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ABSTRACT

In replication of other studies,  the natural decrease
of Texas population was examined in terms of the effect of migration
and fertility. Utilizing Texas and U.S. vital statistics and the 1970
U.S. Census of Population, Texas population trends were analyzZed for
the 1968-72 period by dividing the 254 Texas counties into: (1) 65
natural decrease counties (those registering more deaths than
births); (2) 132 low natural increase counties (those below the state
average); (3) 57 high natural increase counties (those above the
state average). Findings indicated natural decrease counties: (1)
were smaller; (2) consituted less than 6% of the population; (3) were
primarily rural; (4) experienced net-in-migration gains in 18 of the
65 counties; (5) had a population with an average median age of 41.1
years; (6) had a low propbrtion of Spanish-speaking population; (7)
had a lower fertility level than the increase counties, but had a
level above replacement levels. It was concluded that: (1) the
presence of Spanish—speaking populations influenced fertility
differentials, since counties with large Spanlsh populations
experienced high levels of natural increase in spite of high levels
of out-migration because of high fertility; and (2) migration trends
for longer time intervals and by age should be examined to determine
the effect of migration on age structure and natural decrease.
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INTRODUCTION

The phenomenon of natural population decrease in a mumber of U.S. counties
is rather recent, occuring first during the 1930's. Dorn (1939) who conducted
the first study of natural decrease, identified 255 places which experienced the
phenonenon during 1935-36, the first years during which the number of births and
deaths were published by place of residence. Of these places, 145 were counties
with a totél population in 1930 of 8,267,000. Dorn explained natural decrease in
the counties and commmities identified as a result of a national trend of declining
fertility which reached substantially low levels during the Great Depression. -

According to Beale (1969), shortly after Dorn's publication, natural population
decrease disappeared almost completely due to higher fertility during and after
World War II. Beale observed that the phencmenon reappeared during the early 1950's
in a mmber of comnties and has accelerated throughout the period from 1950 to 1966,
the last year his study has cowvered. Dur:i.ng this period, natural decrease had
affected a total of 324 counties, with 271 counties being affected in 1966. Beale's
explanation of the phenomenon was quite different from Dorfi's. He argued that the
reappearance of natural decrease-in the early 1950's could n;?t have been the result
of a national trend of declining fertility, since this was generally a period dur-
ing which national fertility was rising. Rather it was mamly the outcome of
"distorted age-structure' in certain counties which experienced "a high rate of -
age-selective net out-migration" (Beale, 1969, p. 93). Beale recognized that low
and moderate fertility in some coimtie;s probably aided natural decrease, but in
generaf fertility levels in these counties were high enough for population repiace-

ment. The major cguse of natural decrease since the early 1950's has been, he

argued, the heavy out-migration of young adults from these counties. In a few cases,
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such as a mnber of counties in Flor.uja and other retlrenalt countles scattered
ttm:ghout the country, natural decrease occured from hJ.g,h rates of net- m—nngratwn
of older persons. But in both cases the phenomenon was due to age-selectzlve
migration and not inadequate fertility. ' o »' % |

Beale observed that the occurrence of natural decrease durlng 1950 1966
was not random, but was concentrated in certain areas. The main natural decrease .
areas were identified as the ‘marginal Com Belt country of northern Missouri and ;
Southern Iowa' (Beale, 1969, p. '?5), a group of counties in southwestern Kansas and .
southwestern Missouri, central Texas, anél in southern Illinois with a few e?mirities. |
in western Kentucky. In central Florida, a few counties experienced natufal decrease
fran in-migration of older people. The rest of the natural decrease countles were
generally scattered throughout the United States. ‘

The most recent study of natugal decrease was carried out by Chang (1974)
who concentrated on one of the above-mentioned areas, southerm Iowa. (hang s
concentration on Towa counties only, allowed him to engage in a more detalled in-
vestigation of the characteristics of the Iowa ngtural decrease counties. He fo-
cused on thb_se which registered an excess mumber of deaths over births in at least

three years out of the five-year period 1960-1970 (Chang, 1974, p. 659). By this

definition, 17 out of Iowa's 99 counties were designated as natural decrease coumties. -

Of these, 14 were located along the state's southern border. Chang's analysis

consisted of mainly conparing these natural decrease counties with the Xest of ‘the
Iowa counties which were divided into lowand high natural increase counties. Such
comparisons of several characteristics of the three groups of counties’led him to

conclude that the major cause of natural decrease in Iowa counties was high rates

of net-out-migration of young adults. Fertiiity was found to be of secondary
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importance, but not to be underestimated, since 'prolonged net out-migration w'a.;s 4
more likely to trigger natural decrease in counties of comparatively low fertlllty
than in those with higher fertility" (Chang, 1974, p. 670). . . '
'ihlspaper as a follow-up on Chang's study, focusesmariod'nermajorarea S,
ofnaturalpopulatimdecreaSe Texas. Our data, sluvthatthephernnmonlsmre '
widespreadin'l‘ems aldxo@pethapsnotascotm&atedasinthecasemlma -
Accordmg to our definltim of natural decrease (see below) there were 65 natural
decrease comtles m Texas dun.ng1968 -72, ahigherpmportwnof “the tot:almnber
of .counties than in Towa. Phile most of these counties are found in central Texas,
a few are scat:te'red in t:he northern and eastern part?sfthe state. In de,s;:rlbing
thenatural deczeasecamties in central Texas Beal noted t:hat "the area 1acks/
physmgra;micormltm'almléy"bg;ﬂrecmmt;esshare afornerdepmdamyon
cotton pmductim md a lack of alt:emativg newer fonm of enploymnt" (Beal 1969

. 95) | . ) / ] , > »

.
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We are generally fc‘>110w.ing Chang's methods of analysis (with some modifications)
s0 that camparability of the two studies will be possible. Following Chang, we have”
div:.ded the 254 Texas oomties into three groups: naturaJ‘decrease counties, low e
natural increase counties, and high natural increase counties. Natural decrease
counties are designated as those counties which registered more deaths than births
during the period 1968-72 taken as a whole. Counties with a higher mumber of '
births. mci deaths during the five-year period are designated as natural increase

conties. ' The natural increase coumnties were firther classified into two groups
by the formula, (Number of. Births— Nunber of Deaths during 1968-1972)/(1970 county
population) X100; thase‘oomties with a rate of natural increase below the st:at:é
average (5.69) are designated as "low natural increase" coffities while those whose

0005




4 IR “ .
rate is highér than the state -average' as "high natural increase''scounties. The
sa;m fomula was utilized o conmpute a rate of natural decrease for the natural
ciécrease comties. We believe ttnzz this ‘way of defining natural decrease (and

. increase) permits the mclusim in the nat:ural decrease group of only thosé counties
in which the phenomenon occuf:red cons:.st:ently over time; only those counties which
showed a net decrease over thefive- period are considered natural decrease
counties. Counties which showed a net decrease over the five-year period, but

' wh:.chd:.dmt reglst:erunredeathsﬂttmbuths in at least 30ft:he5years we&e
placed in the low increase group. In addition we excluded those counties Wth«A
registered 3 very small mumber of births atd deaths and where the small accesé in
deaths -could be due to chance fluctuations. Thus, after eliminating marginal® cases,

e are left with 65 counties which conform to our definition.of ndtural Zleéfease
The 1ownat:ural increase group consists of 132 counties, wfhile the high nattmal
mcmase group cons:.sts of 57 counties. ) : 2

¥ _ :Ih)emd:ata' arployed in this study are from the vital staitistics :o.f Texas and *.
thé ‘hation, and from the 1970 census of population. o
- ‘ . : ] nomes ‘

~

The 65 natural dedrease comties constitute about 26 peroent of a11 Texas
comties and had a mean population of 10 170 in 1970. Thus on the average, they
are ller than the .low increase’*counties whith had a mean population of 29,244,
while the high natural incr:%é,cmmties were much larger with a mean population
of 117,089. The natural decrease counties had a combined population of 668,294
constituting less than 6 percent of the state population, vhereas: the natural in-
crease counties, which make up about 74 percent of all counties, had more than
94 percent of the populat:tm of Tlucas[ ’
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5
In general, the natural decrease counties were primarily rural while the
increase counties wereemostly urban. Of the 65 decrease counties 32 had populations

classified as less than 30 percent urban with 27 of these being completely rural.

vOf the 189 increase counties, 138 (or 73 percent) were at least 30 percent urban.

Among the high increase group only 3 counties had populations that were less than
30 percent urban This is reflected in Table 1 which shows the proportions of the

urbath population for the three county groups. In addition, the table shows that

the proportion of the rural farm population was much higher in the natural decreuse
counties. »

The Effect of Migration

Past research (Beale, 1969; Chang, 1974) has attributed the phenomenon of
natural popt;iatiopw decrease to a lopsided age-structure resulting from age-selective
migration, mainly then;ﬁt-nﬁ.gratim of young adults. Chang's findings from Iowa
counties show that, while out-migration was the case for most counties, the natural
decrease group was duaract:anzed by heavier migration losses than the increase

conties. In fact, he found that every natural decrease county had experienced

‘out-uﬂ.gratim_ during the 1960's. The relationship between out-uﬁ.grétion and naturzl

decrease is not asclear in the case of Texas. As in Jowa, most of the Texas
comnties showed migration losses from 1960 to 1970; but, curiously, some of the
natura‘l decrease @ti& experienced net-in-migration (See Table 2). In fact the
proportim of counties which experienced in-migration was similar for all three
county groups, with the high natural increase group having  the highest mean out-
nﬂ:graticn. Closer examination of the data, however, rewveals that 17 of the 18
decrease counties with net-in-migration from 1966 to 1970, had experienced generally
heavy out-migration from 1950 to 1960. Thus, natural decrease in these counties

is the outcome of earlier out-migration of ymmg adults. We suspect that for some

annz




6
of these decrease counties with net-in-migration in the 1960's, migration gains
resulted from in-rm'gratimrof older peopie (migration data by age are not available
at the moment), While the migration flow reversed itself in the 1960's in these
cbmties, the age-structure was not altered significantly (and in most cases the
trend was toward aging of the population), so that lower fertility in 1970 than
in 1960 permitted the occurrence of natural decrease.

While the counties experiencing out-migration were proportional in all three
county groups we believe that the long term effect of migration varied among the
groups; in other words, migration is age-selective, and in the case of the decrease
conties it has contributed to a trend toward aging. Table 3 rewveals, that several
measures of age, such as the median age, percent of population 65 years old and
over, index of aging (index of aging = [P65+/Po-14] X 100), etc., indicate that the
natural decrease counties have a much older population than the other two gmups
While the average median age for the decrease counties, for example, was 41.1, it
was only 24.2 for the high increase counties.

The fact that the increase counties, and particularly the high increase group,
experienced on the average slightly heavier out-migratiai than the decrease counties
can perhaps be explained as follows: A high portion of the population of the high
increase cwntieé was Spanish-speaking (See Table 4). These counties generally
experienced heavy out-migration and at the same time high natural increase because
of high fertility levels (See Table 5). On the average, the proportion of the
Spanish-speaking population was very high in the high increase counties and very
low in the case of the decrease counties. A zero order.cérrelation‘hof .56 between
the percent Spanish and the rate of natural increase for all counties (N=254) adds
more support to this. Therefare, despite heavy out-migration, high lewvels of
fertility make for substantially young populations and permit high levels of natural

increase.
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The Effect of Fertility

Net-migration and fertility both interact to influence the age-structure
of . population and both, therefore, contribute to the occurrence of natural
decrease or increase. Table 6 shows that the fertility level of the decrease
ocounties is llg»'er than that of the increase counties. While the level of fertility
in the decreas;?;;ties is in every case above the replacement level, lower
fertility in these counties plays an important ‘mle s:’.r{ce' natural decrease is more
likely to occur when fertility is lower.

The relationship between fertility and natural decrease is not altered when
we control for the urban camponent of the counties. Table 7 shows that the natural
decrease counties with less than 30 percent of their populations classified as
urban show lower fertility ratios than the other two increase groups with the same
level of wrbanization. In fact their fertility ratios are lower than those of
the county groups classified as 30 or more percent urban.

Similar results are obtained when we compare the number of children ever
born per 1,000 women of all marital classes for the Urban, Rural Non-Farm, and
Rural-Farm population components of ‘the three ocounty groups; for all three population
components fertility is much higher for the high increase counties than the decrease
co;mties (See Table 8). The table also Q‘bws that, except in the case of the decrease
comties, the rurallpegulation has lower fertility than the urban population, a
finding similar to Chang's comparison of Iowa counties. In addition, the rural farm
population of the natural decrease counties shows lower fertility than the urban
populations of both the low increase and high increase counties.

DIéCUSSION
Our findings on the relationship betvgen fertility and natural decrease are

similar to Chang's findings for Iowa counties. But, in the case of Texas, the high

0009
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proportion of Spanish-Speaking persons in the populations of the natural increase

counties contributes greatly to the fertility differentiale. It would be wrong
to argue that inadequate fertility hus caused -natural d;crease in Texas, since
the fertility levels for the natural decrease counties, while quite low, are

above replacement levels. But, as Chang notes in the case of Iowa, "low fertility,

must have contrib\rtedg the imbalance of births and deaths..." .(Chang, 1974, p. 665).

Low fertility then, when coupled with the effect of age-selective migration on the
age structure of a population should be viewed as an import.ant yariable in the study
of natural population decrease. ]
The effect of migration and natural decrease is not clear in the data on
Texas counties, especial:rly when 18 of the 65 natural decrease counties were found
to have migration gains | ing the 1960's. Migration trends for longer time
intervals, and by age, t be examined in order to shed light on the effect of
Rﬁgratimmagestxwtigréardmequmtlynatualdecrease.- Wehavealsoseen
how the high proportion of Spanish persons in high natural increase cmmti;s inter-
acts with migration and fertility to cloud the relationship between net-migration
and natural decrease. Counties with large Spanish populations experienced high
levels of natural increase in spite of high levels of out-migratign,. because
of very high fertility. S
The relationship between net-migration and natural decrease can be furlther
cla.rified when migration data by age became available.’ More research is needed
on Texas counties and other major natural decrease a;eas‘in order to lend our
findings more support. 2As they stand at thk moment, our findings are preliminary

Y

and tentative, and must, therefore, be regarded with caution.
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o Table 1. Urban and Rural Farm Populations of Texas Counties by Classifica-
. tion -Groups: 1970.
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Table 2: "Rates of Net Migration of Texas Counties by Classifica-
tion Groups: 1960-1970

, All Decrease Low Increase High Increase
“ Net Migration Counties Counties Zounties Counties
Rate (N=254) (N=65) (N=132) (N=57)
-15.0 and owver 36.6 33.8 34.1 45,6
-10.0 to -14.9 15.4 12.3 16.7 15.8
+=5.0 to -9.9 11.4 12.3 12.1 £.8
Less than -5.0 3.1 13.8 8.3 B3
Less than 5.0 7.9 10.8 3.3 3.5
5.0 to 9.9 3.9 4.6 3.8 2.9
10.0 and over 15.7 12.3 16.7 1.%
Total 100.0 100.1 100.0 ic0.2
Mean -8.3 -7.5 ~7.7 -10.6

El{fC‘ (1113




Table 3. Measurers of the Age Structure of All Texas Counties and
the Classification Groups: 19706

4 All of the figures are means.

All Natural Low Hich

Measures Comnties TDecrease Increase Increase
of Aged (1=254) (N=65) (N=132) {(N=57)
Median Age 32.2 yrs. 41.1 31.2 24.2
Index of Aging 53.8 94.1 46.0 25.8
Youth Dependency

Ratio 47.1 39.0 47.6 55.1
Aged Dependency

Ratio 22.6 34.4 21.2 2.7
Percent of Population

65 years and older 13.3 15.8 12.6 7.5
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Table 4. Net Migration by Percent of Population Spanish-Speaking in 1970
for Texas County Groups: 1960-1970

Natural Decrease Low Increase High Increase
Percent of Population Percent of Population Percent of Population
. Spanish-Speaking Spanish-Speaking Spanish-Speaking
Net Migratcion <30 230 < 30 =30 <30 =30

(N=65) (N=0) (N=113) (N=19) (N=26) (N=31)

In 27.7 0.0 34.5 0.0 38.5 12.¢
Out 72.3 0.0 65.5 100.0 61.5 87.1

Total 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

o ,
ERIC 0019
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Table 5. Fertility Ratio by Percent of Population Spanish-Speaking for
Texas County Groups: 1970

Natural Decrease Low Increase High Increase
. Percent of Population Percent of Population Percent of Population
Spanish-Speaking Spanish-Speaking Spanish-Speaking
Fertility Ratio <30 =30 < 30 230 < 30 230
(N=32) (N=33) (N=52) (N=80) (N=3) (N=54)
Less than 300 43.8 24.2 5.8 2.5 0.0 1.8
300 to 349 31.3 48.5 34.6 23.8 0.0 7.4
350 to 399 21.9 24.2 50.0 36.3 66.7 24.1
400 to 449 3.1 3.0 7.7 26.3 33.3 37.0 ,
450 ~nd over 0.0 0.0 1.9 11.3 0.0 29.6

Total 100.1 99.9 100.0 109.2 100.0 100.0
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- " Table 6, Fertility Measures for Texas County Groups: 1970

4 d |
|
All : Natural Low High -

Fertility Counties Decrease -Increase Increase

Measures - . (N=254) (N=65) (N=132) (N=57)

- Mean Fertility 371.0 322.1 373.3 421.5

Ratio - v

Mean General Fertility
Rate 99.0 85.3 100.8 110.4

Mean Children Ever Born
Per 1,000 Women of All ‘
Marital Classes 3245.7 3046.8 . 3187.2 3589.5

~ ERIC 0017
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Table 7. Fertility Ratio for Texas County Classification Groups
by Percent Urban: 1970
Natural Decrease Low Increase High Increase
Percent of Population Percent of Population Percent of Population
) Urban Urban Urbkan |
. <30 30-59 =60 <30 30-59 =60 <230 30~-59 =60
Fertility Ratio (N=32) (N=25) (N=8) (N=48) (N=45) (N=39) (N=3) (N=17) (N=37)
Less thart 300 46.9 20.0 25.0 2.1 0.0 10.3 0.0 0.0 2.7
300 4o 349 25.0 52.0 62.5 22.9 20.0 43.6 0.0 0.0 10.8
350 to 399 21.9 28.0 12.5 41.7 55.6 25.6 0.0 . 11.8 35.1 e
400 to 449 6.3 0.0 0.0 16.7 24.4 15.4 33.0 47.1 29.7
450 to over 0.0 0.0 _ 0.0 16.7 0.0 _5.1 66.7 41.2 21.6
Total 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.1 100.0 100.0 lOQ.O 100.1 99.9
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Table 8. Mean "Children Ever Born" for the Urban, Rural, Farm, and Rural
Non-farm Populations by All Counties and by Cla_ssification Groups.

0019

&
L All Natural Low High
Counties Decrease Increase Increase
(N=254) (N=65) (N=132) (8=57)
Total | . "
Population 3245.9 3046.8 3187.2. 3589.5
Urban 3282.3 2976.7 3244.5 - 3617.5
Rural Non-Farm  3553.6 3320.1 3434.9 4050.6
Rural Farm 3275.8 ~ 3168.6 3132.1 Y 3586.6
]
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