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N y " . PREFACE 1 , .
This document is one of a series which contains the results of . T .
research carried out during a 1969 S/L;mmer Study of Urban Decent»ralizgtioh ..
at the Oak Ridge National La.‘boratorf, spopsored by~ thé Départment of ’
Housing and Urtan.development and the U. S. Afemic Energy Commission. .
i b ) _ g ’ e N
. The summary of the Summer Study is contained in "Ame Introduction to
+ .o ‘ .
. Urban Decentralization Research," ORNL-H?)-&
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opulatlon est1mates Jfor 1966 1nd1cate that the. masslve outmigration .
.- “of populatlon from the nation's rural counties noted in the 1950-60 -
decade has diminished. Durihg the same period, industrialization,was . - ‘}
) proceedlng at ‘a relatively rapid.rate in the more rural couniies. The »
state of Arkarises was examined statlstlcaily in order tot ascertain : -
pbsglble relationships between the two trends, in the hope that rural . .

v industrialization might offer an alternatlve to the 1nexoxabie grqgth ’
" of ufban areas. . ' .

| 'j - ’ . ) ) y ) ‘ e e ) 4 e, 7 B . ‘
. ' ,ABSJ:RAQT - _; o
. . ¢ . . “n (S . LT

Vo

f?% was found that in Arkansas. Indusurlallzatlon in the state s - - "
most rural countles had indeéd 1ncluded a reversal of population pat- =«
: s terns, resulting in net inmigration' into 17 eounties which in the
Lt _previous decade hdd absolutz losses of pdpulation.- Towns and small v,
cities played a ggai}er part in this relationship than°had been expected

" ' Principal problems for further research éhe donclugions ofuwhlvh
s could lay .the bas1s for effective polley decisions,.are -the barriers : »
to rural industrialization and. the opseration of a "filtering down" .pro- . ,
cess which is apparently pushlng low wage manufacturers itite rural
Arkansas. . . . .-
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| of the term.is- the notzon of prov1d1ng people “with alfernatives to

President Johnson in‘lgéé.l
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. RURAL I'NDUSTRIALIZATION AND POPULATION GROWTH: ‘THE CASE OF AHKANSAS
5 ———= .
. o - ”’/"( ® . - W L]
o T . 'INTRODUCTION ' .
e ' s RS Lo - .

- - The rapid rate at which the U..S. ig, becoming an increasingly urban
ation has becohe a f?milamastory. While central cities declined in ’

-

¢
some cases, metropolltan aﬁeas generally contmnued to grow retative to

the‘natlonal populathn. Induced decentrallzatlon is proposed as one

alternatlve to the crowdlné,‘deallne in’ servlces, and growth of slums

¥
whlch are generally,regarded as consequences of this growth trend.

[ [ 3

. 3 .
Decentralization takes o many forms)bgt a c@mmon thread'among users

- I . v

L] » #

liv1ng in our present metropollban areas. One aspect of this 1dea'is y

. —_

tp stem the flow of people to the cltles at the source -- id - ‘the small

towns and rural countles which do not possess the advantages and
attractions of large; urban places. Proponents of a rural renais-

o 9
sance are concerned not on}y~witn easing the urban crisis-but alscz ’
wii&1z@gxading the nation's rurel areas which are becoming back~ .
:vaters of nationai development. The direct “link Ydtween urban and |

-

rural problems was recognized as a matter for national concern by

This is coupled with a widely held belief ¢

thdt %he nation'g rural ‘areag gar depopulating in a manner that is -both ~ C “
“ ) > )—"i w .

3
La®

inéxorabie and inevitable. As he populatlon'decgeasﬁs, there is &

tendency to weaken existing service and employment Les s making it
: ; v . i

ever more dlIll“ult to reverse the trernd.

.of decline is estaplishedﬁwhich produces 't
o : * - .
v X .

It
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s llfe and ;further migration into the nation® s larger c1t1es%

-

+

Howevqr, 1t
a L &, '
. may be unrealistic to relle;zsurban grbwth prablems through attempts to . .

- > . ; . . : ’ ‘ ) N‘ Qu . . < :1 .
4 keep ‘Americans "back on thQ’farm - - o '

d . B ~ v P

. . P . N

Flrst, the farm is a 31gn1fgcant alternatlve for few Qéoplegl A R

Large, hlghly organl zed and mechanlzed operatlons arﬁ general{ykhho/’ ) “
‘ J 'Jl « = L]

only ones whlch today produce a high‘standard of llvrgg. The small L
£ ‘ ’ - ;3‘ % * v L

operator, thq,Jeffersonlan-ldeal yeom%n farmer, is almo§t everywhereg ;
)\ Tae a . s g » ‘\ - %
. “ 2 “ . L 4 A
doomed to, poverty. : I , - . o, - :

éecond, theWcomolé&, specialized and théreby @nterdependent;9
4 woe e B ¢
nature of wmodern urban 1nduetr1al systeﬁs requires a clusterlng of .

S - s .

T

lnteraotlng components. Specialized produc&ion'facilitles depend’upon T
A ‘;‘ k3 ‘
‘various externalueoonomieswﬁhidh iyutuqq require access to clusters of
. * N ” b 1
3pecializod services.’ - R #3

R
- . 0

’ .
cuttomexs for their
. . ¢ i
- . ¥ . )
. Thirdly, u¥ban areas have well establishedﬂhead starts? Trarsport . g
» & 3’ i ” o [ % i
: Y'outms focus on tﬁem and vkllled labor forces re51dc in them. Despite B

/! o + 7 . 3 L0 L e
thglr problems, large urban areas have accuhq%ated vpre of ovoryfhlng ,

o PO
that is Hss~nf1al to an 1norea°1ngl" oomplex and teohnologloaalj orlented

’ H u<

production systé‘. Thompson speaks of a rachet ‘gize' xfor c1t1es, oY

above which past growth is 1ocked in and the fufura rplat1vely assured °

. but b»low which the future is unoertaln. Whaq ‘aré ‘small- towns and

b
rural counties to expect? With ioo” c'f-h,oo::ols,olim:ml'eo cransport facili- u
. T

P
O v X

- Xies, underdaveloped business ser g

es, ungkilled lezboer, incompetent

R, -i <
ﬁ loral ‘governments, seduced tax bases and manifold other problems, how , , .
4 - .
8 . e 3 oa :
can small towns and rigral ape%s possivly provide anjalternative for
s ¢ k: ) ( ‘\

~

- & ) f

many
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.In summary; 1t 1s argued that frural counties and small towns mQ§t

be reguvenated so as:to stem the tlde of migration into the cities but

-

Lhere_are,goodureqsons~tp~be11eve that such'an outd&T¢ is wlahﬂul S

v ~ d LY
thi ki ' i ’ \ B et .
inking. o - - coeg ~
W ) Bet 9
However, it is clear that much of the apove and simildr reasoning
% N v ?

is based op ewents prior to 1460. What has happenod in the ﬂecgde of .

o

@

the 1960 s? Does it supportgthe trends- of the 1930’ s9 How do treﬂdu

in popula%lon correlate'wlfh other varlables, suuh as indudtrial gro-th?

" Those trends must be take&d 1nto account 1u,any attbmpt to formilate a

* " national decentralloatlon p011 -

»
- -

4
. =
[ ‘ N .

TRENDS _OF THE 1950' s

. Of - o e . Lol

In“the 1950 s about one-half %f the nation's more than 3000

L
- ¥

cocunties Lost populatlon. With feﬁ\exceptlons, these“countr1eé were:,

o
u
i

largd&y ﬁural
: . . e
. An aftempt to correlate'fburteed‘variables, such as industrial

« grow%hfand family income, with population change‘fbr nearlf’&;ﬁoo nof-
W : ” ’ S . é v
;uétropolitan, non-New England counties (Table 1) failed to reveal any

v

‘.
'3

» significant relationships during the 1950's. The main reason for this

prébably was the national scops of the data,”whigh tended to obscure

" - . . =) 2

regional and local variation§. The result suggeste that Sméller regional

{gggregateswaqd7CQSe studies might e a mbre‘pelpful appfoach. .

»
H

| — I NPT
© TRENDS OF THE 1%:0's )
f '\J “ . & ' = ? K :
The 7. 18. Bureau of the Census prepared estimates oy populatign dnd
its u:»mpomantc of changH bur*all counties as of July 1, 19w,
° . ‘k

apparent that the P”tlmatey sontained g dramatic shory. The nunber of
& §

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Table 1. Correlation ‘of Selecﬁed CharacterisﬁfCSJ
~ with Percentage Population Change, 4950-~60.
(Non-SMSA Counties Outside NewFEngland)
A Pl N
7 - yoo
- < ~

“

Variable . Correlation Coefficient
_ Urban Population (1960%) ) -0.00 )
Negro Population {196C ) 0.03 -
Population ‘over 65 years'(1960%) -0.01 . ot
No. School Yrs. Completed (1860) - _ -, -0.02
Employment in Mfg. 4% 1960) « =0.01 .
,Medipn Family Income ($1959) ' 7 -0.02 =
" Public Assistance (No. Recipients "1964) ;. =0.03 .
Change Bank Deposits (% 1960-6k4) . -0.00
Federal Govt:. Bmployment (No. 1964) .« =0.01 '
- Average Value of Farms ($ per acre 196h) .z -0.00 ' )
Change Mfg. Employment (No. 1958-63) .. =0.02 - o ’
Change Mfg. Employment (% 1958-63) - 0200 / ,
Change in Land in Farms (% 1959-64) i ' ‘20301 = :
. * . ‘(none significant at thHe .0l level)
Sample size - 2,142 counties - : . . A
* o " o e S
Data Source: 196f7Qounty-City Data Book, U. S. Department of . ’
Commérce : % ‘ . ‘

. e
. o . .
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. . . : ‘ s e
counties-experiencing population loss devreaged from the 1,500 of Lo00=cd

.- # >
to about 1,130, Primarily rural countizs reddced thelr averags annual
. ) i ' .
rates of Sutmigration to only twenty percent of the 1990-:0 level.  The ™
5 . R . ) R . 4
change becomes increasingly dramatic when s .o zed fhdt there, were
- o : . N
regional ‘patterns. As Beale polnted cut, & line dyawn from.

W

about Del Rio, Texas to the Uppwr Peninsula of Michigan epparate
u < e JV F -

counties of posrtive change from those of continued loss. ‘Bxcept in the.

zore of *he Appala ‘hiane and along the Soqfhwrn Coastal Plain, marny »
4:" M“ . e L = s
predominaﬁtly*rural ﬁuur jes. east of the ling experienced galn instead

N . w,

T of loss and in some cases, former heavy logers  saw thy t ie of net

o

-~

i <

- - hed i ‘ by v .""’\ 4 - & ;" iy g
migration revsrsed.  Near-urban countizs ot the“northegst, the Tennessed

- B
s

lelpy, aud the “arollna Piedmont were rﬂpreSentndbbut g0 wers a4 number

C . . 4 4 » S -
of non-urban counties in Qklahowa andgArkaufas. Thexweﬁt Coust also

L » N

-~

experienced gain but the broad interior of the continent wwsf%af the

IR

rs ) @

Dpl RlO-—Ml<h1gan llnn Lonflnuﬁd to- wyper nce gﬁnwral population decline
- b

»* r had :
in, the rural cdunties. Corry , analycing rural,popuiatlon tngas in

the J. S. South for the 1930-1%c5 period, found that in his 15-statis

deflnltlon of the region, population in entirely rural. coutities {classie-e

o s - e
. "% Lo, o . s Ls .

fied as 1=ss than 0.1 percent urban in 19:0), after decreasing oty cver

s

.

T, 0 persons betw 1920 and 190, actually increased by about

124,000 in the 1Swo-tr period. Thls 'hangw, along‘with srpedted

-

inecreaseg-in the more urbaﬂ ﬂountlps, was bufflvlunt to wore thar restore

the ahgélutg logses s uitwrwd ty Arkansas and Missl igsippi btwesn 1050

and 19903,  Only the chronically troubled state of Westvvi%ginia

tihusd to lose populdticn., Beale Pound that o ven thosz el

4

geene in Arkansas were SquILSPa b ﬂhe dramatic reversal. of trends. .

.. e
2
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N e;‘ - L3 " o ’ . y/,
L g .
/)/LaT“ . Haren anticipated change in the South 1n a 196G paper . He grouped )

* i3

wountles accordlng to the populablon of the largest urban olace in each

&
)

and examined'employment change in each group as revealed by County

Bu51ness Patferns reports. Pe found that durlng the 19&8-59 period,

wountles whlch dld ‘not contain a populatlon nenter ‘of at’ least 5500

persons exp@rlenced employment growth at a rate belomjihat of the

vL

:{7

reglon as a whole. At the:

g+

nd of the perlod, ‘only 4 percent of the e -

region s nonagmlcultural employment growth reported 1n the CBP occurred

Ry 4

“in the rural counties. In the 1959-62 period, however, reported emp{oyw

ment grew in the rural counties at a rate which sllghtly exceeded th;

o

région's. In the 1lch2-6L4 period, the rural counties' employment grew
mor= than twtce asifast as the region's., Ter percent of the region's

<

_grSWthﬁoocurred in rural cq&ntiesl Not even the SMSA counties experienced
f o . ) .

. : n ’
employmentmgrowth at as high a rate as did the rural counties #throughout

the entire 1959- &l perlod .

> e <

Creamer7 studied recent 1ndustr1a1 1ocat10nftrends according to

type of county He found that the ‘least urban and most dispersed type'

|

|

|

|

of Pountles (those outside major 1ndustr1a1 areas, with fewer than ' '

1,000 employees in manufacturlng, and not contalnlng a-city of at

o8 - o

least 1“0,0)@ persons) contained about 2L4.& percent of all U. S. manu- : J

PR
o)

"factgring employees in lﬂhM, a p=rcentage that hag not changed much in

sevepal decades. However, this type of county sxperienced manufacturing -

—

|
emplowment growth which was greater than that of any other type of =« }

<nuntv in the 1953-cr perlod (Table 2). Growth by the lecast urban-
e
- mogt dispersed counties exceeded regional growth in regions which

) N -

santained almost 36 percent of the-U. S. total. In;regions%nhioh

A
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contained'ovef.BB pefcent of U. S. manufacturigg‘employment,Athe dispersed
e counties grew faster than thé national rate of growth of all types of
counties. This and, the slow growth of mejpr industrial areas in fhe
U. §. manufacturing belt ig the most ﬂramati; trend revealed in Table 3.
A .
Thé long term shift toward the more digpersed counties is modest and

Creamer cautions against making the assumption that industrialization is

about to provide a panacea for more dispersed and rural areas of the

s
country. Lineback8 provided a case study which tends to %Pppqrt Creamer's
péssimism. He found that even after a,relativeiy major and successful
~

campaign to attract manufacturing to mounta%ggus Alleghany County, North
. e . ‘ y
Carolina, population dﬁf-migﬁation continued, although at a diminished

rate.

However, data released after the completion of Linebéck's study

indicated that by 1968, Alleghany County experienced, a very slight net

»

inmighation, suggesting that a time lag of some magnitude exists between
ind&strial growth ahd residentiai population change.

The combined worh\of Beale, Haren, Corry, and Creamer and their
3 .

o

supporting data do suggest the development of a trend which, if major
and }if long-term, could b= a major factor -in the achievemeanof a national

&

decentralization policy. However, many questions remain to be answered.

Tie particularly crucial and immediate questions seem to bte the

following:

(1)’ To what extent are recent population gains in states such as

-

srkansags and Oklahoma .occurring in ri *al areas rather than as extensions
of' urbanization;

(2) -To what extent is U. &. manufacturing beginning to deconcen-

. 4 i 6 . . -
trate bwmoving to rural areas ocutside the main manufacturing areas:” v
N 3 g ;

~

| ° RAORES




T

“8a ) .
% . : * wLJ . * t |
| (3) What is the relationship between recent population gains in p
. 4 )
| ostensibly rural greas and industrial location trends? ’ 34 ‘J
Thé above‘q‘estions can be appréached in séﬁeral ways but @he ‘jﬁ

principal alternative seems to be bebweenaa nationwide investigation

or one which concentrates on oné or a few areas. The failure of the ’

A
»
%

national level, lh-variable correlation attempt suggests that small area

e

- -

4 studies are apt to be more productive. . .

I A, CASE STIDY OF ARKANSAS ‘ |

Arkansas was selected for.preliminary study of the questions’stated
.above bzcause it 'is a dramatic cuse of population trend reversal and
, - '
because it is a heavily rural state which is well beyond the major con-

centrations of U. S. manufacifring activity. It should be wmphasized 7

that the study was based entirely on available statistical data and «’

without benefit of speciaf knowledge of the state or field work in the

. -
.

area.

In the 1950-50 decade, Arkansas suffered a 6.5 percent loss of o
B - “ / 2
population, largely because of a net outmigration of 22.7 percent of -7~

-

L2 her population. Between 1950 and 194, the trend reversed dramatically,

with a 1.1 percent net inmigration contributing to.an overall population

inereas:s of 2.5 percent.

1

Manufacturing employngnt has expan@ed rapidly since at leastleSB,

S

i

experienced an increase of 5.7 percent between 1953 and 19w, repre-
senting an addition of 52,225 jobs to the industrial-base. While still
. o not making Arkansas a major industrial state, manufacturing employment

had reached thes point that it invelved 7.1 percent of the 1% popn-

. lation.




: ) ‘ ,
* i “0-
,, — |
The State in Ceneral ‘ : i

B

Attempts were made to find significant correlations between variofs

o

“employment and population variables ia Arkansas. Percent of net migra-

¥
tion-or percént of total population change did not show significant.

14

&

. .
correlation with various measures of chapge in manufacturing employment
" “ “w

o
o

, . ‘ 2 ¢ .
for several time ™ncrements going back as far aah;95% (Tabler 3).

However, when migration trends were aggregated for theleSO-EOgand
a - ¢

1560155 periods, it-was fouhd that population change) especiélly
migrat%on, regponded in a médestly significant way to an increase inu
madufacturing employﬁent (Table by. Th; really intere;ting positivé
correlat@on was a very‘strong 3.22 correlation coefficient on a - sample .

of 75 countles between the chaqge in number of regldenfs pmployed in
\

manufactéuring é;tweenﬁlOfo and 1950 and the abs‘lute ﬂhangltln population

between 19€0 and 1966. Clear]y, many of the new workers are not living
in the samé county in whith tqey\yprk. “An interesting condition is
reygale@; Some countiss are grgwingyin Jjobs faster than in population,
others are growing faster in g%pulatlon than in jobg. - Intercounty

commuting atppv.rentLr is a majof characteristic of population responses

to industrial growth in Arkgheas.

o
W

o

=¥

. %W
Change by County Type

‘A question still remains as to the role of rural counties in the
process of induétrial growth and population change and it s this group
\ , ‘
that ~ontains the evidence of the truly remarkable demographiec changs
N »

which occurred in Arkansas (Table 5). Between 1990 and 1920, every ons
;—,\' - «

of the 24 vounties which were clagsified asg completely rural by the

u. 8. Cénsus had net outmigration ana’;’;;;iine in total poﬁulatiom.

' 1017
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5 * Table 3. "Relationships Between Selected Eﬁployment Variables
and 1960-66 Population Change in Arkansas Counties

»

M —

< Qorrelaticn Coefficient

- ' © (A1l not statistically
° ‘ significant at the .01
Variables level. n=75)
¢ o ‘ . . e
% net migration, . . i
1960-66 {s. % change wfg. emp. 58-68& ,  0.02 . -
St vs. % change mfg. emp. 58-63 - 0.19
" vs. -% change mfg. emp: 5&—66¢ -0.09

" " vs. Change in no. residents

in agr. 50-60 ©0.13 |
) ‘ " ‘ﬁl,, ’
e " ; Vv&. Change in no. mfg. emp. »
7 ' 63-66 ' 0007 ;’,a
S ve.. Change in payroll per ’ .
n . ~employee in mfg. 58-66 - .0.01 -
" ¢ total population . * - ' )
change 1960-66 vs. % change mfg. emp. 58-66 C.16 N
" vs. % change mfg. emp. 58-8% 0.25
- " " vs. % change mfg. emp.gﬁh-66‘ : 0.01

e
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. [ . ’ N
In all other categories where inmigration exceeded the state rate, = |

. exceeded the average for the state. Once again, interceunﬁy commuting o

il ' &”’ Y 3 ‘
“ R ¥ . . LY
In 1960-€W.y four continued to losd’ population ‘and 17 experienced

net inmigration.s» - “ . : , s
. . :

Curiouslf; the completely rural counties were the only.ones which

had pofh inmiggation and industrial growth,that exceeded state averages.
L - * e*/.)

o : . o : .
industrial growth was below the state's rate, but still quite stromg. . .
« - o o »
Where net outmigration occurred, the rate of industrial job increase

\ rd

L3

- is probably responsible. In every case, industrial growfh was strong

A .
and the flow of outmigration was greatly reduced,® if not reversed. ’
" . ' . ]
‘ .t “ .
The Census Bureau definition. of rural is not always adequateé. If -
. ‘ o
a county which itself lacks any urban places is adjacent to an urban

1

county then it can he said to‘beymore‘urban/less rural than is a county
which is adjacent to counties which lack urban places. On this pgemiSe,

the Arkansas eeuntiég were gfouped on the hasis of both urban éharact%ris-
d"“

tics of the county 1tself and tho§e~of adjacent countles (Table 6).

most ru;al category contalned those~ countles whfch lacked a town of

10,000 pg¢pulation and were got adgacent to countles*ﬁhlch contalned ) .
a town with a population of at least’ l0,000. While the results were .

not radlcally different from those us1ng the Cendus definition of urban, ¢
€
it is 1nterest1ng to note that only the most urban oountles, those

belonging to SMSA's, and the most rural had net inmlgratlon during

o

the 1960-66 period. Tnose countles whlch«lacked a town of 10,000 but

- »

which were adjacent to counties whlch had such-a town continued to ‘ . .

experience a slight net outmigration of population but experienced an

s +

industrial employment gain of nearly 90 percent, slightly more than that

&

.

0021
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gained by the rurdl counties. By 1966, the 59 Arkansas counties which

.

did. not have a town of a populatlon of at least 10,000 in them contained

f;~~ . nearly 43 percent of the‘state'épma?ufacturing jobs. : ’

o

. - . iy
Those counties which contained towns with populations in the 10,000
h : .. . - i . % B

‘to Lg OOOQrange, while experiencidg manufacturing gyowth above the state

average within themselves as well as In adJacent uountles, contlhued to

-

show net outmlgratlon during the 1960-66 period. This result 'would seem

to cast doubt on‘the validity of éhe growth center concept. - , @

t

P EOnly the rgfal categoryfpf qunties experienced net inmigration of

population and industrial growth at rates’which exceeded the state

. averages. InstFad of small urban érow$ﬁ centers, wh;; appears from the | .
analysig is a gumber of relativeiy rural and isolated céE;ties experi-
encing industri;z growth, population gains, and even commuting of

-

workers from adjacent counties. 'Coupled with this is industrial growth: .

-

in towns and qmall cities which attracts commuting labor from adjacent

) counties. . & s
4 /‘ 3 N ”

({ Ag defined above oneﬂhe basis of non-adjacency to counties with
. . ~

) .
a town, there were 26 rural counties in Arkansas. These counties con-' n

“ -
/ .~ tained only 15 percent of the state's 140,000 manufacturing employees

« @

in 1966 so .it would be ludicrous to claim that an industrial renaissance

&y -

has,swept rural Arkansas. Still, it is no mean fact that these same
o B - ‘_ -
’ counties which had an absolute population decrease of nearly 1t percent’

during the 1950-60 decade not only experienced eopulation growtﬁ during

1960-56 but:EEEnally underwent a net inmigration of nearly three percent. —W\

. . Y
ST Lacking towns and given the demise of agriculture as an employer, i&ere

-

- \ 3

F ) is no other poésible general explanation for this dramatic change than
V

|

|

1023
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ks o
that of rural industrialization, coupled with an apparent willingness on
. ‘ . . s ke N

the part -of some people to return to a rural setting to live.

” - »

Industrial Patt®rns

.

- “
P

L
The pattern of 1ndustryv1n the counties class*f1ed as completely

rural by the‘CPnsus was in 1963 that of low wage, Low Skill apparel
makers and ‘a furniture factory (Table 7). Add1t1onally5,there were ¢ -(

resourcp oriented food processors and ‘non-furni ture wood 1ndustr1es. “,

The oLcurrenLe of low wage, labor 1nten81ve manuiactur1ng in these

rural counties raises the possibility*thgt a "fllterlng,down process
suggested by Thompson2 may be occurring. That is, manufaéturers who

rely on the existence of pools of low wage, surp&ué‘lqbor are having

to move -on out of areas as the surplus disappearé thrgugh competition

»

with other, higher wage employers.

, | v . N . )
. ~ CONCLUSIONS

,‘
5

The Arkansas case study demenstrates that someiindustrialization

- .
- L

is occurring in Arkansas and that it has an important, ifmﬁot obvious,

relationship wiéh population change. Even though® the amount of this

i

1ndustr1a1lza+1on is modest when viewed in the national context, it
4 ®

‘has been suffiecient to induce a revprsal of formerly negative

¥

migration trends. . Rural industrialization may hold the pgssibility of

helping to relieve,ﬁome of the population pressﬁre in our wities but o

more research will be required before a firmw£9sis for publie policy v
Ny : . ‘ i

~an be established. ‘

>

Subsequent research might be focused on the barriers to rural indus-

* trialization and oun the "filtering down" process. As for the barriers,

o

w()‘é@
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* general throughout ﬁiedmont, in three very interesting ways.

" Department to train and hire U0 local disadvantaged persons. Already

o % . _,18_' E,y ] . . L . ‘

i

Lonsd&le noﬂed seven major c¢ategories of barrlers to 1nduotr1allzatlon ) .

in largely rural Bastern North Carolina. They were: a decreasing .

supply of ea31ly trainable labor, d shortage of skilled labor, poor - . | L.

- o

schools, a lack of SOphls*lgated communﬂty leadership, poor transportatlon

.
» 1

facilities, underdeveloped amen1t1es, and a poor image. Various efforts
have helped reduce the'intangible barriers and regional development g
progg;\s, such as those of the Appalaehlan Reglonal Cormissionh, may

i
help to oveércome some of the others, such as those related tr trauspor7

tafion. ) ‘ . -

EXperience from the Carolinas is also suggestive with respect to

the. "filtering down" process. The important concentration of £exti;e

_manufacturing for which the Piedmont area of the Carolinas is noted ' .

¢
séems to be undergoing such a process. A recent article in one of the v

-

10 . b . . 4

regions' newspapers oints out that in Gaffney, South Carolina, a o .
£ p p 2 ]

dramatic increase has occurred in machinery manufacturing and other . i

industries which pay higher wages than do textiles. The long dominant
L o,

> .

textiles industry iswrespondingtto this trend, which is apparently

@

One, new

kinds of labor markets are belﬁg deVeloped, especially for Negroes. One

Gaffney manugaéturer is using a $274,000 grant from the U. SuaLabor

hd i
B

percent of the county's population, constitutse

o

liegroezs, who comprise ZZ
more than 22 percent of fhe labor forece iabthe*uounty s feytlLe plants.
Second, the textllw industry is belué puGth into hl&hPf degre .

of mechani:atiom and automatlon. The rwsulfs are hlbhef wages Ior a

. .

smaller lavor forcz. Both adjustments, bringing Hegrozs into the »
At

y - o
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v “
" A i
. . -
. : A a
- .
Soa .

B ) - ) ‘r i N - ” - - : . > - -
- manufacturing laWor .force in a major way and increasing wage levels,

-

- o - 'j\ e
indicate that the Piedmont areas which initially experienced’important
industrial-growth gnly“ﬁhen textile mills fled from New England in
search of lower wage iaborwin the late 19th and early 20th century, are =

o

not experiencing mqre‘advanced levels in the filtration process. e
Third, a number of textile and other relatively low wage employers, ““ @

encouraged by state policy in North Caroling, are seeking new labor

. - . »

pools inﬁ}argely rural parts Qf*both the wésterq/&ountaiws and eastern

- ~—
.

coastal‘@lains of North Carolina. Small town-rural coqnties are

|
. suddénly undgrgoing what for them is an’ economic boom. AS in Arkansas,
.many of the essentially fural counties.of NortgbCarolina havemggen . ) |
éﬁsolﬁté papglatio; losses redplaced by gains, including in some cases,

D w i .
: |

net inmigration. % . (—
. _ \

o 5

The ctntinued oberétion of a "filtering down" process on through

OV “ e

“r

¢ progressively more advanced stages cannot necessarily be assumed. The

process itself heeds to be more fully und®rstbod.” With such knowledge, -
" perhaps government policy could b shaped in sugh a way as toﬂécqelerate )

- A - - =

its operation. - 7 . 3

’Certainly rural industrialization is not a quick and easy‘SOlution

to the problemsgof urban growth. However, it does, hold promise of” some ¥
. [ . ///,' 3 -
relief and it could be a major tool in the effort to bring rural areas .

.into the .mainstream of American economic devélopment. Such promise
‘ & ~.

~alles for further research to be conducted to priovide the objective

“ ’ A ‘\\ v A ; - . o v ¢

basis for action.

L3
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