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Colorado!s farm and ranch population increased by 5,000
persons during 1938, according to estimates made by the Colorado
Experiment Statign in cooperation with the United States Department
of Agriculture. This 1s the first year an lincrease in the farm
and ranch population has been reported since 1930. The number of
people living on farms and ranches on January 1, 1939, was 270,200,
while 1 year earlier the number had been estimated at 265,200, an
increase of 1.9 percent. The all-~time high record of farm and ranch
population for the State was reported as 282,827 in 1930. The
population for selected years since 1920 wae as follows! 1920,
266,073; 1930, 282,827; 1935, 276,198.

The 1938 increase was due to (1) a greater number of
births than deaths and (2) a net migration of farm people into the
8tate. According to estimates 5,000 bables were born and 2,000
persong dled on Colorado farms and ranches in 1938.

During the year there was considerable movement from farm
to farm within the S8tate, from farms within the State to those out-
slide and vice versa. The net result was an increase of 3,000 persons
for Colorado. In other words, there were 3,000 more farm people from
other states who moved anto farms in Colorado than who left Colorado
farms for other states. :

Drought Migrants Predominate

Drought migrants were the most important source of the
influx of people from 19 states who moved to farms and ranches 1n
Colorado during 1938. 8Slightly over 3 out of every 5 persons (1.8
percent or 1,857 people) came from the drought areas lying to the
south and east. The states which are indlcated in the survey as
having contributed the greatest percentage of migrants were Kansas
21.9 percent, Missouri 12.8 percent, New Mexico 12.5 percent,
Oklahoma 7.5 percent, and Arkansas 6.3 percent. People from other
states which amccording to the survey added to Colorado's farming
population came from California, Oregon, Wyoming, Texas, Utah, Idaho,
Kentucky, Illinois, Maryland, New York, South Dakota, Michigan,
Montana, and Nebraska.

1/ Gollaborator, U. §. Department of Agriculture and assistaint in
sociology, Colorado Experiment Station, Acknovledgements are due
R. W. Roberts, assistant supervisor of rural research, whose
assistance in making this study was vraevided through the coopera-
tion of the Federal Work Projects Administration, Division of

Research, Rural Section.

2/ These estimates are based on information furnished by farm women
and school officials who reported changes on 2,377 farms and
ranches in 48 of the most populous rural countles in the State.
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Rural-Urban and Urban-Rural Migration

Had 1t not been for the fact that more people left the
farms and ranches for villages, towns, or cities than moved to farms
and ranches from these areas, there would have been a still greater
increase in the farming population. According to estimates, approxi-
mately 9,000 people left the farms and ranches while only 8,000
people moved to them.

This net migration of people from rural to urban areas 1is
a continuation of the old process which has been characterlistic of
the population movement in the United States during the last half-
century.

Changes Not Uniform Throughout the State

The lncrease in the farming population was not uniform
throughout the state when changes are considered on a county basis.
Some counties gained population while others lost. Population
changes for Colorado countles during 1938 are shown in figure 1.
Comparisons between 1937 and 1938 are given in flgure 2. Generallz-
ing briefly, one may say that populatlion increases occurred in
counties of the lower San Luls Valley, in the extreme western part
of the state, in the northern irrigated area, and in the Arkansas
River Valley. Decreases in farm and ranch populatlion were most
prevalent in the eastern éﬁ? gsouthern dry land counties as well as
in certaln mountaln areas.

Bome Implications

Although the change has been rather small, population
mobility creates problems and presents challenges to service and
research agencies and institutions that function in areas to which
or from which people move, The necessity of recognizing the new
problems and adjusting to meet the emergencles becomes imperative.
The depopulated areas are confronted with the problem of an insuffi-
cient population base to support the instltutions which have been
established to serve the people. The alternatives which confront
the remalining people are to discontinue certaln services, to secure
ald from other sources, or to assume an additional financiel burden
in order to maintain them. The areas which have experlenced an
increase in population are confronted with the problem of providing
such services as school, church, recreation, and welfare. This task
becomes inoreasingly significant when it 1s reallzed phat the
economic assets of the average migrant of late years have been a
minimum., The problems of mobility, however, are not limited to the

éleﬁé writer mcknovieo;es the probable error involved 1n calculating
changes in counties on the basis of small samples. Regardless
of the small number of cases in some counties upon which reported
changes are calculated, the writer has some confidence in the
material given in fig. 1, because the general directlion of changes
which are presented in many countles is confirmed by figures from
various governmental agencles and the opinion of informed people

living in the respectlve areas.
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economic phase or institutional services; they include such factors
as farming condlitions and practices, new social customs and tradi-
tlons, the breaking of family ties, the selection and development
of new bonds of friendship and acqualntances.

The report for 1938 shows that the increase in population
usually occurred in what are generally thought of as the more
prosperous areas of the State, In a sense this may be considered
deslrable, but it ralses the very practical question of what the
resources of any county or area are and the maximum population which
can be malntai ned without sacrificing desirable standards. In the
last fewyears much stress has been placed upon the problem of man-
land and cattle-land adjustments in problem areas. In lirht of the
pregsent trends, 1s there a question of more importance to the State,
the county, or other planning groups than that of the correct ratios
and adJustments between the population of any given area and its
resources as a means of preventing the development of new problem
areas?

The following table summarizes the changes during 1938:

Population living on farms and ranches January 1, 1938.... 265,200
Number of babies born on farms and ranches................ 5,000
Number of deaths on farms and ranches............o.ovevvuv... 2,000
Excess of births over deaths. .. ..covviivniinerenrnnnnnnnnns 3,000
Number of persons moving onto farms and ranches from

cltles, towvns, and villages..........vviiveinneinnnnns 8,000
Number of persons moving off farms and ranches to

cltles, tovns, and villages. ......ccvv it . 9,000
Net loss of farm and ranch population to cities, towns,

and villages........ e et e ittt e e 1,000
Number of persons moving onto farms and ranches from

Other farms and ranches.........cveeeuu. e e . 24,000
Number of persons moving off farms and ranches to other

farms and PanChes. ... ittt i et i nneesnannsanns 21,000
Net gain of persons moving onto farms and ranches from

other farms and ranches.. . ... .ot rtererscacnnsens , 3,000
Population living on farms and ranches January 1, 1939.... 270,200

Farm Population Changes in the Unlted S8tates

The Bureau of Agricultural Eoconomlcs reports that the
farm population on January 1, 1939 of 32,059,000 was close to the
largest on record. This compares with 31,819,000 on January 1,
1938 and is approximately 18,000 less than the all-time high record
of January 1, 1910. The increase in farm populatlon during 1938 of
240,000 persons or about three-fourths of 1 percent was small, yet
1t was the largest reported since 1932, Thls increase was due to
the fact that there wae a .greater number of births than deaths and
would have been larger were it not for the fact that more veople
moved from farms to towns, villages, and cities than left these
places to 1live on the farm. All major geographic divisions 1n the
United States reported an increase with the exceptlon of the West
North Oentral States where a slight decrease was reported,
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