply because he
knows that the machine will be at his service when the work has
to be done, while he can not depend on securing the necessary
labor to do the work by hand.

Another way in which the production per man is being increased
is through the consolidation of farms and the gradual increase in
the number of acres cultivated by each farmer.

Improvements in farm organization or farm management have
made it possible to produce greater quantities of products, even
without increasing the amount of land employed. In this respect
there is room for much further progress. In particular, the total
production of all the farms in the country will be tremendously
increased when all, or nearly all, of the farmers can be persuaded to
use the methods now used by the most efficient farmers.

Especially significant in this connection is the great increase in
the extent to which farm boys are being educated for farming. The
more well-trained men there are in the next generation of farmers,
the more farms will be well managed and well organized and the
greater will be the output both per man employed and per acre of
land.

One other method by which the output of farm products per 1,000
of the farm population has been greatly increased during the past
50 years is the specielization in production for the market. The
early farmer produced mainly for home consumption and only inci-
dentally for the market. This meant that he produced many dif-

- ferent things; some of them easily,because his land was suitable for
their production; others with difficulty, because he thought that he
had to produce them in order to have them for consumption. At
that time many articles were made in the household which are now pur-
chased at the store. The farm was regarded as a place to live and
was expected to produce a ‘“living,” not necessarily an income.

—
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The modern farmer devotes most of his energy to producing for
the market, sells what he produces for money, and with the money
buys most of the things which he and his family need. This is
simply an application to farming of the principle of division of labor
which has so wonderfully increased the efficiency of industrial
production.

There are limits, of course, to the extent to which this specializa-
tion can be profitably carried. These limits are determined by the
cost of transportation and the cost of marketing. At the present
time the cost of transportation and the cost of marketing stand at a
higher level, relatively, than the prices of farm products. It is pos-
sible, therefore, that some farms are now overspecialized and would
be more profitable if they produced a greater variety of products;
in particular, if they produced products which could be sold in
near-by markets in place of those which require to be shipped to
distant markets, This condition is only temporary, however, and
looking ahead into the future we may expect still more speciuliza,-
tion and a continued increase in the output of pr oducts from a glven
farm population through this means.

HIGHER STANDARDS OF LIVING CALL FOR MORE URBAN PRODUCTS

The changing nature of the demand for goods which comes with
the general improvement in the standard of living calls for more
men in city factories in proportion to the number on farms. A rising
standard of living (except where it starts from the very lowest level)
does not call for any considerable increase in the quantity of food
or other farm products. It calls rather for a steady increase in the
quantities of all sorts of things which are made in factories and in
other branches of industrial production. '

Except for the development of truck farming in certain sections of
the country, whereby the modern city dweller is enabled to add fresh
vegetables to his menu the year around, practically every consump-
tion item which has entered into the gradually rising American
standard of living is produced in the city factories. Hence it is not
strange that there has been a constantly increasing demand for
urban workers, which has drawn large numbers out of the farming
territory.

What are the outstanding differences between our present-day
standard of living and that of our grandfathers? Automobiles,
telephones, radios, vietrolas and player pianos, electric lights, house-
hold machinery, better clothing, moving pictures, candy, ice cream,
and carloads of toys for the children. All of these are the
product of labor employed elsewhere than on farms; and the more
of such things we have, the more labor will have to be taken off the
farms. And why should we not be glad to have it so? If 8,000,000



12 FARM POPULATION

workers on the farms can provide all the farm products for which
there is a ready demand at fairly adjusted prices, why should we
not rejoice that the remainder of our population is employed else-
where in the production of things for our enjoyment which can not
be produced on farms?

In this connection it may be worth while to call attention to a fal-
lacy which, if it ‘were not so widely held, would hardly deserve men-
tion. ‘' This is the idea that the farms or the farmers must support
the city population. Men and women otherwise intelligent seem to
believe implicitly-in this fallacy and much of the feeling which exists
between cities and farming areas is based on it. It is true that the
farmer raises the food which is eaten by the city population. The
farmer, however, does not turn his products over to the city people
as a [ree gift. He receives in return directly a sum of money, and
indirectly the large variety of city products for which he spends his
money. These include clothing for himself and family much better
than that which was made in the home by his great-grandmother;
canned goods, sugar, and other prepared food products in great
variety; telephone service and an automobilé to abolish the old-time
“isolation;” furniture and equipment for his home; musical instru-
ments; reading matter; a radio set; and dozens of other modern
devices for his convenience and enjoyment. These ave some of the
things which the city gives to the farmer in return for his products.

Further, the farmer receives from the city factory a tremendous
amount of assistance in his business. One of our most famous
presidents spent a part of his youth in splitting fence rails. How
many men would have to be taken from other branches of produc-
tion and brought back to the farms, if it were necessary to split
enough rails to take the place of the 700,000 tons of fence wire that
were turned out, in a recent year, by = force of perhaps 3,000 men?
The farm machinery which has contributed so much to increasing
the output and decreasing the laboriousness of farming is a factory
product; commercial fertilizer, twine for the binder, gasoline and
oil for the farm engine and the tractor, chemicals for the spraying
that is so essential to present-day fruit production—all these things
and many more represent, in & sense, farm work that is done in the
city and brought back to the farmer in the form. of materials ready
for his use.

While it is true, then, that the city population literally could not
live without the food products raised by the farmers, it is quite as
true that the farmers could not live as they do now, even the least
prosperous of them, if they were deprived of the products that come
to them from the city factories, Each class is dependent on the other
for things of vital importance; and the exchange is in the main
advantageous to both parties, :
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Nor is it any longer true, as it once was, that the farm population
is the backbone of the Nation. Farm and city population are both
essential. Our present civilization would suffer as much if the pro-
duction of steel in its various forms were suddenly stopped as it
would if the production of wheat were stopped. And if the whole
supply of gasoline should suddenly disappear, the resulting chaos
would be even more acute and tragic.

The decline in the farm population need not be the cause of regret,
then, so long as we can be assured that the transition has placed the
men and women who have left the farms in other places where they
can produce things which are more needed than are additional
quantities of farm products.

THE QUALITY OF THE FARM POPULATION

We have spoken of the decreasing proportion of the total popula-
tion which remains on the farms as though it were a matter for little
concern and have shown that the increase in the urban population
was in fact an inevitable accompaniment of our rising standard of
living. If this were the whole story our rural problem would be
relatively simple. The matter of numbers is not the whole story,
however. There has been a change in the quality of the farming
population, especially in the older States, which is much more
important than the decline in the numbers. Hence we do have a
rural problem which is serious and immediate in its demands.

The overflow from each new generation of the farm population,
that part which under present conditions goes largely to the cities,
is quite different in type and character from the parb that remains
on the farms. It includes, first, a group who are merely restless
and hungry for excitement. These are happier and more useful in
the city; and the country can well spare them.

Second, it includes a great army of those who were born to be
followers rather than leaders—who work more efficiently and find
greater happiness working under other men’s direction, with a
stated income not dependent on the exercise of their own judgment
or enterprise. These are useful workers on the farms, but their
service to society is doubtless greater in the city, where they work
under superior direction.

Third, there is a group made up of young men who seek the city
because they feel that it offers greater opportunitics—bigger and
more remunerative tasks to be done. This group is very small in
numbers but it includes a large proportion of the most enterprising
and encrgetic of the country-born youth, in particular those who
have in them the spirit of initiative. These are the ones the country
and the farms can least afford to spare. By their going they often
leave the country communities without competent leaders. And
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yet, because the country offers but meager opportunities and meager
rewards for leadership, as compared with the modern city, one
would hesitate to bold them back,

Those who are left in the couniry, after these three groups have
gone to the city, are for the most part those who are simply content
to let things go on in the old way, satisfied with things as they have
been.?

Here and there, however, is found a young man of marked initia-
tive in whom the love of the land is so strong that he will not listen
to the call of the city, or 2 man with a new vision of what farm life
may become under modern conditions. These men are the hope of
the farming communities of the near future. The very conditions
which prevailin the country—the difficulty of achieving success—
call for energy and brains; and these land-minded men will find
greater reward for their initiative and their diligence by reason of
the absence of competition; and their service to their communities
will be doubly appreciated because it is so sorely needed.

So long as a part, and a rather large part at that, of the overflow
of enterprise from the eastern farms was going to other farms in the
‘West, the loss to the farm population as a whole was not serious.
Now that practically all of the overflow from the farms is going to
the cities, the tendency will be to transfer more and more the enter-
prise of the Nation from the farms to the cities. The big things to
be done are in the cities, or at least are administered from city
offices. THence the boys who are most ambitious to do big things
will tend to go to the cities—excepting always the naturally land-
minded, who will stay on the farms for the love of farming. ‘

Perchance the big things, so called, of the present generation, are
not the best things. A future generation must judge as to that.
But they are the things that appeal to the enterprising youth——the
operation of great factories and railroads, the management of huge
department stores and big city newspapers, professional service in
fields of distinetion—with the number of dollars of income or in-
ventory close in the foreground as a measure of the degree of success.
Yeb the dollar yardstick is not quite so prominently in view as it
was 10 or 15 years ago, and the idea of service is finding its place in
the fields of larger endeavor quite as rapidly as in the less pretentious
walks of life. In fact, the call of the city to the young man from
the farm or country town often takes the form of a call to larger
service, mixed though this call may be with the promise of larger
personal returns. The city offers opportunity, and to youth in the
fullness of hope, opportunity is next door to accomplishment.

) 1. For o discussion of some conerete results of the selective nature of the migration from the farms tojthe
cities, seo E. A, Ross, The Social Trend (1922), pp. 43-49,
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The rural problem is concerned, therefore, with the change in the
character of the farm population, even more than with its relative
decline in numbers. Now, it is not possible for the census enumera-
tors to appraise or classify the persons whom they enumerate on
the basis -of actual or potential enterprise or initiative, or in any
direct way to assist in such an .evaluation or classification. Con-
clusions must be based indirectly, then, on an analysis of such defi-
nite characteristics as the census can show with regard to the farm
population and the city population—such matters as age, sex, and
racial distribution—and upon supplemental information from mon-
census sources.

OCCUPATIONAL DEMANDS OF FARM AND CITY

Comparisons are often made between the working conditions or
the economic opportunities of the country and the city, as though
each represented a block within which conditions and opportuni-
ties were uniform and between which there were sharp contrasts.
As a matter of fact, while conditions are fairly uniform in the coun-
try, there are two radically different groups in the ecity; and dif-
ferent writers compare the situation in the country with the situation
in one or the other of these two city groups, each in accordance
with his own inclination or bias.

In discussing the reasons for the flow of population from the farms
to the cities we have already spoken of the great opportunities
which urban industry offers to the enterprising young man, in
particular to the man with executive ability considerably above the
average. This is one side of the story. The cities have their highty
organized industries, in which the task of managing or directing
other men has been made a special job, with returns proportionate
to its importance. Out of the whole number of young men who
leave the farms for the cities, however, only a small percentage
find employment in these high-grade, well-paid positions. A vast
majority, either because they have not the ability or because they
do not find the right opening, have to content themselves with
subordinate positions.

The second group of city workers whose condition of employment
ought to be considered in any comparison between country and
city is made up of the rank and file of wage earners in manufacturing
and commerical establishments. The wage earner in & factory
usually performs a single operation or a small group of operations
under close supervision. His work soon becomes monotonous and
uninteresting. - He has little or no chance to exercise his own judg-
ment. It matters little, therefore, whether his judgment is good
or bad, This situation is probably favorable for the man whose
judgment is really bad and for the man who has no initiative of
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his own. Such a man is content to become a part of the machine
and the value of his work under skillful supervision is much greater
than the value which he eould produce in any occupation where the
result depended on his own skill or judgment.

From the point of view of the work accomplished, even the man
whose judgment is moderately good doubtless produces greater
value working under the direction of a superintendent whose judg-
ment is exceptionally good—or one who has the advantage of work-
ing out a part of an exceptionally good general plan. In spite of
this, however, the effect of the monotonous, closely supervised job
on the man is often to break down the moderately good judgment
which he has, through lack of opportunity for its exercise.

In comparison with the routine factory worker, the average
farmer is much move dependent on his own judgment as to how his
work should be done, as to what particular things should be done
to-day and what ones left until next week, etc. On the farm each
individual worker, even the average ‘‘hired man,” supplies his own
supervision to a very great extent. This gives abundant opportu-
nity for the exercise of whatever powers of judgment he may have
and to this extent it is beneficial to the worker. Many times it
happens, however, that the worker’s judgment is not very good.
Consequently, the results of his work are unsatisfactory. By reason
of this he becomes dissatisfied and discouraged. One may question,
then, whether the effect on the worker of a chance to do work badly
under the guidance of his own judgment is not worse than the effect
of doing work well under strict supervision.

We might, then, venture an ideal apportionment of all the workers
in the Nation between the farms and the city industries somewhat
on this basis: That those with a very high degree of ability, partic-
ularly those qualified to supervise the work of others, should go to
the city, where their particular qualifications would find adequate
opportunities. That those at the other end of the scale, namely,
those having the least qualification for managing or directing work,
either their own or that of others, should also go to the city, where
they would work in factories and alsewhere under close supervision.
That the middle section, those men who have ability to manage
their own activities, but no special genius for managing large groups
of others, should remain on the farms.

Having made this apportionment, as a logical ideal, let us ask if
the present tendencies are not already leading toward something
-of the kind. It seems that way to some well-qualified observers;
and with better vocational advisory service, more and more of
those who are best qualified to become farmers (including all who
are decidedly of the land-minded type) will become farmers, while
those whose native abilities fit them better for other occupations WLU,
tollow such occupations. : :
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FARM AND CITY INCOMES

It has been assumed that one of the principal reasons for the
drift of population from the farms to the cities is the expectation of
a larger income. It is difficult to compare a farm income with a
city income for many reasons. It is difficult, even though the com-
parison is limited to those tangible things which may be given at
least an estimated money value. The income of the city man
usually comes in the form of a sum of money, out of which he must
pay for most of the things which he and his family use or enjoy.
The farm income, on the other hand, comes only partly in cash,
with another part, sometimes a very large part, in the form of
goods and services which arve directly consumed by the farm family.

The average city man spends a large fraction of his total money
income either for house rent or in the form of interest, taxes, etec.,
for the actual cost of owning a house. The farm home is a part of
the farm, and while it does actually cost something, this cost is not
directly paid in money and is not thought of by the farmer as being
a cost, We may say then that the farm furnishes a place to live
and may set- this down as an addition to the farmer’s cash income,
equivalent to the rent paid by the city family.

The farm also furnishes s part of the food supply for the farm
family, larger or smaller, in accordance with conditions and with the
amount of effort that is expended toward producing a variety of
products for home consumption. The farmer may therefore obtain
from the farm a large part of those supplies for which the city man -
must pay the grocer and the market man.

If there are children in the family the farm affords abundant
opportunity for wholesome recreation without the expenditure of
money, whereas in the city recreation is largely a matter of direct
expense. The farm also affords the means and a favorable atmos-
phere for training in useful tasks—an advantage which even the
most pretentious urban home does not provide. '

It may very well be, then, that a farm family living on a farm
owned by the operator (which is still the typical farm in the United
States) will really live better and have more things to enjoy on a
cash income of $800 per year than will a city family living in a
rented house or apartment with a cash income of $2,000 per year.

To some extent the attractiveness of the city occupations has
been overstated by comparing the cash income with the cash income
of the farmer and making no allowance for the other important
items in the farm income. Even the most enthusiastic advocate
of the farm as a place of residence must admit, however, that rela-
tively few of the young men who have left the farm for city occu-
pations ever come back to the farm, even after they have learned




o

18 FARM POPULATION

from experience how many and how great are the demands on the

money income in the city. From this fact one may reasonably infer
that, even after allowance is made for all the supplemental things
furnished by the farm, the total farm income is still smaller than
the total income to be gained in urban industry.

This brings the inquiry back to the question of the prices of farm
products; for since the modern farmer produces mainly for the
market, prices affect his income guite as much as quantity of pro-
duction. To the city man who must pay the retail prices for farm
products, they seem already unduly high; to the farmer, on the
other hand, who finds more and more need for money with which
to buy manufactured products, as he increases the use of machinery,
diversifies his farming, and improves his standard of living, the
prices of many farm products seem unduly low, in comparison with
the prices of the things which he has to buy.

Doubtless the prices of farm products can never be made high
enough to satisfy the desires of the farmers, any more than wages
can ever be made quite high enough to satisfy permanently the
desires of the wage earners. “Satisfactory” prices may be tenta-
tively defined, however, as prices which will yield the farmer as
great a real income—that is, as great a volume of the things which
he and his family need or desire—as the business man or the factory
or commercial employee of equivalent capacity obtains from his
urban employment. It is not possible to measure in exact terms
the amount of satisfactions (real wages) recéived by any two
individuals or groups of individuals, so as to make a close compari-
son. Under present conditions, however, the difference between
real wages received by the farmers and the real wages received by
the urban workers seems to be great enough to draw young men and
young women steadily out of the farm population into the ranks of
the urban workers.

The question of the ineflicient organization of the farm business
(and its consequent unproductiveness) may be raised. There are
also inefficiently organized establishments in every urban industry,
however, and many of these establishments go on doing business
year after year, at least paying their expenses of operation, under
the present scale of prices for their products. The difference in
efficiency between the average farm unit and the 4verage establish-
ment in any urban industry is probably less than the difference
between the least efficient and the most efficient establishment
within the wrban industry itself.

So long as farmers work from 10 to 14 hours a day in order to
obtain fairly adequate food, clothing, and shelter for their families,
while urban workers seeure adequate food, clothing, and shelter for
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their families in return for 8 hours of work per day, there is certainly
need for some adjustment.

So far we have spoken only of those items in the farm income
which might be given a money value—those things which the city
family obtains for the payment of a money price. There are other
elements in the farm income, however, which do not appear at all
.and can not appear in the city income. Among these may be men-
tioned the privilege of living and working out of doors, under con-
ditions absolutely natural, in the age-old sense, as compared with
the artificial existence of flats and factories; the freedom to make
one’s own daily program (subject, of course, to the requirements of
the seasons); the opportunity every day and every hour to exercise
individual ability, ingenuity, and resourcefulness; and the joy of
living with living things and watching them grow. These elements
- appeal much more strongly to some individuals than to others.
Those to whom they do appeal strongly should count them as a
significant addition to the more tangible items of expected income,
when they are considering whether to become (or remain) farmers or
to seek a place in the big system of urban occupations. Those to
whom they do not appeal will perhaps be happier in the city, even
though their incomes may be smaller.

THE NEW FARMING AND THE NEW FARMER

A man’s occupation has more to do with shaping his character
than almost any other influence. The occupation of the farmer,
until about the year 1850, was made up very largely of hard muscu-
lar labor; and the changes since that date have come very slowly
and gradually. :

The wide appeal of Edwin Markham’s poem, “ The Man with the
Hoe,” was based quite as much upon the aptness of its description
of the peasant farmer as upon the vividness of its expression.
Americen farmers, to be sure, have never been obliged to depend so
throughly upon the power of their own muscles as have the Euro-
pean peasants. Nevertheless, even in America, farming has been
an occupation involving hard and long continued physical labor.

This characteristic of his occupation has inevitably had its effect
both on the character of the farmer and on his physical appearance.
The tasks of the old-time farmer called for crude power. With his

own musecles he had to swing the scythe, lift the hay from the ground

to the loaded wagon and again to the stack or the haymow, and
wield the hoe, tiie spade, and the ax. All these were operations
requiring crude strength with relatively little, if any, fine adjustment
or coordination.

Most of the farmer’s tasks have been individual tasks. The
farmer has worked in his field alone all day, and so far as he has seen
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and talked with other men, these men have also bheen farmers.
Hence the ideas and experiences of his occupation have been kept
always in the foreground.

Within the past 60 or 70 years a new type of farming has been
coming into existence, slowly at first, but more rapidly since about
1900. If we call the old type of farmer the hoe-farmer, we may
well call the new: type the machine-farmer.? The hoefarmer per-
formed heavy work with his own muscles; the machine-farmer
simply guides and directs the machine which, operated either by
horsepower or by the power of a gasoline engine, does the heavy
work for him. This change in the nature of the farmer’s occupa-
tion has had a tremendous effect, not only on the amount of work a
man -can do, but also on the character of the farmer himself.

The work of the hoe-farmer developed the heavy muscles in his

body and required little accuracy or precision. Hence we are in-

clined even now, so strong is the force of tradition, to picture the
typical farmer as a man strongly built but clumsy in his actions and
slow in thought. As a maftter of fact, in most parts of the United
States, the hoe-farmer is rapidly passing into history and his place
has already been taken by the machinefarmer. The task of the
machine-farmer requires quickness of eye and quickness of response,
to change the adjustment of the machine. In short, the farm task
has been shifted from the back of the peasant to the fingers and eyes
of a farm engineer; for such we may well term the machine-farmer.

This change in the nature of the farmer’s work has had, and is
having, a profound effect upon the farmer, as machinery takes
over more and more of the heavy part of the work and: requires the
development of precision and accuracy in the finer muscles. Fur-
ther, there is a sort of mental stimulus in the idea of controlling
machinery. This factor in the life of the farmer is simply a part of
the general effect which the introduction of machinery is having on
all human life, both physical and mental. Both in farming and
in other occupations’ things are being done more and more by
machinery. Machinery is being developed even to perform the

“heavier parts of the work of the housewife, this field being the last
into which the machine has come.

Machinery, however, is both a servant and a master. The
machine will do the work for which it is designed, but only within
its limits and then only if it is kept in order. The machine-farmer,
then, must know his machines: First, that he may not try to make
them work beyond their limits; and second, that he may keep
them in order, which involves the making of minor 1epa11s as
they are required. :

3 For thesa two very significant terms the writer is indebted to Dr. C. J. Galpin, from whose “‘ Rural
Life,” pp. 32-35, was taken also the substance of this paragraph and the two following,
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One effect of the development of machinery. for use in farming
has been, and will be, to make the difference between the task of
the farmer and the task of the city worker less and less; for the
majority of men working in occupations other than farming are
also working with machines. Many of them, to be sure, are work-
ing with machines much larger than the farmer’s machines, so large,
perhaps, that they as individual workers have little to do with
guiding or directing the machine but are simply its servants, keeping
pace with the speed of the machine. Many things, however, the
farm machines and other machines have in common. Hence, 50
far as machinery goes, it will tend to make farmers more like city
workers.

Machine farming, therefore, will compete more directly with
urban occupations and the distinctive rural mind will become more
like the urban. With this change in the nature of their occupa-
tion, the farmers’ habits of living will tend to change also and to
become more like those of the city. TUnder these conditions, it is
reasonable to expect that there will be less of a scramble on the part
of the farm youth to leave the farm, and even that there may be
some profitable interchange of population through the transfer to the
farm of men born in the city—especially of those who have inherited
a love for the land from some farmer ancestor, but who now hesitate
to make the venture because of the physical burden and the per-
sonal limitations which they see in farming as an occupation.

THE OUTLOOK FOR THE FUTURE

We have spoken at length of the situation in which the present-
day farm population of the United States finds itself, declining in
relative numbers and changing gradually in some of its characteris-
ties, but relatively stable as compared with the rapidly developing
and highly organized industrial population which has been growing
up beside it. We have noted, in particular, the recent changes
which have come about in the farm population itself through the
increase in production for the market, on the one hand, and through
the introduction of mechanical power in the form of the automobile
and the portable gasoline engine, on the other hand. While impor-
tant beginnings have been made in organization for the marketing
of farm products, these have affected the situation of the total farm
population only a little as yet, and many individual experiments
have proved unsuccessful. What, then, can we say with regard to
the future of the farm populix,tuon2

Already agriculture has lost its traditional posmon as the domi-
nant industry of the country, though it remains, as it always must
remain, an industry absolutely essential. Further changes in the
relative importance of agriculture were forecast by President Coolidge

68691 °—26——3
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in an address at the annual meeting’ of the Association of Land
Grant Colleges on November 13, 1924, in the following words:

“In a very few years the natural increase of population and the
inevitable tendency to industrialization will place us among the
nations producing a deficit rather than a surplus of agricultural
staples. . We were fairly on the verge of that condition when the
World War gave a temgomr and artificial stimulation to agricul-
ture, which ultimately brought disastrous consequences. HEven to-
day, if in making up our balance sheet we include our requirements
of “coffee, tea, sugar, and wool, we already have a considerable
agricultural deficit. It may not be generally known, but even now
we consume more calories of food in this country than we produce.
The main reason is that we do not raise near enough sugar. Our
only agricultural exports of consequence are cotton, meat products,
and wheat; and as fo the two latter, it must be plain that the scale
will shortly turn against us. We shall be not only an agricultural
importing nation, but in the lives of many who are now among us
we are likely to be one of the greatest of the agricultural buying
nations. ,

Tn this lies the assurance to the American farmer that his own
future is secure enough. But he must readjust his methods of pro-
duction and marketing until he comes within sight of the new day.
Our immediate problem has been to carry him through the interven-
ing period of a]g)normal. and war-stimulated surpluses,. After that,
we shall face the real problem of our long future, the problem of

- maintaining a prosperous, self-reliant, confident agriculture in-a
country preponderantly commercial and industrial. It has been
attested by all experiences that agriculture tends to discouragement
and decadence whenever the predominant interests of the country
turn to manufacture and trade. We must prevent that in America.”

" It is no new development to which the President has called atten-
tion, but simply the continuation of tendencies already well estab-
lished in our national economy. The extent to which we shall find
it profitable to import from other, newer countries, products of the
same kind as those which our own farmers produce, will dépend on
many factors outside the boundaries of our own country which it is
difficult to forecast far in advance. The interchange of products
between different countries- ordinarily requires that each country
which is a party to the exchange shall have need for foreign products
as well as a surplus of some domestic product which is elsewhere in
demand.  If ‘we are to import foodstuffs from abroad, we must be
able to sell enough of our manufactured products in foreign markets,
in the long run, to pay for our imports.* It is possible that we shall
come to occupy a position in world trade somewhat like that which
was held by England up to the time of the World War. But many
of the countries which have so far afforded good markets for manu-
factured goods are establishing their own factories, so that it is

{ This statement should be modified to allow for the current income which we receive 8s & areditor
country, elther in the form of interest or dividends ou foreign securities, or in the form of payments
made to our Government by other nations, and also for the so-called invisible exchange.

—
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doubtful whether England, even, will ever regain the satisfactory
trade that she had prior to 1915, There are limits, then, to the
extent to which & surplus of manufactured goods can be freely ex-
changed for foodstuffs and raw materials.

There is another new element in the situation that ought not to
be overlooked, though little serious consideration has so far been
given to it. Modern sanitary science is making it increasingly
possible, and increasingly comfortable and agreeable, for white men
to live in the Tropics. It seems possible, then, that the next genera-
tion will see a tremendous development of the productive resources
of the Tropics, as yet almost untouched, including perhaps the intro-
duction and general utilization of entirely new products; and that
all temperate countries will vastly increase their imports from these
tropical countries. This change in commodities available for import,
and in sources of supply, may affect the demand for domestic farm
products in ways which it is not possible now even vaguely to foresee:
- Whatever may be the details of the future development. of our
international trade relations, the business of agriculture will of
necessity become more and more closely bound up with our commerce
and our manufacturing, and the present line of demarcation
between farming and other branches of industry will grow less and
less definite. - This broader tendency will join with other tendencies,
already mentioned, to break down many of the present differ-
ences in characteristics between the farm population and the urban
population; and the general effect will be to make the farm popu-
lation like the urban population.

Perhaps the most important single effect of all of these changes
in the economic situation will be the effect whieh it is hound to have
on the spirit of the Nation. Throughout the first century and more
of our national life, agriculture was our most important industry
and the opening of hundreds of millions of acres of new farm land
was the measure of our national growth. Toward the close of
the ninteenth century this form of growth came to an end because
there was little more land out of which to make more farms. Since
that. time we have beén in a state of transition, with commerce and
manufactures becoming every year more and more important.

It is simply restating an accepted tradition to say that the soul of-
the old America was rural. May we not just as certainly, however,
reading the cléar signs of the times, say that the soul of the new
America will be urban? This means that the new farm population
will no longer live apart, as a source from which contributions may
be made (o urban life; it must rather itself be a part of one unified
orgamzatlon in Whlch agriculture, manufacturing, and commerce
are coordinated, with free interchange of people among the different
branches of producuve eﬁoxt accordmo to. the needs of the Nat1on7
as a whole.




II
RURAL AND URBAN POPULATION: 1790 TO 1920

THE CENSUS FIGURES

The terms “rural” and “urban” have been used in connection
with population statistics in the United States for 50 years or more.
During this period, however, there has been considerable variation
in the definitions given to these terms and in the classifications of
the population which they have represented. The simplest classifi-
cation, and the oldest one in point of history, designates as urban
the population of all places having 8,000 inhabitants or over. This
classification was first presented in the published reports of the
United States census in a “Statistical Atlas of the United States,”
prepared under the direction of Dr. Francis A. Walker and pub-
lished in 1874. In this atlas, as a part of the explanation of a series
of maps showing the density of the population of the United States,
was presented a table giving the population living in cities of 8,000
inhabitants or more, and the number of such cities, for each census
from 1790 to 1870.

- While the classification on the 8,000 basis has been superseded by
one which includes smaller cities in the urban population, this
table has been retained as a supplemental feature in the reports of
all the later censuses, It is of interest at the present time because
it covers the whole period of the existence of the Nation. The
figures are presented herewith, including data for 1920, in Table 1.

Tasre 1.—PorunaTioN IN Praces or 8,000 INsaBrTANTS OR MORE!
. 1790 o 1920

PLACES OF 8,000 INEABITANTS OR
MORE (URBAN POFULATION) Per cent
B
Total popula- ation
CENSUS Year Hon Per cent Iﬁgﬁiédgr
Population Number | of total 2,000 or
of places p%xl);gn- ‘nore

- 108, 710, 620 48, 307, 640 024 43.8 56.2
91, 072, 266 35, 570, 334 768 38,7 6L.3
75, 094, 575 25, 018, 335 547 32,9 67.1
62, 047,714 18, 244, 239 445 20,0 © 710
50, 155, 783 11, 365, 698 285 2.7 77.3
38, 588, 471 8,071,875 226 20.9 79.1
31, 443, 321 5,072, 266 141 16,1 83.9
23] 101, 378 2807586 | - 85 25l s
17, 089, 453 1,458, 094 4 8.5 9L.5
12, 866, 020 864, 509 28 6.7 03.3
9, 638, 453 475, 135 13 4.9 95.1
7, 239, 881 356, 920 11 4,9 - 95,1
5,308, 483 210, 873 [3} 4.0 96,0
3, 029, 214 131,472 [ 3.3 96.7
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The number of places with & population of 8,000 or more increased
from 6 in 1790 to 924 in 1920, and the percentage of the populatmn
living in these cities increased from 3.3 in 1790 to 43.8 in 1920.
Conversely, the percentage of the total population which would be
considered rural under t}ns classification, declined from 96. 7 in 1790
to 56.2 in 1920.

In the reports of the census of 1880, in addition to the class1ﬁca-
tion on the 8,000 basis, which has appeared a8 already stated, in
the reports of every census since 1870, the figures for the 1880 census
were classified on ‘a new basis, Wluch included as urban all places
having' &' population of 4,000 or more. It had already been Tecog-
nized, apparently, that the 8,000 limit was too high to include all
of the population  which was really urban in character:: ' The reduc-
tion of the limit from 8,000 to 4,000 added to the urban ares 294
places having a population betwee’n 4,000 and 8,000 and increased
the urban population in 1880 from 11,365,698, as it stood under
the 8,000 limit, to 12,936,110, " This change increased the percentage
urba,n from 22.7 4o 20 8, and reduced the percentage rural, corre-
spond:mgly, from 77.3 to-74.2. ' :

So far the emphasis’in the rural-urban cla,ss1ﬁ0at10n had been

placed entirely on the urban group. In the reports of the census of
1890 the urban clasm.ﬁcatlon was given only on the 8,000 basis, and
an entirely new definition was adopted 'for the rural population.
Under ‘this new definition the rural’ population of each' county was
obtained by subtracting from the total population ‘of ‘the county
‘“the population of all cities or other compact bodies' of population
which ‘number 1,000 or more.”  The' rural population, that is, was
the population outs1de all closely settled places hamng 1; 000 mhabﬁ:—
ants or more.
* In the discussion’ of th1s classﬁicatlon, as pubhshed in the census
reports, there is an interesting forecast of the 2,500 limit which was
later (1910) adopted as tﬁe"dividing'line between rural and urban
populatmn In speaking of the difficulty of classifying the popula-
tion in New England towns; the writer says “‘ In the case of these towns
the elithination of theé urban element hsas been largely a matter of -
personal acquaintance, an ‘estimate based thereon being gmded to
some extent by the population of the town, a population in excess
of 2,500 indicating that a considerable proportmn of the people
were living under ‘urban-conditions.”t

The rural population on this basis (excludmg the populatlon of
all cities and other compact bodies of population which numbered
1,000 or more) was computed for 1880 as well as for 1890, in order
tlmt comparative figures might be presented. Even at this early
date a considerable part of the northeastern section of the country

1Bleventh Census of the United States, 1830, Vol. I, pt. 1, poIxde, s ,
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showed & decline in rural population, more than one-half of the area
comprised in the States from. Maine to Pennsylvania, report-
ing & smaller rural population, under this definition, in 1890 . than
in 1880. The net loss of rural population in. New: England and
New York taken together was more than.230,000; nor can this loss
be explained by the growth in the size of cities and their con-
sequent change in classification, since comparison was made between
the populatlon as class1ﬁed in 1890 and the populatmn of the same
areas in-1880. . .. :

The reports of the census ot 1900 hke the 1880 reports, presented
the urban, population both on the 8,000 basis (for the sake of com-~
parison. with the earliest censuses) and on the 4,000 basis. Com-
parative figures for 1890 and 1880 were given on the 4,000 basis,
which seems to have gained favor as affording a more" adequate
urban classification than the older 8,000 basis.

- The population not included in the urban group,. ‘that is, the
population outside of cities having 4,000 inhabitants or more, was
divided into two. parts. The first part, which was termed semi-
urban, included all incorporated places having less than 4,000 inhab-
itants. . The second part, which was termed rural, included the
population living outside any incorporated place whatever. The
result was a threefold classification, comprising urban, semiurban,
and rural. populations.. This classification was made, not only for
1900, but also for the preceding census, 1890. The 1900 rural
classification differs from that employed in the census reports for
1890 in that it excludes from the rural classification all incorporated
places, without regard to size, and includes all - unincorporated
territory; while the rural classification used in 1890 included those
incorporated places which had less than 1,000 inhabitants and ex-
cluded a -considerable number of compactly settled places which
were not incorporated.

‘While this definition of the Tural populatlon has not been used at
any later census, the classification has been retained and appears as
a subdivision of the present rural population under the designation

* “Population living in unincorporated territory.” This group has

also been referred to by various writers in recent times as “country
population.”

Table 2 shows, for the Umted States, the population outside incor- -
porated places for 1890, 1900, 1910, and 1920. The figures for 1890
and 1900 have been revised 80 f_ar as necessary to make the data
conform to the latest method of classifying New England towns,
but are otherwise substantially the same as the rural population
figures published in the reports of the 1900 census. Comespondmg
figures for 1920 alone are given, by divisions and States, in Table 7.
In some of the agricultural States where there are few large cities,
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the changes in ‘the ‘population outside incorporated places:corre-
spond fairly closely with the changes in the number of farms, and
doubtless also with the changes in the farm population, but in many
other States there is little or no agreement, this population group
showing an increase during a decade in which the number of farms
declined, and vice versa. These ‘“country population” figures,
which are available by States for four censuses, do not, therefore,
offer any satisfactory substitute for comparative farm population
figures,

TaBLR 2.—POPULATION oOF THE UNITED StaTEs. OUTRIDE ' INCORPORATED
Praces: 18980 To 1920

Iwans of 2,500 inhabitants or more in Now Hampshire, Massachusotts, and Rhode Island are treated
as incorporated places. Figures for 1920, by divisions and étntes, In Table 7}

INCREASE OVER PRECED~

: Population out- || - ING CENSUS ] i?'tgggf
CENSUS YEAR “side incorpo- ' opula-
. rated places ™ ptﬁ)n
Number Per cont
ST R e . 42, 436,776 709,779 | - 1.9 40.1
1910, IIIIIIIIII I 41, 636, 997 2,324, 368 5.9 463
1000 T 30, 312, 8 421, 9.5 L7
2800 oo s n e 30, 801, 881 oo liienmmce )i 57.0

In the reports of the 1910 census a new classification of the popu-
lation on the basis of the size of the place of residence was intro-
duced, the limit for urban classification being reduced to 2,500.
Two groups or classes were distinguished, as in 1890, and the desig-
nations “rural” and “urban” were retained. Urban population
was defined as that residing in cities and other incorporated places,
including New England towns, having 2,500 inhabitants or more,
while the remainder of the population made up the rural group.
This classification was made not only for the current data, but
also for the population reported at the three previous censuses,
1900, 1890, and 1880. |

In 1920, the rural-urban classification of 1910 was retained practi-
cally without change, the only modification being that three of .
the New England States were placed on the same basis as other
States, and towns without municipal incorporation were treated
as incorporated places only in three States, namely, New Hamp-
shire, Massachusetts, and Rhode Island.

The definition of “rural population” and “urban population”
which has thus been established by continued use at two consecu-
tive censuses has been generally accepted and is rather more widely
used and understood than most of the other definitions employed
in the Federal census. This fact is in itself an evidence of the
growing popular interest in the distinction between rural and urban
population. o '
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A summary of the figures for the rural and urban population on
the basis of urban classification for incorporated places having 2,500
inhabitants or more (the classification now in current use), for the
years from 1880 to 1920, inclusive, is given in Table 3.

TasLe 8.—RuraL AND URBAN PoruraTion or TE UNmrED StaTee: 1880
) ‘ oomo 1920 .

[Figures for divigions and States in Table 771

INCHE;&SE OVER PRECEDING CENSUS

CENSUS Tota] Rural Urban cl;;grt £g‘; Rural! Urban?'
"YEAR . | population || population pgpuJat@u || ruret |urban . o .
Number c%?ft Number él;%rt

1820 ... 105, 710, 620 51,406,017 | 54,304, 603 48,61 51.4°1 1,509,871 3.2 192,138,483 | 28.8
1910-..... 01, 972, 266 49,808,146 | 432,166,120 54,2 458 4,102, 004 9,2 | 11,785,687 | 38.8
1800. .. ... 75, 004, 675 45, 614, 142 | 30, 380, 433 60,0 40.0 4,064,787 | 12,2 | 8,082,074 | 36.2
1800 ... 62,047, 714 || 40,040,855 | 22,208, 350 64.61 35.4 4,851,730 | 13.6| 7,040,102 | 563
1880.c.o—- &0, 155, 783 35,797,616 | 14,358,167 L4 28.6 |lccoammccoamn]nmmnns -

1 This is the net increase, after deducting the population lost to the rural classification by the passage of
places into the urban classification. The actual growth between 1910 and 1920, of the population in the
area classified as rural in 1920 amounted to 2,626,935, or 5.4 per cent, the population of this area in 1910
being only 48,770,082, or 1,027,084 less than the total rural population as classified in 1910, :

2 This increase ineludes the Population of places coming into the urban classification from the rural, ag
well as the increase of the population in territory already urban at the earlier of the two censuses compared.

The rural population in 1880 formed 71.4 per cent of the total
population; in 1890, 64.6 per cent; in 1900, 60 per cént; in 1910,
54.2 per cent; and in 1920, 48.6 per cent; or less than one-half.
These declining proportions dre the result, not of any actual decline
in' the rural population of the country as a whole (though many
individual States show a decline), but of an increase much less rapid
than that shown by the urban group. The increase in the rural popu-
lation from 1900 to 1910 amounted to 9.2 per cent, while the rate for
the urban population was 38.8, or more than four times as high; from
1910 to 1920, the ret increase in the rural population was only 3.2
per cent, while the rate for the urban population was 28.8 per cent,
or nine times as high as the rural rate. In absolute numbers the
urban increase from 1900 to 1910 was less than three times the rural
increase, while from 1910 to 1920 the absolute increase in the urban
population was more than 714 times the rural incresse. On the
basis of these figures one might forecast an absolute decline in the
rural population between 1920 and 1930, though there were so
many unusual conditions affecting the distribution of the popula-
tion in 1920 that it is not wise to venture any forecasts on the basis
of the 1920 figures. . - : :

-In comparing the data for the rural and urban population, and
in particular the percentages of incroase, the continually changing
make-up of the rural and urban areas should be kept in mind.
During any decade many places increase in population from some
number less than 2,500 to some number greater than 2,500 and
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thereby pass from the rural classification into the urban. This
tends to augment the urban increase and to check or cut into the
rural increase. In other words, the increase in the urban popula-
tion includes the population of places coming into the urban classi-
fication from the rural as well as the increase in the populstion of
the territory already:classified as urban at the earlier of the two
censuses compared. The increase in' the rural population, on the
other hand, is the net increase after allowance has been made for
the populatmn lost to the rural classification by the. passage of places
into the urban clagsification.?

The rural population of the Umted States in 1010 was 49,806,146
and the rural population in 1920 was 51,406,017, The dlﬂerence be-
tween these two figures represents an increase of 1 ,699,871, or 3.2
per cent, as shown in Table 3. This is the net increase in the rural
populatlon

To eliminate for any single dec&de the effect of the change in
classification of those places which were rural at the earlier census
but urban at the later, another method of comparison is employed.
The population in 1910 of the territory which was still classified
as rural in 1920 was 48,779,082, The difference between this figure
and the 1920 rural p0pulamon amounts to 2,626,935, or 5.4 per cent.
This is the actual increase in the populatlon of the territory which
was classified as rural in 1920.

A compzmson of the figures obtained by these two methods of
computing the increase shows that about.40 per cent of the actual
increase in the population of the rural territory was offset by the
loss of territory to the urban classification. In general, the more
significant figure is the figure based on the comparison of the rural
population at one census with the rural population at another.
These are the figures presented in Tables 3 and 77. In any inten-
sive study of the figures, however, the effect of the constant changes
in classification should be given due consideration.

Because of the fundamental importance of the rural-urban classi-
fication in our study of the farm population, the figures are given
by divisions and States for all the census years for which they are
available, namely, from 1880 to 1920, inclusive, in the first of the
general tables, namely, Table 77, whlch appears on page 179. This
table also bhOWS the percentage of increase in the rural and urban
population for each decade and thus affords a convenient basis for
tracmg and analyzing the changes in the percentage rural or urban
in any State or any section of the country.

The States making up each of the nine geographic divisions into
which the country is divided are indicated on the map (fig. 1) on

* Oceastonally a place which has been classified as urban loses population to such an extent that it drops
back inte the rural group. This happens so infrequently, however, that its effect on the general trend
of the figures is negligible,
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p'dgé 32, The shading on this map also shows the areas referred
to later as'the North, South, and West. -~ '

- Table 4, which is based on the figures in Table 77, shows the
percentage of the population that was classified as rural at each of
the' five' censuses from 1880 to 1920, inclusive, by divisions and
States. This table affords a summary, in the briefest possible space,
of the changes in the rural-urban classification in the several States
over the full period for which comparablée figures are available.

The percentage of rural population in the country as a whole, as
already stated, declined from 71.4 in 1880 to 48.6 in 1920. -Every
geographic division and nearly every State shows a continuous
decline in this percentage, though, of course, some of the States still
show a percentage many times as high as other States. In Rhode
Island, even in 1880, only 6.5 per cent of the population was rural.
This percentage had declined in 1920 to 2.5 per cent, which repre-
sents the minimum for all the States. Tn Massachusetts, another
State whose population is predominantly urban, the proportion
rural declined from 15.1 per cent in 1880 to 5.2 per cent in 1920; in
New York, from 43.9 per cent in 1880 to 17.3 per cent in 1020; and
in New Jersey, from 46.3 per cent in 1880 to 21.6 per cent in 1920.
These four States are the only ones in which less than one-fourth of
the 1920 population was rural. o : o

The State showing the highest percentage of rural population,
both in 1880 and in 1920, was Mississippi, with 96.9 per cent at the
earlier date and 86.6 at the later date. Other States showing more
than 92 per cent rural in 1880 and more.than 80 per cent still rural
in 1920 are North Dakota, South Dakota, Arkansas, South Carolina,
New Mexico, and North Carolina. Montana is the only State
showing any appreciable increase between 1910 and 1920 in the
percentage of population classified as rural, and the increase in this
State from 64.5 per cent in 1910 to 68.7 per cent in 1920 was the
result of a great increase in the farming area, the number of farms
increasing 120 per cent and the rural population 55.3 per cent, while
the urban population increased only 28.9 per cent.

‘The rapid decline in the relative importance of the rural popula-
tion appears in most of the States which are primarily farming States,
as well as in"the States where manufacturing cities are important,
though in some of the latter the decline has been more rapid. It is
apparent, then, that the decline in the proportion of the population
rural is not dependent on the growth of manufactures alone but
may result also from the increase in the size of ‘market towns and
commercial centers in areas where there is little industry other than
farming and the marketing and transportation activities which
are incident to farming, - ‘
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Tasre 4.—PerceNTAGE OF PoPULATION CrAssirimp As RURAL, BY Divisions
AND SraTms: 1880 To 1920

[Percentages based on figures in Table 77]

PER CENT OF POPULATION RURAL
DIVISION AND STATE —
1020 1910 1800 1890 1880
United States - 48.8 54.2 .. 80,0 04,6 7.4
GEOGRAPHEIC DIVISIONS: - .
Now England..ceeecccecnmmnuaeone v 20.8 2.7 2.5 33.2 | 41,9
_ Middle Atlantio C o1 2.0 34, 42,3 50. 1

East North Central . 80.2 47,3 B4, 62.2 72.5

- West North Central . - 82.8 66.7 1.5 74,2 8190

: South Atlantie.......- - 68,0 74.6 78.6 80,5 84,9

: East South Central . w708 81,8 85.0 87.3 01. 6

‘West South Oentral uueurenan e R 1] .7 83.8 84,0 87.5

! Mountain.. I SRR 63.6 64.0 67.7 0.7 76,4

. Pacific. : 37.6 48.2. 53.6 516 63.8
NEw ENGLAND: A '

. Maine. S 61.0 64,7 66,5 8.7 77.4

. New Hampshire. 36.9 40.8 | 45,0 48,9 ‘81,1

: Vermont.. .- 68,8 R, 77.9 84,8 0l.1

Massachusett 5.2 |. 7.2 88 10. 6 181

Rhode Island : 2.5 8.3 4.9 55 6.5
. Connecticut, . - viauiwn ro———— SR N— 32.2 34,4 40.1 [ 47.4 60.6
MIDDLE ATLANTIC: : ' .

Now York..... mm G ———————— 17.8 21.2 20,1 35,0 43.9
New Jersey--... 2.6 24.8 20.4 39,8 46,3

. Pennsylvania - 8671 . 80.6 45.3 5.4 58,4

EasT NORTH CENTRAL: : ' )
Ohio- ... . R 36.2 44,1 519 59.0 67.8
Indiana. g N 40.4 | 57, 66, 73,1 80.5

linois-... 321 38, 45. . 56,3 69, 4

- Michigan. . - 38.9 -52.8 60,7 65,1 75.2
‘Wisconsin.... . B2.7 87,0 | . .8 66.8 761

Wear Norte O
Minnesota. 55,9 58.0 i) 66.2 811

Jowa. . ae.. - 63.6 69,4 74,4 - 78.8 84.8

 Missouri 83.4 5.8 63.7 88.0 74.8

: North Dakota. 86. 4 89,0 02,7 04,4 92.7
South Dakota..- 84,0 86,9 89,8 © 01,8 92.7
Nebraska, 68.7 3.9 76.3 72,6 86.6
Kansas 65,1 70.8 7.5 80.9 80.5

BOUTH ATLANTIC:
slaware_. - 45.8 52.0 53.6 57.8 66,6
Maryland. - 40. 0 49.2 §0: 2 52.4 50.8
Virginia. 70.8 76.9 8L7 82.0 87.6
‘West, Virginia. 74.8 81,3 86,9 80.3 9.3
North Carolina. ©80.0 3 /90,1 92.8 6.
South Caroling.... 82,5 85.2 87.2 80.9 92,5
QGeorgia...- 74,9 78,4 84.4 86.0 90,6
Florida. . 63.3 70.9 79.7 80.2 L0
EAsT S0UTH OENTRAL!
Kentucky. - 73.8 6.7 78.2 - 80.8 84.8
T eBNESSE0 mmm e mmssmmmmnmcan 73.9 70.8 83.8 86.5 02.4
Alabama.. - . - 78.8 827 88.1 80.9 4.6
MississIPPloc e cecccmar e cnenrmanonn 86.6 88. 5 92.3 04.6 96.9
Wear S0UTH OEWTRAL:
Arkansa : 83.4 87.1 L5 0.5 06.0
Louisians, 70.0 C 13,5 C 748 4.5
Oklahoma I - 73,4 80.7 92. [ 2 B SR
T'eXAS . nnn . 67.8 75. 9 - 829 84,4 © §0.8
MounTAIN: ’ .

' Montana 68,7 64. 5 © 66,3 72,9 82.2
Idaho. . . 72.4 78. 5 03.8 100.0 100.0
‘Wyoming.... . . 7.5 78, 4 7.2 65,7 70.4
Colorado- . . 6L8 | 49, 3 517 55.0 61.6
NeW Mexi0. cas e cmmmmmccncmcaccnnannes 82.0 85. 8 88.0 93.8 04,5
Arizona © 4.8 69, 0 84.1 90. 6 82.7
Utah_ 52,0 53. 7 61.9 64.3 6.8
Nevada 5 83.7 , 0 66. 2 68.9

PACIFIC: . -
‘Washington. 4.8 47.0 50,2 64,4 80.5
Oregon. . . 50.1 5. 4 67.8 78.2 85,2
California. . 32.0 38.2 47.6 51.4 8.1
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It should be noted in connection with the study of the figures in
Table 4 that the decline in the percentage of the population that is
rural in any State does not necessarily indicate a decrease in the
actual number of the rural population. In many instances, to be
sure, there have been absolute decreases in the rural population.
Two States, Vermont and New York; show an absolute decrease in
the rural population for each of the four decades covered by the
available data; four other States, Maine, New Hampshire, Ohio, and
Illinois show a decline in the rural population for three of the four
decades; and 18 States show a decline for the decade 1910 to 1920.
More frequently, however, the decline in the percentage rural has
resulted from -the fact that the rural popula,tlon has gmwn less
rapidly than the u:rban
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FARM POPULATION*COMPOSITION AND DISTRIBUTION

Of all. the . cl&ssﬁcatlons t.hat can be made at the present time in
the population of the United States, none is more significant than
that which separates the farm population from the city population.
Fanmng, as an occupation, stands out-in more. distinctive fashion
than does any other important occupumon The.farm, as a place
of residence, presents characteristics in sharp contrast with  the
city—some less favorable as well as some more favorable.

For many decades the decennial censuses have shown separate
figures for the urban, or city population, and for the remainder of
the population, which was termed rural. These figures have been
very significant. In fact, few single statements could be made on
the basis of the 1920 census returns which would be more signifi-
cant than the statement that 51.4 per cent of the total population
of the United States was urban in 1920 as compared with 45.8 per
cent in 1910, or that 43.8 per cent lived in cities of 8,000 inhabitants
or more in 1920, as compared with 38.7 per cent in 1910, 22.7 per
cent in 1880, 12.5 per cent in 1850, and 3.3 per cent in 1790,

All of the earlier rural-urban classifications have been made pri-
marily to throw light on 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 partic-
ularly significant classes had been taken out. This rural popula-
tion was indeed—and still is—a miscellaneous group, composed
partly of farmers and their families; partly of the people living in
small commercial centers and getting much of their business from
farmers; partly of the population of mill villages, engaged almost
exclusively in manufacturing; partly of the inhabitants of mining
settlements; partly of the people living in the outlying suburbs
of cities, many of whom work in the cities; and partly of the inci-
dental population found, even in a farming section, living in the
open country but not engaged in any agricultural pursuit nor in any
way directly connected with agriculture.

In order to meet the need for a classification which should repre-
sent more definitely than any previous classification that part of
the population directly dependent on agriculture qr connected with
it, provision was made in 1920 for a separate tabulation of the farm,
population.

4
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DEFINITION OF FARM POPULATION

The farm population, as the term is here used, includes all persons
actually living on farms, without regard to occupation, and also
those farm laborers (and their families) who, while not living on' a
farm, nevertheless live in strictly rural termtory, outside the limits
of any city or other 1ncorpomted place. ' This classification was
determined for each family at the time of its enumeration, whereas
the rural-urban classification, which was also used in 1920, was made
in the ° process of tabulatlon, after the enumeration was completed

The instructions given to the enumerators with regard to placing
the designation for farm population on the population schedule were:

Write “Fm'’ opposite the name of the first person enumerated in the house,
if the family is living on & farm (as defined in the agricultural instructions),
including the families of both farm operators and farm laborers.

“Pm”. is also to be entered for the house of :a farm laborer and his faxmly
living on a small | parcel of land nof within the limits of an incorporated place.t

The 1920 farm population therefore ineludes practically all per-
sons engaged in agricultural pursuits, together with their families,
except those farm operators who.do not live on the farm and those
farm: laborers who live .in a -city or village, away from. the farm
where they work. . These two classes, it may-be noted, represent
mainly persons- Who » while working on farms, are living under urban
(or village) conditions, rather than in a farm envirenment,. B

The farm population also includes, by virtue of their residence on
a farm, a considerable number of persons engaged in occupations
not agricultural and not directly 'connected with agriculture. A
large part of this group is made up of the grown sons and daughters
of the farmers still living at home and of other relatives living with
the farm family.

The line of demarcation between the farm population and the
urban population is not absolute, because a few farms are located
within the limits of cities and other incorporated places having 2,500
inhabitants or over, and the families residing on them are therefore
included in the urban population, as well as in the farm.population.
Most. of these farms are situated in thé edge:of the incorporated
ares, ‘however, where living conditions are more like those in the
open country than they are like those in the main part of the city
or village. For ‘comparison, therefore, the farm p()pulahon may
usuelly be seb over agamst the urban populatlon in the same general

1 While it has not been possible to maks any oxtensive verification of the tetums, thers are indications
that some enumerators, not fully understanding the significance of this paragraph, failed to mark for inclu-
sion in the farm population a considerable percentage of the farm laborer families in their distriots which,
while not lving on a farm, were actunlly hving “'on g small parcel of land not within the limits of an incar-

porated plage,”
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area, since these two groups will show the widest differences in
characteristics and in the conditions under which they live.

Between the farm populatmn and the rural p0pu1at10n, in which
the farm populatlon is practically all included, there is naturally a
geneml similarity. . This s1m11ar1ty is greater where the nonfarm
part of the rural populatmn is engaged principally in the trades
(carpentermg, blacksmithing, etc.) and in those professional and
commercial activities required to supply the needs of the farmers
and _their f&mlhes, and less where the nonfarm part of the Tural
p0pu1at10n is engaged in factory work or in lumbermg or mining.

' RELATION BETWEEN FARM POPULATION AND RURAL POPULATION

Since the rural population has & valuable historical record, and
since even in 1920 the farm population was tabulated only by sex,
age, and race, na,twmy, and parentage, while the rural population
was tabulated in much greater detail, including such subjects as
illiteracy, school attendance, marital condition, etc., it is important
to establish the relations between the farm and the rural population.

Table 5 shows the rural and the urban population as each was
divided between the farm population and the population not on
farms, for the United States and for the North, South, and West.
It also shows, for comparison; the population outside incorporated
places, the percentage relation between the farm population and
the other population groups to which it is most closely related, and
the percentage of all males gainfully employed on January 1, 1920,

who were in agricultural occupations.

TaBLE 5.—RURAL AND URBAN POPULATION CrAssIFIED A8 FarM aND Non-
FARM, PorurarioNn OuTsipe INCORPORATED PLACES, AND Toran FARM Por-
ULATION, BY SeECTIONS: 1920

ITEM United Btates}. The North | The South | The Wast

Total population - oo oooeeeaieans 105,710,820 || 63, 631;, 845 | 83,125,803 { 8,002,072

51, 406, 017 23, 367, 533 23,821,975 | 4,216, 509
31,358,840 | 112, 4385:!:70 16,783,133 2,188, 537

Rural DOPMBtiOn, total
Rural-farm, number......

Per cent of total rural 61.0 70.5 50. 7
Rural-nonfarm (“‘village population '’ 20,047,377 10, 930, 563 7,038, 842 2,077,972 -
Urban population, tofal. . coiicciicieiioaas 54,304, 603 40,314,312 9,303,828 | 4,688,463
Trban-farm, oo oo i e 255, 629 166, 925 44,701 44, 003
Urban-nonfarm ("urban population, exclud- . .
Ing urban-farm ") .l 54,048,074 || 40,247,387 | 9,250,127 | 4,642,460

Population outside incorpomted pluces (some-
times calied. “country ‘population”), num-

4, 40,70 || 18,101,000 | 0,073,748 | 5,330,428
58,5 3.3 87,5

Farm population, total . ... o . .iveceeseece- 31 614 259 12,603,895 | - 16,827,834 | 2,182, 540
Per cent of total population..... - ! "7 10,8 ' ’50. 8 B YW ]
Per cont of rural ufopu}nt ................. 61 6 53.9 70.8 51,8
Per cent of population outside incorporated -

..................................... ' 5 80. 5 80,2 | 86.4

Per cent of males gainfully employed who were
in agricultoral occupations. . .ol .oooooceeen 29,0 19, 8 48,7 21.0
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In the United States as a whole, the farm population living in rural
territory, termed ‘‘rural-farm” for convenience, formed 61 per
cent of the rural population. The urban-farm population, however,
which amounted to only 255,629, formed less than one-half of 1 per
cent of the total urban population. In the South, which is for the
most part a farming section, the rural-farm population formed 70.5
per cent of the rural populatmn, as compared with 53,2 per cent
and 50.7 per cent, respectively, in the North and the West.

In the country as a whole, the farm population formed 29.9 per
cent of the total population. In the North, which includes most of
the important manufacturing cities of the country, the farm popu-
lation formed only 19.8 per cent: -of the total, while in the South,
where agriculture is still the dominant industry, the farm’ popula—
tion formed 50.8 per cent of the total population, and in the West,
where mining and lumbering, ‘as well as manufacturing, are impor-
tant, the percentage was 24.5.

The various relations betWeen the ruml and urban p0pu1at10n
and the farm population in 1920 are shown, by geographic divisions,
in Table 6.. The main purpose of this tuble is to show for the several
divisions exactly how the rural population and the urban population
are each divided into two groups by the farm classification, which
takes a large part of the rural group and & small but appreciable
number from the urban group. = Specifically, the 1920 rural popula-
tion of the United States, amounting to 51,406,017, breaks up as
follows: Rural-farm, 81,358,640, or 61 per cent; and mral—nonfarm,
20,047,377, or 39 per cent. For the several divisions, the percentage
going to the rural-farm group varies from 33.3 in the Middle Atlantic
division to 75 in the East South Central division. The percentage
of urban-farm population in the total urban population of the United
States is only a fraction of 1 per cent, though the proportion in the
New England division amounts to nearly 2 per cent, in the Mountain
division to more than 1 per cent. and in the Pacific d1v1slon to nearly
1 per cent.

- In this table the extent of the predominance of manufactunng
‘industries in the New England and Middle Atlantic divisions is indi-
cated by the very small percentage of the total population repre-
sentéd by the farm population, namely, 8.5 in both divisions. Other
interesting effects of variations in the relative importance of agricul-
ture and other industries can readﬂy be traced by reference to the
several columns of pércentages in the table.

The next to the last column in Table 6 shows the relation between
the farm population and the population outside incorporated places.
The farm population, of course, is not strictly to be considered a part
of the population outside incorporated. places, because considerable
numbers of the farms are inside the limits of 1ncorporated villages

. 68691°—26—4
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and cities. There is, nevertheless, ‘considerable significance in the
relation between the number of the farm population and the number
of the population living in unincorporated territory, particularly in
view of the fact that the latter, under the designation ““country popu-
lation,” has been used by a number of writers as the nearest approxi-
mation. to the farm population that has heretofore been available.

TABLE 6.—RUrAL AND URBAN PoruririoN CLASSIFIED A8 FarM AnD Nown-

rarM, Poruiarion OuTsipE INCORPORATED PrLaces, axp Toran Farm Pop-
 UnLATION, BY Drvisrons: 1920 o

RURAL POPULATION * Il ursaN rorULATION

S R o Rural-farm | ; . s . Urban«

GEOGRAPHIC DIVISION R“r“ﬂ' nonfarm
RPN B B e T - -Rounlarm. - || Urban-| (*urban,
Total Per | (“village Total farm | excluding

. {umber C%ggé{’ f It);)&u}f)l' - | urban-

.. | rural . farm”’)
United States.___.. 61,408,017 || 31,858,640 | 61.0 | 20,047, 877 54; 304, 808 255, 629 ‘54, 048, 074

New England.. ... 1, 535, 836 535,422 | 34,0 | 1,000,414 || 5,865,073 || 00,485 | 5,774,618
Middle Atlantic.. 6,588,540 1 1,861,161 | 83.8 | 8,727,888 || 16,672,595 || 31,628 | 16, 640, 967
‘Bast North Cent 8,420,271 |l* 4,887,204 | 58,0 | 3,530,067 || 13,049,272 (| 26,420 | 13,022,843
“West North Centra 7,818, 877 6,163,183 | 65.9 | 2,063,004 || 4,727,372 || 18,413 | : 4,708, 959
South Atlantie._.. 9,051,480 || 6,307,757 | 66.3 | 3,253,723 || 4,338,792 (| 18,041 | 4,319,851

East South Cenfral
‘West South Contral__
Mountain_ . .. _..

6,899,100 {| . 5,174,806 | 75.0 | 1,724,284 || 1,004,207 8,131 | 1,986,076
2,121,121 1,152, 683 544 | 968,128 || 1,214,080 || 15374 | 1,199, 606

Pacifle. .o 2,095, 388 085,844 | 47,0 1,100,844 || 3,471,483 | 28,6820 | 3,442,854
POPULATION o oo ooy 2 ) TPapt
OUTSIDE TOTAL FARM POPULATION cont of

INCORFORATED R ' S0 || ealne

PLACES (*‘COUNTRY| - - fully

. T POPULATION ™).~ R oo ol Per oem-
Total popu- cent of || ploy-

. GEOGRAPHIC DIVIBION | ! ot . Per Per Sulaall

: : lation - Pet : cent of | cent of p?' ula- ‘:‘S'
- cent off -Number | total | rural | WO || TS

Nimmber | total | - DOpU- | popu: 01“ Lde )l In.

s opu-| ¢ - Iation | Iation | 10O~ j agti-

: ation porated|| - eul»

. places | ture
United States...._. 105,710,620 )| 42,436,776 | 40.1 | 31,814,268 {* 298] 6LS| 745 2.0
Now England. .. . 7,400,800 | 1,452,481 | 16.6:| . 625,877| 86| 40.8| 43,1 9,1
M?ddlo Atlantia. 22,261,144 || 4,613,040 | 20.3 | 1,892,789 8.5 830 4.0 8.7
East North Central 21, 47b, 543 6,419,103 (. 20.9 | 4,013,683 [ 229 58,3 .. 76.5 || 22.2
Wost North Central..._..| 12,544,249 || 5,742,872 | 45.8 | 5,171,596 | 4L.2| 66.2| 90.1 42,5
South Atlantie....... 13,000,272 || 8,476,031 | 60.6 ,416,608 | 459 | 66,5 | 75Tl 424
Last South Central . _ 8,808,807 || 6,205,905 69.8| 5,182,937{ &83| .751| .83.5 56,5
West South Central i_...| 10,242,924 6,290,810-] 6L 4 5,228,199 | -5L0 | /719 831 ' 80.5
Mountain..-.ocn... -.| . 8,838,101 1,643,876 | 49,3 | - 1,168,367 35.0 65,1 7.1 37.2
37T % T SR 5,566,871 || 1,692,502:1 80,4 |:1,014,173 [ 18.2|. 48,4| 59.0 | 1.4

In the country as a whole, the farm population was equal to 74.5
per. cent of the population living in unincorporated territory.. In the
West North Central division, which shows the maximum for this
percentage among the geographic divisions, the farm population was
equal t0 90.1 per cent of the population in unincorporated territory.
This is the result partly of the fact that the farm population is a very
important element in this division and partly of the fact that much
of the rural population lives in small incorporated places—or, to put

it more directly, of the custom of incorporating small places more

freely than in some other parts of the United States.
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The farm population in the West North Central division was equal
to 66.2 per cent of the rural population, but this percentage was ex-
ceeded in three other divisions, namely, the Bast South Central, with
75.1 per cent; the West South  Central, with 71.9 per cent; and the
South Atlzmtic, with 66.5 per cent. These three southern divisions
are without question those in which the farm population is of the
greatest relative importance, as indicated by the fact that they show
the hlghest percentage of farm populatmn in the toml population
and in various other ways.

" GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF THE FARM POPULATION -~

Table 7 shows the farm population by divisions and States, classi-
fied as in rural territory and in urban territory, together with the
population outside incorporated places and the percentage of gain-
fully. employed males who were in agricultural occupations. = This
last item is presented as a convenient index of the: 1mportance of
farming in comparison with other industries in the several St&tes '

The figures for individual States, which are given in Table 7,
frequently afford a much better basis for the explanation of the
various relations between the farm population and ‘the other popu-
lation groups than do the tables which present only totals for the
United States or for groups of States. In the United States as a
whole; the farm population in 1920 represented 29.9 per cent of tho
total population. Among, the individual States, however, the per-
centage of the total represented by the farm population ranged
from 2.5 in Rhode Island to 71 in Mississippi. = In gencral, the per-
centage is low in those States where manufacturing or mn’ung is
very important and high in those States where farming is the princi-
pal industry. In Rhode Island, Massachusetts, New Jorsey, Con-
necticut, and New York, the f&rm population’ fmmed less than 10
per cent of the total a.nd in ]?enmylvama the percentage was only
10.9 per cent. :

The dlstrlbutlon of the farm populatlon in 1920 is mdmated by
the dot map (fig. 2)'which appears on page 41. The map is based
on the number of farms rather than on the farm population, because
this number is available by counties and it is possible, therefore, to
show the dlﬂelent degrees of density in different parts of the States.
The geographic distribution of the farm population is approximately
the same, however, as the distribution of the number of farms.
Most of the farm population of Maine, for example, is in the south-
ern part of the State, mear the coast. The farm population in
Michigan or W1sconsm is mainly in the southern half of these
States, while in'South Dakota or Nebraska it is mainly in the eastern
half of the State. L
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TABLE 7.—FARM PoruraTioN 1IN RurAL AND UrsaN TErrITORY, POPULATION
Oursipe INCOrRPORATED PricEs, AND PERCENTAGE oF MaLes GAINFULLY
EmrroyeEp WHO WERE IN AGRICULTURAL OcCCUPATIONS, BY DIVISIONS AND

Starms: 1920

FARM POFPULATION Per ¢

. cent o

Total In rural territory gain-

Total (“rural-farm’) In Po%)%ation fully

0 urban. | outside in- | em-
DIVISION AND STATE | poonlation Por ' 1 Per irhan. | Gorporated |ployed
leent of  |centof| . tory places | males
Number | total || Number | rural \(“urban- inagri

apu- popu-| farm”) cul-

ation lation ture

United States. ... 105, 710, 620 {| 81, 614,260 | 20.9 (| 31,358,640 | . 81,0 | 256,620 | 42,436,776 | 28.0

(IEOGRAPHIC DIVS.:
Now England_. ... 7, 400, 625,877 1. 8.5 535,422.1 84.0.1 00,485 | 1,459,481 9.1
Middle Atlantic....| 22 261, 144 || 1, 892, 789 8.5 (' 1,801,161 88.3| 31,628 | 4,513 046 8.7

. B, North Central__.| 21,475, 543 || .4,013,633 | 22.9 {| 4,887,204 | 58.0| 25,420 | 6,410,103 | 222
W, North Central .| 12,644, 240 (| 5,171,506 | 412 {|" 5153,183 | "65.0 | 18,413 = 5 742,872 1 425
South Atlantic_..... 13,990,272 H| 0,416,608 | 45.9 || 16,807,757 | 66.3 ] 18,041 | 8§ 476,081 . 42.4
E.'South Central_._| 8 803,207 || 5 182,087 | &8.3 || 5174806 | 75.0| '8131| 6 205005 | &6.5
W. South Central__| 10,242, 224 || 5,228,190 | 5.0 || 5210570 | 7L7:| 17,620 | 6,200,810 | 50.5
Mountain. c....._-.{ 8336, 10 || 1,168,367 [ 350l 1,152,903 | 54.4{ 15374 1,643,876 37.2
Pacific. ..cooo—,..-_| 5,600,87L || 1,014,173 | 18.2 085,544 |. 47,0} 28,620 | 1,602,562 | =2L4

Nzw ENGLAND: : : . .

BN, . 02w iemmm 768, 014 197,601 26.7 189,026 | 40.4 | 8,675 440,396 | . 24.
New Hampshire.._. , 083 76,021 | 17.2 64,607 | 30.8| 1L414 | . 1e1770| 17
Vermont......-.- .| 882,428 , 35.5 124, 445" 5.3 818 190, 265 | 86
Massachusetts_ 3,852, 356 18554 | 3.1 61,732 | 30.5| 86,822 202108 | 4
Rhode Igland 15,138 | 2.5 5315 | 340 9,821 15, 217 3,

93,302} 6.8 ) 20.3 |. 8005 , 7.

10, 385, 227 800,747 | 7.7 789,054 | 43.6| 17,793 | 1,448,508 &

3, 155, 900 143,708 | 4.8 136,847 | 20.1| 6,801 532,262 | &

8, 720, 017 948,334 | 10,0 041,360 | 30.2 | 6,974 2,532,218 | %

5,760,304 || 1,130,820 | 19.8 | 1,133,012 545 5417 1,600 18.

930, 3¢ 907,205 | ' 31.0 902,820 | 6241 4475 11624061 30.

1,008,962 | 160.9 | 1,000,736 | 524 7,6% | 1,401 17.

848,710 | 23.1 844,400 | 59.2 | 4,211 | 1140208 [ 2L

920,037 | 35.0 915,237.| 66.0| 4,800 1,115800 | 34

Minnesota__. 2,387, 125 807,181 | 37.6 803,400 | 66.9| 3,721 967,263 | 38.
404, 021 084,700 | 41, 077,604 | 64.0 | 7,105 | 1,050,725 | 44

3,404,085 || 1,211,346 | 35.6 || 1,207,800 | 66.5| 38,447 | 1,427,441 35

146, 872 304,500 | 610 303,622 | 70.5 878 491,025 65

636, 547 362,221 | B6.9 381,880 | 67.7 335 388,030 | . 6l

1, 208, 372 584,172 | 45.1 582,738 | 85.4 | 1,434 | gi5498 | 47

1,760, 257 737,877 | 4L7 735,884 | 63.0| 1,483 86L 000 | 42

003, 51,212 | 23.0 51,161 | 50.0 61 70,857 | 28

1, 448, 861 270,225 | 19.3 277,656 | 47.91 1,560 0 884 18

Virginia ég%' o om,i% o o e ot | TE i o
\ ) , 50,013 | © 4 40.

West, Virginia. 1, 463, 701 4oz | 827 (| aveeal| 435 ?’ 8| ¥ 3(1;3’ ] 26.
North Carolina 2,559, 1 1,50L,927 | 887 | 4000461 725) 1,21 1,828 000 | 56
South Carolina 1,083,724 | 1,074,603 | 63.8 || L 075479 | 77.2| 2,24 | I 241434 | 62
gﬁfﬁ%ﬁ" 2 ggg, 832l 1, 68?. g&g 58.2 || 1,680, 611 zg. 5| 4602 1,870 178 | b6
E’f‘“{m;(b“"m , , 20.1 210,370 | 45.6 | 2,523 479,752 | 80.
entucky. .. - 2,416,630 || 1,304,802 { 640 (| 1,302,342{ 73.0 520 5L
TeTinesses. S Za7ees ) 12708 | Fed | I 25%} 179 | 78.5 % 2] 1 é‘%‘;’ 2356 53,
ki — T B R B R I
WA SkOUTH CEM1RAL: | T L0 1 265,772 | 818 70| L2 6

KONGRS neomumen| 1,762,204 || 1,147,049 | 65,5 | 1,144,482 78.3 567
Louisiana.. 11 79%1 500 ! ryd 44' 67.0 %,595 i: oty %33 &
r(l)‘klahoma- - 208,288} 1,017,827 | 0.2 1,0i5809 | 68.2{ 1,428 | 1106831 | 40.

]\;Io%x}:z"?ﬁ‘ﬁz_“""‘"" 4,663, 208 215,738 1 4BB N 2,265,73¢ | TLO| 12,030 | 2,787,531 | 48
548, 880 205,667 | 411 225,389 | 50.8 278 9| 42
431, 266 200,002 | 48.5 106,563 | 628 | 4,339 %’ :§§7 48,
194, 402 67,308 | 346 87,076 | 48.0 230 90,787 | 34
930, 620 266,073 | 28.3 7281 | 545 792 | 371267 | 3L
360, 350 161,446 | 448 160, 542 | - 54.3 904 | 05971 | 48
334, 162 , 560 1 27.1 90,167 | 41.6 393 0,531 28
449, agg 140,249 | a1 32 13,872 | 6.4 8377| - 125375 | 33

77,407 16,164 | 20,0 16,103 [ 25.9 61 47,007 | 24

1, 356, 821 283,382 | 20,9 280,092 | 46.1
' 783, 380 214 021 | 2778 212, 000 0 gﬁ - %Z)gﬁ ol A
3, 426, 861 516,770 | 15.1 403,513 | 45.1| 23,257 | 021,455 | 20.
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The relative importance of the farm population in the total popu-
lation of the several States is shown graphically on the map (fig. 3)
which appeais on page 44. This' map may he more accurately
interpreted if it is studied in connection with the dot map (fig. 2),
ghowing the distribution of the farm populatlon The dot map
indicates that the farm population is small in proportion to the
area in many of the far Western States, while on the shaded map
these States show up very. promment,ly by rveason of their area.
The heavy shading, indicating a high percentage of farm populatlon
in the total, for a St&te like Mississippi, where the farm populamon is
relatively ‘dense, is more significant than the same shading in a
State like North Dakots, where the population is less dense, orina
very thinly populated State like Idaho or New Mexico.

Another figure on the -basis of which significant comparisons
between individual States can be made. is the percentage of the
rural population which is included in the farm population, that is,
the percentage which the rural- farm  population forms of the total
rural, Taking the United States as-a whole, the farm population
in rural territory formed. 61 per cent of the total rural population,
but in many of the States the percentage was much less. In Con-
necticut and New Jersey, two small manufacturing States, only a
little over 20 per cent of the rural population was counted as farm
population; in Nevada, a mining State; 25.9 per cent; andm]?enn-
sylvania, Massachusetts and Rhode Island, 30.2, 30.5, and 34. 9
per cent, respectively. These are States in Whlch the rural popu-
lation is, to a very large extent, engaged in occupations other than
farming, ag indicated by the ﬁcrures in the last column of Table.7.
At the other end of the scale are a number of States where a very
large part of the rural population was on farms, including four States
where more than three-fourths of the rural population was included
in farm population, namely, Mississippi, Arkans&s, South Carolina,
and Georgia.

For the country as a whole, as already st&ted the group made up
of the farm population living in urban territory (urban-farm popula-
tion) was not very important, forming only 0.81 per cent of the
total farm population and only 0.47 per cent of the total urban
population. In a few States, however, the urban-farm population
did form a considerable part of the total farm population. In
Rhode Island, i particular, the wrban-farm population formed
64.9 per cent, or nearly two-thirds of the total farm population; in
Massachusutts 47.9 per cent, and in New IIampshne, 15 per cent.
These are the thee States, it may be remembered, in which towns
without special municipal incorporation are included in the urban
population if they have 2,500 inhabitants or more, and it is evident
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that most of the farm population found in urban territory in these
States was in these unincorporated towns, included in the wurban
classification by this special rule.

In five other States the urban-farm population formed more than
3 per cent of the total farm population, namely, Utah (6 per cent),
New Jersey (4.8 per cent), California (4.5 per cent), ane (4.3 per
cent) and Connecticut (3.2 per cent).

In only four States did the urbanfarm populamon form as much s
2 per cent of the total urban population, these. Smtes bemg NeW
I-Ia,mpsblre, Utah Idaho, and Maine.

ESTMATED FARM POPULATION FOR 1910

It has already been stated that the census-of 1920 was the ﬁrst to
show the farm populatmn separa,tely Direct comparisons with
similar data for an earlier census add so much to the interest and
significance of any census figures, however, that it has been thought
worth while to make an estimate of the 1910 farm population, par-
ticularly as the material on Whmh to base such an estu:nute appears
to be fairly satisfactory.

‘These estimated figures are presented by d1v1s1ons and States,
together with a number of related items, in Table 8. The estimated
farm populatlon for 1910 is based on three items: (1) The numbcr
of farms in 1910, (2) the average farm: popul&tlon per farm in 1920,
and (3) the change in the average number of persons per family in
the rural population between 1910 and 1920, The computation
was made for each State separately and the United States total was
obtained by adding the State figures, " - Where the average rural
family in a State was larger in 1910 than in 1920, the farm popula-
tion per farm (1920) ‘was increased in proportion to the diffevence in
the size of the rura] family and this new average per farm was multi-
phed by the number of farms in 1910, to obtain the farm population
in 1910. In New York, for example, the average number of persons
in the rural family in 1920 was 3.9255, while in 1910 the number
was 4.0487, or 3.14 per cent larger than in 1920. The average farm
population per farm in New York in 1020 was 4.1448. This was
increased by 3.14 per cent to give the estimated farm population per
farm in 1910, which was 4.2749. This number multiplied by the
number of farms in 1910, 215,597, gave the estimated farm popula-
tion for 1910, which was 921,656, as compared with 800,747, in 1920,
The very considerable decwase Wlnch is thus indicated in the farm
population of the State of New York between 1910 and' 1920 is the
result mainly of a decrease in the number of farms, amounting to
10.4 per cent, supplemented by a decrease in the average number of
persons per ruml family, amounting to about 3 per cent.
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TaBrLe 8.—FarMm Poruration, 1920, wirs Estimarep FARM POPULATION FOR

1910, axp Rmparep IteMs, BY Divisions AND Stares

5

PER CENT OF INCREASE: PER CENT
1010~1020 1 FARM
. Tt POPULA-
Farm S Popu- TION
e : opula- lﬁlg&d lation FORMED
" OF TOTAL
| P D o | US | vl | | | S
X N .
m‘”"tefi 191G dation | farros [ {ation coi:;o- ToR
rated
places 1920 | 1910
United States..__.. 81, 814, 269 32, 076, 660 1.4 14 88 .19 5,04 20.8 349
GROGRAFPHIC DIVISIONS: g i
New . England........| = | 625,877 703, 603 —~18.0} ~17.1]. =1,2| ~1,7] 4.00 404/ 835 1.7
Middlg Atlantic 1,892, 780f * 2,137, 162} ‘~11.4] —94.2} ~0.1 0.1] 446 450 85 1.1
East North Central..| . 4,013,833| 5 275107} —6.9] ~3.4f —2.4, —3.9) 4.53 4.700 22.9| 28.9
West North Central.| ‘5,171, 508| 5489, 161 —4.9) ~1.2[ " 0.7/ —2.7[ 4.71/ 4.00) 41.2) 46.7
South Atlantic.....--| 6,416,608 6,211, 3.3 .42 60 64 664 5089 46.9( 50,9
East South Central..| & 182,937| 5,201,013)| ' ~2.0 0.9 0.9 0.5 4.93 508 ‘58.3| 62.9
Waest South Central.| 5,228, 1081 5, 154, 321 1.4 5.0 8.5 3.9.| 525 5.46|( 510 58,7
Mountain__. ......c| 1,168,367 017,744l * 27.8|  33.1} 258 2L7[( 4.79- 5.00) B350/ 348
Pacific. 1,014,173 887,080 - 14.3|. 23.3] - 16.8) .17, 0] 4,33 467 182 21.2
NEWw ENGLAND:
Maine._.__.. e 197, 601 246, 084) —20.0] —10.6] —2.4f ~2:6] - 4,10|..4.12I| 287} -33.3
New Hampshire _.__ 76, 021 101, 503 —~25.11 —24.1t —6,9] —7.1]| 3.70 .75 17.2| 23.6
Vermont...o.-.. - 125, 2653 142,372 =~12.0j —11. 1 —5 7 —10.0| 4,31 4,38)| 355 40.0
Massachusetts - 118, 554 140, 4131 —15.6] —18,3] —16.2[ —16,2{] 8.70| 3.80 3.1 4.2
Rhode Island. . 15,136 ‘20,207 —~25.4f —22.8 ~153] —15.3)] 871 3.84) 28 37
M Conngcclcut.. - 03,302 112,124 —16.8] —15.60 16.0f 16,9 412 418 6.8 10.1
IDDLE ATLANTIC: : : o ¥ : ;
021, 656(| —~13.1| —10.4f —0.9] —~81 4.14 4271l 7.7 10.1
143, 708 168, 456 ~13, 1} —11,3 8,1 - 10.81 4.84) 404 46 6.5
' 048,334| 1,050,050] —9.7 —7.8 2.0 3.3|F 4.69 4.79 10.9| 13.7
1,139,3201 1,244,700\ —8.5( -56 —0.9 ~2.8| 4.44] 4,58} 16,8 26.1
007, 206 007,243 —90.0; —4.8( ~7.0] -8.3(| 442 4.63).3LQ 36.9
1,008,262) 1,210,237 —0.9] —&5.8 -8.7 -b.7|| 463 4.84 16,9 2L6
848,710 .. 911, B64|| - =<0, 90| .~ 1  =8.8| . ~4,.8[ 4,82 4.40 23;1] 32.4
920, 037 A 200 69 . 44 23| 4.8} 500 35,0 387
807,181 833, 131l 7.7 4.3 9.0 7.6l 503 5.34) 37.6 40.1
084, 7001 1,062,815| —6.5; ~L7 .~10| -840 4,61 4.85|| 410 47.3
1,211,346| 1,351, 500 ~10.4| -~51 —431 -7.0] 461 4.87 356 41.0
304, 500 300,212 ..6.8 46 87 30| 508 497 OLO|:040
362, 221 370,8200F —2.3) ~3.9 B4 —0.1]1 4.85] 4.,78] 56,9} 63.5
584,172 631,467 —7.8( —41 L1 3.8 470 487 461 53.0
787,377|  .830,107|| ~11.2| —7.1] 3.8 —0.3|| 4.46/ 4,67 4.7, 49,1
. 51,212 58,855\ ~12.2] ~B.4f —2.90 ~7.4|| 505 539 23.0| 28,8
279,226) 207,432\ —6.1f. —2.1]' ~8,9 —~10.3;|. 583 6.08! 19,3: .23.0
ist. 804 851 —6.0 —6.0 e 4.38 4381 0.20 0.3
Virginia.. 1,064, 417 - 1, 065,050{: ~0.1 1.2 8.2(10 2.9 672 8701 46.1( 617
West, Virgt 477,924 843,7661 ~12,1| ~0.7| 10,3 1L@ 8| & 32,7 44.8
. North Carolin 1, 501,227] 1,408,680( - 6.6; - 6,8 9.8 9.8 ‘58 7| - 68.8
1, 074, 693 970, 334 10,8 9. 2| 7.7 6, 9 63.8) 64.0
1,685, 213 .1, 603, B09 6700 6.8 . A7 48 5.2 011
281, 803 273, 3 3.1 8.0 1.8 76| 20.1] 86,3
Kentucky.. 1,304, 862 1,285,920 L6 44 28 26 54.0| 56,2
.- Tennessee. 1,271,7081: 1,278,082 ~0.B0 © . 2.7 —L0|..—0.9 ‘B44| BB B
Alahgm'}a.- ,1’ 335,885/ 1,382,754l —3.4( —2.6 4.0 2.9 §6. 9 4.7
Wné\fjé%%s:{gpiénnmﬁf 11,270,482} 1, 344,307} —5.5 (=0.8] -2 8] 3,2 71.0| 74,8
. Arkanses_.-. =l 1,147, 049) ¢ 3, 106, 815]f: ... 8.0 :8.4]- 6,6} 5.7 85,5 :70.3
Youigiana.. 786, 0501 732,018 7.4 12.4 0% —0.8 43,71 44,2
Qklahoma 1,017, 327) 1,002, 046/ -0, 8[- - : 0.9 11,4 8, 9] 50,2 . BL7
M TeXAS .. nem 2,277,713 2,203,474)| ~0.7 44 6.5 3.2 48,8) 58,9
GUNTAIN:- R R A : - -
Montana.. 225, 667 111,278 102.8 120.0{ &5.3] 481 41,11 20.6
Idaho .. 200, 902, 147,636{ 36,1 86.7] .. 22,3 10.9) 46, 6| - 45.3
‘Wyoming.. 67, 306 3 28.8| © 43.31 33.4] 13,7 34,6) 356.8
Colorado.. 206, 073 202, 857 3120 20,8 '23.4] 4.8 28,3 26,4
New Mexico 161, 448 183, 639|| —12.0) —16.8] 5.2 Q. §| 44,8 56,1
Arizona..... 40, 560, 84,600( 7.0 "-81] 535 BLSD 27,1 4.4
Utah.... 0, 249 122,965 4.7 184 187 4.7 312 327
PAcIr;TBvadE 16, 164 13,821\ 2.3 17.6] -90.3| —23.8 20,0 16,3
C: .
‘Washington. 283,382, 259, 980 9.0 18.0f 13.3] 148 20,8| 22.8
Oregon._.. 214, 021 210,128 1.9 10.3 7.3 6.3 27.8| 3L2
California. . mewmuuue 5186, 770 416, 969,' 23. 9; 33.4f 20,6 221 181) 17.B

1A mitnus sign (—) denotes decrease,
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‘The estimated farm populatlon of thé United States in 1910 was
32 076,060. I comparison with this estimate the 1920 farm popu~
lation shows a decrease of 462,691, or 1.4 per cent, while there was a
slight increase in the number of farms, in the rural population, and
in the population outside incorporated places. The figures indicate
an increase of 27.3 per cent in the farm population of the Mountain
division, an increase of 14.3 per cent in the Pacific division, of 3.3
per cént in the South Atlantic division, and 1.4 per cent in the West
South Central division, with decreases in all of the other divisions.

The increase or decrease in the farm population on the basis of
these figures follows rather closely, of course, the increase or de-
crease in the number of farms, inasmuch as the number of farms is
one of the two factors on which the estimate for 1910 is based. Ttis
quite natural, however, that there should be a close corréspondence
between the farm populatlon and the number of farms.

It may be noted that in many States the decrease in the farm
population is very much greater than the decrease in the rural popu-
lation, though there are a number of cases where the contrary is
true, or, what is the same thing, where the farm population shows
an increase greater than the increase in the rural population. This

" is the case, for example, in a number of the Mountain States and

in California, Louisiana, South Carolina, and Georgia. The rural
population, of course, includes many other elements besides the
farm population, though the latter, in the country as a whole, forms
61 per cent of the total rural population.

The variations in the farm population per farm between 1910
and 1920 are shown in Table 8, together with the percentage which
the farm populatmn formed of the total population in 1920 and
1910. The decline in the percentage of the total is, of course,
greater than the decline in the farm population itself, the percent-
age indicated for 1910 being 34.9 as compared with 29.9 in 1920.
In some of the Northern States, where manufacturing has been
developing rapidly, the reduction in the percentage represented by
the farm population is very great, though in view of the decrease in
the number of farms in most of these States one can hardly question
but that the figures represent approximately the actual conditions.
In four States only, namely, Montana, Idaho, Colorado, and Nevada,
did the percentage of the population living on farms increase be-
tween 1910 and 1920, though there are a considerable number of
States where farming is the principal industry in which the decline
in the percentage was relatively small.
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RELATION BETWEEN POPULATION AND FARM DATA

In order to bring together the various factors bearing on the rela-
tion between population and agriculture in the United States, a
number of the most important of these factors have been plotted
on a ratio chart, which is presented as Figure4. The items include
total population, number of farms, farm acreage and improved
acreage, which are available from 1850 to 1920; rural and urban
populatlon which are available from 1880 to 1920 and farm popu-
lation, using the estimate for 1910:and the reported figure for 1920.

The ratio chart is so constructed that the trend of the curve from
one date to another indicates the rela,tlve increase or decrease rather
than the absolute; that is, the line representing an increase of 10
per cent in'an item on the upper part of the chart will be exactly
parallel with a line representing an increase of 10 per cent in an item
on the lower part of the chart, while on the ordinary numerical
scale a 10 per cent increase in the upper part of the chart gives a
much steeper line than does a 10 per cent increase in the lower
part of the chart. Ior the present purpose, therefore, which is to
indicate general tendencies, the ratio scale is much more effective
than the usual numerical scale.

While the direction and steepness of the lines on this chart indi-
cate the relative or percentage increase or decrease, the scale is so
constructed that actual numbers are to be read, just ds in the case
of the more familiar numerical scale. The chart is made up by plot-
ting the actual numbers or quantities for the several items rather
than by the use of percentages; it is the relation of the lines in the
scale that produces the relative or percentage effect in the curves.

Theline representing the increase in population may be considered
in a sense the main feature of this chart and the other items grouped
around it or considered in relation to it. The population curve
shows practically a regular upward tendency with a slight dip in
1870, representing the result of the Civil War, and a slight drop
from the previous straight-line tendency in 1920, which doubtless
represents a permanent slowing down of the rate of increase in popu-
lation.

The increase in the acreage of all farm land while less revular
than the increase in population, had appmmmately kept pace Wlth
the increase in population until 1900, from which date its rate of
increase has been much less than the increase in the popuwlation.
The number of farms up to 1880 increased somewhat faster, if any-
thing, than the population, but since 1900 it has increased much
less rapidly than the population.
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The acreage of improved land is probably more significant for
comparison with the population than the total farm acreage. In
this item the percentage of increase began to fall behind the popu-
lation increase as early as 1900, and in the decade from 1910 to
1920 it increased only 5.1 per cent, as compared with an increase of
14.9 per cent in the population.

Among the most significant lines on the chart are those represent-
ing the urban and rural population from 1880 to 1920. The rural
population has increased decade by decade at a rate slightly less
than the increase in the acreage of improved land, though the
connection may be somewhat accidental, since only about 60 per
cent of the rural population is engaged in farming., - The urban
population has increased more rapidly than any other item shown
on. the chart, though the rate of increase between 1910 and 1920
was somewhat less than the rate for any of the three earlier decades.
During this decade, however, the line for the urban population
crossed the line for the rural population, this feature representing
the fact, to which attention has already been called, that the urban
population in 1920 was actually greater than the rural population.

Table 9 contains all the numerical data on which Figure 4 is
based, together with the percentage of increase in each item from
one census to the next, except the farm population, which numbered
32,076,960 (estimated) in 1910 and 31,614,269 in 1920, represent-
ing a decrease of 1.4 per cent. The number of farms, which bears a
closer relation to the farm population than any other item for which
earlier census data are to be had, is shown, by divisions and States,
from 1850 to 1920, in Table 78, on page 183.

The relation between the population and the farm acreage during
the 70 years from 1850 to 1920 is effectively shown by either one of
the ratios that may be computed on the basis of these two figures.
Both these ratios are presented in Table 10, using the improved
farm acreage, rather than the total acreage. This table shows,
first, the population per 1,000 acres of improved farm land, and
second, the acreage of improved farm land per capita. The first
series of figures shows positively the fluctuation in the pressure of
the population on the land resources of the country, and indicates
very little net change between- 1850 and 1920--210 persons per
1,000 acres in 1920 as compared with 205 in 1850. The second
series of figures shows the fluctuation in the acreage of farm land
per unit of population.
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TaBLE 8.—Poruration, FARMs, AND FARM ACRBAGE IN THE UNITED
Starms: 1850 To 1920

[Figures for divisions and States in Tables 77 and 78]

POPULATION LAND IN FARMS (ACRES)

CENSUS YEAR g}“}fr‘gf;

. Total Rural | Urban | Allang | Tproved
1920, m e 105, 710,820 |I 51,400,017 | 54,304,603 || 6,448,343 §| 055 883,715 | 503,073, 007
Incronse, 1010-1020__77) 13,738,354 || 1,500, 871 | 12, 138, 483 86,841 (|- 77,085,300 | 24, 621, 257
Per cent. ..o . 14.9 3.2 28,8 1.4 8.8 5.1
010, e 91,972,200 || 40, 806, 146 | 42,160, 120 || 6,361,502 || 878,708,395 | 478, 451, 750
Increase, 1000—191()__ 16, 977, (81 4,192, 004 | 11,785, 687 024,130 40, 206, 551 63, 953, 263
Per cont......._. 21,0 0.2 58,8 10.0 48 15.1
1000 . oo oo 75,904, 575 45 G4, 14 | 30,380,453 | 8,797,872 || 838,601, 774 | 4L, 405, dg7
Tncreasa, 1890-1900_.-.] 13, 040, 861 87 8,082,074 || 1,172,731, || 216,373,155 | G0, 881, 732
Per cent_ ... 20.7 36.2 25.7 34.6 15.9
1800 -t e 62,047,714 || 40,649,355 | 29,208,350 || 4,504, 041 || 623,218, 610 | 357, 610,755
Tnoroase, 1880-1800. -] 19,701,081 4,851,739 | 7,040,193 || 655,734 || 87,136,784 | 72 845 718
Por centaue e oo 25.5 13.6 66,3 13, 9» 16.3 25.6
ABBO oo e 50, 155,783 || 35, 797. 616 | 14,358,167 | 4,008,007 || 536,081,835 | 284,771, 042
Inerense, IBI0-1880 1 10,807,412 | 1,345,022 || 128346, 794 | 95, 840, 043
Percentl . ... L R | I 50.7 }{ 315 50.7
P/ I S 38, 568,871 ..ol 0. 2,650,085 || * 407,735,041 | 188,021,099
Incrense, 1860—1870._.. 7,115,050 ||-_2o T IIITITITT 615,908 It - - 532,503 | 25 810,379
Percent_____..... 22,6 Yoo, 30,1 0.1 16,8
1 I | 31,443,391 9,044,077 || - 407,212, 538 | 103, 110,720

&
Tnerease, 1850-1860..

8,251, 445
Per cent. ... ——— 36,6

695,004 || 113,651, 924 50, 078, 106
41,1 38,7 44.3

1860 woa o menmmmnat mew--] (23,191, 876 o memmmeall 1,449,073°)| 208, 560, 614 | 113,032, 614

TasLe 10.—RrraTioN BrTWEBEN POPULATION AND ACREAGE OF IMprOVED
Farm L‘an N TR UNITED StTATES: 1850 70 1920

tioh por | Actengo

CENSUS YEAR : Population I‘ﬁ’ég‘}g‘érg‘sgm ué;gg%f imploved

. ; " improved farmland

farm land|Per capita

IOB0_ e e e e e . 105,710, 620 . 503,073,007 210 4.76
1010 Y - 91, 972, 206 , 478 451 750 | . 182 5.20
;. 75,094, b75 414 498. 487 © 183 5.45

62, 047, 714 357, 818, 755 . 176 5. 68

50,155, 783 284, 771, 042 176 5. 68

38, 558, 871 188 921 090 204 4, 80

31,443, 321 1863, 110 720 103 5,19

23,191,878 113 032 014 205 4.87




v

FARM, VILLAGE, AND URBAN POPULATION—NUMBER
AND DISTRIBUTION

THE THREEFOLD CLASSIFICATION

The population group most significant for comparison with the
farm population is without question the urban group. In order to
make it éasy to compare these groups and-at the same time to in-
clude the whole population in a single classification, a threefold
clasmﬁc&tlon has been adopted, compnsmg the followmg groups

1. Farm populafmon
2. Village population.
3. Urban population (excludmg urban—fa.lm)

In this classification the farm population is the total Izum popu-
lation, including the small numbers of the farm population in urban
territory as well as the farm population in rural territory.

The urban population which is used in this classification differs
slightly from the urban population which has been presented in the
regular reports of the census of population for the past two decades.
For the sake of showing the total population in three groups, with-
out duplication, the urban-farm population has been deducted from
the total urban population in. all of the tables showing the three-
fold classification. A complete definition of the population group
designated in these tables “Urban population (excluding urban-
farm)” would be as follows: “ This group includes all persons living
in cities or other incorporated places having 2,500 inhabitants or
more, except those persons who live on farms s1tuated within - the
limits of such incorporated places.’”’ : :

While in some cases the urban-farm populatlon docs form 8 con-
siderable fraction of the total farm population; it represents, even
in those New England States where it is relatively greatest, less
than 3 per cent of the total urban population. - Ratios and percent-
ages based on this’ modified urban population will, therefore, in
almost every case be nearly the same as the corresponding ratios and
percentages based on the total urban populatlon as shown in the
reports of the Fourteenth Census, - o

The farm population and the urban populamon 1epresent the two

extremes in this classification. The intermediate group has been
' 51
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termed the ““village population,” for the sake of a brief designation,
though & more exactly descriptive term would be ‘‘rural-nonfarm
population.” It comprises that part of the traditional rural popu-
lation which is not included in the farm population and might be
formally defined as follows: ‘“The village population includes all
persons living outside cities or other incorporated places having
© 2,500 inhabitants or more, who do not live on farms, except those
farm laborers with their families who live outside the limits of any
incorporated place and who are counted as a part of the farm popu-
lation by reason of their occupation.”

The term “village population” is further justified by the fact
that 8,969,241 out of the total of 20,047,377 included in the group
live in incorporated places having less than 2,500 inhabitants, and
a considerable part of the remaining 11,078,136 live in unincorpo-
rated villages.

The village population is much less uniform in its make-up in the
different parts of the United States than either the farm population
or the urban population. In some sections of the country it consists
mainly of the inhabitants of small manufacturing villages or of
suburban areas which are not incorporated. In other sections it is
made up largely of the inhabitants of mining settlements. = In still
other parts of the country, where farming is the dominant industry,
it is made up largely of the inhabitants of little commercial centers,
including merchants, bankers, doctors, carpenters, automobile repair
men, ete., who cater to the wants of the farm population.

The most significant. comparisons will usually be those between
the farm population and the wurban population, partly because
these two groups represent the extremes in the classification and
partly because these two groups are more uniform and consistent in
their make-up than is the intermediate group—the so-called village
population. - In most respects, though this is not always true, the
village population stands somewhere between the farm population
and the urban population.*

The subdivision of the population which has just been described
is the result of an attempt to formulate a threefold classification
which should be more distinctive and significant for practical pur-
poses than the traditional twofold classification into rural and urban.
Table 11 shows the farm, village, and urban population of the United
States in 1920, with the percentage represented by each class.

1 Because the total village population includes industrial villages and suburban areas, as well as what
might be termed agricnltural villages, it does not show the extrems conditions in respect to age classifi-
cation, ete., which appear when typical agricultural villages are selected for study., A selection of such
villages is represented in the Amaerican Village Studies (A Censns Analysis of American Villages,” by
C. Luther Fry: 1825) recently completed by the Institute of Social and Religious Research, of New York
City. i . .



FARM, VILLAGE, AND URBAN POPULATION 53

TapLE 11,—FarM, VirLAcH, AND URBAN PORULATION OF THE UNITED
SrarEs: 1920

: Per cent
- CLASH Number distribu-
; tion

108, 710, 620 100. 0

" Total population

Farm popUIatloN . cem oo cmamreammme e dmme e 31, 614, 269 20.9
Village population. ... - demmmmmagmmmmmmeemmmmma e - 20,047,377 19,0
Urban population (excluding kurbnn-farm).. . - 64, 048, 974 5L1

The farm population in 1920 amounted to 31,614,269, or 29.9 per
cent of the total population of the United States; the village popu-
lation numbered 20,047,377, or 19 per cent of the total; and the
urban population (excluding the .urban-farm group) numbered
54,048,974, or 51. 1 per cent. ;

Figure 5 shows in graphic form the relation between the traditional
rural and urban population and the threefold classification, com-
prising farm, village, and urban (excluding urban-farm), which has
just been presented. o o '

Fig. 5.—RErATiION BETWEEN THE FARM POPULATION AND THE
RuraL-urBAN CrAssIFICATION: 1020

e URBAN=FARM

G VILLAGE (RURAL NON=FARM) ‘, " BN URBAN—FARM
R RURAL~FARM [C1URBAR (NON=FARMY

88691°—26—5 )




ghadings on the map on page 32.
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Tn this diagram the lines running to the center of the circle
separate the whole area into two parts, representing thp rural and
urban population. The lines running from the outer circle to the
small inner circle represent the boundaries of the farm and vilage
population, respectively. The farm population, it may be noticed,
while by far the greater part of it lies in the rural sector, cuts across
the line for a little distance and includes a small section of the urban
area. This small section is the urban-farm population which has
already been shown in Tables 5, 6, and 7.

.GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION

o Talgle: 12 shows the three classes of population for the: North,

South; and West.  These three great sections, into which the area of
the United States is frequently divided for convenience in discussing
the broader geographic: variations, are indicated by the different

TaBLE 12.—FaryM, VinLiee, AND URrBaN PopuraTioN, BY Sporions: 1920

PER CENT DISTRIBUTION
cLASS | The North | The South | The West

el it The | The | The

North | South | West
Fotal population. ......_.... 68, 881, 845 83, 125, 80.;3 - 8,802,972 [, 100,0 100.0 100. 0
Farm population. . .oocommmmmacees 12, 803, 8956 16, 827, 834 2,182, 540 19,8 80.8 4.5
Village population. .:ccvromneenc. 10, 930, 563 7, 038, 842 2,077,972 17.2 21.2 23.8

Urban population (excluding vr- i

ban-farm) - - oo ecenneee | 40,147,387 9, 269, 127 . 4, 642, 460 63.0 28,0 52,1

This table clearly reflects and contrasts the occupational tend-
encies of Northern and Southern States. The proportion of the farm
element in the total population is two and one-half times as great in
the South as in the North. On the other hand, the proportions of

- the population urban as between these two sections are reversed—

28 per cent urban in the South and 63 per cent urban in the North.

In the West 24.5 per cent of the population was classified as farm
population and 52.1 per cent as urban. - The percentage of farm
population, was, therefore, considerably larger than in'the North
and the percentage of urban population considerably smaller.

The village-(or rural nonfarm) population ‘in the West formed
23.3 per cent of the total, a larger percentage than in either the
South or the North. . This is partly the result of the fact that mining
and lumbering, which are relatively important industries in the
West, both involve population living in the open country or in small
settlements and yet not engaged in farming. The importance of the
lumber and turpentine industries in some of the Southern States
may be partly responsible for the fact that this section shows a
higher percentage of village population than does the North.
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The three general classes of population here defined are presented
by divisions and States in Table 13. This table offers for the first
time a vivid statistical picture of differing occupational conditions
in various parts of the Union. ' ,

TasLs 18.—FarM, ViLAge, AND UrBAN PoPULATION, BY DIVISICNS AND
S ’ Starms: 1920 oo

| Urbsn pop-i| PER canT oF TOTAL
DIVIBION AND STATE . Total . Farm Village | ulation (ox- .
population || population | population |eluding ur-.
) . o . . .| bandarm) || Farm | Village | Urban
United States......-..- 105,710,820 || 81,614,269 | 20,047,877 | 54,048,074 || 20,0 18.0| L1
GEOGRAPHIC DIVISIONS! .
New England. . Z| 7,400,909 625,877 |- 1,000,414 | & 774, 618 85| 185 180
- Middis Atlantic 29,961, 144 [| 1,802,780 | 3,727,388 | 16, 640,907 85| 167 748
East North Central_ 91, 475,543 || - 4,913, 033 | 3,530,007 [ 13,022,843 || 229 | 165| ¢0.6
West North Centr . 12,544,248 {| 5 171,500 | 2603, 604 | 4,708,080 || 4L2| aL2| 8.5
South Atlantic. ... © 13,000,272 || 6,416,008 | 8,253,723 | 4,819,851 450 283| 309
Xast South Contral.__ 8 893,307 {| 6,182,087 | 1,724,294 | 1,086,076 || H8.3| 1841 223
West South Central. 10,242 224 || 5 228,190 | 2,060,825 | 2,953,200 || B6LO | 20.1| 288
Mountain . 8,336,101 || 1,168, 367 968,128 | 1,196,006 || 6.0 - 20.0| 360
5,560,871 || 1,014,173 | 1,100,844 |. 3,442,854 || -18.2) 180 | ‘618
78,014 | 1e7,000| 20419 | 200,004 [ 27| sed| ar0
AN AR ol T R R
, . 61 3L0
.8, 852, 856 118,564 | 140,376 | 8,503,426 {] 1| el 933
604,307 || 15136 , 579,359 || 25! 1.6] 059
1, 380, 631 93,302 | - - 853,005 | 033,334 ]| - 681 266 676
10, 385, 237 800, 747°] 1,012,429 | - 8,572 051 771 7| B2k
3, 165, 000 143, 708 544,117 | 2,408, 075 48| 12| 2
8,720, 017 048,834 | 2,170,842 5,600,841 || 10,9/ 249 842
5, 759, 304 048,846 | 3070710 || 19.8 | “18.5 | 3.8
544,715 | 1,478,380 || 3L.0| 186G { 504
A LR
N £ — y 472,262 | 1,230,768 || 30| 17| 471
ORT ENT. H . -
Minnesota.... 2, 387,125 807,181 442,072 | ‘1,047,872 || 87.6| 185 439
OWRo - - 2,404,021 || . 984, 700 550,832 | 868,300 || 41.0| 229 861
Missouri.. .- 3,404 055 || 1,211,346 600,258 | 1,583,456 || 356 | 17.9] 465
North Dakota. 640, 872 304,500 | 166, 011 87,361 || 6L0| 25.5] 135
South Dakota. 636, 547 362,221 |* 172,780 | - 105,537 || 560 | 271 160
Nebraska.._ 1,296, 372 584,172 | 308,328 | 403,872 451| 238 3812
Kansas._ .. 1,769, 257 787,877 415, 409 616, 471 4L7| 235 348
51,212 51,085 | 120,706 || 23.01 229 541
279, ggg 802, 683 ggg, gg; 18. 3| 209 s0.0
: .2 99,
Virginia 1,004,417 | E75,200 | 660,480 || 46.1) 949 28. g
‘West Virginia_ . 1, 463, 701 477,924 618,003 |~ ag7, 714 | 327 422| 1
North Cerolina.. © 2550193 || 1,501, 227 568,807 | 480,080 || 8.7 222 191
South Cerolina.. 1,683, 7241 1074608 [ 317,258 205,73 6381 188 173
Georgia. ... 2,895,832 | 1,685 218 487,362 | 723267 )| %2 188| 250
mf’gﬁggn S~ 7 968, 470 281, 803°| - 333,276 | 353302 201 | B4 4] 365
4 RAL: :
Kenbueky mvemoomcen 2,416,630 || 1,304,802 | 480,746'[. 63L,028 || s40[ 1007 2.1
Tennesses. 2, 387, 885 1,271, 708 457, 480 608, 647 54, 4 19.6 26.0
Algbama. . 9,348 174 || 1,335,885 | 504,344 [ - 507,945 || 6G.O| 2L5| 206
‘Vng\glgs&%s;gpio e L790,018 || 1,270,482 [ 281,725 | 238411 7LO| 187 133
‘Arkansas..... ) 1,762,204 || 1,147,040 (  317,225| 287,030 55| 181 164
Louistang .. 1, 78, 500 0,050 | i385,801 | 626,568 || 43.7] 2L5t 34
Oklahoma. Clo20289283 || 1,017,827 | - 472,004 | s3%,052 || s0.2] 28.3| 268
Mogﬁvis& ___________________ 4,663,208 || 2 277, 778 884,805 | - 1,500,650 || - 48.8 | 16.0| 822
TAIN:
MOnana: Jnueeoenis 548, 889 225, 667 15,480 | 17,738 || 4L1] one | L3
Idaho i 431, 866 200, 902 116, 266 14,608 | 46.5| 29| 266
Wyoming. ... 104, 402 67, 306 60, 978 57,118 || 34.6 | 86.0] 204
Colorado.. - 939, (29 266, 073 221,080 | 452,407 || 28.3 5| 482
New Moxico..-.oonmmme 360, 350 161, 446 134,848 | - 64,000 || 44.8] ‘an4| 17.8
Arizona 334, 162 00, 560 126,408 117,134 || 27.1| 87.8]. 851
i ) el gl e ) E
Pacrric: ’ ! ! ! ’ ’
Washigton. oo meeneenn 1, 358, 621 283,882 | 827,864 | w4587 909 “24.2] "549
Oregon.. 783, 380 214, 021 180, 361 380,007 | 27.8| 2.0 40.7
California. - .__o...____ 3,426, 861 516, 770 oL 610 | 23084721 151 1.8l 6.4
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It is evident that in 23 States the urban, which of course means
the industrial and commercial element, exceeds the other two; in
21 States the farm element predominates; and in 4 States the vil-
lage clement.

Historic tradition, location, and natural resources are reflected in
the groupings brought out in this interesting table. For example,
alone among all the Northern States, Vermont shows a larger per-
centage of its total population living on the farm than living in
villages or in cities. Even in the great industrial awakening of New
England half a century and more ago, Vermont resisted occupational
readjustment and maintained agriculture as the prevailing calling.
Although recent economic readjustments, in progress throughout the
Nation, have not changed Vermont's traditional attitude, it is prob-
able that the gap between farm population and village population
(next in numbers) is steadily closing.
~ Vermont has no companion in the predominance of the farm
element throughout the East nor in the Middle West until Towa is
reached; but also in four of the seven States in the West North
Central group in addition to Iowa—the Dakotas, Nebraska, and
Kansas—the farm element predominates. In this class, too, are all
the States in the Cotton Belt 2 and three Western States—Montana,
Idaho, and New Mexico.

The urban preponderance natumlly prevails in the States ha.vmg
large cities or a distinctly industrial population——the five New
England States (excepting Vermont), the Middle Atlantic group
together with Delaware and Maryland, the East North Central
group, and two States, Minnesota and Missouri, in the West North.
Central division. Florida alone in the South, reflecting the invasion
of winter sojourners, shows urban preponderance. In the urban
group also are Colorado, Utah, and all the Pacific States.

Does not this table suggest a certdin mass instinct, arising in our
time, which reflects the modern pressure of population?

Agmculture has ever been the natural calling of limited popula-
tions. It is a calling which demands that humanity must spread
rather thinly over the land. In sharp contrast, industrial and com-
mercial = callings concentrate population. Hence they develop
cities, which contribute the urban population element here consid-
ered. With fast-increasing numbers, present-day population, per-
haps impelled by a certain instinet in the sense that tribe migrations
in past ages followed some common impulse, has thus tended in all
fast-growing nations to gather into cities where industrial activity
has encouraged concentration and where no natural 11m1ts have been
set to numbers.

F’ 1 North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgis, Tonnesseu, Alabama, Mississippi, Arkansas, Louisiana,
Oklahoms, and Texas.
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Thus it comes about that mn Table 13 the States which cling to
the soil as a means of support—the age-old habit of limited popu-
lations—appear in the less heavily populated group, and those
which are urban and tend to modern callings which concentrate
humanity, in the large population group. The 21 States of the
Union in which farm population formed the major element in 1920
returned in that year an aggregate population of 37,000,000 on
1,510,000 square miles of land area, or slightly more than one—half
the land area of the Union occupied by about one-third of the popu-
lation. The 23 States in which urban population predominated
together returned 66,000,000 inhabitants living on 1,119,000 square
miles of land area, or nearly two-thirds of the population living on
about one-third of the land area. In the first group of States there
were 24.5 persons per square mile of land area and in the second
group, 59.2. .

But what of the newly defined middle, or vﬂlago, class of popula-~
tion? The importance of thig class in West Virginia reflects the
prominence of the coal-mining industry in that State, in consequence
of which the midway class—nonurban and nonfarm-—-rises to excep-
tional importance. In West Virginia 422 persons in every thousand
of population appear in the village class.. For the entire United
States the proportion is 190,

Four States only show excess of this element——-West Vugmm in
the East, and Wyoming, Arizona, and Nevada—the last three being
so'small in total population as to be of little significance.

The relative 1mportance of the three classes of population is shown
gwphlcally, by States, in Figure 6. In this chart the considerable
variations in the length of the bars replesentlng the farm popula-
tion and the urban population appear almost in contrast with the
relatively uniform bars representing the village populamon

Broadly speaking, however, the large areas shaded to indicate
farm population in the West North Central States and in the South
indicate the sections in which farming is the most important industry,
while the areas shaded to indicate urban population stand out promi-
nently in the Northeastern States and in the far West. -

The States of Massachusetts and Rhode Island, which show the
lowest percentages of farm population, also show the lowest propor-
tions for the village population and, obviously, the highest propor-
tions urban. The other four New England States, Maine, New
Hampshire, Vermont, and Connecticut, show relatively high per-
centages for the village population, the percentage in Vermont,
33.5, being higher than the percentage urban. OQutside the New
England and Middle Atlantic divisions there is less variation in the
percentage of population in the village group than in the percentages
shown for the farm population or the urban population.
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* The village population is & sort of intermediate group and is appar-
ently not greatly affected either by the presence of large cities, -
which bring a higher percentage of the State’s population into the
urban group, or by the absence of important cities of even moderate
size, which leaves the State with a very low percentage of urban-
population. Witness, for example, Illinois and Michigan, which have
practically the same percentage of population in the village group,
though ‘the farm and urban percentages are quite different.

In general, the variations in the relative importance of the village
population depend upon the existence of occupations which are
carried on in the open country and in small places having less than
2,500 inhabitants. The outstanding occupations in this class are
mining, including the operations in connection with oil wells and stone
quarries, and lumbering, including the operation of sawmills, ectc.
Another large part of the village population, and one which is uni-
formly present, is made up of merchants, teamsters, railroad men,
and others who carry on the commercial and transportational activi-
ties of the open country, together with the professional class, among
whom the most numerous group is made up of the school-teachers.

VILLAGE POPULATION IN INCORPORATED PLACES

The village population itself may be separated into two parts,

namely, that living in small incorporated places (places having less
than 2,500 inhabitants) and that living in unincorporated territory.
Table 14 shows; by divisions and States, the total village population
and the population living in small incorporated places. The classi-
fication is not absolutely exact, considered as a subdivision of the
_village population, since the population in the small incorporated
places includes small numbers of the farm population. The per-
centages shown for the United States and for most of the States are
not appreciably affected by this fact, however, though in the single
State of Utah, so many of the farm population live in incorporated
pldaces that the total for the rural incorporated places exceeds the
village population.

In the country as a whole, 44.7 per cent of the village population
lived in incorporated places. There is a very considerable variation
in this percentage among the several States, resulting mainly from
variations in the local customs with regard to incorporating villages
and small towns. In Nebraska, for example, 89.4 per cent of the
village population lived in incorporated places, while in Virginia the
proportion was only 21 per cent; and yet the density of population
in Virginia was much higher than in Nebraska, 57.4 per square mile
as compared with 16.9.
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TasLs 14.—Vmnacm POPULATION AND PorULATION OF INCORPORATED PLACES
Ivcropmp THERBIN: 1920

[The population of incorporated Flaces of Jess than 2,500 inhabitants i3 not quite all included in the village
population, since & part of the farm population lives in such incorporated places. Except in o fow West-
ern States (especially in Utah), however, this part is very small] )

POPULATION OF . POPULATION OF
INCORPORATED INCORPORATED
YLACES OF LESS PLACES OF LESS
THAN 2,500 THAN 2,600
Village Village
DIVIBION AND STATE pnplﬂ,\%ﬁm cl;g;; DIVISION AND #1AT8 | oo | CI";xaltt

of vil- of vil-
Number | lage Nuinber | lage

pop- pop-

ula- ula-

tion tion

United States._.[20, 047, 377 1|8, 968, 241 | 44.7 || W. N. CENTRAL—

- . Continued. .

GEOGRAPHIC DIVB.: Nabraska...oocoocaa 308,328 || 275 568 | 89.4
New England....... 1,000, 414 83, 355 8.3 Kansas. .. coneaava- 415,409 280,203 | 09.9
Middie Atlantic ...} 3,727,388 (11,075,503 | 28.9 || SourH ATLANTIC: .

E. North Central...| 3,638, 067 |[2, 007, Q78 56,7 31,679 | 62.0
‘W. North Central. .| 2,663, 604 {|2, 074,005 [ 77.9 70,1451 23.2
South Altantie. ... 3,253, 728 11,175,449 | 36.1 120,783 | 210
E. 8outh Central___| 1,724,204 || 683, 195.1  40.2 134,128 | 2L.7
‘W, South Central..| 2,060, 825 980, 585 47.6 240,753 | 42.3
Mountain. .. ... 068,128 || 477,245 1 40.3 148,303 | 46.7
PacifiC.aeomnennns 1,109,844 [| 402,826 |. 36.3 206,705 | 60.9

' ’ 333,275 || 132,863 | 39.9

New ENGLAND!

Malne, oo 270, 419 19, 049 8.8 480, 745 197,851 | 411
New Hampshire, 08, 715 1, 581 18 457, 480 131,174 | 28.7
Vermont..... 118, 007 52,187 | 4.2 504,344 || 188,505 | 37.4
Massachusetts. 140, 376 jlewrecammna]omaaam Mississippi 981,725 || 175,875 | 624
Rhode Island. 50 IR S . BovurH CENTRAL:

Connocticut... 343, 995 10, 568 3.0 317, 225 186, 550 | 62.0

MIDDLE ATLANTIC! 385,801 || 120,055 | 33.4
New York..._. 1,012,420 || 346,877 | 343 473,904 || 201,072 | 617
Now Jersey. J B4, 117 [} 148,702 | 27.3 884,805 | 363,008 | 41.0
Penngylvania_...... 2, 170, 842 570,024 | 28,7 .

E. NORTH CENTRAL: ; . . - 151,489 69,600 | 46.0¢
[0} 1 048,346 1| 472,754 | 40.9 1186, 206 77,42 ( 66,6
Indiana. 544, 715 205,040 | 54.2 89,978 46,267 1 66,1
Tllinois. . . 001,801 || 080,740 | 63.7 221,089 | 115,103 | 52.1
Michigan. R 582, 363 286, 644 49,2 134, 848 30,119 [ 22.3
Wisconsin......... 472, 262 271, 900 57.8 126, 468 15,122 1 12.0

W, NORTH CENTRAL; . 101,040 || 108,437 | 106.4
Minnesot@ -.....oc 442,072 || 368,260 | 83.3 46, 050 15,036 { 32.7
JOWR. o e .- B50,832 || 477,801 | 86.7 -
Missouri..... 600,258 || 380,711 | ed.0 827,864 || 130,211 | 39.7
North Dakata. - 165,011 126,708 |. 78.8 [¢] 180, 361 08,038 | 54.Q
South Dakota...... 172, 788 145,745 | 84.3 California.._ 801, 619 173,677 |' 28.9
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FARM, VILLAGE, AND URBAN POPULATION BY SEX
AND AGE

Two of the most significant and fundamental of the classifications
possible in any census of population are those separating the popu-
lation into groups according to sex and age. In the study of the
farm, village, and urban population of the United States, these
class1ﬁcat10ns are especially significant, since there are marked
differences between the farm population and the urban population,
in particular. in the matter of both sex distribution and age dis-
tribution.

DISTRIBUTION BY SEX

The total farm population of the United Statesin 1020 (31,614,269)
comprised 16,496,338 males and 15,117,931 females, or 109.1 males
per 100 females. In the urban population the ratio of males to
females was much lower, being 100.3 to 100, while the village popu-
lation stood considerably above the mid-point, with a ratio of 106.5
males to 100 females.

Table 15 shows the farm, village, and urban population of the
United States classified according to sex, together with the sex ratio
for each of the three classes and the per cent distribution of males
and females by class. ‘

TasLp 15.—FARM, ViLLaon, AND UrBaAN PorurnaTioN oF TEE UNiteEp STaTES,
BY Smx: 1920

[Figures for divisions and States in Table 80)

PER CENT
DISTRIBUTION Males
CLASS Both sexes Male Fomale to 100

formales
Male | Femsle

"Total 108, 710, 620 53, 800, 431 51,810, 189 100, 0 100. 0 104.0

Farm population.....eeeeneonan 31, 614, 209 16, 496, 338 16,117, 981 30.6 29,2 100.1
Village population__________._.. 20, 047, 377 10, 337, 060 9,710,317 19.2 18,7 108. 5
Urban population (excluding | - . .

urban-farmy . .. lioociecaecns 54, 048, 974 27, 067, 033 26, 981, 941 50.2 521 100. 3

The larger number of males in the farm population, in proportion
to the number of females, results in part from the fact that most of
the farm work is done by men—in particular, that most persons
coming to the farm to secure work are men. Many of the urban
occupations, on the other hand, are followed chiefly or largely by

61 '
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women. Hence the farmer’s daughter is more likely to leave the
farm and go to the city than is the farmer's son, who may find
profitable employment on another farm when his services are no
longer needed at home.

The numbers of males to 100 females in' the farm, village, and
urban population of the United States, as already stated, were,
respectlvely, 109.1; 106.5, and 100.3. These figures indicate the
sex distribution of the three classes of the populauon. Running
at right angles to this chstrlbutlon, so to speak, is the distribution
of the population of each sex among the thres classes, which shows
that 30.6 per cent of the total male populatlon of the United States
were included in the farm population, as compared with 29.2 per
cent of the total female population. Conversely, the urban popula~
tion included only 50.2 per cent of the males, as compared with 52.1
per cent of the females.

Table 16 shows the farm, village, and urban population, by sex, for
the North, the South, and the West.

TABLE 16.—FanrM, ViLLAcrk, AND URBAN POPULATION, BY SEX, BY SECTIONS!

1920
PER CENT )
. DISTRIBUTION Males
GECTION AND CLASS Both sexes Male Femala to 100
: fernles
Male | Female
The North, total..._..... | e3,68,84p || 83,378,144 5,5,7%01 || 100.0] o0.0f 103.2
Farm population. - 12,605,805 | 6,675,275 | 502,000 206] 1894 1120
Village populstion.. 10, 930, 563 &, 570,992 5,859, 671 17,2 17.1 103.9
Urban papulation (e'(eluding
urban-erm) -« oo owocmeoeeo | 40, 147, 387 20,126,877 1 20,020, 510 62.2 63.9 100.5
The South, total..........| 83,125 803 16,773,862 | 18,852,441 )1 100.0| 100.0 102, 8
Farm population_ ... 16,827, 834 8, 618, 230 8,200, 604 51,4 50.2 105. 0
Village population. 7,038, 842 3, 602,078 3,436, 764 21,8 2.0 104.8
Urban population
Urban-farm) . cvoecccmvmaun - 9,269, 127 4, 553, 054 4,706,073 27.1 28.8 06.7
. The West, total .. ec.cnu 8,000,072 || 4,753,096 | 440,087 1000 w00l 14e
Fw:m popalation_ . __ .. ... 2, 182, 540 1,202,833 978, 707 25.3 2.8 122.8
Village population - 2,077,072 1, 163, 990 £13, 982 245 2.0 127.4
Urban population (excluding
urban-farm) . ..o oceceeee e 4,842, 460 32,387,102 2,255, 358 50.2 54,4 105.8

The differences between the farm population and the other two
classes in the matter of sex distribution run more or less um'formly
through the three geographic subdivisions, varying only in degree.
In the North there were 112.6 males to 100 females in the farm
population, as compared with 100.5 in the urban population, while
the village population showed a ratio of 103.9. The village popula-
tion in the North is made up in considerable part of the mhabnants
of small manufacturing towns and is thus somewhat more like the




SEX AND AGE 63

urban population in its sex distribution, and in other respects, too,
than it is like the farm population.

In the South there were 105 males to 100 females in the farm
population, as compared with 96.7 in the urban population, while
the village population shows a ratio of 104.8, or practically the same
as the farm population. This would indicate that in many respects
the village population of the South was similar to the farm popula-
tion and quite distinet from the urban population.

In the West, where the ratio of males to females in the total
population is much higher than in the other parts of the country,
there were 122.8 males to 100 females in the farm population; as
compared with 105.8 in the urban population. The village popula-
tion, which in this section includes considerable numbers of mining
settlements and lumber camps, shows the haghest ratio of all, namely,
127.4 males to 100 females.

The figures showing the per cent dlstnbutlon of the males and the
females ‘mmong the three population classes tell the same story, of
course, 8s the sex ratios. In the North, 20.6 per cent of the males
were in the farm population as compared With 18.9 per-cent of females,
while 62.2 per cent of the malés were in the urban population as com-
pared with 63.9 per cent of females. In the South the differences in
the distribution of the males and females were somewhat less than
in the North. In the West, 25.3 per cent of the males were in the
farm population, as compared with 23.6 per cent of the females, and
24.5 per cént of the males were in the village population as compared
with 22 per cent of the females, while to offset these two groups
showing the higher percentages for the males, the urban population
showed only 50.2 per cent of the males, as compared with 54.4 per
cent of the females..

The distribution of the three classes of popul&tlon by sex is shown
graphically, for the North, South, and West, in Figure 7. So far as
concerns. the sex distributibn,‘ this diagram represents the per cent
distribution. by sex, rather than the sex ratio which indicates the
differences in sex distribution somewhat more positively. The dif-
ferences in the numbers of the two sexes must not be underrated,
however, because they do not appear to be very striking or stand
out in spectacular fashion on the diagram.  Incidentally, this diagram
also puts in graphic form the relative importance of the three classes
of population in the North, South, and West, doing for these three
sections what Figure 5 does for the United States as a whole.
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Fia, T.—FarM, VILLAGE, AND UrBAN PorunaTioN oF THE NorTH, SOUTH.
AND Wamst, BY Spx: 1920
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The States which show the highest number of males to 100 fémales in
thefarm population are those far Western States where the percentage
of males in the total population is exceptionally high, by reason of
some remnants of pioneer conditions. In some other States farther
removed in actual history from the pioneer stage, the ratio of males
to females is still high for somewhat the same reasons. These
States include Minnesota, the Dakotas, Nebraska, and Wisconsin.
In New York, New Jersey, and some of the New England States,
the ratios are relatively high, presumably because the manufacturing
cities in these States afford attractive opportunities for girls and
women who wish to leave the farm for independent occupations.
In any case, the high farm-population ratios in these Eastern States
are accompanied by very low urban ratios.
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Table 17 shows the number of males to 100 females in the farm,
village, and urban population, by divisions and States. The figures
on which these ratios are based, that is the actual numbers of males
and females in each of the three classes of vopulation, are shown in
Table 80, on page 186.

‘TasLe 17.—FarM, ViLnace, AND UnrsaN PorunarioN—Marms 10 100 Fn-
MALES, BY Drvisrons AND Startrs: 1920

MALES TO 100 FEMALES MALES TO 100 FEMALES

DIVISION AND S1ATE | a1 || Fapm Vil- | Ur- || DIVISION AND 8TAIE | e || Bopm | Vil Ur-

lape | ban lage | ban
U- [ DODU- | 1y 3. | popu- popu- || PAPL- | nopu- | papu-
Fetton || ation o | Eton lngion | latfon | EEO RO

United States.....| 104, ¢ || 108.1 | 108, 5| 100,38 || W.N,CENTRAL—Con.

GEOGRAPHIC DIVS.} : :
New England._.... 08,5 | 11L.7 1015 06.7
Middle Atlantic....| 101, 4 || 110, 6-| 104.6:] 99.7
E.North Central___| 105.7 || 111.5 | 104, 7 | 103.8

arylan A 4

‘W. North.Central..| 106,-1 || 114. 5 | 103, 0 | 994 {| D1st. of Oolumbm.. 87, 0( 9L8 |o.oo. - 80.8
South Atlantic.._.. 101, 2 || 103.6 ] 104.5 | 95.4 Virginla. .cueereenen 102.4 || 1044 | 106.7 |  06.7.
E. South Central__:} 101,1 || 103.8 | 102.0 |- 93.7 West Virginig...... 108.9 || 108.8 | 113.9 | 101.3
W. South Oentml.. 105.8 | 107,91 107.7 | 10L.0 North Carelina-_--] 90.9 1} 102.8 | 97.2 | 04.4
110,65 | 124.8 | 105. 4 South Carolina.---- 00.2 || 100.8 [ 100,1 | 92,2

126.6 | 128.6 | 106.0 Georgit...un.. 3 102,21 99.9| 63.4

— Florida.._ : 106.5 | 110.6 | 98.0

E. Sours C

111,4 | 105.2 4. 5 Kentueky. . 107.6 |'104.0 | 93.5

110.9 | 106.1 | 95.8 Tennessee. 104.7 | 100.1.;. 93,8

113.8 |-10L 1 [ 94. 4 A]abama. 100,90 | 101, 8] 05.3

i 11L6[ 97.2| 058 Mlssissi 102,83 | 100.4 | 90.9

Rhode Island....__ 7.0 || 113.2 [1102.5 | 98.5

Connecticut..._..... 101 5 | 110.7 | 99.2 | 1014 106.4 | 104.9 ] 96.8
MIDDLE ATLANTIC: X . : 103.7 | 104. 5 4
York. 112,3 | 100.1 1 08.7 111,8 | 107.3 { 105. 5

B, NortH CENTRAL. :
Ohio_._.

Indiann 1087 | 100.1 | 10L.3 120.7 | 140.6.] 126.0
Dlinois._. 1110 | 106,83 | 101.7 117.9 | 118, 3 | 102. 4
Michigan. 113, 7°] 106. 6| 111.2 114, 6 | 115, 7
‘Wiseonsin. 116,7 | 106.0 | 100. 5 118.8 | 138.0-] 110.8

W. NORTH CENTRAL: . 110.7 | 115.1 | 1004
Minnasota, 118,2 | 100. 6 | 101, 7 149.4 { 159, 0 | 120, 0
Missourt. . coovmnn 1103} 99,9 98.0

The number of males to 100 females in the urban populatlon is
especially low in two groups of States. First, in New York and the
New IEngland States {(except (.‘onnectmut), which are pnmarﬂy.
manufacturing States, and second; in the cotton States of the South.
The lowest ratio (excluding the Dlstncf ‘of Columbia) is shown by
Mississippi, where the number of males to 100 females in the urban
population was only 90.9; South Carolina was next, with a rat1o of |
92.2, followed by Georgia Wlth 93.4. .

In 15 States, including all of the Mountain and Pacific States
except Montana and Oregon and the Southern States of Virginia,
West Virginia, Florida, Alabama, Louisiana, and Texas, the number

. of males to 100 females in the village populatlon was higher than in
the farm population. In some of these States this condition is ex-




66 : FARM POPULATION

plained, as already suggested, by the importance of the mining and
lumbering industries. - In other States it is the result of wvarious
local conditions, ineluding those conditions which in the Southern
States seem to have drawn an unusual proportion of the female
population both from the farms and from the villages into the cities.

DISTRYBUTION BY AGE

The age classification is an important means of analysis in the
study of the farm population, in particular, because it throws much
light on the question of the migration of population from the farms
to the cities, which is one of the outstanding problems in the relation
between the farm population and the urban population. The persons
who leave the farms to go to the city are for the most part young
men and women who have gotten their growth and received :their
education on the farm, at the expense of the farm community, and
who are leaving the farm for the city at the time when they are
ready to begin productive work. Since there is no appreciable
return migration, nor any other important compensating factor,
this movement represents a real contribution, both economic and
social, from the farm to the city.

. Children under 15 years of age form a considerably larger per-
centage of the farm population than they do of the urban population;
and persons from 20 to 44 yeers of age form a considerably larger
percentage of the urban population than they do of the farm popu-
lation. -These two differences in the age distribution of the farm and
the urban population result mainly from the migration just referred
to, though the fact that the birth rate is slightly higher in the country
than in the city is a contributing factor.!

The extent of these differences varies considerably from one part
of the country to another and even from one State to another State
adjoining. ~ In general, the differences are greater in those States
where manufacturing is the dominant industry and less in those
States where farming is the principal industry. This would be

expected, of course, since the extent of the migration from the farms

1 The birth rate in 1922 in the citles of the hirth registration area of the United States was 22.2 per 1,000
of the population, as compared with a rato of 22.8 in the ¢ rural”” part of the registration grea. This division
of the registration area is not parallel either with the rural-urban or with the farm-nonfarm classifeation
of the population, since the so-called rurul part of the area includes tho smaller citles (less than 10,000 inhab-
itants). -The returns are suggestive, however, inasmuch as the birth rete in the eltles is so neurly equal to
that in the outside territory.

A recent estimate of the Department of Agriculture, based on & “sample” comprising returns from about
25,000 farm families, places the number of births in the farm population during 1924 at 763,000 and the
average farm population for the year at 31,225,000, These fgures wonld represent g birth rate of 24.4 per

1,000, which s somewhat higher than the ‘“‘rural” rate just referred to.” Even this rate, however, exceeds -

the urban rate by on!y 2.2 per 1,000, Simply to maintain the urban population and the farm population at
their present ratio, both incréasing at the same rate, would therefore requirs the annual migration of only
a few thousands ffom the farms to the cities,
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to the cities will depend largely on the extent of the city opportuni-
ties which are open to the country girls and boys.

Table 18 shows the farm, village, and urban population of the
United States classified by age, together with the per cent distribution
by age for each class. In studying this table and other similar age
tables, it should be noted that the first five groups are 5-year groups,
while the remaining groups cover a period of 10 years each. It was
not considered practicable, by reason of the amount of space that
would have been required, to summarize all of the data by 5-year
groups; nor was it thought necessary to show the 5-year groups for
the older ages. The 5-year groups were retained for the ages under
25 years, however, because it is within. this period that most of the
shifting from one population class to another takes placs, and because
many important dlﬁerences appear among the 5-year groups in this
section of the age series. . After the age of 25 is reached, the changes
are less marked and appear more gradually, so that the 10-year group-~
ing appears sufficient to establish any tendencies.?

The figures shown in the first four columns of Table 18, Whlch glve
the actual numbers of the farm, village, and urban popula.tlon in each
of the age groups, are of considerable value in themselves as records of
existing conditions. For most purposes, however, the data can be
studied more conveniently in the form. of percentages or ratios.
While there are a number of other sets of percentage or ratio figures
which. can be derived from the population classified according to age,

1 Attention should be cdlled to oné feature in all of the age tubles which represents what is apparently
an unavoidable defest in the age classification.: This defect is common in some measure to all age classi-
fieations of population. In a number of cases in Tables 18 and 10 i} may be noticed that the number of
persons shown a8 from 5 1o 9 yesrs of age is somewhat greater than tho number under 5 years of age. Since
each group represents strictly & period of 5 years, or more correctly the number of persoris born during a
poriod of 6 years, the numberought to be smaller in each suceessive group from the baginning, unless there
has been either a radical decling in the birth mto or migration from the class or area concerned. But we
have 1o reason to suppose that there have been any sudden changes in the birth rate, nor has there been
any independent migration of childrer under 10 years of age..

It may be assiumed that the group from & to 0 years of ags is corréct and may be fairly compared with
all subsequent groups and that the difficulty arises from an inadequate enumeration of tho persons under
5 years of age. . Two facts are then offerad in explanation of the cases where the number of child:en reported
in the second group is greater than the number in the first group.

‘In the first place there is-an actnal fallure to envumerate some of the persons under 1 yesr of age who
should be reported. This shortage in the figures for the first year is more strikingly apparent in the de-
tailed age classification, where single years are shown. In the total population of the United States in
1020, for oxample, thers wero reported 2,257,265 persons under 1 year of age, 2,300,605 persons 1 year of age,
and 2,370,426 persons § years of age. .

The other reason for a shortage in the number of DBISOI!S in the group under 5 yesrs of age is found in
the tendency to report a ¢hild as 5 years old in cases where' ho is nesrly 5. The same tendency, of course,
occurs in the later groups, but in all age groups except. the, first one about as much is gained a3 the begin-
ning of the group as is lost at the end. The group from 5 to O years of age, for example, gains about as
many 5-year-olds who are really fiot quite 5 years old, as it-loses o-year-olds who are reported as 10 years
old and therefore included in the next group.

The tendenay for the group undsr 5 years of age to be smaller than the group from 5 to 9 years of age
appears not only in the farm population of the United States and of the North and South, but also in the
total population of tho South and in the urban population ot the South and West. )
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some of which are presented in later tables, the simplest and perhaps
the most significant of all is that presented in Table 18 itself, namely,
the per cent distribution by age of the three classes of the population,
TaABLE 18.—-—FARM, ViiLaen, AND UrsAN PoruLaTion or THE UNITED STATRS,
BY AgE: 1920
[Figures {or divisions and States in Tables 80 and 82}

Urban TER CENT DISTRIBUTION
lation

Total Farm | Village |PODU -

AGE papulation || pepulation | pepulation ("fl‘i],;’g;?g Vi | U

: farm) Total | Farm | ja00 | ban
Allnges. . .—eu.n- 105, 710, 620 || 1, 814 269 | 20,047,377 | 54,048,074 [ 100.0 || 100.0 | 100.0 ; 100.0
Under & years.._oo—ev.n- 11, 573, 230 4,003,330 | 2,317,445 | 5,252, 455 10.9 12,71 1.8 9.7
5 to 9 years... 11, 393 07§ 4 134 74Q g , 238, 670 | 5, 024, 665 10.8 131 1L2 9.3
10 to 14 years .. 10, , 137 4 003 008 001, 058 ‘i, 637 075 10.1 12.71 100 8¢
16to 19 years. . __._... 9, 430, 556 3, 289, 414 1 719 284 | 4, 421, 858 88 10.4 8.6 8.2
20 t0 24 years. ... 9 277, 021 2, 503, 932 1 639 804 5 083, 285 8.8 7.9 8.4 94
25 to 34 years. 17,167,684 || 4,042,036 | 3,101,111 | 1 mace || a2 128) 155| 188
35 fo 44 years. 14, 120,838 { -3,639,105 | 2, 550,208 | 8, 022,435 13. 4 1.2 1281 4.8
45 to 54 years .| 10, 408, 493 2,833,731 [ -1,802 190 |- b, 772, 672 9.9 9.0 2.4} 10.7
56 to 64 years .. ... 6, 631, 072 3,841, 010 1,288,564 | 3,401, 508 8.2 5.8 6.4 6.3
64 to 74 years. .mecucnnn- 3, 463, 811 || - 996 513§ . 817, 402 | 1,649, 536 3.3 3.2 4.1 31
76 to 84 years.._ 1 259 339§ - 343 097 336, 732 579, 610 L2 L1 17 11
85 years and over- : 210. 365 64, 54, 378 91, 860 0.2 0.2 0.3 0,2
A ga not reported. " 148,600 18, 668 31, 453 08, 578 01 0.1 0.2 0.2

On the basis of these figures, specific comparisons can be made
which will show the exact extent of some of the differences which have
been mentioned in a general way above. For example, in the farm
population, nearly 26 per cent were under 10 years of age, while in the
urban population only about 19 per cent were under 10 years of age.
The farm population also shows much higher percentages for the
groups between 10 and 19 years of age than does the urban population.
At this point, however, there is a sudden change in the relation and
for the group 20 to 24 years of age the farm population shows only
7.9 per cent as compared with 9.4 per cent for the urban population.
It is within the age limits of this group, then, that is, between the
ages of 20 and 25, that large numbers of the boys and girls who
were brought up on the farm, leave the farm for the city. The
difference is even greater in the next group, from 25 to 34 years of age
(a 10-year group), for which the farm population shows 12.8 per cent:
and the urban population 18.5 per cent, or nearly half as much again.

This relation is maintained up to the group from 65 to 74 years of
age, which again shows a somewhat larger percentage for the farm
population than for the urban. The higher percentage for the 65=to-
74-year group in the farm population probably does not represent
any appreciable return of population from the cities to the farms,
but rather results from the fact that 50 years ago, when these persons
were young and choosing their place of residence, the current from
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the farms to the cities had not become very pronounced. This
fact also explains the gradual decline in the difference in the farm and
urban percentages, which begins with the group from 35 to 44 years
of age. ‘

Another method of making the comparison is to note that while the
percentage of the farm population in the group 20 to 24 years of age
is much less than the percentage in the group 15 to 19 years of age—7.9
per cent as compared with 10.4 per cent—the urban population
shows a decided increase between these two groups—8.2 per cent for
the 15-t0-19 group and 9.4 per cent for the 20-to-24 group.

Table 19 gives the per cent distribution of farm, village, and urban
population, by age, for the North, South, and West.

TapLe 19.—Farnm, VicLaes, axp UrsaN PoruratioN—Per CeNT DIsTRIBU-
¢ TroN BY AaGE, BY SEcrons: 1920,

THE NOR'I“]I ) ' THE S0UTH - v 'um WEST
AGE . o - ) i

Vil- | Ur- N vl | U ‘ vil- | Ur-
Totalj|Farm lago | han TotaljFarm lage | ben | Total( TFarm Inge | ban
ALl 8EO8.—oooememeae 100.0 {1100, 0 [100.0 100, 0 [|100. 0 [i100. 0 |t0d. 0 |100.0 100.0 {[100.0 !100.0 1100, 0
Under § years_ ... 5 (l 11,4 | 1.0 | 10.0 )| 122 [ 136 {126 | 9.2 || 98| 123]|1L0} 81
5t0 9 years.. 0 || 1un | 106 0.4 12,6 ] 144|123 | 9.4 || 9.6 [[320| 10.4} 82
10 to 14 years y3 |13 06| 8ef 119130 {100]) 0.2 88 !l1L1] 0.0] 7.0
15 to 18 years 4l 971 81 sof 102t a6 0.2 %8l 90| 7.5( 7.4
20 to 24 years.. 86| 77{ 761 9.2 p2| 81 990|107 82 74| 82| 86
25 to 34 years._.. 169 126 |1s|1ss | a0l 120|158 186 | 174 lj 145|170 187
35 to 44 years 130 {120 1290|147 | 1.8 [l 10,3220 1458 153 || 18.1| 148 16.6
45 to 54 years.. 105|207l gg) 80| 81} 60 1L0(101]10.1 119
55 to 64 years. _ BTl 78| 644 49f 48] 46]:63| 70| 86[ 63| 7.4
65074 yeArS. oooeeeoci| 3.6 | 371 800 31| 274 27| 29| 27| 34 20} 334 3.8
75 to 84 years_____ -l 18 141 221 L1 0.9 09{ 1L0| 0.9 L2 08| L3| L3
85 years and over- o2y osf o8] o2 o2l 02| 02| 024 62| 02( 0.2 02
Agenot reported.——.—__...| 0.1 &1} 61} o1 ff.02] 01| 0.2} 0.3 0.3 o0ty 0zl 05

The observations to be made on the basis of Table 19 are similar
to those that have already been made in connection with Table 18.
There is perhaps less difference between the North and the South, or
the North and the West, in this matter of the relative age distribu-
tion of the farm and the urban populations, than on almost any of
the other points of comparison. B : ‘ :

The maximum difference (relative) between the percentage which
any age group represents of the farm population and of the urban
population appears in all three sections in the group from 25 to
34 years of age, the difference being greatest in the South and least
in the West. o _ ‘

* In all three sections, too, the change from a considerable excess in

the farm population to an excess in the urban population takes

place between the group from 15 to 19 years of age and the group

from 20 to 24 years of age. o ‘
68691°—26——6 '




70 FARM POPULATION

In the North the excess in the farm population returns with the
group from 55 to 64 years of age and in the South the percentages
are practically equal from age 65, while in the West the excess in the
urban population is maintained to the end of the list. This is
doubtless the result of the fact that the West is for the most part
newly settled and that the farm population has not been established
long enough to have grown old on the farm.

The village population, in general, stands about mldway between
the farm populatlon and the urban population in the matter of
distribution by age. In the North it seems to have lost population to
the cities between the age groups 15 to 19 years and 20 to 24 years,
just as the farm populatlon has done. In the South and the West,
however, the village populatlon shows a relative increase between
these two age groups, in common with the urban population.

In both North and South, as also in the United States totals pre-
sented in Table 18, the village population shows higher percentages
for the ages 65 to 74 years and over, than does either the farm popula-
tion or the urban population. This would indicate that the smaller
towns and villages were considered by elderly people to be favorable
places in which to spend their deeclining years. ;

It is well known that in many parts of the country elderly farmers
in great numbers either sell or rent their farms and retire to a near-by
town. It may be that this influx of retired farmers to the towns and
villages is mainly responsible for this excess of old people in the vil-
lage populmnon At any rate the excess does not appear in any of
the States where manuf acturing is the dominant 1ndusn1y and. it does
appear in practically all of the States where fa,rxmng 1s to any marked
extent the outsbandmg occupation. - ‘

Table 20 gives the per cent distribution by age of both the farm
population in 1920 and the farm operators, by geographic divisions.

Both the absolute figures for the farm, village, and urban popula-
tion, by sex and age, and such derived figures as per cent distribution
by age and by class, and sex ratios are given by sections and by
divisions and States in Tables 79 to 82, which are printed among
the general tables on pages 184 to 231.

On the basis of Table 20 we may first compare the age distribution
of the farm population in small groups of States, as represented by
the nine geographic divisions. In the New England and Middle
Atlantic divisions, the two divisions in which the farm population
represents a relatively small part of the total population, the per-
centages representing children under 15 years of age are much smaller
than in the other divisions or in the United States as a whole. Con-
versely, in' those divisions where agriculture is the most Jmportant
mdustry, or a very important industry, the percentages of children
in the farm popula.tlon are relatively large.

e |
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TABLE 20.—FarM. PorunamioNn AND Farm Orprarors—Prr CEnT DisTRIBU-
TION BY Aan, BY GmograrHIic Divisions: 1920

GEOGRAPHIC DIVISIONS
' United Mid- | Bast | West Tost | W
o 4 esh;
CLASY AND AGE States %ng ?\1{’ ﬁorth l\éort.h S?\ufh Sé)uth Scouth V{‘m - I;ﬁ !
- an- | Cen- N en- | Cen- | tain | cific
1ond | tentio| ral | tral |RHe| Gral | fral .
FARM POPULATION
Al AgeB . ac o ececmne 100.0 | 100,0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100, 0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100, 0
Under 5 years. 12,7 9.2 08| 11,1} 1261 13.0| 13.4] 18.5| 18.8| 10.58
6to © years.._.. 18,1 0.6 1047 1.3 128 | 147 4.1} 4.4 13.1| 10.7
10 to 14 years. . 12.7 9.9] 10.8] 1,3 L7 ] 140 13.7) 13.9] 1.8 10.2
15 to 18 years. .. 10.4 85 9,2 70 10,2 110 10.9] 11.8 9.5 85
200 24 FCAYS - e emem e memnm 7.9 8.5 6.9 7.6 85 8.0 8.1 8.4 7.5 7.2
25 to 34 years. .. 3 1L 12,2 13.4] 145 1.3 | 121 | 127 | 14.6| 145
35 to 44 years . 1241 124 122 1.7 10.1| 10,4 10.5| 123 | 4.1
45 to b4 years . 0 126 | 1.8 | 10.4 89 7.9 8.3 77 88| 1.6
55 to 64 years. . 8 10.0 9.0 7.5 5.7 4.9 5.0 4.4 5.4 7.9
65 years and over. i4.4 9.9 7.6 5, 0 3.0 4,1 41}.82]| 31| 49
Ago not reportedu v ecvaaaeaoot 0.1 01 ol| M. 0.1 01].01 0.1 0.1 0.1
FARM OPERATORS .

AlNlages __ooecrcamacnn 100.0 {| 100.0 | 100,06 | 100,0 | 100, 0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100,0 | 100.0
Under 25 years. 6.0 L7 2.5 3.5 4,0 7.3 8.9 9.0 3.9 2.7
25 10 34 years... 20.9 1.4 14,9 10.6| 243 10,0 ) 215} 23.5| 24.1] 17.0
35 10 44 years... 24,9 20,71 23.0( 24.8] 28,2 247 24.1| 254 27.9] 262
45 to 54 years___ 23.3 25,81 256 24.2| 226 | 23.3| 225 2.2 22.7| 256
b to 64 years.___. 15.6 222 204 17.9) 149] 151 13.8] 128 150/ 10.1
65 years and Over...._ ociiecan 9.2 12| 135 10.0 7.1 9.8 9.2 7.1 6.4 0.6

1 Less than one-tenth of 1 per cent,

Again, it may be noted that there is a fairly close correspondence
between the age distribution of the farm operators and the age dis-
tribution of the total farm population. In the New England divi-
sion nearly two-thirds of the farm operators are 45 years of age and
over; that is, they are men whose children have already grown up
and possnbly left the farms, while the number of young farmers with
growing families is relatively small. This condition directly accounts
for the high percentage of the farm population in the. older age
groups and for the small numbers of children in the farm population
of the New England division. In several of the other divisions, how-
ever, considerably more than half of the farm operators are under 45
years of age, and in these divisions where so many of the farmers are
young men with families of children, there are, of course, relatively
large numbers of children in the farm population.

The relatlvely large proportion of young men ‘among the farm
operators in the West North:Central, West South Central, and Moun-
tain divisions results from the fact that these divisions contain many
newly settled -areas. In the South Atlantic and East South Central’

~divisions the large proportion of young farmers is probably the result
of the fact that these divisions contain few industrial centers, so that
there has been relatively little call for the young men to leave the
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farms and go to the city. Hence these divisions have retained in the
farm population and in the farm-operator group practically the nor-
mal or original age distribution, whereas in New England, and to a
less extent in some of the other divisions, more of the younger genera~
tion has been attracted elsewhere, either to new farm lands in the
West or to the industrial life of the cities.

Table 21 shows for each age group the percentage represented by
each of the three classes of population, namely, farm, village, and
urban. This information is given for the North, South, and West.
The digtribution of the population in each age group by class forms
8 useful supplement to the distribution by age (which is given in
Tables 18 and 19), representmg a sort of cross sectmn of the age
groups.

Tanre 21.—PorceNtace oF TorTal PorULATION REPRESENTED BY FARM,
Vitrade, AND UrBaN PoPULATION, BY AGE, BY Secrions: 1920

[Figures for divisions and States in Tabloe 80]

65
. Un- 10to|15to|20to | 25t0 |35 to |45 to | 66 to
SECTION AND CLASS ff‘lclé der 5 533}; 1 |19 |24 |3dfad | st | a4 |TONIS
; ) 808 |l vears| ¥ years | years| years | years| years| years| years{ ;oo
United States, total ... 100.0{ 100, 6] 100.0] 100.0] 100, 0 100.0] 100.0{ 106. ¢} 100.0{ 100.0{ 100.0

Farm population.
Village population
Urban . population (oxaludiug

20.9{| 34.6] 36.3] 87.6) 34,0/ 27.0 23.6] 251 27.0] 28.2/ 285
19,07 20.0f 19.6] 18.8/ 182 182 181 181 18.0f 10.7] 245

urban-farm).. . ... ieie.. 51| 45.4] 44.1) 43.8] 46.9 348 8.4 56:8 550 2.1} 47.0

" Thé North, total ._\o. ... 100, o|| 100. 0] 100, 0 100 0 100. 0| 100.0[ 100, 0 100.0| 100.0 100. 0| 100; 0
Farm poptletion.t - _ivioo... 0.8l 2nal 227 241 =30 el 150 wal w1l 2.9 20
Viliage population 17.2) 1.4 181 17.8 16.6 -15.0) 151} 16.0] 167 10.3] 253
Urban !populatwn (excluding : R ’
UrbATAAIT) - o ceoer e o 63.0f 60.4] 59.2] 58.1) e0.4 67.2 6a.0 669 643 59.8 53.7

The South, t6tal.. ... oo... 100, 01| 100. 0] 100, 6] 100. 0| 100, 0} ‘100. 0| 100. ] 100.'0| 100. 0| 100. 0| 100.0
, Farm population..__ .2 . ... 50.8|] 56:8] 58.3 59.1] 550 44.8/' 41.6 44.3) 47.41 49.5 0.1
Vlllage population ... ... ... 21,2 22.1] 20.8] 10.4] 10,91 22,7 23.0] 2.5 20,1 20.2{ 227

gopulanon {excluding :
.................... 28.0 211 20,90 21,8 251 325 355 84.2! 325 304

The West, total___.__._ ooy 100,0f1 100.0} 100.0] 100.0] 100.0{ 100,8} 100. 0} 100. 0} 100.0} 100. 0 100.0

24,51 30.8) 30.5] 30.9] 282 "22.1| 20.4/ 210 22.4/ 23.1| 20.3
Village population. 23.3) 20.8] 25.3] 23.8]: 22.4) 23.4{ 23,6 22.5 21,3 2.3 24.0
Urban populatio! : o :

WDARLAITY oo e e 52,1 42.8] 44.3] 453} 49.4{ 545 56.0) 56.5| 56.3| 55,6 557

Tarm population....

One outstanding feature of Table 21 is the relatively small per-
centage which the farm population represents in the age groups
extending from 20 to. 44 years, inclusive. These groups covér the
period from the time when the young men and women leave the
farm in large mumbers for the city up to the time when productive
activity begins to decline. . During this period of maximum pro-
ductive power, then, we find the largest numbers. of people in the
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cities. During the period of childhood and youth, on the other
hand, and to less extent in the period of approaching age we find
larger numbers on the farms.

Conversely, of course, the percentages show much larger propor-
tions of the population classified as urban during the age periods
from 20 to 44 years and smaller percentages for the periods repre-
senting childhood and old age. There is relatively little variation
in the percentage which the village population represents of the
total population, except that the percentage for the group 65 years
of age and over is decidedly higher in the United States total and
in the North than for any of the other periods. ‘

For the United States and for the North and South the age period
showing the minimum percentage in the farm population and the
maximum in the urban population is that from 25 to 34 years of
age. In the North the farm population in this group represented
only 15.9 per cent of the total population in the age group, as com-
pared with 24.1 per cent in the age group 10 to 14 years, which
represented the maximum. In the South, 41.6 per cent of the
population 25 to 34 years of age was on farms, as compared with
59.1 per cent of the population 10 to 14 years of age, which rep-
resented the maximum proportion. In the West, the farm popu-
lation represented 20.4 per cent of the total population 25 to 34 years
of age, as compared with 30.9 per cent of the population 10 to 14
years of age and 20.3 per cent of the population 65 years and over,
The small percentage of farm population in this oldest age group in
the West is doubtless the result of the fact that much of this section
has been settled in recent years, so that the farm population hag
not yet had time to grow old. Or possibly, since the village popu-
lation in this age group represents a percentage considerably higher
than that in either the two preceding 10-year age groups, the farm
population has retired to the villages. The urban population like-
wise shows a slightly higher percentage for the group 65 years and
over than for the preceding group, whereas in both the North and
the South the percentage in the group 65 years and over was very
much lower than that in the group from 55 to 64 years of age.

Table 22 shows the farm, village, and urban population of the
United States in broader age groups, with per cent distribution
both by age and by class. The purpose of this table is to facilitate
direct comparison between certain significant age groups, especially
that made up of children under 15 years old and that made up of
persons 20 to 44 years of age, through the consolidation of the
figures for the regular age groups which make up these larger groups.
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TABLE 22,—FarM, VILLAGE, AND URBAN POPULATION OF THE UNITED STATES,
: BY Broap Agm Grours: 1920

NUMBER : PER CENT DISTRIBUTION
Aan U‘rl?ﬁtl.l -
: Taotal ' TParm Village | BoDWalion g, Vil | Ur-
population {| population | population. ("ﬁﬁ;ﬂ?g Total || Farm | jaes | han
farm}
NUMBER

Al ages ... 108, 710,820 || 31, 814,289 | 20,047, 877 | 54,048,074 |f 100,0 | 100,0 | 100.0 | 100,0
Under 15 yoars. .o 33, 612, 442 || 12,141,076 | 8,557,171 | 14,014,105 || 3.8}l 384 8271 27.0
15 to 19 years. .. | 94305656 || 3,280 414 | 1,710,284 | 442,88 || 80| 04| &0 82
20 to 44 yoars. . 77| ‘40, 556, 643 || 10,085,973 | 7,350,218 | 23,110,357 |{ 8.4 '8L9| 867 | 428
45 t0 04 YORrS- ..o ") 17,030,165 || - 4,875,841 | 8,180,744 ) 9,174,080 || 161 14.8) 169 17.0
65 years dnd over...... Tl 04,933,215 [| 1,403,797'] 1,208, 512 | 2 320,000 47 4.4 6.0 4,3
Ago not reported . 148, 699 18, 668 31, 453 9858 o1 o1 02| 02

'PER CENT OF TOTAL . ) ; .

AN ages.........|  10.0f 209 15.0
Under 15 years. « caw-omn . 100.0 36.1 196 |:
15 to 19 years. . 100.0 [ - 34.9 18.2
20 to 44 years. __ 100. 0 24.9 181
45 to 84 years. - 100, 0 27.5 18.7
45 years and ovel 100. 0 28.5 24,5

In Figures 8 and 9 the distribution of the farm, village, and urban
population into broad age groups is shown graphically in two ways.
In Figure 8 each of the three classes is represented as a bar extend-
ing across the diagram, with vertical divisions separating the dif-
ferent age groups. This makes it possible to compare directly the
percentage of the farm population in each age group with the per-
centage of the village and the urban population in the same age:
group. : : o

In Figure 9 the population in each age group is represented as a
broad column extending down through the diagram, with horizontal *
lines separating the farm population from the village and the village
from the urban, In this diagram it is possible to compare directly
the percentage in each age group which is classified as farm, village, and
urban, respectively. Both diagrams (figs. 8 and 9) are drawn on
a percentage scale both vertically and horizontally, and in both the.
relation between the aren in one section and the area in another
section represents the relation between the number of persons in the
respective population groups. : - o ‘

In the sections of these diagrams representing children under 15
years ia printed the actual number of children, since this group ig
probably the most significant.group to consider in connection with.
the differences in the age distribution of the farm, village, and urban
population. ‘

It has been assumed that a considerable part of each new genera-
tion of the farm population would go to the city, or in other words,
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Fia. 8.—FarM, ViLLaee, AND UrBAN PopuLaTioN oF TEE UNITED STATES,
BY Agm: 1920 :
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that the city depended on the farms to raise the chﬂdren Who should
serve to maintain the numbers of the urban population and to provide
for its increase. There is danger, however, that too much emphasis
may be placed on the idea that the urban population must be con-
tinually replenished from the fsrms.® Figure 8 shows that the
absolute number of children under 15 years of age in the urban
population (14,914,195) is greater by 2,773,119 than the number of
children in the farm population (12,141,076). For most purposes
the more significant figures for comparison would be the percentage
of children in-the farm population (38.4) and in the urban population
(27.6), but here, where the point in question is the source from which
the urban population is to be renewed, it is desired to stress the fact
that the absolute number of children growing up in the urban popu~
lation itself is so much greater than the number i ‘the farm population.

t The rclatively small difference in the rate of natural increase in the citles and i m the LumI diericts has
already been noted. See footnote, p. 66, ’
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Further, it is quite possible that the present age distribution of the
urban population is mainly the result of the extraordinarily rapid
growth of urban industries during the past 20 or 30 years and that
the age distribution in the normal urban population, such as we may
expect to have after the increase in the wrban population begins to
slacken, may be less radically different from the age distribution in
the farm population. R ' ’

Fia. 9.—PorvuaTioNn oF TaE UNITEDp STATES IN THE SBVERAL AGR
Grours BY Crass (Farm, ViiLagm, AND UrBaw): 1920
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There are, it is true, certain very manifest natural advantages in
the farm considered as a place for the raising of children and certain
corresponding natural disadvantages in. the city. The most .im-
portant of these advantages is a purely economic one and may be
bluntly stated as follows: It is less expensive to raise children on a

5
B
8
8

g

.

farm than it is in the city, where there is no free, open space and:

where nearly everything which is used by the family must be pur-
chased with money.
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Farming is practically the only gainful occupation in which a man
can engage where, under wholesome and socially approved conditions,
his wife and children may render services of direct economic value to
him—where a family is really an asset and not a liability. This
condition. is partly responsible for the greater percentage of children
in the farm population. It is not an evidence of Iiercenary mo tives,
either; the urban families are small because the urban income is not
suflicient to bring up children according to the accepted standards
where their every need must be supplied by the expenditure of cash.

The farm not only supplies a part of the living for the family, but
also—and this is possibly even more important—it supplies the
- means and the space for wholesome occupation and wholesome
recreation Tor the children.. In the city, by contrast, there is hardly
any readily available occupation for the child who is not working
regularly for wages, and little recreation to be had without pa,ymg forit,

Some of these advantages of the farm as a place for raising children
will always continue. One writer,* in fact, has gone so far as to
suggest that all the farms in the country should eventually be reserved
for those who wished to use them as places where they might bring
up families of children, and that other persons be not permitted to
operate farms. The net difference in this respect between the farm
and the city is probably growing less each year, however, as the
natural mlvzmtages of the farm are offset more and more by artificial
advantages in the city, such as better schools, better sanitation, and
greater opportunities for group recreation &nd for learning Lo do
many of the thmgs which a man or a woman must do in 01de1 to
keep the pace in a modern city. ;

As the matter stsmds at the present tlme, then, there are already
more children growing up in the cities than on the farms. These
children are to some extent the children of a selected group of parents,
just as were the first generation or two of the children who grew up.
on the western farms. They are growing up. in the city environ-
mont, directly in touch with city business methods, and it is quite
possible, even probable, that a majority of the successful business
and professional men of the next generation will come from among
these urban children rather than from among the farm children.

Some of the farm children will go to the cities, too, very con-
siderable numbers of them, since the increase in the Telative impor-
tance of the cities is bound to continue at & rather hlgh rate for many
years yet.  Out of those who remain will come the future farm popu-
lation, almost wholly; for it is only now and then that a man not
farm bled goes from the city to the country and makes a success of
farming.

« Thomas Forsyth Hunt, dean of the College of Agriculture, University of California: The Relation of
8 Permanent Agriculture to Social Welfare (1815).




78 ‘ FARM POPULATION

Table 23 shows for the farm, village, and urban population the
number of children under 15 years of age, the number of persons from
20 to 44 years of age, and the ratio between these two numbers;
that is, the number of children per 1,000 persons 20 to 44 years of age.

Tasus 28.—Fary, Viinaew, anp Ursay Porurarion—Crmprey Unper 15
Ymars oF Aqm AND PERsonS FroM 20 T0 44, INCLUSIVE, BY BBCTIONs: 1920

- vUrban
" Total Farm Village population
SEGTION AND AGE population | population | population | “(excluding
: urhan-farm)

URIED STATES

40, 556, 543 10,086,978 | 7,350,213 23, 119, 857
33 612 442 12,141,076 i 557 171 1 14,014,105
1,204 892 645

i

Persons 20 to 44 yesrs of age
Children under 15 years of age___. ...
Childran per 1,000 persons 20 to 44

THE NORTH
Parsons 20 to 44 years of BEBL e e 25, 08D, 455 4,201, 008 3, 868, 840 17,029, 607
Children under 15 years of age . 18, 958, 883 4, 315, n7 3, 404, 382 11,238,794
Children per 1,000 persons 20 to 44 ... 750 3,027 882 R . 860
THE BOUTH
Porsons 20 to 44 years of 888 - oo cmomeeeneee 11,821,420 5,120,178 2, 647, 862 4, 053, 308
Ohildren under 15 years of age. .« ~ecoauouo - 12, 145, 438 7, 055, 238 2, 521, 680 2, 508, 622
Children per 1,000 persons 20 to 44 _____._ 1,027 1,878 ] 634
THE WEST )
Parsons 20 to 44 Yenrs of 880, - eoevomemoomea- 3, 644, 659 764,786 843, 591 2,036,353
Children under 156 yearsofaga. . ....__.___ 2,508,111 770,123 631, 208 1, 106, 779
Children per 1,000 persons 20 to 4. ... 688 1,007 748 544

Roughly speaking, the ratios just mentioned represent the number
of children per 1,000 persons who might be termed potential parents.®
Actually, of course, there are considerable numbers of persons under
20 years of age who have children, and much larger numbers of per-
sons over 45 who are parents of children under 15 and who are

¥ The more common comparison is between the number of children and the number of women between
tha ages of 20 and 44 (or some simlilar age limits). At first thought this comparison might seem to be more
logleal; and for some purposes it is doubtless more significant. As s matter of fact, however, the present
limitations on the numbor of children are more largely sconomia than they are biological; and the problem
is complicated both by considerations of available support for the children and by the, effects of uneven
distribution of the sexes.

In avery community there are considerable numbers of men who ate mot able, temperamentally or
sconomically, ta support a family of children, sven under low standards of living, just as there are consid-
erable numbers of women who are not able, physically, to bear children,

Ina community where the numbers of the two sexes are about oqual, an appreciable number of the women
who arewilling and physically abls ta hecome mothers fail to find husbands capable of supporting & family
and otherwise acceptable; and in a eity where women are mors numerous than men, a larger percentage of
the women are barred from motherhood by the scareity of men ready and competent to undertake the
finsnclal responsibility of supperting a family.

In the farm population thers is, in geteral, an excess of men, and working conditions aro. such that o Wlfe
may pssist her husband in making s kHving, 86 that few if any women are barred from motherkood for the
lack of available husbands; but in the city the relative number of eligible men is smaller, and the financial
burden of supporting o family Is much greater, so that a considerable percentage of the women are prevented
by reasons prrely econemie, from becoming mothers of families.

In comparing the relative numbers of children In the farm and the urhan population, therefore, on the
baslg of the ratlo of children to women of child-bearing ags, the urban population does not get a fair showing,
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devoting their time and resources to the support and education of
these children. For the present purpose, however, it is believed that
the age limits selected are at least as satisfactory as any others that
mlght have been used; and they have the advantage of a certain
amount of precedent, since they have already been used by other
writers for similar comparisons.

A word of caution with regard to the use and mterprctatmn of
these ratios may not be out of place; for just as the sex ratio exag-
gerates the differences in the numbers of males and females, so do
these ratios tend to exaggerate the differences in the relative number
of children in the several elements of the population. The case is
not exactly parallel, however, since the sex ratio represents only a
single characteristic, while the ratio between children under 15 years
of age and persons from 20 to 44 years of age is affected by two
independent factors: First, the absolute number of children in the
population group, which may increase or decrease, through a rise or
a fall in the birth rate, without any corresponding change in the
number of adults; and second, the number of persons in the specified
adult group (from 20 to 44 years of age), which may increase, as it
has done in the urban population through migration from the country,
or decrease, as it has done in the farm population, with little or no
immediate change in the number of children in either case. .

Eventually, of course, the rapid addition to the urban population
of large numbers of young persons between the ages, say, of 20 and
30, will tend to increase the number ¢f children, as these young men
and women become established and raise families. Any appreciable
increase in the number of children will lag behind the increase in
persons between 20 and 30 years old, however, perhaps by 15 or

since women are included as potential mothers who ara not really potential mothers, by reason of the limita-
tions just mentioned. Conversely, the farm population gets more than its due, because its women have a
better chance to becore mothers than they would in 8. population where the numbers of men fmd women
wore equal and the economic demands of a family more burdensoms.

The comparisou on the basis of the ratio between children and all persons 20 to 44 years of age i3 sabjoct
in some measure to the same criticisms, but the extent of the biag in favor of the farm population i3 at least
theoretically reduced, and the data for the computation of the ratio are simpler and more readily available.

As a matter of fact, as shown by an experimentsl tabulation of the 1620 figures, it makes lttle difference
in the relations shown for the United States as a whole, which ratio is taken. In thefarm population there
were 1,204 children under 15 years of agd per 1,000 persons from 20 to 44 years of age, and in the urban popu-
lation 645 children per 1,000 in the adult group, the urban ratio belng 53.6 per cent of the farm ratlo. Sim-
{larly, there were 2,443 children under 15 years old per 1,000 women between 20 and 44 yenrs of age In the
farm population, as compared with 1,296 in the urhan population, the urban ratio being 53 per cent of the
farm ratio. The relation between the farm and urban ratios Is about the same, then, whethur childron
be compared with all persons hetween 20 and 44 or with women between 20 and 44,

Among theindividual States, to besure, there are much greater variations, . In 36 Stafes, as in the United
States total, the urban ratio forms a larger percentage of the farm ratio when the number of children is |
compared with the nnmber of all fersons between 20 and 44. In 12 States, however, the urban ratio is
somewhat more favorable when the number of ehildren is compared with the number of women, These
12 States are rather widely scattered, comprising Ohio, Indiana, Michigan, Delaware, Virginla, West Vir-
gmla, South Oarolma, QGeorgia, Flonda, Alabama, Louisiana, and Wyoming. '
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20 years. The present situation, as represented in Figures 8 and 9,
is doubtless a temporary one; that is, the relatively large number of
persons 20 to 44 years of age in the urban population is a temporary
condition resulting from very large and very recent additions to the
urban population through migration from the farms and from the
rural area in general.

Table 24 presents, by divisions and States, the ratio between the
number of children under 15 years of age and the number of persons’
from 20 to;44 years of age for the farm, village, and urban population.
Tapiy 24.—FarM, ViLraew, AND Urpan Porunarion—CriLorEN UNDER

15 Yoars or Agm rER 1,000 PERSONS FROM 20 To 44, BY DivisioNs AND
Srirms: 1920

Ur-

: Total || Farm |Village| Urban ) " . | Total || Farm Village} 17,
DIVISION AND STATE | PODU- {| DODU- | PODU- | DOPU- {| DIVISION AND STATE | PODU- (| POPU- | PODU- |1y
. lation 1} lation { lation | lation ) lation )ntlon ation |fiiion
. United States....| 828 | 1,204 852 846 || W. N, OENIRAL—
: Continued

GEOGRAPHIC DIVS:
New England.._
Midd]e Atlantic. 831 -

E. North Central -] 742 | 1,021 830 632 Delaware,
W. North Central.-| 822 1,057 | 851] 40 Maryland. -
South Atlantie. ... 1,023 1| 1,449 977 620 Virginia.._. - ,

E, South Central...| 1,072 {| 1,349 802! . 640 Wast Virginla_...... 1,036 1} 1,804 § 1,044 708

W, South Central__[ 906 || 1,323 007 636 North Carolina.....| 1,223 || 1,509 | 1,083 | 756
Mountain.. . ce..—- 849 || 1,127 | 815 655 South Carolina..... 1,207 |1 1,518 | 937 697
Pacific. - ceoeceeae 500 875 600 508 Georgia 910 623
) Florida uasoucnencn 889 (| 1, 870 |. 634
Nrw ENGLAND: . SOUTH CENTRAL: .
Maing. ioeeeorocuen 800 085 832 077 Kontutky ceeeeon.. 1,004 ]| 1,282 | 055 612
New Hnmpshire. o 7 870 756 718 Tennesses.- 1,031°)| 1,306 {1,087 | = 621
Vermont 828 070 828 498 Alabama. 1,149 |} 1,508 | 678
Massachusetts 701 928 804 692 Mississippi. 1,119 | 1,306 853 674
Rhode Island 736 890 754 732 {|. W, SouTH CE :
Conneeticnt. 753 Q31 820 718 Arkansas__. 1,114 { 1,330 |~ 809 871
MIDDLE ATLANTIC - Louigiana_ - 1,300 ( 928 646
New York...ooveen 607 868 w7 644 Oklahomu_- 2| 1,040 [1°7,378 |° €94 | 604
New Jarsey . .| 745, 896 708: 727 Texad_. ... . -TO4L 1,274 857 619.
Ponnsylvania. ... 83841 1,100 § 1,030 739 I\IOUN'K‘AIN )
L. Nortn CUENTRAL: Montana. cueeeea- 794 966 | - 787 | 0600
[0 57 E—— 711 004 888 | 6l Idaho...___ 243 h 1,172 818} 738
Indiana... e 978 870 042 Wyoming_. 704 .950 646 546G
Hlinois...... 718 a78 858 641 i~ Colorado_.... 768 |i 1,088 848 576
Michigsn_ .. 745 {1 1,112 925 615 {|' - New Mexico. 1,030 | 1,261 0923 703
Wisconsin. 833 1} 1,072 8566 681 Arizonsa. ... 800 || 1,167 739 661
'W. NORTH C Utah._... 1,052 |f 1,483 | 1,054 [ 851
Minnesota 804 || 1,075 834 614 Nevada.. 8556 780 51 481
Towa. . 705 974 790 616 || PAcIFIC:
Missourd. . 769 |{ 1,087 920 844 Washington 660 999 734 534
North Daketa....... 1,003 {} 1, 241 995 718 Oregon......- | 68 920 766 541
South Dakota....{ 920 1,047 838 851 Califdrnia. .coonee 568 796 647 492

In the United States as a whole there were 829 children under 15
years for every 1,000 persons from 20 to 44 years of age. In the farm
population, however, there were 1,204 children per 1,000 persons in
the group which we have termed potential parents, while in the
urban population there were only 645 children for the same number
of persons in the older group. In other words, the number of children
in the urban population is only a little more than one-half as great
in proportion to the number of persons who might be the parents of
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children as it is in the farm population. The village population in
this case stands about midway between the other groups.

This does not mean, of course, that most of the children are being
raised on farms, for the absolute number of children under 15 years
of age in the wurban population was 14,914,195 as compared with
12,141,076 in the farm population and 6,557,171 in the village popula-
tion.  (See p. 74.)

The figures for the North, South, and West show approximately
the same relations between the farm population and the urban and
village population, except that the number of children per 1,000
persons from 20 to 44 years of age in the South was more than twice
as great in the farm population as in'the urban population—1,378 as
compared with 634.

The general trend of these ratios is similar to that shown by the
age distribution percentages given in Table 23, but the differences
are magnified and it is therefore easier to study them and to trace
their relations with other factors. Further, the presence of varying
numbers of old persons in the different population groups has consid-
erable effect on the age percentages, but none at all on these ratios.

Attention is called, in particular, to the wide variation in the ratio
between the number of children and the number of adults in the
specified groups, as shown for -the total population of the several
States. In Massachusetts, with & ratio of 701, and in a number of
other eastern manufacturing States, the low ratio is due partly to the
presence in the cities of many foreign-born males, without families
(though the foreign born: who do have families are likely to have
large ones); and partly to the lack of children on the farms, from
which the younger men, who would be raising families, have largely
gone. : :

- The lowest ratios of all are shown for the Pacific Coast States, nota-~
bly. ‘California, -and especially for the urban population of these
States.  This situation is probably due partly to & large element of
migratory labor, and partly to the recent influx of people in middle
life seeking the advantages of the climate. : S

Uniformly throughout the table the farm population shows a ratio
much higher than the-urban, and considerably higher than the village
population. The absolute difference is. greatest in Georgia, with
1,481 children per 1,000 in the adult group in the farm population
and only 623 in the urban population, and least in RhodeIsland, where
the ratios were 890 and 732, respectively.  In general, the States in
which the ratios shown for the total population are highest are the
States in which. there is the greatest difference between the farm
population ratio  and the urban ratio -



82 FARM POPULATION

DISTRIBUTION BY AGE AND SEX

Since there are considerable differences in the distribution of the
male and female population in the several age groups, both geo-
graphically and as between the farm and the urban population, it is
very important to study the distribution of the farm, village, and
urban population, by age and sex—that is, to study the age distri-
bution for the males and the females separately and the classification
of each sex-age group into farm, village, and urban, respectively.
Table 25 shows the three classes of the population, distributed by
age and sex, with the percentage of the total population in each age
group falling into the farm, village, and urban classification.

The data shown in Table 25 are presented graphically in Figures 10
and 11. In Figure 10 the absolute numbers of -the population are
represented by class, by sex; and by age. Thoe three pyfamids in this
diagram represent; respectively, the farm, village, and urban popula-
tion. . In each pyramid the part on the left<hand side of the vertical
center-line represents the male population and the part on the right-
hand side the female population. - The several age groups.are repre—
sented by the successive blocks or steps in the pyramids.

Figure 10 shows at the first glance the relative importdnce of the
farm village, and urban population,since the areas of the three pyra-
mids are directly in proportlon to the total numbers of the populatmn
in the three classes. -

In the second place it shows the 1nequa11ty of the sexes in many of
the age groups, and the changes from group to group in this respect.
The execess of females in the urban population 20 to 24 years of age,
for example, stands out clearly in the diagram.

In the third place it shows how the urban populamon especmlly in
the ages from 20 to 44, has drawn from the farm population, leaving
the village population more regular in its make-up than either of the
other classes. In general, of course, the shortening of the bars as one
goes from the base of the pyramid toward the top represents the effects
of mortality. The effects of mortality alone, however, would leave
the pyramid fairly regular in form, while the pyramids actually shown
for the farm and the urban population are decidedly irregular, this
irregularity, as already stated, being the result of the transfer of
popul&bmn {rom one group to- the other.®

- Pigure 11 shows in graphic form the percentages which appear in
Table 25; that is, it shows for the male and female population, by age,
the percentage, respectively, farm, village, and urban.- The:relative.
numbers of the population in the different age groups are indicated by
the different widths of the bars, this means heing adopted to avoid the

8 Tor a similar diagram illustrating the normal effects of mortaiity, see the diagram for the native white
population of native parantage, given on p. 153, Val. II, Fourteenth Census Reports.
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appearance of undue importance for some of the age groups, in par-
ticular, for the last two. In this diagram the different elements are
brought closer together, so that comparisons can be made more
cﬁectwely and more easily than on the basis of the pyramids in
Tigure 10.

TaBLe 285.—FaArM, Virnaee, AND UnBAN POPULATION OF THE UNITED

Srarms, Y SEX AND AGE, WITH PERCENTAGE OF T'OoTAL REPRESENTED BY Eacu

OLASS. 1 920
[Figures for divisions and States in Table 80]

‘ Urban PER CENT OF TOTAL
S : o 1 Farm Village | population :
SEX AND AGE - : pogt‘ﬁgﬁtl;ion population | population (Bxcll;ldmg -
s ' ' urban- ~ woren | Village | Urban

farm)

" Bord SEXES : .
FALEY T S 105, 710, 820 || 31,814,269 | 20,047,877 | 54,048,074 20,9 16.0 6l 1

11,573,230 || 4,003,330 | 2,817,445 | 5,252,455 || 48| 200 d5e
11,308,076 (| 4,134 740 | 2,238,670 | 5,024, 665

[
=3
@
—
©
o
'S
~
P

10 641,137 || 4, 003,006 | 2,001,086 | 4,637, 075 3.6 18.8] 438

9 430, 550 3,280,414 | 1,719,284 | 4,421 858 34.9 18,2 44,9

9, 277, 024 2, 503, 932 1 689 804 | 5,083,285 21.0 18.2 54,8

25 t0 34 picL: ) ¢ T —— 17, 157, 684 4,042,936 | 3,101,111 | 10,013, 637 23.8 18.1 58. 4

35 to 44 years. . 14, 120, 838 3,539,106 | 2,659,208 | 8 022,435 25,1 18.1 56,8

45 to 54 years. . . 10,408,493 2,833,731 | 1,892,190 | 5,772,572 27,0 18.0 55.0

6550 B4 YOAXS oo nemeoiems 6,531,672 || 1,841,610 | 1,288 554 | 3401 508 W2 197 521

B85 10 74 YOAIS oo mmem e wame 3, 463, 511 996, 673 ‘ 817,402 | 1,049, 538 28.8 23.6 | 47.6

76 to 84 years_,.. 1, 259, 339 {|- - - 843, 097 836,732 | . 579,510 27,2 2.7 46,0

85 years and over - 210,865 64,127 | - 54,378 91 860 . 30.5 25. 8 43.7
Age not reported. ... .- .- 148,099 18,6688 | : 31,483 [ . 08 &78 o

MALES e ,
A 0GB - - oeenn....| 58,900,481 || 16,496, 338 | 10,287,080 | 27,087,038 0.6 192 502
Under 5years. . oocveemmcman 5, 867, 461 2,086,906 | 1,170,017 | 2,650,638 34.8 20.0 - 453

5, 753, 00L 1 2,108,619 | 1,125,076 1 2,518,407 36.7 19,6 43.8
5,369,300 || 2,070, 149 999,701 | 2, 200, 456 38.8 18.6 42.8
4,673,792 || 1,708, 081 848,581 | 2,117,130 36.5 18.2 45,3

&to 0 years.__
10 to 14 years
15 t0 19 years..

20t0 24 Years....ooooooens 4,527,045 || 1,208, 167 847,308 | 2,411,580 (| 280 187| 6533
25 to 34 years 8,669,016 || 2,027,350 | 1,601,020 | 5,040,637 [ 23.4| 185 581
35 10 44 years 7,850,004 || 1,820,722 | 1,277,602 | 4,161,680 || 207! 187 56.5

45 to 64 years 2| - 5653006 || 1 586,376 | 1,047,082 | 3,019,687 281 185 534
55 to 64 years 8,401,805 || 1,067, 357 "680,376 | 1,714,132 30.8| 19.7| 48.5
6560 74 FOAIS.em o ammmmmnne, 1,786, 118 582, 828 419, 580 783, 710 32.6 235( 489
75 to 84 years. _. .. 605,868 180, 178 173, 148 252,542 | 207 | 286 4.7
BBS years and over 01,085 20,923 25, 582 35, 6RO 2.8 28,1 30.1
Age not reported..... 92,875 10, 692 20,220 61, 054 LS S
. FEMALER ., L Lo o P ‘

Allages. . _..........{ 51,810,189 || 16,117,881 | B,710,317 | 26,983, 041 26,2 187 521
Under 5 years. . ..ooocioovnn 5,716,769 |i 1,907,424 1 1,146,528 | 2,601,817 34| 201 455
5 to 9 years. ... 5,645,074 || 2 026,191 | 1,112,695 | 2 508, 258 3.0 107 44.4

10 o 14 years._ 5,271,831 1,032, 857 l, 001 355 2 337 619 3.7 19,0 44,3
15 to 19 years... 4,766, 764 1, 681, 833 870 703 2 804 728 33.2 18.3 48.5
20 to 24 years. _.._ e ———— 4 749 978 1,235,775 842 400 2 671 708 26.0 17.7 §6.2

25 £0'84 YOATE. (-l eeeeacens 8,488,608 || 2015580 | 1,500,082 | 4,973,000 27| 17.7| 8.6
85 to 44 years. ... 0,760,034 || 1,718,383 | 1,181,600.| 9,860,855 || 254 | 17.5] &0.1

45 £0 54 years_ . 4 81.), 308 1, 247, 355 845,158 | 2,752,885 25.7 17.4 50. 8
55 to 04 years. .. 3 069, 807 774,953 608, 178 1 087, 876 25.2 19.8 55.0
0560 T4 YRAYS . ool 1,677,393 418, 745 307,822 805, 820 24.7 23,7 5L 8
755084 years. ecoomcraeae 453,471 162, 919 163, 584 326, 968 24.9 25.0 §0.0
85 years and over.. 119, 280 34,204 28,796 66, 280 28.7 24,1 47.2

Age not reported . ___.._ - 55, 824 7,976 11, 224 3, 624 || - P
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VILLAGE Wz urean

It is apparent that begmmng with the age group 10 to 14 years for
the females and 15 to 19 years for the males, there is an important and
rather rapid transfer of persons from the farm population to the urban
population, this transfer coming to an end in the age group 25 to 34
years. The gradually increasing percentages shown for the farm
population in the older groups probably do not represent to any extent
the return of population from the cities to the farms but rather result
from the fact that these groups were established on the farms at a date
when the movement from the farms to the cities was less rapid than it
The somewhat lower death rates prevailing

has been in recent years.
in the farm population are also a factor.

An important feature which is brought out by this diagram is the
fact that the movement of the female population from the farms to
the cities begins earlier and is somewhat more extensive than the
movement among the male population. The percentage of farm
population among the females in the age group 10 to 14 years is
decidedly smaller than the percentage of the male population, with

63691 °—26~—T7
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) conespondingly larger percentage urban. The difference is even
greater in the age group 15 to 19 years and is still l.mpmtsmb though
somewhat smaller, in the age group 20 to 24 years.

This showing indicates that the girls leave the farms for the city at
an ecarlier age than do the boys. The reasons for leaving the farm
to go to the city are somewhat similar, of course, for the two sexes,
since both leave the farms to find occupation in manufacturing and
commercial pursuits in the city. There is much less opportunity,
however, for a young woman to find work in a farming community
than there is for a young man. In fact, there is often no opportunity
for a young woman to earn money (since few white girls of American
birth consent nowadays to do housework for wages), except by going
to a town or city, while there are frequent opportunities for a young
man to secure work, since farming is mainly a man’s job. Further,
there are many more cases where the home farm furnishes profitable
employment for the farmer’s sons than there are where profitable
employment can be found for his daughters.

The percentages farm and urban for males tnd females return to
practical equality in the age group 25 to 34 years. It must be
noted, however, that in this age group the farm population forms a
smaller percentage of the total population, hoth male and female,
than in any other age group. This would indicate that both men
and women continued to leave the farm for the city in considerable
numbers, even after the age of 25, but that the number of men
might be larger, at this time, than the number of women.

In the age group 45 to 54 years and to a much greater extent in the
ages from 55 on, there is again a marked difference in the percentage
which the farm population represents of the total male population
and the total female population, the percentage ‘“farm” shown for
the males being larger than for the females. This may be the result
of the fact that there are more opportunmities for employment for
elderly females in the city than there are in the country, while the
reverse is perhaps true for the males.

The village population, as presented in Figure 11, shows httle'
variation from age group to age group, though it does tend to show an
appreciably larger percentage for the males than for the females in the
groups representing persons in middle life and later. This is in accord
with the showing in Figure 10, where the village population presents a
much more regular outline than does either the farm or the urban.

Table 26 shows the farm, village, and urban population of the
United States by age, with the data for males and females in adjacent
columns for convenient comparison, and with the per cent distribu-
tion by age. This table may well be studied in connection with
Table 25, which gives the same figures in a different arrangement,
with the per cent distribution by class rather than by age.
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TasLe 26.—FarM, Vinnaas, AND UrBaw PorurarionN or Tan UNITED STATRS,
BY AGE AND SpX, WitH PER CENT DIsTRIBUTION BY Acm: 1920

[Figures for both sexes together, by age, in Table 18]

URBAN POPULATION
TOTAL FARM VILLAGE
(EXCLUDING
POPULATION POPULATION POPULATION URBAN-FARM)
AGE
Male | Female Male | Female | Male | Female | Male | Female

NUMBER

All ages.... .. 58, 800, 43161, 810, 180|/18, 468, 83815, 117, 83110, 837, 060| 9, 710, 817[27, 067, 038126, 081, 041
Under 6 years.—..... &, 857,461| &, 716, 709|| 2, 035, 006/ 1,067,424 1,170, 917| 1, 146, 528| 2, 660, 638| 2, 601, 817
5to 9 years._. 5,763, 001} &, 645, 074|f 2,108, 619 2, 026, 121} 1,125, 075| 1, 112, 606| 2, 518,407| 2, 608, 268
10 to 14 years. 5, 369, 306 5 271 831 2, 070 149 1 932 8567} 699,701} 1,001, 355! 2,299, 456 2, 337, 619
15 to 19 years. 4,673, 792 4, 75 6, 764 1, 708, 081 1, 581, 3331 848, 5811 870,703 2,117,130; 2,304,728
20 to 24 years. 4 527, 048] 4,749, 976|| 1,208,167| 1,235,776 B47,308] 842,400( 2,411, 580 2 671 705
25 to 34 years. 8, 669, 016| 8, 488, 668|[ 2, 027, 350| 2, 016, 586 1, 601, 020/ 1, 500, 082} 5, 040, 637] 4,973, 000
85 to 44 years. 7 359 904 6 700 934/ 1, 820 722 1 718 383 1, 377,802 1, 181, 606 4 101 680| 3,860,855
45 to 54 years. - 6, 653 095 4 845 3981 1, 580, 376 1, 247 365) 1,047,032(. 845, 168 3 019 687) 2,762, 886
56 to 64 years. ..o 3, 461, 885 3, 069, 807{| 1, 067, 857 774, 253] 080,876/ 608,178 1 714 132 1, 687 376
66 to 74 years........| 1,786,118} 1,677,303 (82,828 413,745 419,580 397,822 783,710| 865,826
76 to 84 years........| 605,808 653,471 180 178| 102,919 173,148] 103,584| 252,542 326,968
86 years and over.... 91,085] 119, 280 29 023 34, 204 25, 582| 28, 790, 35, 580 56,280
Age not reported..._. 92, 875 66, 824 10 692 7, 976/ 20, 229 11, 224 01,954 36, 624

PER CENT

DISTRIRUTION

Allages.... ... 100, ¢ 100. 0 100, 0 100. 0, 100, 0| 100. 0 100,0 100.0
Under 5 years..._. - 10.9 110 12,3 13. 0 11,3 11.8 9. 8| 0.6
5 to 9 years___ 10.7 10,9 12,8 13.4 10.9 1.6 9.3 9.3
10 to 14 years_. 10, ¢ 10, 2 12,6 12,8 9.7 10.3 8. ) 87
15 to 19 years. 8,7 9, 2| 10. 4 10, b 8.2 9,0 7.8 8.6
20 to 24 years.coanncn 8.4 9. 2| T 8, 2| 8.2 87 8.9 9.9
25 to 34 years. 18.1 16,4 12,3 13.8 15, 5 15. 4 18, 6] 18.4
35 to 44 years 13,7 13.0 1.0 11.4 13.8 12,2 15, 4 14.3
45 to 54 years 10. 5 0.4 9.0 8.3 10,1 8.7 1.2 10,2
66 to 64 years.. 6.4 5.9 6.6 5,1 6.6 6.8 8,3 6.3
65 t0 74 yenrs..coveenn 3.3 3.2 8.5 2.7 4.1 4.1 2,9, 3.2
75 t0 84 Years.camauan L1 1.3 11 L1 L7 1.7 0.9 1.2
85 years and over-... 0.2 0, 2] 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.2
Age not reported..... 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0. 2] 01

‘While the per cent distribution usually affords a more convenient
means of studying the age distribution than do the actual numbers
of the population, it has one feature which must be kept in mind,
namely, that any unusual addition to the figures in one part of the
series not only increases the percentages in this part of the series
but also draws something away from the percentages in all other
parts of the series. In the age distribution of the male population
of the United States, for example, there are considerable additions
to the normal population on account of the presence of foreign-born
white men between the ages of 25 and 44 years. The effect of this
addition is not only to make somewhat larger the percentages for
the two age groups directly concerned, but also to make somewhat
smaller the percentages for the age groups at the beginning and the
end of the series. The presence of these foreign-born white males is
in large part responsible for the fact that the male population in most
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of the groups shows a considerably smaller percentage than the

female for each of the three groups under 15 years of age.

As already stated in the discussion of Table 25, there is a marked
transfer of population from the farm population to the urban popula-
tion, beginning to some extent in the age group 15 to 19 years or even
earher (see ﬁgures for the South in Table 79), and reaching its maxi-
mum either in the age group 20 to 24 years or in the early part of

the next age group, 25 to 34 years. This transfer of population is -

more marked in the female population than in the male; or at least
it begins earlier and is more extensive in the group from 15 to 19
years of age.

This movement of the population is shown in the age distribution
figures by a more rapid decrease from age group to age group in the
farm population, accompanied by an actual increase in the per-
centages shown for the urban population. Thus while only 7.7 per
cent of the male farm population were in the group from 20 to 24
years of age, 8.9 per cent of the urban males were in this age group.
Of the female farm population 8.2 per cent were from 20 to 24 years
of age, as compared with 9.9 per cent of the urban females. The
difference in the percentages for the males was thus 1.2 per cent in
favor of the urban population and for the females, 1.7 per cent. In
the group 25 to 34 years of age the difference between the farm
population and the urban population was even greater, for both sexes,
but the difference for the males was greater than the difference for
the females, being 6.3 as compared with 5.1 for the females.

The males in the farm population show & larger percentage in the
age group 55 to 64 years than do the males in the urban population,
6.5 per cent as compared with 6.3 per cent; and likewise for all the

later age groups the farm population shows for the males a larger.

percentage than does the urban population. For the females, how-
ever, the urban population shows larger percentages almost to the
end of the series. 'This means that theve is a considerable excess of
older men in the farm population—a fact which will be shown more
clearly in the discussion of the ratio of males to females in connec-
tion with Table 27.

THE SEX RATIO, BY AGE

The most convenient figure that has been devised for studying the
relation between the sexes in any population group is the sex ratio,
that is, the number of males to 100 females in the group in question.
Table 27 shows this sex ratio for each age group of the farm, village,
and urban population in the North, South, and West. The effect
of computing the ratio between the males and females, in place of
computing the percentage which each sex represents of the total, is

L AR
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to exaggerate the differences somewhat. Since slight differences in
the sex distribution of the different age groups are of decided impor-
tance, however, it is desirable to use for their study a set of figures
which will show the differences clearly, even at the expense of a slight
exaggeration. The figures on which the ratios in Table 27 are based
are given in Tables 26 and 79, to which the reader may readily refer
for information as to the relative importance of the several age
groups in absolute numbers.

TasLe 27.—TFarM, ViLLace, AND UrRBAN Porvnamion—NuMsER oF MALES
70 100 FeMALES, BY AgE, BY SrcrioNs: 1920

[Figures for divisions and States in Table 80]

Total Farm | Village | Urban {| Total Farm | Village | Urban

AGE popula- | popula- | popula- | popula- || popula- {| popula- | popula- | popula-
tion tion tion tion tion tion tion tion
UNITED STATES THE NORTH
Allages. o ccuccinaaaan 3 100.1 106.56 100.3 108.4 ‘ 112.8 108.9 100.6

103. 6 102.1 10L. 9 102, 5 104.0 102. 2 102, 0
5 to 9 years.. 1041 10L. 2 100. 5 1018 104.8 101 4 100. 7
10 to 14 years . 107.1 90.8 08.4 101. 5 108, 1 100, 3 09.2
15 to 19 years. 983 108.0 975 9L.9 08.5 114.5 08.3 0.1

200 24 FOAIS . crmeennmcaas 05,3 102. 6 100.6 90.3 96,5 113.0 7. 6 90.9
25 to 34 years._ . 102.1 100, 6 106.7 101. 4 103. 5 107. 6 103, 2 102. 6
35 to 44 years.. 108.9 106.0 116. 8 107.8 109.1 110.0 1L Gg 108, 3

Under 5 years-

45 to 64 years. ... .__..._. 116.7 127.2 123.9 109.7 111.8 122.7 114. 6 1081

5510 04 yOarS. e cecomeenne 112.8 137. 9 111,9 0L 6 107. 6 135, 1 106.5 | 1001

65 to 74 years. . -] 106.5 140. 9 106. 5 90, & 100.9 189.9 101. 4 88,9

76 to 84 years.... - 92.7 110, 6 105.8 V7.2 88.9 111,1 101 6 76,8

85 yoars and over...u.ceeeae. 76.4 87.6 88.8 03.2 73.4 91.2 84.6 6L 8
THE S0UTH THE WEST

15 to 10 yoars- .
2010 24 YeAS . e cmensnann 03,0 04,2 0.6 87,

25 to 84 years._ . 98.0 92.5 104.8 94, 112, 8 118.9 13L1 104,

85 to 44 years_ _ 1028 08.8 113. 5 101.8 127. 0 133.2 154.3 115,

45 £0 54 YearS. .o accncannn 13,8 128. 4 130,1 1128 133.3 148.0| 1661 1180
5510 64 YOAIS. o ee e 119.1 135.3 | ,112.6 100.7 186. b 174. 6 160.5 115.0
65 to 74 years.. J o 141 136, 4 103.6 80.1 120. 4 189. 3 152,4 105.4
75 to 84 years. ... - 96. 5 106, 9 103.7 75.8 115.8 138.4| 160.3 94,3
85 years and over. . . .. - 76.8 80.0 86.68 61,1 106, 3 1265, 2 140.3 84.7

The figures in Table 27 bring out more clearly than any others
which are available the fact that more girls than boys leave the farm
population between the ages of 15 and 24 to go to the city. In com-
paring the sex ratio for the farm population with that for the urban
for the series of age groups, allowance must be made for the fact that
the groups between 15 and 24 years show an excess of females in the
total population of the United States and also in both the North and
the South. Taking account of this, the beginning of the migration
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of the females from the farm population to the urban is clearly
shown in the group from 10 to 14 years of age, by the increase in the
number of males to 100 females in the farm population (from 104.1
at age 5 to 9, to 107.1 at age 10 to 14) and the accompanying decrease
in the ratio in the urban population (from 100.5 at age 5 to 9, to 98.4
at age 10 to 14). The change in this age group is more noticeable in
the South and the West than in the North. In the next group,
from 15 to 19 years of age, the change is positive and considerable
in all sections, continuing as an important feature in the group from
20 to 24 years of age.

In the group from 25 to 34 years of age, however, this movement
comes to an end, or rather, as the absolute numbers of the farm and
urban population indicate, the migration from the farm begins to
contain more men than women, with the result that the urban sex
ratio shows a rapid increase and the farm-population gex ratio, except
in the West, a considerable decline.

In the North and West the number of males in the urban popula-~
tion from 25 to 34 years of age exceeds the number of females. This
is partly the result of the considerable excess of males in the foreign-
born population 25 years of age and over, the foreign-born population
being important in both the North and the West and not very
important in the South.

Tt is possible that & part of the difference in the sex distribution
of the various age groups—especially when groups as far apart as
the group from 15 to 19 years of age and that from 35 to 44 years of
age are compared—is due to the fact that conditions were different,
when the members of the older group were getting established in life,
from the conditions which prevail now, or which prevailed in 1920
or 1915. The movement toward the city has been rather rapid,
however, for a long time; and there seems to be reasonable ground
for assuming that the conditions shown by the classification of the
1920 population represent various stages in a process which has been
fairly uniform over a period of at least 80 years. »

Except in the West, the excess of males in the urban population
never becomes very great, the highest ratio for the urban population
for the United States as a whole being 109.7 for the age group 45
to 54 years; and both in the figures for the United States as a whole
and in those for each of the three sections the ratio rapidly declines
in the later age groups, those from 55 years on. The number of males
to 100 females in the farm population, however, shows a general
increase from age 25 upward to the age group 65 to 74 years.

The village population in the West shows for many of the later
age groups & percentage of males to 100 females higher than that in
either the farm or urban population. Outside of this section, how-
ever, the sex ratio for the village population ranges for the most part
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somewhere between the figures for the farm population and the urban
population.

The trend of the sex distribution in the farm, village, and urban
population, from age group to age group, is shown graphically in
TFigure 12, in which the sex ratio—the number of males to 100
females—for each of the three classes of the population is plotted in
the form of a curve. The base line of this curve, marked 100,
represents the point at which the number of males and females is
equal—100 males to 100 females.

Fia. 12.—Mares 7o 100 FEMALES 1N THE FARM, VILLAGE, AND URBAN
PorvuLaTion or tes Unrrmp Stares, BY Aem: 1920
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UNDER 5 10 15 20 28 25 45 55
& T0 To Yo TO 10 T 0
YEARS @ N D 24 a4 43 o4 o4

‘Where the urban curve cuts below the base line, from age 10 to 14
almost to age 25 to 34, it indicates that there were fewer males than
females in the urban population—a shortage of males, or an excess
of females. Note that the farm population curve comes down grad-
ually toward the base line between ages 15 to 19 and 25 to 34, and
from that point rises rapidly, indicating an increasing proportion
of males, while the village population curve follows the base line
closely to age 20 to 24, rises from that point to age 45 to 54, and then
declines rapidly, indicating an increasing percentage of females,
and the urban curve, after rising to a point above the hase line
representing nearly 110 males to 100 females, at age 45 to 54, de-
clines to a point far below the base line, representing only 85.8 males
to 100 females, at age 65 and over.

Tigure 13 represents the changes in the sex ratio from age group
to age group for the total population of the United States and of the
North, South, and West,. while Figure 14 presents in graphic form
the sex ratio in the farm, village, and urban population of each sec-
tion, following the plan used for the United States totals in Figure
12. Figure 13 shows the variations among the three geographic
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sections, taking the population of each section as a whole, Whi}e
Figure 14 shows the differences between one class and another in

each one of the geographic areas.

Fi1g. 18.—Mares To 100 FeMmarss v THE Toral POPULATION OF THE
Unired STATES AND OF THE NORTH, SQUTH, AND WusT, BY Acu: 1920
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The curves shown for the North in Figure 14 are somewhat similar
to those given for the United States as a whole in Higure 12, except
that the farm population curve shows very little decline between
the ages 15 to 19 and 25 to 34, and begins its upward trend at the
latter point instead of at age 85 to 44.

The curve for the farm population in the South, however, not, only
declines sharply from age 10 to 14, but cuts below the base line
between ages 15 to 19 and 20 to 24, and remains there until after
the age 35 to 44, at which point both urban and village population
are above the base line, showing an excess of males. The total
population in the South, it may be noted in Figure 18, shows less than
100 males to 100 females for the age groups 15 to 19, 20 to 24, and
25 to 34. The curves in Figure 14 indicate that the farm popula~
tion as well as the urban contributes materially to this situation,
while in the North and the West the urban population is the only
one of the three classes which shows an excess of females to any
material extent.

The outstanding feature of the curves shown in Figure 14 for the
West is the rapid increase in the excess of males, starting almost at
the beginning in the farm and village population, and starting at
8ge 25 to 34 in the urban population, The urban curve, as in the
other sections, first dips below the base line, then rises for a time,
and comes back toward the base line. These curves would indicate
that the difference between the West and the Ny orth is greater in the
farm and village population than it is in the urban population—a
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result, perhaps, of the fact that most of what is left of pioneer con-
ditions in the West naturally lies outside the urban areas. In con-
sidering these ratios for the West, however, the reader should keep
in mind the fact, well shown in Figure 7, that the total population
of the West is much less than that of the North or the South.

Fig. 14.—Mates to 100 Femares v TE Fanw, ViLLagm, AND
Ursan Porunarion or TeE NorTH, SoUTH, AND WEST, BY AGH:
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Table 28 shows the sex ratios for the farm vopulation alone, by age,
by divisions and States. :

TaBLe 28.—~Fanm Porvnarion—NuMeEr oF Marus o 100 FEMALns, BY Agn,
8Y DivisioNs AND Starms: 1920

Under, 10t0 | 15t0 | 20to | 2to | 850 | a5to | s510 | B9
5 |3to® 10 34 |4 | B years

years | VB8 | vanrs | yonrs | years | years | years | years | years el

; All
DIVIBION AND STATE | pooq

United States....) 100.1 | 103.56 | 104.1 | 107.1 | 103.0 | 102.8 | 100,86 | 106.0 | 127.2 | 187.8 { 120.8

GEOGRAPHIC DIVISIONS! :
New Ingland_ ... Li.7( 103.2  104.1 | 151, 6 ¢ 1185 | 116.3 { 108.6 { 104.0; 116.9 [ 1258 | 116,8

Middle ktlantlc_-._. 110.6 || 103, 2 § 1046 | 108.9 1 116,7 | 118,0 | 104, 8 { 106.0 | 115.9 { 125,1 | 121.3
‘Enst North Central{ 111,65 (f 104.2 { 104.9 | 1083 [ 114.0 | 111.0 { 104.0 | 107.2 { 119,6 | 183.1 [ 130.1
West North Central] 114,65 |} 104.1 | 104.9 | 107.4 | 113.0 { 113.4 | 118.1 | 115.8 { 1310 | 145.4 | 136.5
South Atlante.._.. 103.6 | 102.6 1 103.1 1 106.1 1 163.8 | 92.2( 85,0 06,2 123.8 | 181.7 1 120,38
Tast South Central | 103,58 {| 103.4 | 103.9 | 106,6 10L& | QLG 812 0571254 ) 120.9 | 192.2-
West South Central] 1070 )1 103,21 103.7 ] 106.5 | 103.7 } 98,8 7.0 105.2 11370 | 147.4 | 140.2
Mountain o.eeoou..) 119.5 || 1042 | 104,53 | 107.8 | 116,31 | 1145 | 116,71 131.2 | 145.0 ) 173,90 | 174.8

Pacifio. o omeanenn 1285 )1 104.8 ) 105.4 | 108.9 | 117.5 § 124,21 120.5 ) 135.2 | 150.6 | 175.2 | 1727

NEW ENGLAND!
BN oo ennan 103.8 | 104. 4 3 108.1 { 113.7 { 111.0 [ 105.2 | 104.7 | 117.8 | 125.0 | 120.3

Now Hamnpshire_ .. . 102.4 ) 102,1 ) 112.7 J 116.9 ) 123.1 | 102.2 ) 99.0 | 112.8 | 126.1 | 110.3

Vermont oo e 1 102.9 4 101. 9 | 113,7 | 122.2 | 11,8 [ 103.3 | 106.8 | 121.2 | 120.5 | 123,92

Massachusotts. 104.0 j 108.8 | 1156.8 | 122.1 ) 113.4 | 104.3 | 102.1 | 116,1 | 120.2 | 115.0

Thode Island._ 9.2 1 95.3 { 118.8 | 128, 121,81 108,7 | 1013 | 114,8 | 124,56 | 128.8

Connecticut. .. .. 102.8 | 103.9 | 109,6 | 120.3 | 118,8 | 1006 | 106, 2 | 114,56 | 125.5 | 115.4
MIDDLE ATLANTIC

New York____. v 12,3 11 104,0 | 104.8 | 108.7 | 120.4 | 15,4 § 103.2 | 107.5 | 118.1 | 127.0 | 121.¢

New Jorsey.......-} 1146 ([ 104,6 { 104,0 { 110.3 1242 ) 120,7 | 107.6 | 108.5 | 121.7 | 132.5 | 124.4

Pennsylvania. ... 108.6. | 102,56 | 104,56 | 108.8 | 113, 2 { 11L,7 | 99.6 | 102.2 | 112.8 | 122.0 | 1281.1
EasT Nowm ORENTRAL:

Ohig.aeeiceecema 102,56 1) 1051 | 104.5 1 208.5 | 113.8 | 110.3 | 99.4 | 103.7 | 116.0 | 126.8 | 198.8

Indiana-_ ______ 108.7 (( 102.9 | 1058 | 107.7 | 112.4 [ 106,0 | 90.3 { 101.9 | 114,2 { 127.0 | 130.0

Tlineis..... 111,041 103.7 | 104,0 { 1077 | 112.2 { 107.4 | 102,94 108.6 | 1229 | 130,31 | 1325

Michigan. . 113,7 |1 105.2 | 105.6 { 106.6 | 116,90 { 116.5 | 104.8{ 108.8 | 116.7 | 135.2 | 138. 2

Wisconsin .. cou-. 116.7 || 104,2 | 104.0 | 108,0 | 118,2 | 128.0 | 115, 2 | 114.8 { 1203 | 142.0 | 1200
WeStNORTE OENTRALY

Minnesota. ovecercn 118.2 }03.% 105.3 | 1067 | 110.3 { 125.2 | 3123.7 { 120.1 | 135.0 | 153,90 | 13L.5

&~
Bast SOUTH CENTRAL:
. Kentucky.._._._.-- }07.0 104,11 104.9 1 107,0 } 107.8 | 100.2 | ¢o.21 X

Tennesses.. 120.5 { 126,

Alabamo.. 1009 {f 10203 | 032 | 1065 | 932 | s6i0| s51 0413208

Mississippi....... 1023 | 103,7 | 162.9 | 106.4 { 06.7| 8.2 8.6 126.7 | 186.2 | 127.5
WEsr SouTH CENTRAL:

Arkansas. ... .....; 1004 11 102.3 | 103.0 | 105.2 {1021 950/ 03.0( 1
Louisiana. ..
Oklahoma..._
TOXAS e e

Wyoming. ...
Colorado.._.....

Wa.shlngton_.....-. 121,8 || 208.1 | 105.0 | 108.0 | 114.1 § 125.3 | 116.0 | 121,1 | 140.6 { 170.
Oregon._..ucncnma - 122.8 (( 105.0 | 107.5 1 107.8 § 116.7 | 122.9 [ 117.1 | 125.0 | 138.0 | 168. g %;gg
Gnhforni&_....-.-.-. 1311 ) 3041 | 104.7 | 110.1 | 1207 | 124.2 | 126.5'| 146.8 | 161.3 | 180.8 | 172.1
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From the figures in Table 28 it is possible to study the effects of
local conditions of one kind or another on the sex distribution of the
farm population. The increase in the sex ratio in the age groups 15
to 19 years and 20 to 24 years is evident, to a greater or less extent,
in practically all States except the 10 so-called cotton States, where
there is a marked decline at this point in the sex ratio in the total
population also. Even in many of these States there is an increase
in the sex ratios in the farm population between the age groups 10
to 14 years and 15 to 19 years.

The decline in the sex ratio for the age group 25 to 34 is also evi-
dent in a great majority of States. The excess of males in the farm
population in the older age groups appears particularly in the States
of the Middle West and of the far West and is not so marked in New
England or the South,




VI

FARM, VILLAGE, AND URBAN POPULATION, BY RACE,
NATIVITY, AND PARENTAGE

The population of the United States is of very diverse origin and
the racial composition of the farm population in many States is quite
different from that of the urban population. It is important,
therefore, to compare the farm, village, and urban populations with
respect to their racial composition. Table 29, which shows the
three classes of population by race, and the white population by
nativity and parentage, provides the basis for such a study of the
population of the country as a whole.

TaBLe 28.—FArM, VILLAGE, AND UrBAN PorurATioN oF THE UN1TED SraThs,
BY RaAcm, NAmviTy, AND PaRreNTAGH: 1920
[Figures for divisions and Stetes in Table 84)

Urban PER CENT DISTRIBUTION
RACE, NATIVITY, AND Total Farm Village | population
PARENTAGE population | population | population | (excluding
urban-farm; || Total || Farm {Village[Orban
Totad e o oo e 105, 710, 820 || 81, 614,269 { 20,047,377 | 54,048,674 || 100.0 |} 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0
04, 820, 915 i 26,313,854 | 18,128,031 | 50, 379, 230 89.7 83.21 90.4| 903.2
10, 408, 131 5,112,253 | 1,803,605 | 3,547,183 9.9 16.2 0.0 8.6
244,437 142,714 86, 503 15, 130 0.2 0.4 (O
61, 630 4,287 7, 518 49,834 oLl O 0} 01
Japanese.__. 113,010 30, 504 19, 831 51, 626 0.1 0.1 01
Other races? ... ... 9, 488 1,867 1,650 5,972 m [0 ) [0}
Native white. . .....caea- 81,108,101 {i 24, 842,614 { 16, 205, 684 ( 40, 056, 863 7.7 78,61 80.8( 741
Nntiye parentege...| 68,421,967 (| 21,045 836 | 12,958, 707 | 24,417,414 55.3 60.6 | 64.6 | 452
Foreign parentage. .} 15,804, 539 2,326,166 | 2,107,206 | 11,261, 167 14.8 7.4 10.6 | 20.8
Mixed parentage..-| 0,981,685 1,470,612 | 1,180,771 4,381,282 6.6 4,7 6.7 81
;Foreign-born white_.... 13,712,754 1,471,040 | 1,922 347 | 10, 319, 367 13.0 47 261 18.1

* Less than one-tenth of 1 por cent.
2 Filipinos, Hindus, Koreans, Hawalians, Malays, Siamese, 8amoans, and Maoris.

There are two points on which the farm population differs radically
from the urban population. In the first place, foreign-born whites
formed only 4.7 per cent of the farm population in 1920, as compared
with 19.1 per cent of the urban population, In the second place,
Negroes formed 16.2 per cent of the farm population, as compared
with 6.6 per cent of the urban population. ‘

The native whites formed 78.6 per cent of the farm population, as
compared with 74.1 per cent of the urban, the Negroes cutting into
their territory in the farm population almost as seriously as the
foreign-born whites in the urban population. The percentage of

96
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native whites of native parentage in the urban population, however,
was only 45.2, as compared with 66.6 in the farm population, the
percentages of native whites of both foreign and mixed parentage
being exceptionally high in the urban population.

Native whites of foreign parentage formed 7.4 per cent of the farm
_population, as compared with 20.8 per cent of the urban, while those
of mixed parentage formed 4.7 per cent of the farm population and
8.1 per cent of the urban population. One would expect, of course,
that the high percentage of foreign-born whites in the urban popula-
tion would be accompanied by high percentages of native whites of
foreign and mixed parentage. As a matter of fact, the relative
difference between the farm population and the urban population
in respect to the foreign parentage groups is less than the difference
in respect to the foreign born, the number of foreign-born persons
per 1,000 of the urban population being 4.06 times as great as the
number of foreign-born persons per 1,000 in the farm population,
while the number of native white persons of foreign or mixed parent-
age in the urban population was only 2.39 times as great as the num-
ber of such persons per 1,000 in the farm population. This would
indicate that the excess of foreign-born persons in the urban popu-
lation was largely made up of men and women without families, such
as many of the very recent immigrants would be, while the foreign
born in the farm population represent to a much greater extent
persons who have families or who have raised families.

Since conditions with respect to the race and nativity of the popu~
lation are radically different in different sections of the country, it
will be profitable to introduce here the figures showing the distribu-
tion of the population by race, nativity, and parentage, in the North,
South, and West, which are presented in Table 30.

In the North the foreign-born whites represent 8.2 per cent of
the farm population, as against 22.3 per cent of the urban popula-
tion; in the West, 12.4 per cent of the farm population and 18.5
per cent of the urban population; and in the South, 1 per cent of the
farm population and 5.3 per cent of the urban population. In all
three sections, therefore, the percentage foreign born in the urban
population is much higher than in the farm population, though in
the South the percentage foreign born, even in the urban popula-
tion, is not very large. '

In the South, Negroes formed 30 per cent of the farm population
and 24.2 per cent of the urban population. In the farm population -
of the North and the West Negroes formed only a fraction of 1 per
cent, and in the urban population of the North and the West only
3.1 per cent and 1.3 per cent respectively. The percentage of
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Negro population for the United States as a whole, then, represents
in effect the Negro population of the South set over against the
white population of the whole country and must be so interpreted.
In the South itself the difference between the percentage Negro in
the farm population and in the urban population is relatively small,
and the percentage in the village population (28.1) is even less than
that shown for the urban population.

Tasre 30.—FarnM, ViLvaes, aND Ursay Porurarion, BY Race, NarTivivy,
AND PARENTAGE, BY Smorions: 1920

PER CENT DISTRIBUTION

Urban
szt;;rﬁz:‘,, A;m;ziﬁm' Total Farm Villags | population
7Y, population || population | population | {(excluding Ur-

PARENTAGE urban-farm)|| Total || Farm |Village

ban

The North, total___| 98,681, 844 || 12, 603,895 | 10,930, 563 | 40, 147,387 || 100.0 || 100,0 | 100,0 | 100. 0
62, 122, 168 || 12, 512, 661 | 10,740,500 | 38,808,917 || 97.G ) 99.3| 98.3| 90.8
63, 003 3.1

1, 472, 309 160,132 | 1,248,274 2.8 0.6 L5
60, 613 26, 868 28,650 5, 08 0.1 0.2 0.3 (1
19, 135 40 618 18, 677 m n [O)] 1)
5, 766 404 627 y (‘3 (l; (t )
1, 865 19 137 1, 700 a ¢ ( 1
Native white.__......... 50, 743, 699 |} 11,476,825 | 9,368,000 | 29,808,808 |} 79.7 )| 611 857] 745

Natlye parentage 31, 700, 079 8,508,773 | 6,833,900 | 16, 359, 307 49,8 67,51 6251 40.7
Foroign parentagy 13, 474, 109 1,833,616 | 1,681,105 | 9, 959, 208 21.2 14.56) 16,4 24.8
Mixed parentage..._| 5, 509, 511 1,136, 436 862,002 | 3,680,173 8.7 9.0 7.8 8.9

11, 878,469 || 1,035,836 | 1,872,584 | 8 070,049 || 17.90 82 126 22.8

Foreign-born white

The South, total._.[ 33,125, 803 | 16,827,834 | 7,038,848 | 0,269,127 || 100.0 || 100.0 | 100.0 [ 300.0

Whito. _cvnecveiamee. 24,132, 214 || 11,730,848 | 5,392,620 1 7,008,746 72.9 60.7°| 76.8 | 75.7

Negro..._... 8,012,231 1 5,044,480 1 1,626,910 | 2,240,823 | 26,9 | 30.0) 23.1! 24.4

Indian 75, 914 62, 086 18, 260 5, 668 0.2 0.3 0.3 Q.1
Chinese. . ... , 900 80 700 31l M [0} ( ¢
JADAnese. ... 073 314 143 516 (lg O (r [d

Other races 571 17 191 363 [ ¢ ¢ ¢ O]

Native white._____...._. 23, 285, 022 |{ 11,505,423 | 5,200,818 | 6,518,781 || 70.3 | 68.7] 73.9! 70.4

Natiyu parentage__.. 24,831, 083 || 11,224,494 | 4,043,632 [ &, 603, 857 65.9 66,7 70.2|. 612

Foreign parontage.__ 884, 026 200, 150 153, 134 531, 642 2.7 12 2.2 5.7

Mixed parentage.. .. 568, 113 140, 779 104, 052 323, 282 L7 0.8 L5 3.5

Foreign-born white._.___| 847, 102 1685, 425 191, 802 489, 965 2.6 Lo a7 5.3

‘The West, total.._.| 8,002,872 || 9,182,540 | 92,077,073 | 4,042,460 || 100.0 || 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0

8, 566, 533 2,070,145 | 1,004,821 | 4,501, 507 66. 2 94,9 86.01 97.0

78, 591 3,861 18, 644 58, 086 0.9 0,21 0.8 1.3

107, 910 63, 760 39, 674 4, 476 L2 2.9 1.9 0.1

38, 604 4,167 6, 201 28, 146 0.4 0.2 0.3 0.6

104, 282 38, 786 19, 211 46, 285 1.2 18 0.9 1.0

7,062 1,821 1,331 3,900 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

Native white. ____....__ 7,070,440 || 1,800,366 | 1,036,860 | 3,642,214 || 79.5) 82.5| 7.8/ 785

Native parentage....| 4,880,805 || 1,314,560 | 1,181,160 | 2,304,160 || 64.9( 60.2| 56.8| 5L6

Foreign parentage___ 1, 835, 504 292, 400 272, B77 770, 227 16.0 13.4] 1.1 18.8

Mixed parentage. ... 854, 041 193, 307 182, 817 477, 827 9.6 89 88! 10.3

Foreign-born white__._.. 1,487, 003 269, 779 357, 961 869,853 || 16.7 ) 124 17.2) 18.4

1 Liess than one-tenth of 1 per cent.

Not only in the United States, but in each of the three sections,
the number of native whites of foreign or mixed parentage con-
siderably exceeds the number of foreign-born whites in all classes of
the population,
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The Indians form an unimportant part of the population, even in
that section of the country where their numbers are the greatest.
They are shown separately, however, in many tables in order to leave
definite figures for the Negroes and for the Chinese and Japanese,
those colored races which do have a definite significance as a part of
the farm or of the urban population. The Chinese and Japanese
are found for the most part in the West, especially in the States
on the Pacific coast, where the number of Japanese, in particular, in
the farm po pulamon is considerable.

The village population occupies in most respects a position some-
where between the farm population and the urban population.
In the South, however, it shows a smaller percentage of Negroes
than either the farm or the urban population, and & higher percentage
both of native whites and of native whites of native parentage;
and in the West it shows a smaller percentage than even the farm
population of native whites of foreign and mixed parentage, in spite
of the fact that its percentage of forugn—bom is almost equal to that
shown for the urban population.

The distribution of population of the North, South, and West by
race, nativity, and parentage is shown graphically in Figure 15.
The widths of the several bars indicate the relative numerical im-
portance of the farm, village, and urban populations, respectively, in
the several divisions, while the shaded subdivisions indicate the
relative importance of the different racial elements. Incidentally,
the area of any one shaded section bears the same ratio to the area
of any other section that the numbers in the two population groups
represented bear to one another.

The outstanding features of this diagram are as follows: First, the
concentration of the colored population in the South, where it forms a
somewhat larger percentage of the farm population than of the village
or the urban population. Second, the concentration of the foreign-
born white population in the cities of the North, with much smaller
percentages in the village and farm population of the North and with
fairly large percentages in the several population classes in the West.
Third, the rather close correspondence between the white population
of foreign or mixed parentage and the foreign-born white population
in the same class, with the numbers of the former always considerably
the larger. TFourth, the dominance of the foreign stock (foreign
born plus foreign or mixed parentage) in the urban populdtion of
the North, which group exceeds in size the total native white farm
population of native parentage in the whole United States.

Table 31 shows the distribution of the several race and nativity
groups which have already been discussed among the three classes of

. population, that is, the farm, village, and urban population. This
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table is supplementary to Tables 29 and 30, which show the distribu-
tion of the farm, village, and urban population, respectively, by race,
nativity, end parentage.

TaBLE 81.—PrRCENTAGE OF TorAL PoPULATION REPRESENTED BY FARM,
ViLLaGe, AND URrBAN PorurarioN, BY RAcE, NaTiviry, AND PArENTAGE,

BY SpcTIONS: 1920
{Figures for divisions and States in T'able 84]

NATIVE WHITE

For-
Oth- ]
. To- Ne- | In- | Chi- |Japa- Na- | For- | Mix-|| eign-
SECTION AND CLASS tal White gro | disn | nese ne%e ra%gs To- tive | elgn | ed |{ born

par- | par- | par- || white
tal |l ent- | ent- | ent-
age | age | age

. United States, total. 100.0‘ 100, 0] 100. 0} 100. 0| 100. 0] 100, 0| 100.0]| 100.0{j 100.0| 100.0} 100.0f 100.0

Farm population......... 29. DI 27.8| 48.9| 68.4] 7.0 356 10.6/ 380.6|l 86.0; 14.8 210 10.7
Village population......... 10,0, 19.1 17.2) 35.4) 12.2( 17.0f 175} 20.0/| 22.2] 13.4 16.3|| 14.0
Urban population  (ex-

cluding wban-ferm)..-.| 5.3 563. 1 83 9 6.2 80.8 46.5 62.9| 49.4 ] 41,8 7.8 627 76.3

The North, total...| 100, 0}| 100. o] 100, 0| 100. 0} 100.0] 100, 0 100.0" 100.0“ 100.0] 100.0| 100.0{| 100.0

Farm population.. A 19.80 20.1 4.3 4431 0.2 7.0 L0} 226/ 268 13.6f 20.4 9.1
Village population... 17.21 17,3 10.9] 47.3] 2.7 9.2 7.8 18.6/ 2.6 12.5| 1538| 121
Urban population
cludipg urban-farm)....| 63.0)| 626/ 84.8) 8.4 071 838 9Loff 8.9/ 516 739 64.8| 78.8
The South, total....| 100.0[| 100.0] 100.0{ 100.0] 100. 0| 100, | 100.0] 100.0|| 100.0{ 100, 0| 100, 0l 100, 0
Farm population......... 60,81 48.06| bo.6) 8.6 2.1 323 3.0 40.7f 5L4| 22.6 24.8/| 10.5
Village population........ 2.2 22.3] 18.3| 241 18.2 147 ¥3.5( 22. 3| 22.6 17.3] 188 22.6
Urban population (ex-
cluding urban-farm)....{ 28.0f 20.0] 25.1 7.3 70.8| 53.0] 63.6] 28.0f 25.9 60.1] 569 67.8
The West, total__.._ 100, 0| 100. 0 100.0( 100, 0| 100.0f 100.0{ 100. 0|l 100, Off 100.0| 100.0 100.0; 100,0
Farm population....._... 24,5/ 2421 4.0 69.1f 10.8 37.2| 258/ 254 26.9/ 2.9 226/ 181
Village population..._____| 23.3| 23.3] 21.2f 36.8 16.3] 18.4| 180} 23.1ff 2421 204 214] 24.1
Urban population (ex-
cluding urban-farm)....| 62.1) 628 78.9] 4.1 729 44.4] 553 s1.4f| 49,0 677 66,9/ 5.8

The figures in this table simply bring out in another way the main
features of the racial distribution of the population which have already
been commented on. In the United States as & whole, 36 per cent
of the native white population of native parentage was found in the

‘ranks of the farm population, as compared with 10.7 per cent of the
foreign-born white population, and 14.8 per cent and 21 per cent,
respectively, of the native white population of foreign and of mixed
parentage.

In the North the farm population included 26.8 per cent of the
native white population of native parentage; in the South, 51.4 per
cent; and in the West, 26.9 per cent. In each of these three sections
the percentage of this group which was on farms was decidedly
higher than the percentage of any one of the other three classes of
white population. The foreign-born whites showsd uniformly, both
in the United States and in each section, the smallest percentage of
tarm population. The village population represented uniformly in
all three sections a smaller percentage of the native whites of foreign
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parentage and of mixed parentage than did the farm population,
though in every case its percentage of the foreign-born whites was
decidedly larger than that of the farm population. This would indi-
cate that in the villages and other nonfarming rural areas, as well as
in the cities, the foreign white stock was more largely of recent
arrival than on the farms.
Fra. 15.~Fanm, Vinrage, aNp UrBaN PoruraTioNn or THER UNITED
Srares, BY RAacm, NATIVITY, AND PApENTAGE: 1920

PER CENT
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7222 NATIVE WHITE = NATIVE PARENTAGE
TS NATIVE WHITE = FOREIGN OR MIXED PARENTAGE

Of the total number of Negroes in the United States, 48.9 per cent
were included in the farm population and 33.9 per cent, in the urban
population. In the North 4.3 per cent of the Negroes were on the
farms and 84.8 per cent in the cities. In the South 56.6 per cent
were on the farms, and in the West & much smaller percentage again,
namely, 4.9 per cent. Of the Japanese in the West, where alone this
race is important, 37.2 per cent were on farms, ana in the same section
10.8 per cent of the Chinese were on farms,

Table 32 gives, by divisions and States, the per cent distribution of
the farm population, by race, nativity, and parentage.

68691 °—26——8

PSPl FOREIGNFBORN WHITE
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TasLE 82.—FArM PorurATiON—PERCENTAGE OF Toral 1IN Eaca Racm, NATIV-
11y, AND PARENTAGE GROUP, BY DivisioNs AND STATES: 1920

[Percentages based on figures in Table 84]

Chi- NATIVE WHITE
hese, w
) ) Tapu- ] . ggﬁ-
DIVISION AND S8TATE | White | Negro | Indian %2133' ; Native (l;igl‘n' Mized || born
other Jf TOtal || PRGNt | . | PRTER- | White
races nge
United States_._._. B3.2 18.2 0.6 0.1 78.8 88.6 7.4 4.7 4.7
e ™ | ot 0sl o 0 srall ee7| 1z a3l 124
Middle Atlantic_ ... 90.2 07 0.1 l; 92,5 7.6 0.5 5.3 6.7
Tast North Central - 90, 4 0.4 0.1 1 92,3 70.4 13.3 8.0 7.1
West North Central 01 0.5 0.4 1) 89.8 61,1 -17.8 10.8 9.3
South Atlantic...... 83.4 86.4 0.2 1 03.1 62,5 0.3 0.3 0.3
East South Central .. 0.7 20,2 (U] l; 70.6 0.0 0.3 0.3 0.2
it B I IR T M I O I I
ountain _..ewaaac 0, 5 3 1 3 3 . 3 .
T8 i 1 94,3 0.2 1.4 4.0 78.6 53,9 15.4 9.2 15,8
NEW LNGLAND:
Maing . e 90,9 0.1 1) 1 02,8 8.7 5.3 8.8 7.2
e B IR BRI O
BrIIONb. o e 3 . A 3 8 ; 0.9
Kiosotindoo el fELLOp R | BIN &) mIp sz oms
ode Island. .. . UL 38 SN . 3 . 6.1 14, 4
Connectient __.._... £0.3 0.6 Q)] 1 78.6 48.2 23,9 6.8 20.8
90, 5 0.3 0.2 1; 90,6 70.2 12.8 7.8 8.9
96,3 3.7 [4)] 1 2, 62,0 16.8 6.0 13.5
99, 4 0.6 (0] Y 95,5 86.3 6.0 3.2 3.9
00,2 0.8 (lg lg 05, 8 8,0 6.7 6.1 3.3
00,6 0.4 ? 1 97.8 80.3 4,0 3.9 1.8
00, 4 0.0 1) 1 84. 5 75,4 1.2 7.9 5.0
i a9, 5 0.3 0.2 1 36.3 54,8 18.8 2.7 13. 2
i 99,6 )] 0.4 1 85,5 43,2 27.5 14,7 4,1
: 0.7 02| M 82.4 3.4 | 3L5{ 10.5 17,4
99,9 0.1 ?) [Q] 92,0 3.2 16.9 11.9 2D
08.3 1,7 1) ?) 96,7 88, 4.0 3.9 1.7
8.8 1.2 ) 77.8 28,2 ] 34.7] 149 21.0
97.1 0.1 2.8 ) 84.0 44.8 24,8 4.5 13.0
00.8 0.1 0,3 0.1 90.0 57.2 20, 12,7 9.8
99,1 0.7 0.1 O] 93.8 74,2 11,1 8.5 5.3
82,5 176 oaans O] 80.3 76.1 2.7 1.5 2,2
V] 7.4 22,6 () gl) 75.9 7.8 2.4 L7 1.6
,‘];_)Airséfnc;gOollunbm___ ;8‘8 %3 a— . 69, 6 87,7 8,% 3.7 6.0
|y beh P, 3 3 3 3 3 3 .
West Virginla__.._.|  o0.2 08| @ §1§ wal ol 06 67l 03
North Carolina___.. 68,2 3L,2 0.7 ¢ 68,1 68.0 0.1 0.1 0.1
(s}%%fgl B(?urolma ..... gg% 228 (llg ; 40.4 40.8 (lg 01 6}
2y £ W X . X Y 1 ), 1
Florida._—___._._. 8.6 3L.3 5!) ! 5?8 gig (1.2 9:% (1 5}
EAS%‘{ SottmlI{ CENTRAL: " : ) :
BNLUCKY nmeeaan N 3 . N ), e
'l'ennessez_- - 84,0 lg. 8 1) 8 g; g ggi gg 8 g 8 %
Alabama. J 64| me 13 (13 6Lzl 608] 02| o2l o2
W s}\_;[léglus."sl}gpé.,_,f 43,1 58.9 0.1 ¢ 42 42,8 0.2 0.2 0.1
> ENTR,
70.9 2.1 51) 1) 70.4 0.1 0.6 0.7 0.4
54.0 46,0 0] O] 63.2 51.6 L1 0.5 0.7
88.8 7.7 .7 l; 87.2 82.9 2.3 2.1 1.3
81,8 18.3 &) v 76,6 67.9 5.5 3.2 50
96, 8 0.1 3.1 0.1 8L8 53,1 17.8 1.1 14.9
8.5 01 L1 0.4 0L 1 60. 6 113 10.8 7.3
m.7 0.2 L0 0.2 90.3 70,7 10.8 8.9 8.3
09,2 0.2 0.1 0.5 90. 0 70,7 12.4 6.9 9.2
92,8 0.2 7.6 ) 89.0 83.56 2.9 27 3.3
7.7 0.4 26,5 0.3 B7.6 46.8 6.3 4.7 15.1
98.3 0] 10 0.8 815 62.9 14.6 14,1 6.8
87.0 0.1 1.5 0.6 70.7 45,8 15.2 9.7 17.2
97.2 0.1 LB 11 81.7 b54.9D 18.6 10.2 15. 8
08,2 0.1 1.2 0.5 88,3 68,1 11.1 0.1 9.9
9.2 0.3 1.4 7.0 72.8 4.5 16,6 8.7 18. 4

1 Lipss than one-tenth of 1 per cent,
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On- the basis of Table 32 it is possible to analyze in considerable
detail the geographic distribution of the different racial elements
of the farm population. The Negroes form an important element in
the farm population in all of the States classified as Southern States
except West Virginia, Kentucky, and Oklahoma. West Virginia
probably ought not to be counted as a Southern State, in any case,
having its present classification presumably for traditional reasons
rather than on account of any characteristics in common with' the
real South, while Kentucky and Oklahoma are border States, partly
southern in their characteristics and partly northern. The maxi-
mum percentage is shown for South Carolina, where 59.6 per cent of
the farm population in 1920 was Negro, followed clogely by Missis-
sippi, with 56.9 per cent; Louisiana, with 46 per cent; Georgia, with
44.9 per cent; and Alabama, with 38.6 per cent. In no other State
was as much as one-third of the farm population Negro.

Of the States outside the South, New Jersey, Missouri, and Rhode
Island, with 3.7, 1.7, and 1.4 per cent, respectively, were the only
States to show any appreciable numbers of Negroes in the farm
population. ;

In the farm population of California there were 81,471 Japanese,
forming 6.1 per cent of the total farm population of the State and 43.7
per cent of the whole number of Japanese in the State. In Wash-
ington there were 3,079 Japanese in the farm population, forming
1.1 per cent of the total farm population and 17.7 per cent of the
whole number of Japanese in the State. In no other State did the
Japanese, or the Japanese and the Chinese together, form as much as
1. per cent of the total farm population. The numbers of Japanese
in the farm population of other States, including all States in which
there were as many as 100, were as follows: Colorado, 1,327; Oregon,
966; Utah, 753; Idaho, 622; Nebraska, 321; Arizona, 267; Texas,
206; and Montana, 127.

The number of Chinese in the farm population was negligible ex-
-copt in the State of California, where it amounted to 3,617. There
‘were 177 Chinese in the farm population of Oregon, and 117 in Wash-
ington, no other State reporting as many as 100.

The Chinese in the farm population of the United States were
amore than nine-tenths adult males, while the Japanese were less than
two-thirds males. In the Japanese farm population were included
12,609 children under 15 years of age, who formed 31.9 per cent of
the total number.

There are three more or less distinct groups of States in which the
foreign-born whites represent a relatively high percentage of the farm
population, The first group comprises Massachusetts, Rhode Island,
Connecticut, and New Jersey, with percentages of foreign-born whites
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in the farm population ranging from 18.5 to 20.8 per cent. In these
States the foreign-born farm families are made up largely of rela-
tively recent immigrants engaged either in raising truck crops in the
vicinity of the cities or in other intensive kinds of farming such as the
raising of onions in the Connecticut Valley.

The second group comprises a number of States mainly in the
Middle West, including Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota, North Da-
kota, South Dakota, and Montana. These States were rather largely
settled by immigrants from Germany and from the Scandinavian
Peninsula and some of the same States have in recent years received
many farm settlers from Poland, Austria, Russia, and Finland, in
addition to considerable numbers who have come across the border
from Canada.

The third group of States comprises California, Washington, Ne-
vada, and Arizona., In the two Pacific Coast States the foreign- -
born white population represents a great variety of countries of
origin, including a considerable percentage from Germany and Scan-
dinavia. In California there are large colonies of Italians and Por-
tuguese, more than 80 per cent of all the Portuguese farm operators
in the United States in 1920 being reported from California and
nearly 25 per cent of the Italian farm operators. A large percentage
of the foreign-born farm population in Arizona and Nevada is made
up of farm laborers of Mexican origin.

The foreign-born white farm population was not tabulated by
country of birth, so that it is not possible to give exact figures for this
classification. 'The foreign-horn white farm operators, however, were
classified by country of birth and it is probable that the distribution
of the farm population was approximately the same as the distribu-
tion of the farm operators. An interesting summary of this distri-
bution, with columns showing the estimated distribution of farm
population by country of birth, is presented in Table 33. This table
shows also the total foreign-born white population in 1920 and in
1890, with the per cent of increase between these years, which will
gerve as a rough index of the countries which contributed the so-called
old immigration and those from which the so-called new immigration
has come.

The total number of foreign-born white farm operators in the
United States in 1920 was 581,068 and the total foreign-born white
farm population was 1,471,040, or slightly more than two and one-
half times the number of farm operators. The small average number
of the foreign-born farm population per foreign-born farm operator
has already been explained by reference to the fact that the children
of the foreign born, in most cases, have to be clagsified as native
and hence go to swell the numbers of another nativity group—~—the
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native whites of foreign or mixed parentage. Occasionally the
immigrant brings with him his wife and a family of children, but much
more frequently he comes to this country. as a young man and hig
children are born in the United States. Hence, in this classification,
we have a family divided against itself.

TapLp 838.—FonrpieN-BorN WeiTE PoruLaTioN, 1920 AND 1890, sND Fomeron-
BOR]I; Werrs Farm OpmraTrors AnND Farm PorurnaTion, 1920, 3y CouNTrY
oF BirrTa

. y TFOREYGN-BORN FOREIGN-BORN
TOTAL FOREIGN-BORN WINTE
WHITE FARM WHITE FARM
POPULATION OPERATORS: 1020 || POPULATION: 1920
COUNTRY OF BIRTH Por
Por cent of
Paer cent cont foreign-
1520 1800 .ol Number | gigppi. || Number? | born
. increase! bution wgli‘tle'
Rat?on
Totald L.ooee 13, 712, 164 9, 121, 567 50,8 681, 068 100,0 1,471, 040 10.7
England. v ccccmnn 812, 828 909, 002 —~10.8 26, 614 4.6 67,376 83
Scotland.....eecmaaaaee 254, 567 242, 231 5.1 7,608 L3 18, 253 7.0
Wales. .. - 07, 066 100, 079 —33.0 2,472 0.4 6, 258 8.3
Ireland . . oceeaaaas 1, 037, 233 1,871, 509 —d44, 8 16, 562 2.9 41,929 4.0
NOrway . ceeccencrcaamnn 263, 862 322, 666 12.8 b1, 600 8.9 130, 629 35,9
Sweden.... 625, 660 478, 041 30.9 60, 461 10.4 163, 064 24.5
Denmark_ . oo .. 189, 164 132, 843 42.7 25, 505 4.4 64,721 34.2
Netherlands (Yolland) . 131, 766 81, 828 610 15, 689 2.7 39, 485 30.0
Switzerland . _ceeaocan 118, 659 104, 069 i4.0 18,051 2.2 33, 040 21.8
Franco. 152, 890 113,174 351 g,119 1.1 16, 401 10,1
German 1, 686, 102 2,784, 894 -390, b 140, 607 24.2 356, 114 2.1
Poland.. 1,139, 97¢ 147, 440 673, 2 17,352 3.0 , 020 3.0
Austria. 575, 025 241,377 138.6 30,172 5.2 76, 384 13.8
BUDZary. . .acoceeaamane 397, 282 82, 435 536.3 7,122 1.2 18, 030 4.5
Russlad, . ociaans 1, 400, 489 / 32,388 5.6 8], 904 5.9
Finland ¥, " 149, 824 boiseu| sl IR 2.8 anoid | w63
Rumanisa. 102, 823 . 693 0.1 1,754 LY
Greees. oo ccevmeaan 175,972 1,887 | 0,225.5 846 0.1 2,142 1,2
Tialy___ 1, 610, 109 182, 680 7819 18, 267 | 3.1 46, 245 29
Portugal 47, 453 5 15, 990 3217 4, 254 0.7 10, 769 10.0
Mexico. 478, 383 877,853 514.5 12,142 2.1 30,739 0.4
Canada.. 1, 117, 878 075, 498 14.8 48, 068 8.4 , 209 11,0

1 A minus sign (~) denotes decrease. . o

2 Digtribution by country of birth is estimated on the basis of the distribution of faym operators,

3 Includes persons born in countries other than those listed. R

¢ In 1900, the first year for which separate figures are svailable, the number of persons reporting Russia
#s country of birth was 423,726, and the number reporting Finland was 62,641,

s Total foreign-born population; figures for foreign-born whites not avallable,

Two significant groups of countries ean be separated on the basis
of the figures in Table 33. First, those countries from which the
so-called “ older”” immigration came are indicated by a low percentage
of increase or by actual decrease in the foreign-born white popula-
tion between 1890 and 1920; and, second, those countries from
which the immigrants have settled most extensively on farms are
those for which the farm population represents a high percentage of
the total population, as shown in the last column of the table. The

general agreement of these two groups bears out the statement
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which is frequently made, to the effect that the older immigrants
went more generally to the farms than the newer immigrants
have done.

Of the total foreign-born white population in the United States
reporting Norway as country of birth, 35.9 per cent (the highest
percentage for any country) were included in the farm population,
and the number of persons in the United States in 1920 who were
born in Norway represents only 12.8 per cent more than the number
in 1890. Among the next six countries of birth, in order of relative
importance of farm population in total foreign born in the United
States, namely, Denmark, the Netherlands, Switzerland, Finland,
Sweden, and Germany, only two, the Netherlands and TFinland,
show an increase of as much as 50 per cent in the general population
figures between 1890 and 1920. On the other hand, Italy, Poland,
Hungary, and Greece, with enormous increases in the number of
their contributions to the foreign-born population of the United
States between 1890 and 1920, show very small percentages in the
1920 farm population. 7 ‘

Ireland is almost in a class by itself, showing a very small percent-
age of farm population, though it was one of the heaviest contributors
to the early immigration to this country.

Figure 16 shows in graphic form the extent to which the foreign-
born white population from a number of the more important coun-
tries of origin has settled on the farms of the United States. The
depth of the several bars represents the relative importance of the
total foreign-born population coming from the various countries,
and the shaded sections of the bar indicate the percentage on farms
and the percentage not on farms, respectively.

Table 34 shows the foreign-born white farm operators,® classified
according to country of birth, by divisions and States. This table
will indicate approximately the distribution, by country of birth,
of the foreign-born farm population in any State, or, conversely, it
will show in what States are mainly to be found the foreign-born
farm population coming from any particular foreign country.

1 The foreign-born white farm population, as already stated in the toxt, was not tabulated by country
of birth; nor was it deomed advisable to compute the estimated distribution by States, as was done for
the United States a3 o whole in Table 33. For while the distribution of the foreign-born white farm popu-
lation, by country of birth, corresponds in genoral with the distribution of the farm operators, it scemed
that the estimates would be subject to an undesirable margin of error if they were made for the small
numbers of foreign born shown for many of the States,
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Fia. 16.—ForsiGN-BorN Wiurre PoruraTIioN or THE UNITED
Stares By CouNTRY or Bintm, WiTH PEBROENTAGE oN FARMS:
1920
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TasLE 84.—FOREIgN-BORN WHrrh FARM OPERATORS BY

Neth-
- | Swit-
DIVISION AND Tng- | Seot- Ire- | Nor- | Swe- | Den- | 1o v
STATE Tatol | {and |jand |72 land | way | den |mark 1(%‘%": o France
land)

1 United States..|581,008!! 28,614| 7,805 9,472| 16,569| 51,699 80,461 25,565 15,588] 13,051 8,118
GHEQGRAPHIC DIVS.:

2 Now England....| 23,2661 1,780 594 49] 1,024 178/ 1,784 383 08 206 313

3 Middle Atlantic .| 46,010 4,001} = 797 *384| 3,522 354! 2,005 689] 1,320 811! 806

4 E.North Central_ 144, 775 5, 856] 1, 257 487| 2,078] 10,048 11, 928 4,538 5,874 3,384 1,832

b 'W.NorthCButrBl- 206, 228! 5, 100] 1, 680 660] 3 %90| 33, 543| 32, 180| 12, 582, 6,027) 2,810 1, 050

6 Bouth Atlantie...| 7,378 052 234 44 331 104 301] 169) 156 185) 131

7 E. South Central | 3, 506 267 64 10] 188 47| 220 72| _46) 207 A

8 W, South Central| 30, 937 980 463 56 399 3120 1,123 678 171 713 609

8 Mountain____....| 40,984/ 3,718 1,200 4ded] 1,3060 3, 520| 4,988 3,162 908 1,175 495

10 PacifiC.mmarcammaen 63,005 3,894] 1,317 328 2 0200 3,484] 6,433] 3,442 989 3 460 1,286

Npw I]NGLAND.

11 Maine..mceomovun 4, 384 188] 68 9 961 28, 284 104 3 4 14|

12 I\ew Hampshhe .| 2,618 210) 84 1 124 23 111 17 1 7 13

13 Vermonte.oaaoeae 3, 707 182 96 26 189 15 78] 30| 8 16 24

b Maugsachusetts...-| B, 930 7401 221 [ 760 67 brid 92| 69) 40, 136

15 Rhode Island___.. 040 105 27] 59 5 62) 7] 3| 9| 9

16 Connecticub....__| 7, 625 361 98 7 3501 40 672 133 14| 130 117
MIDDLE ATLANTIC:

17 Now York.__ 25, 7761 2,728 413 256 2,354 269 919 468! 1,008 444 442

18 New Jersey.. 408 08 10 309 42 113 101 180) 98 122

190 Pennsylvania_.__ 14; 522! 024] 285 119 ity 431 1,063 120 72 269) 242

Ti. NORTH CENTBAL.
20 Ohi 14,004] 1,124] 104] 103 464 14 185 08| 115 942 270
i 100 93 25 219 19 522 03| 354 343 178

21
22 320 65 916 708| 3,285 743 064] 421 401
23 436 82 819 6541 3,088) 1,142 3,279 37 264
24 214 172 b65| 8,652 4 838l 9,462 1,162 1,307 219
W. NORTIL CENTRAL )
26 Minnesoba.. .-..--| 67,305 666 254 74 634] 14,925| 16,934 3,1268) 1,610 433 148
26 Town. ... sz omf| 1,267] 348 118 1,080 3,004 3 318| 3,2731 2,674 533 274]
27 Missouri y B55| 141 04 385 20 411 164] 09 462 175)
28 North Dakotn....| 36,248 431 238 27 33| 10,900| 3,377 1,287, 206 142, 79
2 South Dakotu_.-- 20, 326 4650 147 82 314 4,025 2,265 1,703 896 192] 57,
30 4, 592‘\ 7101 163 80) 584 3600 3,578 2,487 183 427] 8
31 . 204 175 578 210 2, 207! 2| 169 591 219
SOUTH ATLANTIC: I
32 Delaware .. 363 30 7 1 27| 9) 4 4 5 (i]
33 Maryland.... 1, 569 119 34| (] 73| 4 18 w25 28 30
34 Dist. Columbia-. 5 1 -
35 Virgmia __________ 1, 682; 264 80) 8| 75 36 31 47 31 30 20
36 West Virginia.... 762, 105, 15 9 48! 2 7 3 14 [ili 12
37 North Carolina... 392) 50| 30| 4 11 3 8 9 20 H 10
33 South Caroling. .. 141 13 3 12 3| 2| 3| 6 2
39 Georgia. ... 328 51 13, 2 14 4 16 3| 14 14] 8
40 Florida. vemveeeen 2, 218! 310 71 14 70 52, 210, 83 83 45 49
E. SouTH CENTRAL!
41 Kentueky .-vueee 1,112 66 14 3 83 1 10] 13| 18] 168] 44
42 Tenm,ssee_._ 760 75 12 3| 41 13 36 14 11 g1 15
43 Alabama.... 08 26 1 27 162 27 13 27 22
4 Mississippi. 58 12 3 41 6 31 18| 7 11 18
W. SourH CENTRAL:
45 Arkansas..co.ooon 2,049 132 24 10 38 10 524 42 26 124 61
46 Louisiana ... 46| 20| 34 9 37, 14 15 149]
47 Oklahoma. 259 76 18 143 48] 165 130 44 168 182
48 TeXN8. - e mmmeee 513} 343 23 184] 245| 869) 302 03 400, 247]
MOUNTAIN:
49 Montana. 807 515 81 562 2,798] 1,364 943 514 240 140
&0 Tdaho . ..o.on 6560 214 107 166] 7 538 93 385 67
51 Wyortug. .. 274 1560 20 85 69| 205 1853 32! 68 33|
52 Colorado.. . 623 222 109 335 162| 1, 145) 442, 173 208] 103
& New Mexico 3 31 7 45 17, 71 10| 39|
54 Arlzona... 78| 17 44 10 35 61 11 41 20
&5 Utah..__ 1,126 138 127 34 126 528 74 143 25
56 Nevada 18 5| 45| 13 37 b2 1 58 49
Pace: |
&7 Washington....-.- 10,767 1,126] 413 107 524] 2,492| 8,231 005{ . 540 679 157]
58 O 0o 219,140 620 317 348 518 057! 530 121 793 125
59 California_ o ocaoou 34, ) 587 144 1,157 474) 2,2ab 1,017 328] 1,988 094
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Countey or Birt, Y DivisioNs AnD Srares: 1920
gther oth
Ger- | Po- | Aus- [Hun-| Rus- | Fine | Ru- |gon ol por o | Por- | B0 | Mex. | Can- | Qther
mony | end | trin |gory | sie | lond | mnia Greeee] Ttaly fypon ) poan | T T | conn-
cotin- tries
tries '
140, 667| 17, 36%| 80, 179) 7, 193] 82, 328 14,988 693 843| 18, 207| 4, 254 20, 107| 19, 142| 45,688 7,765 1
1,840 1,502 1,157 812 1,812 957 4 o4 1,670 458 75 3 q,884 703 2
10,456| 2,955 4,302 1,607 2,638| 273 144 65 4,479] 8| 1,311 6 3,627 313 B
46,840 7,664 7,854 2,604 3,434 5618] 116] 158 1,400 152 b 503 87, 15,947, e8l| 4
64,053 2,981 8013 1,407| 16,377) 5,549)  324| 72| '596| 50| 6,82 46| 8713| 1,248 &
1,880 227 esel 258] 220  do| 10| 45 3i0] 3| o9m1 2 e20| 207
1,083 39| 149 85 69 28 4 120 asl 1| 109 a3 w9l 4z 7
10,348  gool 4,1d6] 274} 1,660 34 3| 2v| 2407 15| 2,588 10,077 65| 510 8
5,413\  833| 2,005 206 3,047 2l 44 187 1,808  o4f L5yl 7eif 3,533 Godf 9
, 145 - 742] 1,770) 280\ 2,681) 1,860 34| 216 5008 3,497] L8460 280) 5 712) 3 490, 10
7af 20| 1l g 571 2200 I I | . 5,080 41 11
™ 7 5 8 80| 123 2 10| 21 4 57| 13
98] 48l 35 14 28 8l 1 62 ol 18 13
380] o557 352 8l 28 484 1| 40 687 @68 a0i| 14
103 13 13 1 % 11 1 131 52 137) 15
1,111 7es| es7 208 oo7| e8| 10| i0] 728 11 861 16
5,838f 1,085 1,182 do7| 1,346] 170 o7l 2 1,782 & 1 17
1,458\ 314 808l 315 bos| 13| 28| 11) 1,746|-..... 50| 18
3,106 o086 2,811t vss| ool  sof 25| 99| osyl g 82| 19
6,280|  593| 1,085 42 327 an 68 53| a1 2| 46D o 345 113 20
3,048 230| 2200 1260 @b 4 9 10|  80[-ene- 247 1 131 56| 21
07250 473 477l 144 209 23 6| 80 435 8 9ot i as0|  1ig|22
0,746l 2,470, 2,034 033 1,538 3,047 33| 37| 208 3l 1,341 3l 13,303] 102/ 23
18,032) 3,834 3,420) 540 1,295 1,433 11 19} 276|145 2,534 - 28] 1,7 205/ 24
14,731) 1,880 2,246 281  671| 4,709 0o o1 N 4| 1,580 1 o,5%/ 953 25
12,730) ' 59| 026 53| 11| 49 2l e 18 o 1,189 4| Trsel 243126
4,328 84| o5l sal  wy 10 6 13 100|...... 201 4 2000 o3| 27
8,004 slo| 849 007 8590 432f 284 8] 12| 43| ose 3| 3,125 982 28
4,400 191 587|107 2977 82 18 9 28 638 3 oeo|  74) 20
9, 605] 583 1,871 48| 1,204 13 3l 23 eglol. 1, 746 7l 633 130] 30
6,265) 162} 1,100 78] 2,639 21 1 717 3 str| 240 7is| i3s3l
g8l 18 24l 18 14|...... | 2 30 2l 82
723l 73] 0| 55 73 3 3 1 53 18 33
£ 1 1 TR IO SO I 34
2501 ol 283 8p 5 2 375 108~ 40) 35
165 23 144 19 1 | I 2 24 4| 36
61l 16 25 13 6 1 | 14 a1 5| 87
59 4 i PR DU I 12 3| 38
81 8l 13 i 1 . 3 20f 20| 39
439 38| 78 88 49 31 2 18 3300 111) 40
508 6 39 5 10 G | I 19 1 33 1 480 1gl4t
Mol L4 84 6 23 i — 7 el 1] I 48 11f 4z
333l 14 67| 68 14 1 1 8 aglllITC 1 I 41 9| 43
102 8 9 [ 12 8 2l 2 englllll 21 2l 2 o) 44
8560 220 16z 20 a7 | 6| 187 1 s 1w 8l 24i45
244 4 57 ol 19 N 1,338 2| 1z6] 30)  A0|  17] 40
1,864 143 02| 37 1,214 o 17 ¢ e84 440 230 102 47
7,384 740 3,035 121 389 18 o 16/ 06| 8 1,857/ 10,877 200| 376 48
1,042) 174 870 145 1,230 333l 2| 27| 200 10| 52 il 1,047 118 49
g75i 10| 215| s1 asst  1mg| 12 22| 120 11| 108] 16l 624 143) 8O
329 42] 99| 25 299 % 3l 13| &8 4 e 2l 1gl| . B4l 6L
1,660 70! o4 7 1670 45 2 25 os7] 7] 2480 53 527 . o4l 52
178 13| 48] 15 388 3eon. oo 7 B| a4 4] 36] &3
102 3l 41l T4 101 10 L 30 5 26| 280 e8|  2n| st
210 8 38 4 28  B3......) & 148 & 46 22 B0} @9 56
124 6 16 1 8| 10|-ool d 188 1] 3 5l 20} 56
3,001 284|681 70 1,010 1,200 4 211 386 33 242 2| 2,279 208 67
1,95 73| g6y 78 'ss6| s9 14 950  1ey 2¢f 31 M| or2l 14| 58
4,109| 385! 828 144 1,1e0) 207, 16| 164| 4,453] 3,440| 1,203] 273] 2,461 3,118] 59
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The farm operators of German birth, who in 1920 numbered
140,667, or more than twice the number from any other foreign
country, are rather widely distributed, the number exceeding 10,000
in Wisconsin, Minnesota, and Iowa, and also exceeding 5,000 in
seven other States. Farm operators from the Scandinavian coun-
tries, Norway, Sweden, and Denmark, were particularly numerous
in a group of States including Wisconsin, Minnesota, Iowa, the
Dakotas, Montena, and Washington. Farmers from Russia were
especially numerous in North and South Dakota and Kansas; farm-
ers from Finland, in Minnesota, Michigan, Wisconsin, and Washing-
ton; farmers from Italy, in California, New York, New Jersey, and
Louisiana; farmers from Poland, in Wisconsin, Michigan, New York,
and Minnesota; farmers from Austria, in Texas, Wisconsin, and
Pennsylvania; and farmers from Canada, in the States along the

Canadian border.
SEX CLASSIFICATION

One outstanding feature among the differences between the native
white population and the foreign-born white is that in the latter
the number of males very considerably exceeds the number of females.
This feature, together with other less marked differences in the sex
distribution of the various race, nativity, and parentage classes, is
brought out by the tables that follow. Table 35 shows the farm,
village, and urban population of the United States, male and female,
by race, nativity, and parentage, with the per cent distribution of
each of the three classes. Table 36 shows the number of males to
100 females, by sections, for the same classes. The farm, village,
and urban population is shown in detail, by sex and by race, nativity,
and parentage, by divisions and States, in Table 84, on page 234.

The most important difference between the distribution of the
males and the distribution of the females, as shown in Table 35, is
the one alveady mentioned, namely, that the foreign-born whites
represent a considerably larger percentage of the males than of the
females (14 per cent as compared with 11.9 per cent) in the total
population. This is true alike of the farm, village, and urban popu-
lation, though the relative difference is greatest in the case of the
village population and least in the case of the urban. Partly as a
result of this difference, since the 2 or 3 per cent which are not given
to foreign-born whites must go somewhere, the percentages for most
of the other classes are slightly higher for females than for males.
The higher percentages of Negroes among the females represent
something more than the distribution of this surplus, however, since
there is an actual excess of females in the Negro population.
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TaBLe 835.—FARM, ViLLAaGE, AND URBAN PorULarioN OF THE UNITED STATES,
Ascm, Narrviry, PARENTAGE, AND SEx; 1920

BY

[Figures for divisions and States in Table 84]

. Urban PER CENT DISTRIBUTION
8RBX, AND RACE, Total Farm Villay population
go
NATIVITY, (oxcluding
population || population | population -
AND PARENTAGE t}g]:gs Total || Farm |Village gﬁ;
Bory SEXES
108, 710, 620 [ 31,614,260 | 20,047, 877 | b4, 048, 974 || 100.0 || 100.0 { 100.0 | 100.0
04, 820, 915 || 26, 313, 6b4 | 18, 128,031 | 50,370,230 || 80.7 | B3.2| 00.4| ©3.2
10,468,131 [| - 5,112,258 | 1,803,600 | 3,547,183 8.0 162 0.0 6.6
244, 437 142,714 86, 503 15, 130 0.2 ‘0.6 0.4 )
01, 639 4, 287 7,518 49, 834 0.1 ] ) 0.1
111, 010 30, 504 19, 881 51, 626 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
, 488 1,857 1, 658 6ozl & & [ONNENO)
Native white..eeoeeen-- 81,108,161 || 24,842,014 | 16,205,684 | 40,050,808 || 76.7{ 78.6| 80.8| 74.1
Natiye parontago...| 58,421, 9'57 21, 945, 836 | 12,068,707 | 24, 41‘7, 414 55,8 60,6 646 46.2
Foreign parentage..| 15, (04, 530 2,820,168 | 2,107,206 | 14,261, 167 14,8 7.4 10.5| 20.8
Mixed parentage____| 0,991, 666 1,470,612 | 1,139,771 | 4,381,282 6.6 4.7 5.7 81
Foreign-born white...... 18,712, 754 1,471,040 | 1,922 347 | 10,319, 367 3.0 4.7 0.61 19.1
MALES
Total oooooooio 53, 900,481 || 16,408,988 | 10,887,080 | 27,087,033 || 100.0 || 100.0 | 100,0 | 100.0
Wi e eeein e mcenan 48,430, 655 || 13,833,008 | ©, 352,304 | 25, 245, 348 89,9 8.9} 90.5| 93.8
Negro_. 5, 209, 436 2, 659, 041 018,382 | 1,731,413 0.7 15.5 8.0 0,4
Indian_.. 125, 068 78, 623 43, 004 7, 651 0.2 0.4 04 ()
Chinese. 53, 891 3,922 G, 775 43, 194 Q0.1 [¢)] 0.1 0.2
Japanese. 72, 07 24, 501 14, 071 34,132 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Othor races. 8,074 1,748 1, 631 5, 395 ® O] O] O]
Nutive white............| 40,902,333 || 12,085 301 | 8, 210, 803 | 19,706, 164 75. 9 787 79.4| v2.8
Native parentage...| 29,636,781 || 10,050,501 | 6, 500, 180 | 12,117, 100 5.0 60.41 63.5( 44.8
Foreign parentage..| 7,810, 631 1,254,787 1 1,071,357 | 5,484, 887 4.6 7.6| 10.41 20.3
Mixed parentage....| 3,455, 021 780,073 570, 271 2,104, 677 6.4 4.7 5.6 7.8
Foreign-born white_._.. 7, 528, 322 847,042 | 1,141,406 | 6,530,184 [} 14.0 51) 1L0| 20.5
FEMALES
Totsl. e aeeanian 53,810,180 || 16,117,081 [ 9,710,817 | 26,9081, 941 i| 100.0 || 100.0 [ 100.0 | 100,0
White. o 46,390,260 || 12,480,061 | 8,776,727 | 25,133,882 | 8.5 82.08| 90.4] 93.2
Negro.. ----| 5 253,605 || 2,552,612 885,813 | 1,815,770 || 10.1)| 16.9 0.1 6.7
Indian ——— 110, 369 60, 101 42, 599 7, 679 0.2 0.5 0.4 (13
Chinese.__. . 7, 748 743 6, 640 O (O] )] [Q
Japanese.... .- 38, 303 15, 003 5,807 17,493 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Other races. —neavocuana- 814 109 128 a7 | O} 0} 0}
Native white............ 40, 205,828 || 11,857,263 | 7,004,876 | 20,353,600 || 77.06; 8.4 823) 754
Native parentage...] 28,785,176 || 10,005,335 | 6, 380, 527 | 12,300, 314 56. 6 66,8 | 66.8| 45.0
Fo.reién parentage. . 7, 884, 00: 1,071,379 ) 1,035,849 | 6,776, 780 16. 2 7.1 10.7| 2L4
Mixed parentage_...{ 8, 530, 644 650, 539 569, 500 | 2, 276, 606 6.8 4.6 5.9 8.4
Foreign-born white. ... (G, 184, 432 623, 398 780,851 [ 4,780, 183 11,9 4.1 8.0l 17.7

1 Less than one-tenth of 1 per cent.

The number of males to 100 females in the total population of the
United States in 1920 was 104, indicating an excess of males amount-

ing to0 4 per cent of the number of females.

In the Negro population

there were only 99.2 males per 100 females, that is, the number of

males was slightly less than the number of females.

Among the

foreign-born whites, as already noted, there was a very considerable
excess of males—121.7 males to 100 females, in the total pepulation,
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In the foreign-born white farm population there were 136 males to
100 females; in the village population, 146.2; and in the urban popula-
tion, 115.9. The relatively low ratio shown for the foreign-born
whites in the urban population is the result partly of the fact that
about seven-eighths of the whole number of urban foreign born were
in the Northern States, where the sex ratio in general is lower than
in other parts of the country, and partly of the fact that it has
been more convenient for foreign-born persons with families to
gettle in the cities and follow urban occupations than it has been to
seek occupation on the farms, in the mines, or in other open-
country occupations. '

Tapre 36.—FarmM, Vinrace, AND UrBaN PorunAmioN—Marzs ro 100 Fm-
maLes, BY Racs, Narrviry, aNp PARENTAGE, BY Sgcrions: 1920

[Ratio not shown when number of femeles is less than 100. - Figures for divisions and States in Table 84}

Urbrin Urba]n
| popula- - : optela-
acn, urvm x| O || PR | USRS don (o antfh || Cort | et | Fonex:
) d ¢ cluding
tion tion tion arban. tion tion tlon urben-
farm) farmy)
UniTeED 8TATES THE NORTH

1040 100.1 108, 6 100.8 103.4 112.6 08,9 100. 5

Torsign parentage
Mixed parentage.

Foreign-boro white. .o e wnn- . 3 146, 2 115.9 117.7 130.0 133.5 114, 1

Native white_..__.. 108. 9 103.8 7.1 106. 9 1317.2 115. 3 8. 8
Nativo parentag 106.7 108.3 97.9 108.9 117.2 116.3 101. 8
TForeign parentage 100.8 111.2 7.0 93.0 193, 8 118.2 114, 9 98, 3
Mizxed parentage.- - 09.4 113.6 110.5 90.6 100.8 116, 4 109.5 2. 5

Foreign-born white_.......__ 135.9 181. 8 178. 5 123.8 148, 5, 181.0 188.4 1317

In the North the number of males per 100 females in the foreign-
born urban population was 114.1, as compared with 1380.9 in the
farm population and 133.5 in the village population. In the South
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and West as well ag in the North the village population shows a higher
sex ratio for the foreign born than does either the farm population
or the urban population. This results doubtless from the fact that
the village population includes many groups of men engaged in
rough or unskilled labor in such occupations as lumbering, mining,
and construction work. These occupations require the men to go
frequently from one place to another and to live under conditions
decidedly unfavorable to family life.

The relatively small number of males to 100 females in the Negro
population can be studied to best adventage in the figures for the
South, where alone the Negroes are of numerical importance. In
the farm population of the South the mumber of males and females
was almost exactly equal and in the village population there were
101.5 males to 100 females, or a very slight excess of males. In
the urban Negro population, however, there were only 90.5 males to
100 females, this figure representing & decided deficiency of males or,
what is the same thing, an excess of females. The urban Negro
population of the South is not as important numerically, of course, as
the farm population (2,240,823, as compared with 5,044,489), but
the number is sufficiently Ia,rge to make the rather extreme sex dis-
tribution of considerable significance. In sctual numbers the urban
Negro population of the South in 1920 comprised 1,064,448 males
and 1,176,375 females, showing an excess of 111,927 females.

In the West the number of males to 100 females in the total popu-
lation was 114.6 and the ratios for all of the race and nativity groups
(except the Japanese) were correspondingly high and uniformly much
higher for the farm and village population than for the urban popu-
lation.

Table 37 gives the number of males to 100 females in the farm
population of each of the more important race, natlwty, and parent-
age groups, by divisions and States.

In most of the States the foreign-born white farm population shows
a much higher number of males to 100 females than does the native
white. In four of the New England States, however, this relation is
reversed and the native white population shows a higher sex ratio
than the foreign-born white. This situation results in part from. the
presence of large numbers of French Canadians who have come across
the border with their families, usually large families, and settled on
the farms. Table 34 shows that there were considerable numbers of
Canadian farm operators in Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont,
Massachusetts, and Rhode Island.
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TaBLE 87.—FarM PorvLaTion~—MAaLres To 100 FEMALES, BY RAcE, NaTrvire,
AND ParENTAGE, BY DIvisioNe AND StaTes: 1920

[Ratio not shown when number of females is less than 100. Based on figures in Table 84)

Chi- NATIVE WHITE
nese, .
DIVISION ARD | qotal || White | Negro | Indian f;?s)g,' ggrll:
BTATE ‘ gro A| Tose Native | Foreign| Mized || born
other Total || parent-| parent-| parent-|| white
Taces age age nge

United States_._| 108.1 1108 | 100.3 | 108.3 | 194.9 109.5 108,56 | 117.1 | 118,0 186.0

(EOCGRAPEIC DIVS.:
New England....| 111L7) 11L6] 133.4
Middle Atlantie | 110.8 1105 122.5
E.North Central.] J11.§ | 11L6| 120.1
‘W.North Cenfral.| 114,56 | 114.8| 1187
South Atlantic__.|] 103.6 105, 8 09.7
E. South Central.| 103.8 || - 105.9 9.0
W.South Centrel.] 107,90 109.8 | 10.9

119} 112.6| 1084 || 111.8
108.7 | 116.81 110.1 12d4.1
0861 1187 27| 127.3
110.6 | 117.5 | 113.1 139.0
10561 11471 11471 1875

Mountain........ 1166 119.8 | 15L6 116.4 | 120.6 | 1158 151, 6
f: T8 [ T 126.6 124.7 | 128.5 118.6 | 116.3 ] 114.9 167. 9
NEW ENGLAND:
Malne. . oeevennn 111.4 111.3 S 1117 1118 114.4| 108.4 106. §
Neow Hampshire | 110.¢ 110.9 111. 4 112.0] 11L71 106.1 106, 4
Vermont......... 113.3 113,08 {ocmenne 113.2 113.2 | 116.8| 11L8 113.8
Massachusetts...| 1116 11151 133.0 11L7 112.6 | 110.9 ) 108.7 110. 6
Rhode Island__..| 113.2 12,9 foeooooofeerccann 113.2 14,01 11221 107.2 111.2
Connecticut...... 110.7 110.6 | 128.0 108.9 107.7 ) 112.6 | 104.5 117.3
MIDDLE ATLANTIC:
New York.......| 1123 112.2 | 128.7 | 110.9 1113 110.4 | 117.8 ) 100.5 122, 1
Now Jersey......| 114.6 114.2 | 1252 |occuuun- 112. 4 12,2 14,1 100.6 125, 8
Pennsylvania....| 108.6 || 108.6 | 118.0 107.9 107.2 | 1156| 11L2 121.2

E. N. CENTRAL:
Ohij

Michigan.
Wisconsin.__

Maryland.____
Virginia...o..o...
West Virginia....
North Carolina. .
South Carolina.__
Georgia_ ... e
Florida....

Keontueky...oe...
Toennesses.
Alabame....._...
Mississippi.ceannn
. 8. CENTRAL:

Arkansas..... -
Louisiana..
Oklahoma.
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In the Negro farm population for the United States as a whole, as
already noted, the number of males and females was approximately
equal. An inspection of figures for the individual States, however,
shows that in the cotton States the number of males in the Negro
farm population was somewhat less than the number of females, while
in the border States, in particular Delaware, Maryland, and Kentucky,
there was a considerable excess of males—in fact, the ratio of males to
females in these States for the Negro farm population was higher than
for the white farm population.

AGE CLABSSIFICATION

The age distribution of the farm, village, and urban population,
classified by race, nativity, and parentage, is shown in percentages in
Table 38. The actual numbers of the three classes of population,
distributed according to age and race, nativity, and parentage, appear
in one of the general tables, Table 86, which gives the figures not
only for the United States as a whole, but also for divisions and
States.

In the classification of the several race and nativity groups by
age, a. somewhat condensed age classification is employed, repre-
senting the consolidation of pairs of consecutive groups in the age
classification which has been generally used in earlier tables. This
condensation of the age groups was considered necessary by reason
of limitation of space, and even with the shorter list of age groups
the general table devoted to this subject (Table 86) occupies a
rather large amount of space in proportion to its significance.

The foreign-born whites stand out in this table (and likewise in
.every table showing age distribution) as radically different from the
native white group or from any other group of numerical importance,
in that they show very small numbers of children and very large
numbers of persons between 25 and 64 years of age. The negligible
percentage of children is common to all three of the classes of popu--
lation, though the village population shows slightly higher per-
centages for children under 15. The farm population shows the
highest percentage for persons from 45 to 64 years of age, but the
urban population shows the highest percentage for persons from
25 to 44 years of age. This situation results in part from the fact
that the foreign born on the farms belong largely to the so-called
“old” immigration, made up chiefly of the North FEuropean races
which predominated in our immigration prior to 1890, while the
foreign-born population of the cities has come largely from the
“new’ immigration and because of its more recent arrival falls
mainly into the younger age groups.
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TapLe 38.—FArM, VILLAGE, AND URpAN PopurnaTion or tar UNITED STATES,
By Racs, Namvitry, AND Parpnrvace—Pur CeEnt DISTRIBUTION BY Aar:
1920

[Percentages based on figures in Table 86}

NATIVE WHITE
: ‘ ' For- || For-
CLAGS ARD AGE | Total |[White| Negro|Indian g?si‘; foga' ?;:g:sr vative| cien |l sien-
Total pn:(,sgt- mixed || white
8% | parent-
~uge

TOTAL POPULATION
All Rges...uvouee 100,0 || 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 [ 100.0 § 00,0 | 100.0 [} 100.0
Under b years__ 10,9 10.9 1 10.9{ 13.6 471 1.1 3.6 12.7 12.6 | 13.1 0.3
5 to 14 years. ... 20,81 20.6( 23.9| 26.3| 7.3 9.3 3.8 2.4 230 243 37
15 t0 24 years. 17.7 17.41 20.4| -18.6 | 123 | 12.6| 3.7 18. 56 18,41 18.8 10,6
25 to 44 years. | 28.8 20,71 28.1| 22.6| 33.5( 40.3 [ 80.7 27.0 2101 211 45,7
45 t0 64 years.—.—...] 181 16,41 13.2] 13.1] 352| 1L2 8.7 14.2 4.1 14.3 20.8
65 years and aver--...{ 4.7 4.8 3.2 5.4 66| 02 0.7 4,0 4.7 2.3 9.7
Age not reported.....| 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.7 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1

FARM POPULATION

All ages. ... 100.0 || 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100,0 | 100.0 || 100.0 || 100,0 | 100.0 || 100,0
Under § years_...... 12.7 12,6 { 13.3 ) 14.3 41| 210 3.0 13.2 13.9 9.3 0.4
B to 14 years_ ... 25,7 26,01 20.8¢ 27.1 51| 10.9 3.0 20.2 20,9 |. 22.7 3.8
15 to 24 years. 18.3 18.01 20.2. 18,0 0.2 1.7 7.5 18.6 18,4 | 10.6 7.2
25 to 44 years._ 24,0 24,5 21,11 222 2511 442 616 23.9 .01 20.4 34,2
46 to 64 years___ 14.8 15,8 | 12,8 13.2 | 44.8 191 225 13.9 13.5 | 16.4 38.7
85 years and ove 4.4 4.7 3.2 50| 1L7 0.2 1.0 4, 4.3 2.8 15.6
Age 1ot reported.....f 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 1.0 ) 01| O 0.1

VILLAGE FOPULATION
All ages....._.. 100,0 || 100.0 | 100.0 { 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 || 100.0 || 100.0 | 100.0 |} 200.0
Under 5 yeors. .o ... 1.6 f 1.6 10.81 13.2| 8.6 150 a6 [ 120 12 13, 0.8
6 to 14 years. _.. 2L 1 21,0 222 25.4 5.6 7.4 4.2 23.0 2.7 24.4 4.2
15 t0 24 ¥OarS. ceeeoann 17.0 1861 2.2 181 10.1| 121] 27.5 17. 6 17,6 | 16.8 9.3
25 to 44 years__. 28,2 2821 23871 23.0] 26.4| bL1] 546 203 264 26.1])| 43.8
46 to 64 years. .eae_... 15.9 18.2 1 13.0] 185 80.9{ 13.9 8.3 14.6 14,41 15,6 20,0
66 years and ovor.....] 6.0 6.2 3.8 8.4 14.2 0.2 1.4 5. b 6.0 3.4 18.0
Age not reported_ ... 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2

URBAN POPULATION
(excluding urban-
farm)

100.0 || 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 || 100.0 || 100.0 | 100.0 || 100.0
9.7 9.9 .51 9.9 491 150 3.7 12834 1.4 13.8 0.3
17.9 18.0] 16.3| 24.1 7.8 8.8 8.9 2L7 10,81 24.7 3.6
15 to 24 yoars.. 17.6 174 204 27.1) 12.9| 13.8| 40.4 18.9 180§ 19.0 11,3
25 to 44 years. 33.41| 8.0 87.8| 2511 8538| 626 46.3| 20.2( 30.8 2.8 47
45 to 64 years_ 170) 17.1| 1.6 10.6{ 33.6 0.8 461 141f 14.6| 13.6)f M7
65 years and over.....] 43 4.4 2.8 2.8 5.0 0.2 0.6 3.4 4.3 2.0 8.2
Age not reported.-...[ 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.2 0.3 0.1 01

I Less than one-ienth of 1 per cent.

Among the minor race groups (Chinese, Japanese, and ““Other
races’’) the Chinese and the “Other races” show age distributions
similar to the foreign-born white, while the Japanese show very large
percentages of children under 5 years of age, larger percentages in
fact than any of the other race groups. This is particularly true of
the Japanese farm population, of which 21 per cent were children
under 5 years of age, as compared with 13.9 per cent in the native
white farm population of native parentage and 13.3 per cent in the
Negro farm population. This large percentage of children indicates,
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of course, that the Japanese farm population is made up largely of
young persons who have only recently become well enough estab-
lished in this country to begin raising families. The percentage of
children 5 to 14 years of age for this group was only 10.9, as compared
with 26.2 for the native white farm population. Incidentally, the
fact that there are hardly any Japanese in this country over 65 years
of age helps somewhat to swell the percentages for all the younger
age groups. If a sufficient number of Japanese 65 years of age and
over were added to the present Japanese farm population to make
the percentage in this group equal to the percentage shown for the
Chinese farm population, the percentage for children under 5 years
of age would be thereby reduced to about 17. ’

The group consisting of native whites of foreign or mixed parentage
is the only one in which the percentage in the group 25 to 44 years of
age was not decidedly higher in the urban population than in the
farm population. - In this case persons 25 to 44 years of age formed
29.4 per cont of the farm population and only 26.8 per cent of the
urban population. '

Table 39, which is another summary table based on Table 86,
gives the per cent distribution of each age group by race, nativity,
and parentage, for the farm, village, and urban population.

The farm population 45 to 64 years of age shows a smaller per-
centage native white of native parentage than any other age group,
and a larger percentage of foreign born than any other group except
the older group comprising persons 65 years old and over. The
percentage of foreign born rapidly decreases, as one goes back toward
the younger groups, and the percentage native white of native
parentage increases even more rapidly. The percentage of native
whites of foreign or mixed parentage, starting at 6.8 in the group
65 years of age and over, increases to 14.7 in the group 25 to 44
years-old, and then declines to 8.9 in the youngest group. Evidently,
in the years just prior to 1860, when persons who are now 65 years
of age and over were born, the number of foreign born among the
farm population had not reached its maximum; and we see the
effects of its gradual increase for something like 40 years, in the
increasing percentages of native whites of foreign or mixed parentage
in the farm population in the groups from 45 to 64 years of age (born
between 1860 and 1880) and from 25 to 44 years of age (born between
1880 and 1900). ‘

The percentage Negro is, of course, higher in the farm population
in all the age groups than in either the village or the urban population.
The difference between the farm population and the urban popula-
tion on this point is greatest in the group under 5 years of age, where
the percentage Negro in the farm population was three and one-

68691°—26——9 ‘
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third times as great as the percentage in the urban population, and
least in the group from 25 to 44 years of age where the farm percentage

of N egroes was less than twice as great as the urban percentage.

TABLE 39.—-wI‘ARM, VILLAGE, AND UrBAN POPULAT[ON or THE UNITED STATES,
BY Age—PER CENT DisTrInuTioN BY RacE, NATIVITY AND PAREN’I‘AGD.

1920

[Percéntsges based on figures in Tables 80 and 86.

Figures for divisions and States in'Table 86)

CLASS, AND RACE, NATIVITY, AND Under | 5to'd | 15 to 24 45 to 64 | 03 ears
) PARENTAGE | oges || G:years | years |. years Jyears | G
'i‘oTAL POPULATION
Total i o] 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100, 0. 100.0
WhHE e v ———— 89.6 88,3 88.2 915 92. 9
gro__._ ... E 9.9 11.4 1L4 8.1 6.7
Other eolorad. - ..—...o_c.... 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4
Native whxte .......... 80,2 86.0 80.4 . 875 . @80
-Native parentage. 63.7 8LO| - 5.8 48,41 - 55 5
I‘oreign or mixed p 25,0 25,1 22,8 8.1 10.5
Toreign-bom white. oo iicicinnn 0.4 2.3 7.8 24.0 126.9
FARM POFULATION
100, 0 100, 0 100. 0 100.0 00,0
82.2 80.8 8L.7 86.1 - B7.8
17.0 18,7 17.8 13.4 11,7
_ 07 0{ 5 0.5 0.5 0.6
Native white_._--“..g.-_...._.-...,.,-. 82.1 80.1 79, 73.9 714
-7 Native parentage._._ . _. 73.2 60. 5 67. 60,6 64. 6
Forezgu or mlxed purentnge ...... - 89 10,6 12.9 13.3 6.8
Forefgn-born white....coveeemmeo e 0.1 0.7 L8 12,2 16.3
VILLAGE EOPULATION . . )
100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100. 0
90.4 01.0 90.0 88.2 90.3 92.1 93.7
0.0 8.4 9.4 11,2 91 7.4 6.7
( 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.5
Native whiteooocoweenem e 80.8 90,6 88,1 23.0 76.4 4.5 73.1
Native parentage..._-___ . 64.6 71.6 69.4 66,9 60,4 58,6 63.9
Foreign or mixed parentage.......-.. 16.2 18.0 18,7 16.0 16.0 15.9 9.2
Foreign-born white.. ... ......_.. 0.6 0.4 L9 5.2 14.9 17.5 20.5
URBAN POPULATION
(¢xcluding urban-farm)
b (T S 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 100.0] 100.0
White : 94,7 93,9 92,2 , 94.1 95,8
(74 10 IR 6.6 5.1 6.0 7.6 7.4 5.7 4,3
Other colored 0.2 0.2 0.1 0,2 A 0.3 0.1
Native white 41 94.1 90,1 7991 650 61.8 59,0
Natjve parentage_........ 45.2 52,9 50.1 48,5 41,7 38.6 45,7
Foreign or mixed parentage. 28.9 41.2 40.0 3.3 23,2 23.2 13.3
9.1 0.6 3.8 12.3 27.3 323 36.6

Foreign-born white ..o ovoeoocmeocveevun
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The contrary situation exists with regard to the foreign-born
white 'population, this nativity group representing a much larger
fraction of the urban population than of the farm population
in every age group. The difference is greatest in the age group 15
to 24 years, where the percentage of foreign-born whites in the farm
population was 1.8 as compared with12.3 in the urban, and least in
the age group 65 years and over, where the percentage of foreign-
born Whltes in the urban populatmn was only & little more than twice
as great as the percentage in the farm popul&t10n——36 6 as compared
with 16.3. The relation of these pexcentages is simply an additional
index of the fact that the immigrants coming to this countly are
going more and more to the cities and less to the farms. The excess
of the urban percentage is greatest in the group representmg new
arrivals and declines progressively with the increase in the age and
is least in the group representing persons who arrlved for the most
part 40 or 50 years ago. '

i



VII
AGRICULTURAL OCCUPATIONS

Reference has already been made, in the discussion of various
characteristics of the farm population, to the great differences in the
relative importance of agriculture as an occupation in the different parts
of the country; in particular, to the differences in this respect between
the cotton States, on the one hand, and the New England and Middle
Atlantic States on the other. In the following pages is presented a
brief summary of the results of the 1920 census relative to persons
engaged in agriculture, with significant ratios and comparisons.

The basic group, designated “Persons engaged in. agricultural
occupations,’” is not shown as a unit in the volume of the Fourteenth
Census Reports devoted to occupations (Vol. IV), but is made up
by combining certain of the individual occupations,® as shown in
Table 40. The total of these occupations includes nearly, but not
quite, all of the occupation group designated in Volume IV as engaged
in ‘“Agriculture, forestry, and animal husbandry.” The occupa-~
tions omitted comprise turpentine farmers, foremen, and laborers;
fishermen; foresters and all persons engaged in lumbering; end land-
socape gardeners.

TasLe 40.—Pnrsons 10 Ymars oF Age AnD Over ENGAGED IN AGRICUL-
TuraL OccooraTioNs, BY Spx anp OcourATiON, FOR THE UNITED StATES:

1920

OCCUPATION Tolal Male Female

All agricultural ocoupations. .. uccvucmummcoanaan 10, 861, 410 9, 678, 280 1, 083, 121
Farmers (owners and tonnnts) ..o 6, 389, 958 8,117, 408 266, 669
Farmers, general farm 6, 004, 580 8, 757,827 247, 253
Dairy farmers o 118,813 114, 887 3,946
Stock raigers e e e e 77, 659 74, 022 2,637
Truck farmers (gardeners) .- 98, 691 93, 523 8,068
Fruit growers 56, 402 652, 208 3,194
Poultry raisers : - 14,116 11,792 2,324
Apiarists 2,803 2760 134,

J LR T v LS WY 2, 659 2, 601 3
Tlorists 8, 345 7,407 238
¥arm managers snd foremen e . 92, 324 7, 984 14, 340
On general farms . 79,018 685, 251 13, 767:

On dairy farms 2,479 2,339 140

On stock farms 4,894 4, 800 94

On truck fArms or in greonhomses. ..o oo evoeocmmamcacee 1,874 1,608 176

In orchards, nurseries, etC. ..o oo cecnae 4,050 3,806 183

! The group of ocoupations is the same as that used in Census Monograph I, Increase of Population in
the United States, 1010-1920, by William 8. Rossiter, p. 248, except that it includus florists and greenhouse
laborers, which Mr. Rossiter’s classification excludes. ‘The justification for the inclusion of these two

-occupations lies in the fact that the greenhouse establishments are considered farms in the agricultural

consus and are currently included in the total number of farms in the United States.
120
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TapLe 40.—PurgonNs 10 Years or Aam AND. OVER ENGAGED IN AGRICUL~
TURAL OCCUPATIONS, BY SEX AND QCCUPATION, FOR THE UNITED STATES:
1920—Continued

QCCUPATION : Total Male Female
Farm laborers wmm————— 4,138,128 3, 382, 899 808, 220
General farm laborers. . 3, 905, 305 8,116,784 : 788, 611
On home farm . e e oo ceman 1, 850, 119 1,278, 477 578, 042
.Worklng out PO P R .- 2,065,278 . 1,843,307 - 211, 869
Dairy farm laborers... —— . —— 63, 367 60, 770 2, 507
Stock herders, dravers; and feeders...._. e 58, 766 ‘56, 368 i 1,308
Truck farm 18horers... v vevmveroena- 81, 632 75,234 - 6, 208
Orchard and nursery laborers.. L. .l . iceo_iaao. 38,098 1 37,044 | - 1,954
Greenhouse laborers - 16, 230 . 15,075 1,164
Cranberry bog laborers 241 ||. 236
Poultry yard laborers. .. 4,599 3, 587 1,012
Corn shellers, hay ballers, efe.... 9, 846 9, 042
Ditehers uun. oot ann 5, 379 5,879 fuvicniamnnnaen
Irrigators, and ditch tenders. 2, C9, 89T -8
Other and not specified pursuitst.__________._ 17777 1366 | 1,188 .18

1 Some of the persons in this group were doubtless farm operators rather than laborers, but it is'not
possible to make any separation.
~ The relation between the agricultural occupations and other occu-
pations, not only in the United States as a whole, but also in the
North, South, and West, is indicated by Table 41, which shows the
number of persons 10 years of age and over, by sex, in each of these
two occupation groups, with the percentage of the total number
“engaged in agriculture. :

Tasue 41.—PersoNs 10 Years oF Ace anp Over GaiNruLLy EMPLOYED
1§ AGRICULTURE AND IN OrHER Occurarions, BY SpX, BY Smcrrons: 1920
SECTION AND ITEM Both sexes Male Female
UNITED STATES .
Persons 10 years of age and over gainfully employed, total 41, 814, 248 89, 064, 737 8, 549, 511
. In agricultare, nQIMDer. c .o oo ai o ccaemamaiaan 10, 661, 410 9, 578, 280 1,083,121
- Per cent of total.... 25, 6 20,0 12.7
In other oceuDations oo 30, 962, 838 23,486, 448 7, 466, 300
THE NORTH
Persons 10 years of age and over gainfully employed, total. 25, 578, 458 20, 253, 566 5, 824, 688
In agriculture, number. 4, 124, 807 4,002, 686 122, 221
Per cent of total. .....__. 16.1 . 2.3
In other occupations.__ e 21, 453, 646 16, 250, 979 85, 202, 667
THE SOUTH
“Persons 10 yeara of age and over gainfully employed, total. 12, 887, 081 0, 768, 727 2,818, 364
In enliure, NUINDeL - e e o v s mmmcwmmm e e 5, 682, 061 4, 760, 890 931,171
Per cent of total oo ool 45, 48.7 35.8
In other ocoupations. i . 6, 686, 030 5, 002, 837 1,682,193
THE WEST
Persons 10 years of age and aver gainfully employed, total. 3, 668, 704 3, 067, 445 811, 259
In agriculfure, DUMIDEr. - veveer oo cv e mman e mm e mm s 854, 542 824, 813 29,720
Por cent of todal.. o icuc e ccaa e ——— 23.3 27.0 4.9
In other occupations. . 2,814,162 . 2,232,632 581, 530
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In the United States as a whole, 25.6 per cent of the total number of
persons gainfully employed were engaged in agricultural occupations,
including 29 per cent of the gainfully employed males and 12.7 per
cent of the gainfully employed females. It may be noted that the
percentage of males employed in agriculture, 29, agrees very closely
with the percentage which the farm population forms of the total
population, which was 29.9.

In the North, 19.8 per cent of the employed males were in agricul-
tural occupations, and 2.3 per cent of the employed females. In the
New England States alone, however, the percentages were much
smaller, being 9.1 for males and 0.9 for females; and, to take the most
extreme cases, the percentage, even for males, in Massachusetts and
Rhode Island were only 4 and 3.8, respectively. On the other hand,
the States of North and South Dakota showed 65.1 per cent and 61
per cent, respectively, of their employed males in agricultural occu-
pations. .

- In the South, which has frequently been characterized as a section
where agriculture was the dominant industry, 48.7 per cent of the
employed males and 35.6 per cent of the gainfully employed females
were in agriculture. In Mississippi, the maximum State, 69.5 per
cent of the males were in agricultural occupations, and in five other
States in the Cotton Belt the proportion was more than 54 per cent.

Conditions in the West were similar to those in the North, except
that the percentage of both men and women employed in agriculture
was somewhat larger. In this section, 27 per cent of the gainfully
employed males and 4.9 per cent of the females were in agricultural
occupations.

These occupation figures are given by divisions and States in Table
42, which shows, by sex, the number of all persons 10 years of age
and over gainfully employed, and the number and percentage in
agricultural occupations,
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TasLrn 42.—Prrsons 10 Yoars oF AGeE Anp Over GaiNrorly EmpLoYED,
"witE NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE IN AGRICULTURAL OCCUPATIONS, BY SBX,
BY Drvisions AND Srares: 1920 ‘

PERSONS GAINFULLY MALES GAINFULLY - FEMALES GAINFULLY
EMPLOYED—ROTH SEXES EMPLOYED EMPLOYED
BIVISION & ATD In agriculture In agriculture In sgriculture
ND 8T, .
Total Per Total per |, Total | 2
(oll oceu- e || (@l ocou- : : e?zt (all ocou- : ert
Pations) | Number | ©2¢" | pations) | Number | °® | pations) | Number c%xf:
total total : total
United States..... 41, 614, 248/10, 661, 410] 25. 6/| 33, 084, 787 9, 578, 289 29, 0 g, 540, 611(1, 083, 121| 12,7
GEOGRATHIC DIVE.: ‘
Neaw England.‘.- -] - 3,234, 3021 223, 638 6. 9| 2,363, 377 215, 6961 9.1 - 871, 015! 8§ 042]- 0.9
Middls Atlantie....] 0, 240, 216 640,276  6.6)1 7, 122, 699 618, 331 8.7 2,117, 817 20,9460 1.0
E. North Contral__| 8, 515, 8481 1,593,407( - 18.7|| 6,951, 808| 1, 546, 768 22, 21 1,564,041 46,6989 3.0
W. North Central._| 4,587,990 1,0607,420] 36 3l 3,815, 6811 1,620,801] 42 5 772,315 46,535 6.0
South- Atlantie. ... 5,339, 000] 2,116,300 30 61| 4,006, 041{ 1,737, 072] 42.4) 1,243, 068} 370, 318} . 30.5
E, South Central___| 8,310, 844] 1,783,302 530 2 608, 411] 1,472, 471 56, 5 702,433| 310,021 44.3
W, South Ceniral..[ 3,716, 248 1,782,278 480 , 040, 275) 1,541, 347  B50.5( 666,973 240,632 86,1
Mountaln. ceeaue.. 1, 254, 004 414,686 83.0| 1,077,774 400,801 37.2[. 177,220 13,704 7.8
2,413,710 439,857 18. 2| 1,970,671 423,922 21.4] 434, 039 15,0350 - 3.7
309, 858 61,104 19.7 245, 013[ 59, 118) 2.1 04, 845 2,075 8.2
New Hampshire , 827 - . 25,432 13.2 149, 525 24, 4021 17.9 49, 302, 1,030, 21
Vermont.._ ... 138, 484 41, 775( 80.2 111, 585 40, 5671 36,4 20, 899 1,208 4.5
Massachusetts 1, 728, 318 51, 169 3.0/ 1,225 103 49,385 4.0 503, 165 1,774 . 0.4
Rhode Island. , 000 , 617 2.8 194, 438! 7,350] 3.8 80, 562, 267 0.3
Connecticut__. 589, 805 30, 461 6.2 448, 663 34,778 7.8 146,252 1,688 L2
MIDDLE ATLANTIC! )
New York. ... 4,508, 204 305,707 6.8 3 367,000 266 447 8.8 1,135, 205 9,260 0.8
New Jersey. .. -t 1, 310, 653 58,271 4.4]| 1,014, 6063 56,344) 6.6] 206, 990 1,021t 07
Pennsylvanis. ... 3,426, 360]  27G,208) 8.1y 2 740,127] 266,540, 9.7) 686, 282 9,768 L4
E. NortH CENTRAL:

1 2,301,516 308,238| 156/ 1,801,548 347,581 18.4{ 409,070 10,657 2.6
Indiana_ 1,117,032] 202,449 26.2 031, 647| 284,906 80.6| 185, 385 7,463 4.0
Ilinois. . .. 2,627,738 377,801 14.4| 2,086,800 368 300 17.7] 6540, 038 0,462 L7
Michigan. aweo| 1,474, 014 272,301 18 5/ 1,228 631 263, 627| 21.4 245, 383 874 3.6
Wisconslo___o.eun- 905, 540 202, 618 29. 4 813, 184 282, 26G| 84.7| 182 365 10,353 6.7
. NonrrH CENTRAL:

: 202,410 32,2 742,947 282,834 38.1 184,066| 9,576 6.8
326, 175 38,0 717, 377, 318, 8B3| 44.5f 141, 321 7,202] 5.2
302,372 20.8)| 1,072,546 378,714| 85.3) 244,618 13, 5.8
07, 119,820] 57.9 178, 754| 116,891 €5. 1) 28, 328 )y 121
South Dakota. ... 2186, 671 116, 950] 64.0 186, 885 113,932 61.0 28, 686 3,018 10.2
Nebraska. .. _...._. 457, 081 186, 049; 40.9 335,202 182, 866] 47.5 71,789 4,083 6.7
Konsas. o uweooooo- 624, 391 232,760 37, 8| 531, 881 227,271 42,7 92, 610 5479 6.9
BOUTH ATLANTIC:
Delaware.. .. ..oeuax 91, 224 17,8771 19.0 78,122 18,847 23.0) 18, 102 530 2.9
Marylund .......... 003, 478 90, 657 15.0 466, 2567, 87, 660 18.8 137, 221, 3,107 23
Dist. of Columbia. 236, 027 8881 0.4 143, 401 860 0.6 92, 626 19 1)
Virginla___..__...... 838, 670| 201,856  35.0 677,860 273,204] 40.3| 166,210 18,6062 119
‘West, Virginia._.... 491, 116] 116, 035 24.2! 433, 677 113, 154] 26. 1 57, 43! 5,881 10,2
North Qarolina.__ . 895, 852 468, 703| 52. 3| 603, 165 388,865 66.0; 202,697 80,428 30,7
674, 267) 418,564 621 468, 6011 201, 583| ©22[ 205 866( 126,981F 817
1,129, 1671 801,827| 53.3) ' 840,412| 472,002 56.3) 288,745 128,025 44.7
385, 312, 107, 393| 27.9 300, 050 92, 508! 30. 8 85,262 14,885 1.5
Kentucky..._. 861,122 301,073 480 719,620 87o,3m6| &L7| 131,403 19,317 147
Teannessee. - 830,006] 395, 460 47. 6 677,988 359,180f 53.0| 152,108 36,330 23.9
Alabama.__ - $08, 216 497,771 b4, §| 0684, 348 375,075 54.8| 223,868 122,600 548
MississlDDi_—.....| 721,410 408,488 60.1||  526,446] 305,910 69.5] 194,964 132,578 68,0
W. SoutHE CENTRAL:
Arkensas..__._... . 034, 564] 402, 1781 63.4 518,'764] 335,877 647 115, §10 66,301 57.2
Louisiana _ - 081, 233| 278,080 41.0| 528, 607| 220,405 428/ 162,720 b2, 615 34.4
Oklahoma.. 081, 428! 313, 228] 46. () 586, 834 201, 070( 49. 6 04, 504] 22,158 23.4
1,719,023 787,808} 458)| 1,415 180 687,035 48.6{ 303,843 99,008 329
214, 183 81,786 88.2 185, 905 79,539 42.8 28, 278 2, 247 . 7.?
153, 459 67, 202( 43.9 135, 850] 65, 876! 48.5| 17,509 1,316 7.5
81, 530 25, 674l 3.4 72,134 24,750 34.3 9, 402 824 88
- 366, 457 99, 036] 27, 0! 308, 870 05,800 38L& 62, 587 3,227, b2
Now Mexico. 122, 031 54, 066] 44.8 107, 080 5%, 238| 48.8 14, 941 1,828 12.2
Arizona. ... 130, 579 35,413 27.1] 112, 183 32,134 28.8 18, 386 3,21y 17.8
Utah_._ .. 149, 201 43,0711 28,9 127, 418 42,186 33.1 21, 783 889 4.1
P Neovada. oceeeeaaen 37, 548 8, 447) 22. 5 33, 214 8,260 24.9 4,334 187} 438
ACIFIC:
‘Washington 578,667 100,922 17. 4 485, 787 97,218, 20.0 02, 800 §,704 4.0
QOregon.._.. 322, 283 78, 9013] 24.5 267,701 76,615 28.8 54, 492 2,208 4.2
California 1,512,760 260, 022] 7. 2] 1,226,113 250,080, 20.4] 286, 647 9,933 3.5

1 Less than one-tenth of 1 per cent.
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PERSONS ENGAGED IN AGRICULTURAL OCCUPATIONS: 1920 AND 1910

There is little profit in discussing the comparative figures for
persons employed in agriculture in 1910 and 1920, for the reason
that the change in the date of the census from April 15 in 1910 to
January 1 in 1920, and the postwar conditions which still affected the
distribution of the population in 1920, together with certain changes
in the instructions issued to the enumerators, so seriously influenced
the returns for 1920 that the comparison between the figures for the
two dates has little significance. The figures show a decrease from
12,384,517 persons reported as engaged in. agricultural occupations
in 1910 to 10,661,410 in- 1920. A large part of the decrease is
found in the number of persons under 15 years of age and in the num-
ber of women reported as farm laborers in 1920, these changes being
directly traceable in large part to the change in the instructions and
to a probable over-enumeration of these classes in 1910. Another
part of the decrease was the result of the fact that on January 1, of
any year, many persons who spend the spring, summer, and fall
as farm laborers are in other occupations and likely to be returred by
the enumerator for the occupation in which they are found, even-
though they may spend the major part of each year in farming.
This situation is discussed at some length in the Fourteenth Censuq
Reports, Volume IV, pages 20-22. ‘

The factors just mentioned doubtless account for the greater part
of the decrease in the number of persons reported as engaged in
agricultural occupations; and these factors are so important that the
question of the approximate net change remains largely a matter
of conjecture. It is the writer’s personal opinion, however, that even
if the enumeration in 1910 and 1920 had been made on the same
date and under the same instructions, the returns would still havs
shown an appreciable decrease, amounting perhaps to 200,000 or
more, in the number of persons engaged in agricultural occupations.

CLASSIFICATION BY COCUPATION GROUP, AGE, AND RACE

In Table 40 the occupations listed are divided into three groups,
designated, respectively, farmers (owners and tenants), farm man-
agers and foremen, and farm laborers. The numbers of persons
in each of these three groups, male and female, are shown, by divisions

and St&tes, in Table 43
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TapLe 43.—Puorsons 10 Ynars or AgE AND OVER ENGAGED IN AGRICULTURAL
OccupaTiONs, BY SEX AND OccouraTioN Grour, B DIVISIONS AND STaTES:

1920
MALES FEMALES
. Farm PFarm
DIVISION AND STATE 1(7‘nrmers man- - %i‘armets man-
owners | agers arm owners | agers | Farm
Total an and . | Jaborers || . Totel and xfnd Iaborers
tonants) | fore- tenants)| fore-
men men
TUnited States.....| 9, 678, 260 || 6, 117,408 | 77, 984 |3, 382, 869 ||, 083, 121 | 265, 562 | 14,340 | 808,220
GEOGRAPHIC DIVISIONS:
New England......[ 215, 596 122,628 1 4,480 88, 502 8,042 5,956 336 1,761
Middle Atlantic....| 619,331 373,378 | 8,350 | 237,803 20, 946 13,419 | 1,171 8, 365
East North Central | 1, 546,768 (| 1,027,176 | 13,818 | 506, 276 46,000 || 29,861 . 8,682 | 13,656
‘West North Central | 1,620,801 || 1,004,976 | 15,001 | 514,824 46,535 || 27,758 | 2,428 | 16,349
Beuth Atlantie. ___. 1,787,072 || 1, 065,200 | 12,657 | 609,125 || 379,318 || 61,524 | 2,044 | 315,750
East South Central_| 1,472, 471 071,792 | 6,227 | 494,452 810,921 €3,843 | 2,207 | 244,871
‘West Bouth Central 1,541,347 078,000 | 8835 554,462 || 240,982 {| 45,874 | 1,672 | 103,688
Mountain. ........ 00, 8 247,702 1 4,008 | 148,221 13,704 7,805 387 8,512
Paeifie - _________ 423, 922 236,605 | 8,072 179,245 15,935 10 123 513 5,200
NEW ENGLAND:
aine._..o________. 59, 119 . 38,018 731 19,470 2,076 1,713 80 282
Now Hampshire.... 24, 402 15, 269 460 8,673 1,030 856 49 125
Vermont. o oooooen.- 40, 567 24, 527 301 15, 649 1, 208 025 41 242
Massachusetts, 49, 385 23,206 | 1,677 24, 502 1,774 1,189 81 524
Rhode Island. - 7,350 3,108 278 3, 004 207 198 14 55
Conneeticut.. ... 84,773 17, 540 920 16, 304 1,088 1,004 7L 523
MIDDLE ATLANTIC
New Yorkoo ... 286, 447 176,255 | 3,988 | 117,103 - 9, 260 6, 2606 417 2, 587
New Jorsey. - 56, 344 27,282 | 1,192 27,040 1,027 082 56 890
Pennsylvenia...._.. 266, 540 170,641 | 8,229 92, 670 9, 768 6,181 699 2,878
EAsT NoRTH CENTRAL:
Ohio. s 347, 581 236,118 | 3,168 | 108,205 10,857 6,012 | 1,38 2,860
Indi;mn. y 102,064 | 2,415 80, 627 7,453 4,050 770 1,733
Nlinois. .. 308, 309 230,063 | 3,473 | 134,803 9,482 6,183 685 2, 594
Michigan. 263, 527 186,130 | 2,050 75,347 , 774 &, 2006 804 , 084
Wiseonsin. .o ce.... 282, 285 181 910 | 2,212 98,143 10,353 6,110 338 3,905
‘Wxgr NORTIL CENTRAL:
282, 834 177,859 | 1,675 | 103,800 9, 576 5,314 273 3,980
318, 883 212,633 | 2,452 | 103,798 7,202 4,057 543 2,002
378,714 267,370 | 2,610 | 118,734 13,668 8,603 017 4,138
116, 301 79,122 945 , 324 3,420 1,828 93 1,510
113,832 6, 810 794 36,319 3,018 1,634 86 1,208
182, 866 126,126 | 1,181 b5, 559 4,083 2,342 169 1, 542
Kans 227,211 165,547 | 1,434 60, 290 5,479 3, 082 817 1,180
SouTH ATLANTIC.
Delaware....— 16, 847 9, 8687 154 6, 826 530 278 14 238
Maryland. ... 87, 560 42,880 | 1,161 43, 500 3,107 1,570 148 1,380
Dist, of Columbia... 869 261 30 it 19 1 1 8
Virginif . eoeoeooeoen 273,204 163,308 | 2,502 | 107,394 18, 62 8,014 605 9,043
West Virginia. 113, 154 74, 414 708 38, 032 5, 881 3,810 340 1,731
North Carclina.. 3238, 365 252,680 | 1,932 | 133,753 || -80,428 || 13,621 370 | 66,487
South Carolina. . 201, 583 177,050 | 1,540 | 112,01 126,981 13,631 144 | 113,208
Georgia__. .. 472,002 203,043 | 3,378 | 175,881 || 128,025 || 16,353 348 | 112,924
Florida.._.coveae. 92, 508 50,170 | 1,282 41,077 14, 885 3,385 74 11,476
EAst SoutH CENTRAL!
Kentucky. 372,356 251,172 | 1,627 | 118, 657 19,317 11,087 031 7,209
Tennesseo. 368, 130 235 122 | 1,602 122,400 30 330 11,212 8060 24,249
Alsbama. . 375, 070 235,710 | 1,259 | 138,097 || 122,606 || 18,734 205 | 103,757
Mississippi 366, 810 249,779 | 1,739 114, 392 132, 578 22,810 202 09,
‘Wesr Sovm CENTRAI..
Arkansas. . o.oeeo- 336, 877 222,710 | 1,845 | 111,622 66,301 || 12,077 422 | 53,802
Louisiana. . 226, 466 128,660 | 2,104 95, 611 62, 516 8,661 130 3,734
QOklahoma. - 291, 070 197,728 | 1,080 92, 312 , 158 6,203 343 15, 612
TOX8S. e cmecemcmenns 687,035 428,062 | 4,066 | 254,907 99, 958 18,743 877 80, 538
MOUNTAIN:
Montans_. ... 79, 639 57, 462 882 21, 205 2,247 1,895 87 295
daho...... 65,976 2, 720 781 22, 466 1,318 1,011 62 243
‘Wyoming._ 24, 760 15, 856 494 , 401 824 572 43 209
Colorado_.. .. 95, 809 61,086 { 1,004 33, 660 8, 227 1,924 101 1,202
New Mexico- 52,238 28, 836 573 3, 020 1,828 1,247 34 547
Arizong....-... 32,134 14, 158 467 17, 508 3,279 515 17 2,747
Utah._ .. 42,185 , 546 305 17, 245 880 600 66 220
- Nevads oooeo oo 8, 260 3,242 312 4,708 187 131 7 49
PacIFIC:
Washington....c... 97,218 63,812 1,167 32, 209 3,704 2, 6068 137 908
[0 1:41) s DU 76, 615 49,003 | 1,196 28, 517 2,208 1,613 113 572
California...._._.___ 250, 08 122,890 | 5680 | 121,510 9,033 5,041 263 3,729
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Among the males employed in agriculture, the number of farm
laborers in 1920 was & little more than one-half the number of farm
operators. This fraction was approximated in a majority of the
States, though in Massachusetts, Rhode Island, New Jersey, and
Maryland, in the extreme East, and in Nevada and Arizona in the
extreme West, the number of laborers exceeded the number of farm
operators, and in California the two groups were nearly equal in
numbers

" Among the females reported as gainfully employed in agriculture,
the total mumber of farm laborers was more than three times the
number of farm operators. This excess appeared only in the cotton
States, however, where the ratio of female laborers to female farm
operators ran up as high as 8 to 1 (in South' Carolina), while in
most of the other States the female farm operators (largely widows
operating farms left them by their husbands) far outnumbered the
women working as farm laborers.

‘Some interest might attach to a comparison between the number
of farmers shown in the occupation census and the number of farms
(or the number of farmers) shown in the agricultural census. The
total number of farms can not be used in such a comparison, because
it includes 68,449 farms operated by managers; and in the occupation
classification farm managers and farm foremen are combined in one
class. The number of farms in the United States as a whole in
1920, exclusive of those operated by managers, was 6,379,894, with
which the number of farmers shown in the occupation tables
(6,382,958) is substantially in agreement, though the figures for some
of the States show wider variations.

The main reasons for these variations are as follows I‘1rst while
every person who operated a farm was returned in the census of agri-
culture as a farm operator, without regard to any other. occupatlon
or business which he might bave, the popula‘olon census assigned a
person with more than one occupation to that occupation from which
he derived the largest income. For example, if a person operated
both & farm and a general store, and made the larger income from
the store, he would have been returned as a etail merchant and not
as & farmer. Second, the farm census recognized only one operator
for each farm, so that the 1elat1vely small number of farms operated
by partnershlps were- 1eturned in the name of one of the partners,
while both partners were reported as farm operators in the oceupa~
tion census. Third, it is probable that considerable numbers of
retired farmers (whose farms were reported by their tenants) wers
returned as having the occupation of farm operator—this in particular
where the retired farmer exercised a considerable degree of super-
vision over the farming operations.




AGRICULTURAL OCCUPATIONS : 127

~Table 44 shows the number of persons employed in agriculture
and in all occupatlons, by sex and age, W1th the percentage of the
total number engaged in agmculture. ,

Tapiz 44.—Pursons 10 Years or Aas AnD Over GAINFULLY EMPLOYED
" wite NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE IN AGRIC'ULTURAL OCCUPATIONB, BY Smx
. AND Agm, yror TEE UnNitep StaTmEs: 1920

MALES GAmfoLLY EMPLOYED FEMALES GAINFULLY EMPFLOYED
In agriculture In agriculture
AGE C .
Total (all ] Totel (a1l .

occupations) _|. Per lloccupations) Per
Number .| cent of || Number |centof

...t total total
Allages. .. ereenaoean 83, 064, 737 9, 578,289 29,0 8, 549, 511 | 1,083,121 12.7
10t0 17 years oo ceans 1,817, 704 843, 045 46.4 056, 802 269, 361 28.2
18 and 19 years.. 1 443, 968 444,184 30.8 802, 235 71,430 8.9
20 t0 24 years. 4, 121,392 1,085, 934 26.6 1,809, 075 130, 634 T2
25 to 44 yoars_ 16,670,586 | 3,824,220 | 24.5 1 3,417,873 | 336,662 9.9
4 to 64 years. 8,562,176 | 2,710,085 | 817 1,362,479 ] 219,620 | . 16.2
656 years and over.. 1,402, 837 861,405 43.0 196, 900 54,323 27,6
Agenotreported. ... oo iiinen 87,075 8,630 | 15, 047 1,001 |.ooounn

Of the gainfully employed males from 10 to 17 years of age, 46.4
per cent were engaged in agriculture—a large part of the total being
returned as farm laborers working on the homse farm.- In the ages
18 and 19, 30.8 per cent were in agriculture, as compared with an
average of 29 per cent for all ages.

In the next age group, from 20 to 24 years .of age only 26.6 per
cent of the gainfully employed males were in agricultural occupa-
tions, and in the group from 25 to 44 years of age, only 24.5 per cent.
These are the ages from which the bulk of the fairly recent contribu-
tions from the farm population to the urban industries have come,
the later age groups again showing a higher percentage in agricul-
ture—31.7 for men from 45 to 64 years of age and 43.6 for men 65
vears of age and over.

The variations in the percentages of the gainfully employed females
in agricultural occupations are similar, but even more marked. Of
the age group 10 to 17, 28.2 per cent were employed in agriculture—
mainly, as with the boys under 17, on the home farm. In the next
three age groups, ending with 44 years, the percentages were 8.9,
7.2, and 9.9, respectively, as compared with an average of 12.7 for
all ages. And for the two groups representing women 45 years of
age and over, the percentages were 16.2 and 27.6. In these last
groups, however, a large part of the total number of women in agri-
cultural occupations was made up of widows and elderly women
operating their own farms, rather than of women working as farm
laborers.
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~ The distribution of the males and females in the several age periods

among the three general classes (farmers, farm managers and fore-
men, and farm laborers) into which the agricultural occupations
have been divided is shown in Table 45.

TasLe 45.—~PersoNs 10 Yrans or Aee aAnp OvEr ENGAGED 1IN AGRICUL-
TURAL QCCUPATIONS, BY SEx, Age, AND Oc¢cupaTiOoN GROUP, For THE UNITED

Srares: 1920
. [Figures for divislons ‘and States in Table 87]

MALES FEMALES
AGE I(‘armers Farm . ?‘armors Farm F
owners | manag-| Farm ownpers | manag-] Farm
Total . || and - |ersand | iaborers || TOtB and |ersand | laborers
tenants) (foremen tenants)|foremen|
) Allages ... 9, 578,989 || 6,117,406 | 77,984 (3,382, 809 |11, 083, 121 | 285,562 | 14,840 | 803, 220
1040 17 Years. ccumacaas 843, 945 (2 1 IR ‘848,024 269,861 {|..__... 260, 361
18 and 19 years.. .. .| 444,184 40,777 019 | 402,488 71,430 9 71,421
20 to 24 years__ 1, 085, 934 301,207 | 6,461 | 608,176 130, 634 G, 863 166 | 123, 625
25 to 44 yenrs. . 3,824,226 || 2,857,601 | 39,718 | 926,847 336, 662 86,066 | - 3,324 | 246,382
45 to 64 years._ 2,710,005 {| 2,286,763 | 26,010 | 308,202 219, 620 (| 130,800 | 7,783 81,087
66 years and ovi 651,406 536,150 | 5,799 | 109,447 54, 323 40,586 | 3,000 10, 668
Age not reported. 8,530 4,728 7 3,725 1,001 348 8 736

In the youngest age periods, comprising boys and girls under 20
years of age, practically all of the females employed in agriculture
and about 97 per cent of the males were employed as farm laborers.
With increasing age, however, there appears an increasing percentage
of farm operatois, until in the age group 65 and over, the farm owners
and tenants outnumber the farm laborers nearly 5 to 1 among the
males, and nearly 4 to 1 among the females.

The numbers of males and females engaged in agricultural oc-
cupations are shown, by age, by divisions and States, in Tables 46
and 47.
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Tasrn 46.—Marms 10 YnArs oF AGE AND OVER ENGAGED IN AGRICULTURAL
OcouraTions, BY Age, BY Divisions anp Srares: 1920

Age
10to17 | 18ond | 20t0o 24 | 26to44 | 45 to 64 |65 yenrs| DO
DIVISION AND 8TATE | AN 8geS I “yenes’ |40 years| years years years |and over p‘;‘:_};.
ed
United States...._... 9,578,289 || 843, 046 | 444, 184 (1,005, 834 |3, 824, 226 |2, 710, 085 | 851,405 | 8, 530
GEOGRAPHIC DIVISIONS: . .
NewEngland. . ...---- 218,606 || 8,500 | 6,484 | 10,887 | 74,4881 o,578 | 29,845 | 2m
Middle Atlantic_. 610, 3831 27,070 | 21,1138 51,735 | 220,340 | 222,300 | 67,114 561
East North Oentral_..| 1,546, 768 3,601 | 62,778 | 164,003 | 634,231 | 493,140 | 118,239 867
‘West North Central..| 1, (20,891 82,410 ) 74,580 | 210,179 | 728,184 | 439,821 | 84,5632 1,185
South Atlantie. .......| 1,737,072 || 232,806 [ 92,841 | 201,604 | 628,832} 467,446, ] 121,911 | 1,832
East South Central....[ 1,472,471 | 210,325 74,903 1 170,677 8,421 | 870,671 | 07,320 |.1,148
West South Central...| 1,641,347 {| 178,573 | 82,071 { 107,033 | 818,184 [ 882,818 | 80,425 {1,343
Mountain_oooooae -] 460,881 19,072 | 16,448 45,192 | 187,903 | 111,687 | 20,212 | 527
Padifle.reoooonen e 423,022 {| 11,508 | 12,960 | 88,924} 184,936 [ 143,041 | 31,801 | 846
Nxw ENGLAND: .
alne. ..o eenno . 59,119 2,103 1,802 4,606 20,087 | 21,051 | 8708 72
New Hampshiro.... ... 24, 402 722 624 1,612 7, 698 9,660 | 4,240 40
Vermont._..... 40, 507 1, 846 1,527 3, 880 14, 738 13, 761 4,774 41
Massachusetts.. , 386 2,058 1,267 3,326 17,151 18, 915 6,624 46
7,360 334 202 547 2, 390 2,769 1,105 3
34,773 1,627 972 2, 417 12, 522 12,911 4,304 30
206, 447 10, 688 9, 889 24,860 | 111,336 | 106,596 | 82,708 281
56, 344 2, 646 2,018 , 814 20, 861 20, 357 5,665 83
2066, 540 || 13,736 ,206 | 22,0621 97,162 | 05,448 | 28,761 | 187
347, 681 12,878 | 12,246 33,001 | 136,881 | 120,447 | 92,087 146
984,006 {| 14,276 | 11,576 | 20,723 | 112,631 { 92,630 . 006 | 160
368, 399 18,455 | 16,301 43,710 | 158,934 | 108,070 | 21,704 235
263,627 || 11,666 9,360 | 23,016 | 104,866 | 00,148 | 24,420 | 165
282,265 || 16,842 | 13,287 | 34,b54; 121,020 | 80,048 | 15083 | 172
282, 834 15,3156 | 14,302 30,0301 122, 953 77,887 | 13,122 156
318,883 (I 13,087 | 14,202 ( 43,284 | 140,154 | 84,380 | 13,661 | 276
378,714 || 22,540 | 17,336 ) 43,742 | 152,445 | 112,683 | 20,716 | 262
116, 301 5, 781 &, 206 16,379 &6, 927 20, 187 3,790 81
113, 932 5,640 [ 6,357 | 15,004 | 67,103 26101 | 3,733 104
182, 868 9,030 | 8625 | 25413 88,040 44,035 0,743 | 162
227,271 || 10,808 ] 9,412 | 27,3281 101,553 | 64,630 | 13,877 154
16, 847 966 700 1, 861 6, 570 b, 367 1,353 24
87, 550 7,168 4,463 9,736} 32,073| 26041 | 7009(| 125
869 28 05 310 322 87 3
273, 294 26,060 | 13,074 20,286 | 100, 306 79,846 | 23,832 191
113,154 , 130 , 763 14, 106 40, 506 37,368 | 12,224 68
388,365 || 63,823 | 10,620 § 44,514 | 143,322 | 98,087 | 27,814 | 435
South Carolina 201,683 || 60,216 | 17,040 | 87,415} 105,346 5,706 | 15,608 | 102
Qeorgla 472,002 || 77,645 1 28,336 ] 40,002 | 166,670 | 114,332 | 20,227 501
Tlorida. 02, 608 8,870 4,327 9, 500 33,324 28,637 7,047 203
East Soura
Kentucky 372,356 || 95,611 18,027 | 43,503 | 145600 | 101,144 | 27,102 280
Tennessee, 359, 130 43,035 1 18,808 42,304 | 134,446 5,241 | 24,878 268
Alabsma. 375, 076 71,220 | 10,180 41,415 | 124,325 95,508 | 23,0066 265
Mississipp: 305, 010 || 60,459 | 17,889 | 43,305 | 183,051 | 87,600 | 23,281 | 435
Wesr SoutH Q
Arkansas, 335, 877 47,2741 17,385 40,277 | 127,375 85,105 | 18,088 282
Louisiana, 906,465 || 28,024 | 12,380 | 28,225 88,802 G5965, 12,786°| 283
Oklahomn, 291,070 || 26,459 | 15,250 ) 37,250 ) 120,043 ) 76,014 ) 14,020 | - 225
Texas._... 687,035 || 76,816 | 87,056 | 92,181 | 281,004 | 104,744 | 35521 | 683 -
MOUNTAIN: )
: 79, 539 2,163 § 2,300 6,010 | 42,200 ( 22,234 | 38,682| 101
65, 976 2,871 2,762 , 903 0, 084 18,478 2,925 &3
24, 750 825 849 2, 652 12,078 B, 548 1,079 119
05, 800 4,585 | 3,977 | 10,832 43,786 27,633 ) - 4,008| o7
62,238 2, 939 2,438 G, 248 21, 537 15,#0 3,633 33
32, 134 2,303 1 1,509 4,060 | 14,435 8,189 | 1,520 28
42,185 3,110 | 2,365 5605 | 17,068 0,904 | 2,109 20
8, 260 177 247 802 4,221 2,241 415 67
97, 218 2,004 3,102 9, 064 40,296 33,975 7,761 116
76, 615 2, 207 2,513 “ 7,401 2,356 25, 908 6,001 142
250, 89 6,397 7,851 21,760 | 112,285 83,760 | 17,940 588
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TasLe 47.—FeMares 10 YRARS OF Aas AND OveEr ENGAGED IN AGRICULTURAL
OCoUPATIONS, BY A@B; BY DIVISIONS AND StarEs: 1920

o | 18.4nd 6 | A%

10to 17 | 18804 | 99 40 24 | 25 to 44 | 45 to 64 | years | FO¥

DIVISION AND S8TATE All ages years 19 vears | years | yours and. | T
: years over port-

ed

United States . o - .| 1,088,121 || 269,361 | 71,430 | 180,654 | 338,862 218,820 | 54,823 | 1,081

GEOGRAFPHIC DIVISIONS: ) .
New England. - covoovanan 8, 042 258 110 234 1,921 3,636 |. 1,870 12
Middle Atlantic.--- 20, 045 1,148 536 943 5,024 9,176 | 4,102 17
East North Central 40, 689 2,605 | 1,451 2,712 | 11,805 | 20,603 [ 7,680 33
West North Central.- 46, 536 4,308 2,128 8,733 | 12,167 | 18,834} 5, 38
South Atlantic__.__ 379,818 || 100,733 | 27,776 | 62,857} 121, 600 | 62,080 | 13,778 385
East South Central 310, 921 85,530 | 20,6311 88, 418 | 99,533 | 64,287 |.12, 203
West South Central 240,032 || 72,489 | 17,956 | 30, 374 | ‘74,457 | 38,770 6,066 220
MOUDERID - o immimemmmmon 18,704 || 1,608 520 94 7061 4,953 | 1,011 50
Pacific 15, 935 606 325 917 5, 669 6,682 1,718 33

NEW ENGLAND:

...................... 2,075 34 20 40 389 1,031 549 3
New Hampshire__ 1,030 12 4 22 212 471 306 3
Vermont--..--- 1,208 51 14 34 273 549 P21 A N—
Massachusetts..- 1,774 93 3 70 479 765 329 [
Rhode Island 267 4 6 3 51 134 111 I P
Connecticut..-. 1,688 65 33 56 617 686 330 1

MIDDLE ATLANTIC!

NeW YOrKo—oocmmceummu- 9, 260 203 202 403 | 2,201 4,217} 1,846 8
New Jorsey_.. 1, 927 165 64 141 574 737 245 1
Pennsylvania___.. 9,768 690 270 300 | 2,150 | 4,221 2,011 8

Easr NoORTH CENTRA.

B0 - —emmmeae 10, 657 383 228 4351 9,283 | 4,027 2,807 4
Indiana.. 7, 453 345 209 393 1,610 3,416 | 1,460 11
INinois. . cmuu- 9, 402 664 332 619 2,232 , 220 | 1,488 B8
Michigan 8,774 586 260 464 2, 689 3,676 | 1,197 4
WiseODSin __uemn-- 10, 353 738 422 801 | 2,801 4,356 1,139 6

9, 570 902 564 926 2,463 3,814 902 6

7,292 512 411 708 1,938 2,971 750 4

13, 858 1; 200 395 741 3,424 5,676 | 2,211 12

3,429 663 242 323 873 1,137 191 |

3,018 369 188 362 8569 1, 063 182 i}

4, 0! 433 187 386 1,168 1,617 289 3

5,479 205 139 290 1,432 2, 657 758 23

530 5] 28 43 146 198 65 1

3,107 204 125 214 77| 1,188 499 8

19 1 8 T] 8 lecemnn

18, 562 2, 905 388 1,401 4,843 6,168 | 2,246 21

5, 881 841 185 9511 1,361 | 2,384 { 1,044 5

80, 428 23,222 5075 10,620 { 23,876 7 13,541 | 3,001 95

South Oarolina 126,081 || 33,660 | 9,907 | 10,375 | 43,404 | 17,339 | 3§ 119 97
Georgla...... 128, 925 37,0067 | 9,687 | 18,447 | 41,095 18,563 | 2,086 150
orida. - 14, 886 2,903 800 1,9 5,197 , 244 725 20

Easr SourE CENTRAL
Kentugky . oocemcmaaamancnn 19, 317 , 200 766 1,161 4,777 6,641 | 2,763 19
Tennessee - 36, 330 91771 2,170 3,786 | 10,439 8,224 | 2,467 a7
Alabama. - oL 122,606 38,912 | 8,581| 15,046 | 37,487 | 18,880'| 3, 607 84
Migslasippi . 132,578 || 34950 | 0,124 | 18,425 | 46,880 | 20,438 3,303 | 133

WEesT S0UTH CENTRAL:

Arkansas 66, 301 21,281| 4,865 8,019 | 20,531 9,096 | 1,561 49
LOUiSIANS . o oemmcmmee e 52,515 | 1,828 1 3 e12{ 7,12 | 18,078 | 9,756 ( 1,640 75
QOklahoma. 22, 168 7,107 | 1,459 2,113 6, 361 4, 387 645 28
POXES .. - oo [N 90,058 || 32,723 8,020 | 13,117 | 28,592 | 14,633 | 2,801 72

MOUNTAIN: )
Montana 2, 247 67 37 106 837 1,036 163 2

daho 1,316 60 38 56 407 632 123 |l
Wyoming.... 824 37 11 39 329 312 62 24
Colorado._ - 3, 227 313 109 201 1,114 1,220 264 [}
New Mexico. 1,828 164 64 105 543 771 189 2
Arizone, 3,279 898 234 383 1,184 481 95 4

tah._._ 886 66 33 46 235 4156 80 1

- Nevada 187 3 4 10 57 87 25 1

PACI‘B’;}I_C:l gt “

Ashington. wace-emoeus J 3,704 1 90 158 1,258 1, 698 354
Oregon - 2,298 64 38 95| ‘788 | LoOsi| 262 [eoe.. 4
Calilornia 9, 933 398 197 604 3,643 3,905 | 1,087 29
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The total number of males and females gainfully employed, with
the number and percentage engaged in agrlcultural occupations,‘is
shown, by race, nativity, and parentage, in Table 48.

Tapre 48.—Persons 10 Yuars oF Age aND OveEr GAINFULLY EMPLOYED, WITH
NumBEr AND PRRCENTAGE IN A@RICULTURAL OcCCUPATIONS, BY SEX AND
Race, Nativivy, aND PARENTAGE, FOR THE UNirep SraTms: 1920

: FEMALES GAINFULLY
MALES GAINFULLY EMPLOYED EMPLOYED
RACE, NATIVITY, AND PARENTAGE : : Inogrioulture Tn agriculture
: Total (all j “Total (all: - )
occupations)- : Por {occupations) Per
o Number | cent of Number {cent of
' ‘total : ) total

38,064,787 | 0,678,280 | 29,0 8,648, 511 | 1,083,121 | < 12.%

White_--‘---.‘.- .| 20,063,077 | 7,990,034 | 26.0 || 6,902,246 | 406,512 6.7
........ - 3, 252, 862 1, 521 229 46.8 1,571, 289 611, 810 8.9
Other colored : - 158, 198 7 28 42.4 15, 976 4,799 30.0
Native white 23, 025, 880 7,165, 595 311 5, 843, 783 426, 944 7.3
Native parenfage. .-cccomeeeau-- 16, 788, 668 5. 877, 833 35.0. 4,733,329 376, 954 10.1
Forelgn or mixed parentage..... 6,237,012.| 1,287,762 2.8 2 110 454 50, 000 2.4
Foreign-born white_____.coromaeen 6, 627, 997 . 824,430 | 12,4 1,118,463 39, 558 3.5

Of the total number of native white males in gainful occupations,
31.1 per cent were employed in agriculture; of the Negroes, 46.8
per cent; and of the foreign-born whites, 12.4 per cent. Classified by
parentage, the native white males of native parentage show 35 per
cent in agricultural occupations, and the native whites of foreign or
mixed parentage, 20.6. 'These figures are significant as giving tangi-
ble expression to the tendencies Wh1ch have a]ready been referred to
in earlier discussions.

Of the gainfully employed white females, only 6. 7 per cent were in
agricultural occupations, as compared with 38.9 per cent of the
Negro females.  Of the native white females of native parentage 10.1
per cent were engaged in agricultural occupations, as compared with
3.5 for the foreign-born white and 2.4 for the native white of foreign
or mixed parentage. This higher percentage for the hative parentage
group is the result of the geographic distribution of the several
classes of the native population, the white population of the Southern
States, where white women are more commonly employed in farm
work, being mainly of native parentage.

Table 49 shows, by sex, race, nativity, and parentage, the number
of farmers, farm managers and foremen, and farm laborers, respec-
tively, which make up the total number in agricultural occupations.
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TisLe. 49.—Prrgons 10 Ymars or Acp AND OviEr ENGAGED IN AcGRICUL-
~pruraL OccuraTiOons, BY OccuratioN Groue, BY Spx, anp Race; Narviry,
AND PARENTAGE, FOR THE UNITED STATES: 1920

[Figures for divisions and States in Table 88]

MALES k FEMALES
. Farm Farm- | Farm
*BACE, A’;‘g"fgﬁ ARD Farmers | man- ers | man-
PARENT. Total || (@wmers | agers | Farm || ;.0 [(owners| agers | Farm
and and {laborers and and [laborers
tenants) | fore- ten- | fore-
men ants) | men

9, 578, 280! @, 117,408] 77, 88413, 382, B9Y||1, 083, 121|| 265, 552| 14, 340] 803, 229

| 7,990, 034|| 5,234,448} 75, 2282, 680, 358| 466, 12| 183, 917) 13, 735| 268, 860
1,521,220 851,625 2,387 667 317/ 611, 810( 80, 429 568 530, 823
67, 026 31,433 360 35 224 4,799 1,206 47} 3, 548,

Native white.____.___. . 7, 165, 595!] 4,662,683 67, 638|2, 435,379|| 426, 954! 160, 897| 12, 201| 253, 766
Native Darentago. ... 5, 877, 833|| 3,825, 083| 55, 48811, 997, 22|| 376, 954|| 136, 601| 10, 250| 230, 103
Foreign or mixed paventage.| 1, 287, 702|| 837,000 12,045) '435,117)| 50,000 24,206 2,041 23, 663

Forelgn-born white . ... 824, 430( 671,765 7,605| 244,070l 39,658(| 23,020 1,444| 15,004

"In the whole number of males in agricultural occupations, the.
number of farm laborers was a little more than one-half the number
of farmers (owners and tenants). The ratio of laborers to farmers.
was considerably higher among the Negroes and somewhat lower
. among the foreign born. .The relatively small number of laborers.
shown for the latter class is the result, however, of the fact that the.
foreign-born whites are most of them relatlvely old men, and by
reason of their age entitled to be farm operators, while the native
white classes include large numbers of young men starting out in life
as farm laborers.

Among the females, it may be noted that in both the foreign-born
white group and the na,tlve white of foreign or mixed parentage, the
farmers outnumbered the farm laborers, while among the Negro
females there were nearly .seven times as many farm laborers as
farm operators.

The agricultural occupation ﬁgu.res for the different racial elements
are given, by sex, by divisions and States, in Tables 50 and 51, re-
spectively.
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TapLe 50.—Marzs 10 YEARS OF AGE AND OveR-ENGAGED IN_AGRICULTURAL '
OccurATIONS, BY RaAcEe, NATIVITY, AND PARENTAGE, BY DIvISIONS "AND

Srares: 1920

.

NATIVE WHITE
: ) Foreign-
L Other
DIVISION AND BTATE . Total ) . Forelgn botn Negro | oo
Native white
Total or mixed
" || perentage | n;roniage
United States__..-.{ 9, 578,280 %, 185, 585 5,877,833 | 1,287,762 | 824,480 1,621,229 | 87,028
GEOGRAPHIC DIVISIONS! ' )
New England.__..... 215, 596 170, 046 ' 187, 580 32, 466 44, 220 1,249 81
Middle Atlantic..... 619, 831 535, 493 443,397 | . 02,098} 75,204 7,636 858
East North Central .| 1, 546, 768 1, 301, 924 971,132 300,702 | 174,066 9,187 1, 602
West North Central.| 1, 620,89 1, 349,416 847, 3 502,070 | 263, 846 13, 062 4, 537
South Atlantic. ...~ 1,737,072 || 1,064,100 || 1,050,530 |, 13,570 . 15 660,372 |~ 2,848
Tast South Central..| 1,472,471 1, 012, 378 1, 001, 16 11,216 4, 580 466, 070° 434
West South Central.| 1,541, 347 1,082, 424 098, 179 84, 245 18,173 1,902 8,848
Mountain.__.. - 400, 891 816, 863 234, 340 82,623 67,358 008 |- 15, 572
TN 23, 272, 861 104, 167 78, 08 117,162 1,673 | 32,246
New ENGLAND: .
AING. «n s 50, 119 52, 827 46, 044 6,783 6, 227 59 6
New Hampshire. .- 24,402 21, 009 18,434 2, 605 3, 260 40 3
Vermont_....iueoue- 40, 567 35, 510 28, 718 6,702 4,088 .85 4
Massachusetts.....-. 49, 8856 33, 067 24,216 8,841 18,797 402 | 39
Rhode Islend_.oo_.-- 7, 350 4, b8l 3,774 1,207 2,194 168 10
M Connzctlcut ......... 34,773 22, 572 16, 804 6,178 | 11,754 428 19
IDDLE ATLANTIC! "
New York.o______-- 208, 447 246, 353 189, 234 60, 119 44,478 1,791 826
Now Jersey.. .o uu--- 16, 344 40, 330 32,402 7,928 12,923 8,078 13
. PeIx\lrnsylvagm ........ 266, 540 246, 810 221, 761 24,049 [ 17,803 2,817 20
tA8T NorTo OENTRAL: .
[0 311, TN 347, 581 326, 093 275,724 50,360 | - 17,670 3,900 0
284, 990 275, 605 242, 001 32,704 7,713 1,664 14
368, 309 335, 323 246, 286 80, 037 30,729 2,340 7
Michigan, 203, 627 206, 103 123, 023 82, 570 55, 741 1,035 558
Wisconsin, . 282, 206 218, 710 82,598 | 136,112 | 02,302 230 1,014
WrsT Nonrn CENTRAL:
Minnesota. R 282, 834 200, 943 61,724 | 130,219 | 8L212 108 481
318, 883 276, 228 108,438 | 107,800 | 42,164 379 12
378, 714 358, 338 317,172 41, 166 10, 781 9, 609 26
116,301 70, 180 23, 697 46,483 44, 980 81 1,141
113, 932 BS, 046 39, 850 46,280 | 25,680 149 2,178
182, 866 152, 536 84, 624 67,012 | 29,571 263 5008
227,271 205, 146 152, 032 83,114 | 19,469 2,463 193
18, 847 12,688 12,136 563 60 3, 665 |owmnmnn-
Maryland. - 87, 550 T 62,320 68,219 1 4,110 2,824 22, 806 1
Dist. of Columbia.... 860 509 441 128 [} 208 1
Virginia . 273, 204 187, 063 186, 896 2,007 2,011 83, 174 146
West Virginia. 113, 164 110, 789 108, 576 2,213 78 1, 608 2
North Carolina.. 388, 360 263, 488 2062, 826 863 478 121,833 2, 566
South Carolina .- 201, 583 116, 881 116, 465 426 197 174, 463 42
Georgla. 472, 002 252, 810 251,621 1,180 428 219, 622 42
TFlorlda 02, 50 50, 583 54,362 2,221 2,802 33,015 48
EAST SOUTH . - :
Kontueky..oownnnnn 379, 356 342, 004 336, 062 0, 032 1,360 28, 897 §
Tennessoe 359, 130 204, 355 202, 345 92,010 08t 63, 782 12
Alabama 875, 076 226, 677 295, 020 1, 657 1, 802 147,030 am
- IVIiSssissippi .l 385,910 +149, 252 147, 785 1, 617 048 216, 361 51
EST BOUTH OENTRAL:
Arkangas. ... - 335, 877 229, 068 203, 532 b, 636 2, 805 104, 105 139
Loutslana. 226, 465 108, 394 104, 934 3,460 3,007 | 114,007 57
201, 070 251, 383 235, 882 18, 501 7,102 24,404 8,181
687,935 493, §79 433, 831 59, 748 G4, 569 120, 206 491
79, 539 57, 829 37, 459 20, 370 19,701 127 1,792
65, 976 55,’ 735 39, 348 16, 367 g, 092 T8 1,073
24, 750 20, 801 15, 868 4,936 3,618 42 289
95, 809 70, 317 s )y y :
) 23 45, 227 S o6 T e F B os 517
52l { tl b r
32,134 17: 437 14, 224 38, 213 8, 369 234 6, 094
42, 185 36, 0n0 18, 906 17, 144 5,176 76 883
8, 200 , 567 2, 988 1, 599 2,720 12 852
PACIFIC:
i , 42 , 800 20,624 || 25,130 218 { 2,440
‘6‘122‘32‘? t N %ﬁ gig gg fsi g 810 14374 [ 12,908 108 [ 1417
Qalifornit. .o coeeee-- 260, 089 141, 243 97, 657 48, 686 79, 116 1,847 | 28,383

68691°—26——10
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FARM POPULATION

TapLE 51.—FeMaLEs 10 YEARS oF AGE AND OvER ENGAGED IN AGRICULTO R AL

OccurATIONS, -BY RACE, NaATIVITY, AND PARENTAGE, BY DiIvisions

SraTes: 1920

ADND

NATIVE WHITE
Foreign-
DIVISION AND STATE Total O ther
. Noivo | orslan | oI Nogro | (GiGiSG
Total parontags | & nged
- parentage
United States...amenvan 1,083,121 || 4ug,9064 [| 876,054 | 50,000 | 39,658 | 811,810 4, 798
Gxolgnnglc Drv‘risxons: " .
ew, Englan 8, 042 6, 381 6, 266 1,11 1
Middle 4 tlsntic. 120045 17, 786 W02 3 755 2 8(7’3 lgg """" 23
Eust North Central 46, 609 37,728 24,525 | 13,203 8, 593 306 72
West North Central .- 48, 535 5, 83 X 14, 318, 9, 630 885 139
South Atlantic o .a7e 318 || 114,478 || 113,608 "870 538 | 263, 503 700
‘Best South Central.....| 310,021 95,8 5, 0 785 410 | 214, 505 108
~ West South Centml.--. 240,032 || - 100, 581 90,061 | 10, 520 7,668 | 132 028 655
%Inuélmiu 3,79 8,480 6, 112 2, 368 4,171 760 1, 083
ACIfE. cvrmenne 15,035 9,831 8,772 3, 059 3,062 132 2, G10
NEW ENGLAND!
Maine. ce s cimnne e 2,075 1,87 1
New Hampshire ... 1, 030 o0 gszg l.gg 1%
Yermont_ ... 1, 208 1, 056 861 196 150
Massachusetts. . 1,774 1,230 ‘028 311 5185
ghode Itglméd-.. ) ggg ) %7 177 40 47
ONNeCEICUL . oo
Mmll\)ILE %\.fuimnc: ’ » 05 0 207 o78
oW York...ooooooioo. 0,260 43 &, 404
%Tew Je}'sey... %, ggg ;’:332 " 947 % ég . ggg
ennsylvania.. . _._.__|
I]Asg') }Nony;'x CENTRAL: ' 8,816 7 %8 1,72 50
HO- — e eeemmaiam el 10, 657 9,710 7, 161 1,959 838
fpdinga. ... i) pusy o oswel Lxe) o
_______ , , ) 2, 659 1,120
Mo dm)onm) i) oim| gm
WesT iN om-;x "OENTRAL: ! 885 5208 4,022 5 405
nesota. ... . 9,676 5,906 1, 654 4,312 3, 588 8 1
Minnesofe - , ) , 4
Missouri. .. ‘ 1'5’1 e B §§’$ ol T Lo 7§sla ““““““
North Dakota. - 3,420 1,018 " 508 1,410 1,473 3 3%
STouth Dakota. - 3,018 2,111 728 1,383 835 ] 66
%\(ebraska.--. - 4,083 3,005 1, 637 1, 458 972 6 io
. Hm:}::siA 'ﬁm- 5, 479 4, 481 3,139 1, 342 893 02 iz
530 370 347 23 17 143 {.. -
3,107 1,960 1,713 237 127 0 o "
19 12 "y 3 2 1,088 Rt
wEl el oam)om) ) ew 770
3 38 g 52 |.oee _
50, 428 34, 674 34, 626 43 26 45, 044 681
South, 126, 981 23,797 23, 732 66 17{ 103, 158 o
Georgin 128,025 34, 536 34, 419 17 40 94, 342 b
e gﬁmasﬁ"dk}iiﬁ;'i?“" 14,885 3,018 3, 708 120 155 10,812 oceen "
Rentucky .. .._._. 19,317 18,229 17,908 321 82 1,005
:{f?b%e:snsfe' = ) Igg, ggg 19, 022 18, B87 135 8 17, 210 1
Mississippl. . o 132678 g s nl o s
WES,E SOUTH OENTRAL: ' h 822 o uf g e o3
rkansas 86, 301 26, 106 26, 611 495 25 39, 939
g%u%mnu.. : 52, 515 7,871 7,150 ‘o1 204 44, 022 12
Oklahom. .. 29, 168 16,327 15,720 607 365 4, 809 857
MOUep = remsrseresanass 99, 058 - 50,777 41, 580 9,197 6, 844 42, 258 70
e — AN 11 T | B
Wyoming._ ’ ' & A 32
Coiomdo‘%.._ s % 634 476 158 178 1 11
BREY: , 2,260 1, 685 584 885 19 54
annn 192 1,888 i
7 Bl ®] B W W3 E
Pacric: T Rl 28
Washingt
Oregon " amsll Tael  isE| | 3 25"
California_ 227707007 9,033 5 654 3704 1, 860 2,488 17 72
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