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PREFACE

This document is one of a series which contains the rett/1ts of

research carried out during a 1969 Spmer Study of Urban Decentraliz.5tion

at the Oak Ridge National Laborator, spopsored byth D4partment of

Housing and Urban.development and the U. S. Alemic Energy Commission.

The summary of the Summer Study is contained in "AnkIntroduction to

Urban Decentralization Research," ORN4-
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RURAL INDUSTRIAUZATION-

A.-

AND POPULATION GRU4TH: TVE CASE OF ARKANSAS

Alfred'W. Stuart*

)
.ABS CT

4io

Population estimates for 1966 indicate that the.massive outmigration
of population from the nation's rural counties noted in the 1950 -60

\decade has diminished. Durihg the same period, industrializationtpwas.
proceeding at'a relatively rapid,rate in the more rural counties. The

state of Arkansas was examined stiatisticafly in order to*ascertain
OStible relationships between the two trends, in the hope that rural._ .

indUhrializatiQA....might offer an alternative to tN inexorable gr th

of uthan areas.

was found that in Arkansas, tndustrializatiOn in the state's
most rural counties had ind4d included a reversal of'population pat-

o terns, resultitzg in net inmigrationlinto 17 counties which in the
previous decade had absolut9 losses of pdpulation. Towns and small

cities played a mailer part in this relationship.than'had been expected.

Principal problems fol.- further.reSearch, 41e 6onclusi"ons of;which

,could lay the basis, for effective policy decisions,.are-the barriers
to rural industrialization an the operation of a "filtering down" .pro-
cess which is apparently pushing low wage-manufacturers Alto rural

Arkansas.

0

Associate Professor of Geography, the finiversity
Charlotte, -North Carolina.
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RICAL INDthIVIALIZATION AND POPULATION GROWTH: THE CASE OF AAEANSAS
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:INTRODUCTION

- The rapid rate at which the U.,t a. ismbecoming an increasingly urban
.

ration has become a flmilarstory. "While-central cities declined in

4?

some cases, metropolitan areas generally continued to grow relative to

the natilmal population. Induced decentralization is proposed as one

alternative to the Crowdinti.deline in"seivices, and growth of slums
,,,

generallyWhich are generally regarded as consequences of this growth trend.
k.

.

*
,

Decentralization takep od formsforms-but a common thread' among users

'

of the term.is'the notion of providing people`-with alternatives to

living,,, in our present metropolitan areas. One aspect of this idea'is

tp stem the floW of pride to the cities` at the source -- iri the small

towns and rural counties which do not possess the acWanfages and
I

attractions of larger urban placeb. Proponents of a rural renais-
,

sance are concerned not only-with easing the urban crisis but also

with upgrading the nation's rural areas which are becoming back-
*

s waters of national development. The direct link Qtween urban and

rural problems was recognized as a matter for lational concern by

Preiident Johnson in 196t-D. This is coupled with a widely held belief '

that he nation't rural areasrar, depopulating in a manner that is both

inexorable and inevitable. As he populationIrdecxeasys, there is a

tendency to weaken existing service and employment leels, ,akin it

even more difficult tO reverse the trend. Thus, a self-teeding mecharjism

Of decline is established. which produces -th a dete?iorafion c)f rural

) 8
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. life and,orther migration

may be

into the
, 4

nation's larger citieb, -,1,lowevqp, it

unrealistic.to rel ieve ban growth problems

#

t keep *Americans "pack on.-tijfarm:"-

4

Firstl the farm Is a signi4cant

Large, highly .organized and mechanized

0 .
.operator, theJeffersonian-ideal yeomein farmer, is almost everywhere

/.
?

f. .
doomed to, poverty.

through attempts to °'

alternative for

operations

only ones which today prpduce a high'standard of liyi4
4

few-426oPlev `

gener'allyt:ibe

g. The small

155

Aecond, the,compleX, specialized and thereby 0.nterdependent.
nature ofLodern urban-inductrial.systeAs requires a clustering of

interacting components. Specialized clroduCtion'facilities
4

eXternalecorionliesCh if tarn require

cuttomets for
A 4

their
)
pecialized services.'

depends upon

access to clusters of
1

Thirdly,Uiban areas have well established head

on triet and labor forces reside

their prcblems, large urban areas have accukuated tiore of everything

p

routes focus

ta.rfs: Tradsport

in them. Despite

f4
that is essential to an increasingly complex and technologic& y'oriented

production syste:.t. Thompson- speaks or a "rachet-4,ze' forcities,
t

-above which past growth is locked in and the fUturt,. relatively. assured

. but below which the future is uncertain. Wha4 at small towns and

rural countiet to expect? With oor schools,olimited transport facili-

underd,weloped business services, un$killed leibor, incompetent
1

local-governments, seduced tax bases and manifold other problems, how

can sa11 towns and rural are&-S possibly provide awalternative for

many'people?

9
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In summary) it is,. argued that 'rural. counties and small-toWns"mu.st

.
. . ,

. A.
be rejuvenated so as :-to stem the tide of migration into'the cities but

. , -
ir

there- are good,reasonsto-believe that such` an out 'me is wishful

)1
thinking.

% ,4;',' 4
However, it, is clear that much of the kbove and simil4r reasoning

,

".,
,

is based op events pr.iorto 1960. What has happened in the decade of

t the 1 O's? Doe's it support trends of the 1950's? How do treA4is
. .

A

Au.

in population correlateewith other variables, such as indudtrial groth?
.

-Those trends must be take intoaccount IA any attmpt toformdlate a

'national decentralization policy.
c..A

TRENDS OF THE 1950's,'

,,

In'the 1950°g about*one-half f the nation's more than

counties lost population. With S;\-exceptions, these-,countriei were
,

PJt

largely rural.

An attempt to correlate fourteen variables, such as industrial

growthand family income, with population change for near1,7i500 non-
,.

4
t . \ i4

, metropolitan, non-New England counties, (Table 1) failed to reveal
. &

any

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

probably was the national scope of the data, tended to obscure

regional and local variationb. The result suggests that Smaller regional

.aggregates and case studies might be a more helpful approach.a

TRENDS OF THE 1960'S

its

The UAS. Bureau of the Census prepared e iqlates -opulation atid

mponents of change 174- rYa11 r:(Jutities as of July 1, 1,.?

apparent that the estimateg tajned a dramatic! gory. The' number

O
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Table 1. Correlation 'of Selected Characteris4cs-
with Percentage Population Change, 4950-60".

(Non-SMSA Counties Outside Ne4kEngland)

Variable w Correlation Coefficient

Urban Population (1960%) -0.00

Negro Population (196aR t.03

Population' over 65 years*(1960%) -0.01

No. School Yrs. Completed (1960) -0.02

Employment incMfg. -(% 1960) -0.01

,Medifian Family Income ($1959) -0.02

Public Assistance (No. Recipients 1964) -0.03

Change Bank Deposits (% 1960-64) ' -0.00

Federal gave:. Employment (No. 1964) -0.01

Average Value Of Farms ($ per acre 1964) -0.00

Change Mfg. Employment (No. 1958-63) -0.02

Change Mfg. Employment (% 1958-63) 0:00

Change in Land in Farms (% 1959-64) ` -0:61

`(none significant at ttre .01 level)

Sample size - 2,102 counties

Data Source: 1967 ounty -City Data Book, U. S. Department of

Commerce

OM 1

I.

Or"



a

counties'expeliencing population 16ss decrease, from the ,"A7

to about 1 100. Pi'imarily rural counties reduced their avcL 'age annual

rates of -,,dtmigration to on3y twenty percent of the 1950 0" level.
0

change becomes increasingly dramatic when it is .realised that there,wer

The

definite regional:patterns. As Bale pointed out, a line drawn from

, a
abodt Del Rio, Texas to the Upper Peninsula of Michigan separate

.

. a

counti s' of positive change from those of continued loss. Exc pt in t1-"le.

core of the :Appalachians and along the Southern ! Coasta1 Plain, many ,

"

predominantly rural counties_east of the lire experienced rain insteai

of,loss and in some cases, former heavy losers saw thl,tide of net

migration reversed, 14ar-urban counties of thenorthecIst _he fennesse,'e -.

Valley, and the Carolina Piedmont were epresentedvbut so were a lumber

of non-urban counties in Oklahoma a d47Arka4sas. Th4"West Ccast, al ,

_

.
---- I

experienced gain but the broad interior of,the continent westtlf the .

, Del Rio--Michigan line continued toexperience general population decline

in, the rural counties. Carr5, analyzing rural.populatiot tren in

the J. S. South for the l9,Z0-1966 period, found that in his 1,--. ate-,
4,

definition of the region, population in entirely rural. counties (classi-.

fied as less thar 0.1 percent urban in 1960), after decreaSing
0

125,0),
co

persons between 1920 and 190,.." actually in, eate,d Lysp-Jt

=N in the period. This change, alorw, with

inc eases-in the more th^barf counties, was su ficieht, to more thann, rttstore

the absolute losses suffered by Arkansas and Mississippi be*tueen

and Only the chronically troubled state of West--firgini con-

titued to lose populati"-n. Beale found that those 1,J0se to r_11

scene in Arkansas were surprised-by ?he dramatic revera- f trends.,

0012'
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Harvl anticipated change in the Louth in a 1966 paper . He grouped

counties according to the population of the largest urban place in each

and examineAe d.employment change in each group as revealed by County

A

BuSines.s-Patterns rep'orts. ie. found.that during the 1948-59 period,

counties which did-not contain a population center of at least '500
*

persons experienced emOloyment,growth at a rate be1owTthat of the

region as a whole. At theencl of the period, only"4 percent.of the

region's nonagricultural' employment growth reported in the CBP occurred

in the rural counties. In ther1959-62 period, however, reported -employ-

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

regiOn's. In the 1962'-64 period, the rural counties' employment grew

more than twice as fast as the region's., Tern percent of the reg'ion's

growthfloccurred in rural counties Not even the SMSA counties experienced
14,

employment growth at as high a rate as did the rural counties throughout

the entire' 1959-64 peridd.

Cramer7 studied recent industrial locationends according to

type of county. He found that the least urban and Most dispersed type,

counties (those outside major industrial areas, with fewer than

4)0 employees in manufacturing, and not containing a- city of. at

least'100, persons) contained about 24.49-"percent of all U. S. manu-

facturing employees in 196 , a percentage that has not changed much in

cevval decades. However, this type of county experienced manufacturing

0 employment, growth which was greater than that of any other type of

county in the 19U=-66 period_ (Table 2). Growth by the least urban-
,

most dispersed counties exceed9d regional growth in regions which

contained almost 86 percent of the,U. S. total. Inyegions which

M 1
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contained over 83 percent of U. S. manufacturilig employment,_ the dispersed

counties greW faster than the national rate of growth of all types of

counties. This and the slow growth of major industrial areas in the

U. S. manufacturing belt i4 the most dramatic trend revealed in Table z.

The long term shift toward the more dispersed 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

country. Lineback
8

provided a case study which tends to support Creamer's

pessimism. He found that even after a relatively major and successful

campaign to attract manufacturing to mountai5us Alleghany County, North

Carolina, population obi=- migration continued, although at a diminished

rate.

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

indicated that by 1963, Alleghany County experienceota very slight net

inmigtation, suggesting that a time lag of some magnitude exists between

industrial growth and residential population change.

The combined work of Beale, Haren, Corry, and Creamer and their

supporting data do suggest the development of a trend which, if major

andif long-term, cobld be a major factor-in the achievemepf of a national

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

The particularly crucial and immediate questions seem to be the

following:

(1)' To what extent are recent nonulation gains in states such as

Arkansas and Oklahomaoccurring in rt al areas rather than as extensions

of urbanization;

(2) _To :what extent is U. S manufacturing beginning to deconcen-

./.
tratebVfloving to rural areas outside-the Main manufacturing areas;

0(015
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(3) What is the relationship between recent population gains in

ostensibly rural areas and industrial location trends?

The above'q estions can be approached in several ways but the

principal alternative seems to be between a nationwide investigation

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

national level 14-variable correlation attempt suggests that small area

studies are apt to be more productive.

-CASE STUDY OF ARKANSAS

Arkansas was selected for preliminary study of the questions stated

above because it'is a dramatic case of population trend reversal and

because it is a heavily rural state which is well beyond the major con-

centrations of U. S. manufacturing activity. It-should be 'emphasized

that the study was based entirely on available statistical data and

without benefit of special knbwledge of the state or field work in the

area.

In the 1950-60 decade, Arkansas suffered a 6.5 per'cent loss of

population, largely because of a net outmigration of 22.7 percent of

her population. Between 1060 and 1966, the trend reversed dramatically,

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

increase of-9.5 percent.

Manufacturing employm..,4nt has expanded rapidly since at least/195,-,

experienced an increase of 5.9 percent between 19":". and 1966, repre-

senting an addition of- 2225 jobs to thy industrial base. While still

not making Arkansas a major industrial state: manufacturing employment

had reached the point that it involved 7.1 percent of the 1

lation.

in 1 6

popu-

to.



The State in General

Attempts were made to find significant correlations between vari s

eMployment and population variables in Arkansas. Percent of net migra-

tion or perc4nt of total population change did not show significant,

correlation with various measures of change in manufacturing employment

for several tiatelncrements going back as fax ak195-4 (Tablv3).

However, when migration trends were aggregated for the, 19r,0-and
A

19t0-kDb periods, as foutd that population changes,, especially

migration, respondatd in a modestly significant way to an increase in

manufacturing employment (Table 4). The really interesting positive

correlation was a very- strong .3.2 correlation cdbfficient on a sample

of counties between the change in number of residents employed in

manufacturing t(tween-1950 and 1960 and the.abs41ute change population.

between 1960 and 1 ._.. Clearly, many of the new workers are not living

in the same county in whiCh they_work. An interesting condition is

revealed; Some count s are 9wing_in jobs faster than in population,

.11

others are growing faster in Ipulation than in. joba, Intercounty

commuting apparently is a majoj characteristic of population responses

to industrial growth in sas.

Change by County Type

A question still remains as to the role of rural counties in the

process of industrial growth ald population change and it is this group

that contains the evidence of the truly remarkable demographic change.

which occurred in Arkansas (Table 5). Between, 19'4') and 1960, every one
.fi

of the 24 r*ounties which were classified as completely rural by the

U. S. Census had net outmigration a a decline in total population.

17



Table 3. Relationships 'Between Selected Employment Variables
and 1960-66 Population Change in Arkansas Counties

Variables

' Correlation Coefficient
(All not statistically
significant et the .01
level. n=75

net migration,
1960-66

It

U

s. % change mfg. emp. 58-66'

vs. % change mfg. emp. 58-63

vs. change mfg. emp. 54-66

vs. Change in no. residents
in agr. 50-60

vb. Change in no. mfg. emp.
63-66

vs. Change in payroll per
employee in mfg. 58-66

% total population 4

change 1960-66 vs. % change mfg. emp. 58-66

vs. % change mfg. emp.

vs.. % change mfg. emp. 64-66'

0.02

0.19

-0.09

0.13

0.07

0.01

0.16

0.25

0.01

Off18
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In 1960-6 1 ity fOur continued los/population and 17
1-

net inmigrationo,4

experienced

Curiously, the completely rurar counties were the only.. ones which

had both inmigration and industrial growth/that exceeded state averages.

In all other categories.where inmigration exceeded the state rate,

industrial growth was below the -state's rate, but still quite strong.

Where net outmigration occurred, the rate, of industrial job increase

.exceeded the average for the state. Once again, intereounty commuting

is ptobably responsible. In every case,,, industrial growth was strong,*

and the flow of outtnigration was greatly reduced 4 if not reversed.

.e
The Census Bureau definitionof rural is not always adequate. If

a county which itself lacks any urban places is adjacent to an Urban

county then it can be said to be'more urban/less rural than is a county

which is adjacent to counties which lack urban places. On this premise,

the Arkansas counties were grouped on the basis of both urban characteris-
.

tics of of the county itself and thoka' of adjacea counties (Table 6). The

most rural category contained those codnties which lacked a town of

10,000 pipulation and were vot adjacent to countiesthich contained

a town with a population of at least 10,000. While the results were

not radically different from those using the CentUs definition of urban,

it is,interesting to note that only the most urban counties, those

belonging to SMSA's; and the most rural had net inmigration during

the 1960-66 period. Tnose counties which lacked a town of 10,000 but

which were adjacent to counties which had such'a town continued to

experience a slight net outmigration of population but experienced an

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

Y2-1
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gained by the rural. counties. By 1966, the 59 Arkansas counties which

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

nearly 43 percent of the state' maTifacturing jobs.

Those counties which contained towns with populations in the 10,000

to 49,000 range, while experiencing manufacturing g;owth above the state

average within themselves as well as in adjacent counties, continued to

show net outmigration during, the 1960-66 period. This result would seem

to cast doubt on the validity of the growth center concept. )

4 Only the rral category of counties experienced net inmigration of

population, and industrial growth at rates which exceeded the state

J.

averages. Instead of small urban growth centers, what appears from the

analysis is a pumber of relatively rural and isolated counties experi-

encing irieustrial growth, population gains, and even commuting of

workers from adjacent counties. Coupled with this is industrial growth

in towns and mall cities which attracts commuting labor from adjacent

counties.

As defined above on. he basis of non-Adjacency to counties with

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

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

has., swept rural Arkansas. Still, it is no mean fact that these same

counties which had an absolute population decrease of nearly 16 percent

during the 1950-60 decade not only experienced population growth during

1960-u6 but ac ally underwent a net inmigration of nearly three percent.

Lacking towns and given the demise of agriculture.as an employer,

a
is no other poAsible general explanation for this dramatic change than

llr23
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that of rural industrialization, coupled with an apparent willingness on

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

Industrial Patetrns

The pattern of industry/in the counties classified as completely

0 4

4

rural by theCensus was in 1963 that of low wage, low skill apparel

makers and'a furniture factory (Table 7).. 'Additionally) there were

resource oriented food processors and non-furniture wood industries.

The occurrence of low wage, labor intensive manufacturing.in these

rural counties raises the possibility that a "filteringOown" process

suggested by Thompson
2

may be occurring. That is, manufacturers who

rely on the existence of pools of low wage, surplui-labor are having

to twve-onout of areas as the surplus disappears through competition

with other, higher wage employers.

4+.

CONCLUSIONS

The Arkansas case study demonstrates that some industrialization

is occurring in Arkansas and that it has an important, if4liot obvious,

relationship with population change. Even though the amount of this

industrialization is modest when viewed in the national context, it

has been sufficient to induce a reversal of formerly negative

migration trends. Rural industrialization may hold the possibility of

Yelping to relievefome of the population pressure in our `cities but

more research will be required before a firm basis for public policy

can be established.

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

trialization and on the "filtering down'" process. As for the barriers,

-4
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a 0tonsdale- noised seven major categories of barriers to industrialization

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

supply of easily trainable labor, a shortage of skilled labor, poor
11

schools, a lack of.sophisticated community leadership, poor transportation

facilities, underdeveloped_amenities, and a poor image. Various efforts

have helped reduce the-intangible barriers and regional development

progFms, such as those of the Appalachian Regional Commtssioh, may

help to overcome some of the others, such as those related to transport

tation.

Ei?perience from, the Carolinas is also suggestive with respect to

the,"filtering down" process. The important concentration of textile

manufacturing for which the Piedmont area of the Carolinas is noted

seems to be undergoing such a process. A recent article in one of the

regions' newspapers
10 points out that in Gaffney, South Carolina, a

dramatic increase has occurred in machinery,, manufacturing and other,

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

textiles industry is responding o this trend, which is apparently

general throughout Piedmont, in three very interesting ways. One, new

kinds of lator markets are being developed, especially for Negroes. One

Gaffney manufacturer is using a *27L,000 grant from the U. S.aabor

Department to train and hire local disadvantaged persons. Already

laegroes, who comprise 22 percent of the county's population, constitute

more than 22 percent of labo force ire- the textile plants.

Second, the textile industry is being pushed into higher degrees

of mechanization and automation. The results are higher wages for a

smaller labor force. Both adjustments, bringing Negroes into fhe,

(19(1
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manufacturing labor ,force in a major way and increasing wage levels,

indicate that the Piedmont areas which initially experiencedimportant

industrial-growth only when textile mills fled from New England in

Search of lower wage labor in the late 19th and early 20th century, are

not experiencing more advanced levels in the filtration process.

Third, a number of textile and other relatively low wage employers,

,

eneouraged-by state policy in North Carolin, n- are seeking new labor

pools in largely rural parts o4f both the wester mountains and eastern

coastal plains of North Carolina. Small town-rural counties are

suddenly undprgoing what for them is an economic boom. As in Arkansas,

,many of the essentially rural counties. of North Carolina have,seen

absolute population losses replaced by gains, including in Some cases,
ft?

4

net inmigration.

The c6ntinued operation of a "filtering down" process on through

progressively more advanced stages cannot necessarily be assumed. The

process itself needs to be more fully undt.Yrstbod... With such knowledge,

perhaps government policy could bt shaped in such a way as to accelerate

its operation.

Certainly rural industrialization is not a quick and easy solution

to the problems of urban growth. However, it does hold promise of some

relief and it could be a major tool in the effort to bring rural areas

into themainstream of American economic development. Such promise

call for further research to be conducted to prbvide the objective

basis for action.

0027
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