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ABSTRACT
\ : - Congressicnal mandate in 1975 directed that the
Appalachian Regional Commissicr conduct a study on (1) the status of
Appalachian mig?ﬁmts livire in the destinations to which they had
moved: (2) current migration patterns and implicaticns; and (3) past
and potential iIapact of Ccmmissicrn programs on outmigration and
welfare of appalachian migrants. The study utilized data“from the
Social Security Administrationts continuous wdrk history sample for
1965-70 and 1970-75. A dramatic reversal of migraticn c¢ccurred in the
reriods examined: between 1965-70 the Appalachian Fegion had a rnet
loss from migration o>f 400,000 people: between 1970-75 the region .hed
- @2 net growth of B10,000 people with 300,000 migrating into the area.
Outmigration dropped from 1.6 =million in 1965-70 to 1.4 miliion in
1970-75. Apparently ecorrmmic gains within the regicn during the
secord time period nade outmigra+icn less desirabley For both periods
males had the highest inmiaration and dutmigration ratics. \
Outmigration seemed to prcduce favorable results, for most of the
pigrants made sigrificant income and status gains relative to those
vho remained ir Appalachia, with earnings in the destinaticn regions
rising rather quickly to the average of the nev area. Fvidence
indicated that Apphlachian miqran®s have received the. health,
education, and other services +hat enable them to compete
successfully in their newv se*tings. (DS) )
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N ' FOREWORD

The Congress mandated in the 1975 amendments to the Appalachian Regional

" Development Act that "...the Commission shall conduct a study and report on
the status of Appalachian migrants in the destinations to which they have
migrated, current migration patterns and implications, and the impact
which the: Commission program has had, and the potential for such {mpact, on
outmigration and the welfare of Appalachian ﬁigrants....“ ‘This report is
intended to fuifill the requirements of this charge. The primary source is
the Social Security Administration's continuous work history sample for
the 1965-1970 and 1970-1975 periods. ’

Two additional reports will be available in the near future which
supplement this study. Both will contain specialized information on
Appalachian migration. One report, based on special Census tabulations,
will cover detailed characteristics of Appalachian migrant groups for 1965
to 1970. The other will contain a comprehensive review of the literature
on Appalachian migration over the past two decades as well as an extensive
bibliography. Finally, the Commission's migration data bank which has been
developed over the study period will be available for specialized
information requests. .

The principal investigator for this report was Dr. Gary L. Fowler. He was

assisted by Jeff Rappaport. The Commission's staff coordinator for the
study was Or. Jerome P. Pickard.

HENRY HCKREVOR T -

Executive Director

Enclosure
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A REPORT TO CONGRESS ON MiGRATION SUBMITTED BY
THE APPALACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION

-

An Executive Summary .

The large-scale migration of Appalachian people. long has been considered
synonymous with poverty, unemployment and other socioeconomic indices of
distress in the Appa.achian Region.

Phblic Commissions concerned with Appalachian development also concluded
that migration was symptomatic of pervasive regional problems. The Council
of Appalachian Governors (1959) and the President™s Appa?achian\Regional
Commission (PARC) considered Appalachia to be the locus of a set of
problems, one of which was high rates of selective outmigration. This
popu?ation "shift", PARC reported, “...offers most con&inéing statistics
to prove the deficit of opportunities which pervade the entire region.
Americans have been apt students of the éeoéraphy of opportunity -- their
| migrations have clearly marked the regions of growth and decline."

PARC's roster of deficits also included high rates of@hnemp?oyment; lack of
urbanization; anhd low levels of education and “income, all of which were
indicators of the relative deprivation which faces people in the Region.

The Region had ; net loss from migration of 400,000 people frmﬁ'IQGS to

1970. From 1970 to 1975, it had a net gain from migration of 300,000
persons, or about 37 percent of the tota} net growth of SI0,0QD people.

This dramatic reversal of historica} trends may raise sign%ficant policy -*f“‘
issues for Appalachian migrants and the Commission's regional development
program. A review of the literature clearly demonstrates that little is

known about the migrants; the causes of migration and its consequences to

them, the Region and their destinations: and the rg!étionships of migration

to Commission programs. -

po
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This ‘report is in response to the Congressional mandate in Section 119,
‘paragraph (3), subsection (b), (3) of the Regional Development Act of 1075
{an amendment to Section 302 of the Appalachian Regional Development Act ‘of
1955) \ > \

. . . ke 4
{3) The Commission shall conduct a study and report on the

. status of Appalachian migrants in the destinations to which they have \

migrated, current migration patterns and implications, and the impact
which the Commission program has had, and ‘the potent1a1 for such
impact, on outmigration and the welface of Appalachian migrants. The
Commission is authorized to conduct-pitot projects and demonstrations
within the region in connection with such.study.
. : N
The scope of this study is defined within the frame of refefence of the
Tegislation and of the available primary data sourcegy

»
Data Sources

The primary migration data are from the Social Security Administration's
(SSA) Continudus Work History Sample (CWHS). For this report, the data are

from the CWHS 1 percent sample of first quarter earnings for 1965, 1970 and °

1975,

3

The CWHS is a uniquely detailed micro-data file suitable for the analysis
of migration. Data are based ¢n individuals in the labor force who are
covered by the Social Security program, and are repérted‘by place of
_employment. The CWHS data have the advantage of tracing the movements of
workers from job to job and from place to place, and report the wage
earnings associated with individual mobility through time. The CWHS data
 were tabulated for two peciods: 1965 to 1970, and 1970 te 1975. These
periods which include the first decade of the Commission's activity,
approximate the timing of major socioeconomic and demographic changes
affecting thg Appalachian-Region. Addit%onél basic data for 1965.to 19
were obtained from special tabulations of the 1970 Census of Population,

6
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Migration Areas
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Data were tabulated by multi-county geographical ynits, or “zones" which
group together’ coupties linked by close commuting ties or oriented to
regjona1 centers;. smab%gr centers and more rural areas are grouped into
residual zones. The zones are aggregated to form nine‘?egions: the three
Appalachian subregions; five non-Appa1achian regions in the gastern u.S.

and the western U.S. (west of the Mississippi River). . ‘

APPALACHIAN MIGRATION: AN OVERVIEW

-

The general structure of Appalachian migration and population
~redistribution changed significantly in the decade from 1965 to 1975. The
Appalachian Region continued to have net migration lesses as a result of
exchange with other regions from 1965 to 1970. However, by 1975, the
Region had a net gain as the result of significant changes in the magnitude
and direction of selected migrati&B?Etreams (see Table 1).

Domestic inmigrq;ion to Appalachia increased sharply from 1.2 million to
over 1.6 million in the later pefiod {1970-75). In addition, the share of
‘inmigrants to Central Appalachia increased from 9 to 12 percent of the
total; those to Southern Appalachia, from 44 to 46 percent of the total
number; while inmigrants to Northern Appalachia dropped from 47 to 42
6ercent,of the Region's total. The absolute number of inmigrants increased
in all subregions, with by far the largest gain in Southern Appalachia,
which consequently had the largest share of net inmigration to the Region
in 1970-1975, while the Northern subregion continued to experience net
outmigration, though al a much lower rate than in the preceding five-year
period. ‘

In the 1370-1975 period, domestic outmigration from Appalachia dropped
from its earlier level of 1.6 million (in 1965~-70) to 1.4 million. Central

L 4



- Table 1. g INTERREGIONﬁL MIGRATION PATTERNS
APPALACHIAN REGION MIGRATION INTERCHANGES
1965-197%

(Dafa in Thousands)

1965-1970
Non-Appalachian
- Domestic Migration
Non-Appalachian . Appalachian B
Regions of . Net Into - - Qut from
. Origin or Qestination Migration . Appalachia .  Appalachia-
Northern regions { -180 : 614 | 794
‘Southern regions -134 . 436 570
destern Y.S. -76 17§ 254
o
Y., Total -350 w228 1,618
r
1970-1975
Northern regions - +200 @ : 74i 541
Southern regions +27 . 613 586
Western U.S, ' -64 _ 225 289
U.S. Total +163 1,579. 1,416 °
N ,} . \ {\
Outside U.S. and Armed +103 - +103 n.a.
Forces |
Total \+266 . 1,682¢ 1,416

* Includes estimated net return of Armed Forces to the Region in civiljan status
in 1970-1975. : -

-
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Appalachia‘s share of outmigration fell sharply to 7 percent, while the
Northern subreginn\bfevided 54 pewcent of the totéT’gatflow‘and Southern
Appalachia, 39 percent. The absolute aumber of outmigrants is estimated to
~have Ddeen lower for all three subregions. The drop in outnincation
accounted for only just over one-third of f%e total shift in Appalachian
domestic migrétion The marked increase 'in inmigration into the Region
accounted for almost two-thxrds of the change in net migration for
Appalachia. 4/

In 1965-1970, nearly one-half (49 percent) of Appalachian outmigrants went
to northern regions; 35 percent of the tota! moved to southern regions, and
one-sixth (16 percent) went to the western U.S. (west of the Mlsswssxppx
River). The later migration peraod (1970-75) showed a marked shift: only
38 perceat moved to northern regions, while southern regions increased
their snare to 42 percent, and the west jumped to one-fifth (20 percent) of
all Appalachian outmigrants.

The flow of Appalachians out of the Region in the 1970-1975 perioa reflects
~ the shift in national movements of population with southern and western
- regions gaining relatively 1in comparison with the North, but net
1nngratzon into the Appalachian Region as a whole is a new phenomenon
which has not occurred for several decad&s at least.

Migration of the Covered Work Force

The Appalachian Region work force increased from 4.6 to 5.3 m31lion people
from 1965 to 1970. Entrants to, and exits from, the work force were the
largést sources of change, and on balance accounted for a net Tate of
increase of 16.1 percent. This was more than sufficient to offset the net
loss from interregional migration. From 1965 to 1970, a total of 1,074.4
thousand migrated ‘to, within and from Appalachia. Seventeen percent of
‘them were intra-Appalachian migrants, the majority 5% whom remained in the
same subregion. The other 893.1 thousand were interregional migrants. As
a result of their movements, the Rerion had a net migration rate of -2.1
percent (domestic migration).
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Several cheracteristics of Appalachian labor force migration rémained
censtant throughout the 1365 and 1975 period. First, the majqrit§ of
Appalachians were nonmigrants. They either remained in the same zone or,
if they had moved, they returned before 1370 or 1975. This followed the
gererai trend of decline in other mobility rates as well. Second,:
mrgrq;1on rates were highest for interregional movement. Rates of intra-
Appal&chwan migration were low, and the majority of those who did migrate
w1th1n Appalachia remained in the same subregwon‘ Third, turnover rates
remained relatively stable through time.

The migration shift to net inmigration was generally considered to be an
encouraging sign for Appalachian development. The fact remained, however,
that Appalachia continued to be the least-preferred major region in ‘the
eastern United States for migrants from other places. The rélative&y Tow
Jutmigration rates from other regions to Appalachia from 1965 to 1970 were
understandable, as the Region continued to have net migvatién losses' to all
other places. From 1920 to 1935, the décline in the rate,éf outmigration
from Appalachia to the North was consistent with general changes in ‘
migration patterns at nationgl scale. However, the rate of migration from
the North to Appalachia rekmed at a level wmch was half that of
migration fron North to Scuth, and one-third that of migration to the
western U.S. People leaving other regions preferreq Sunbelt locations to
Appalachia despite the fact that the Region had managed to qain from
interregional migration. '

)

MIGRANT WORK FORCE CHARACTERISTICS

-~
M

Interregional Work Force Migration
Y

Men are more mobile than women . interregional Appalachian migration.
Among the white majority, men had the highest in- and outmigration rates,
as well as the highest turnover rates, during the 1965-1975 decade. They
also experienced the greatest absolute chdnge .in migration rates, which

- | i
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;,—mgfnt that tgefturnabout\ﬁn Aﬁpalachian.aﬁgrationin 1970-19?5 was strongly

affEttedf§§'sthts in tMe magnitude and direction of migration of white
males. By 1975 themigration balance for males in the covered labor force
changed to net inmigration iﬁxeéch subregion. In general, the migration
rates of females were lower than for ha1es and changed less dramatically
between 1965 and 1975. Furthermore, females had higher rates of
ohtmigratioﬁ and lower rates of f{nmigratian than males. in several
instances. _In Northern Appalachia, labor force females continued to have a

net migration loss in 1930-19?5 despite a reduction in the rate.

»

Selectivity of Migration Streams

-The selectivity of migration streams by sex and race introduce additional

comp}exity into patterns of interregional migration. The majority of
migrants Teave the Appalachian Region. yi%h the excepi%on’of Centratl
Appalachia, the majority of the intra-Appalachian migrants remain in the
same subregion. However, there are significant differences b& sex and race

-in levels of ‘mobility and preference of Appalachian migrants for other

subregions in the United States.

1. Males are more likely to remain in Appalachia than females. The
~differences were significant in both time periods for Ncrthern and
Southern Appalachia, and for&&gntral Appalachia in 1970-1975.

2. Among mié}ant% to the Nortir, males had higher levels of preference for
~the North. Central subregion while femalés had hjgher levels of
preference for the Northeast. Among @igrants to the South, females
had higher ievel% of preference for the Southeast. These differences
were especially pronounced for Central Appalachian migrants during

the 1970-1Q?5 period. )

Age Selectivity of Appalachian Work Force Migrants

. Seven generalizations can be made about the age distribution of

interregionil work force migrants for each of the three Appalachian
subregions. 1

o
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1. Migrants wera younger than nonmwgraats This was true of all groups
in each subregian for both time periods. |

~

2. Qutmigrants were younger than inmigrants. The exceptions were in
Northerfi Appalachia, where age distributions were similar, and in
Central Appalachia, where male inmigrants were younger than

~ outmicrants.

»

3.. [fhe b1moda1 age d1str1butwon common to the female }abor force was
egpec1al]y prnnounced among m)grants The critical age cohorts for
. female migrants were 25-29 and 35 54 (age at end of each period).

4, Both~Apoa1achian inmigrants and inm” rants from other reéjons were
younger than nonmigrants at destination. This was true of all groups
“in all regions for both time periods.

5. Male Appalachian inmigrants were younger than iﬁmigrants from other
regions. This was also true of all subregioni for both time periods.

6. Through time, male Appalachian inmigrants became re!at1ve1y younger
- than male 1nmwgrants from other regions. '

. -

7. The patterns oﬁ_age selectivity of female Appalachian inmigrants tb
other regions were much iessﬂc?ear. Compared to female inmigrants
from othar regions, the bimodal age distribution characteristic of
sutmigrants from Appalachjaﬁ subregions also appeared. Significantly
larger proportions of Appé]achian inmigrants were in the age cohorts

of 29 and less, and 45-64, than were inmigrants from other regions.

-

H

Se!ecttv%ty by age generally follows expected patterns.  That is,
nonmigrants in the Appalachian Region and other places are older than
migrants; and Appalachian migrants are younger than those from other
places”™ 0On the whole, Appalachian*migration added a relatively: young
population to other places and, in combination with the age of inmigrants,
the Appalachian Region's @dpulation‘became relatively older. ’
B

r A .
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RELATIVE INCOME CHARAC*ERISTICS OF APPALACHIAN MIGRATION

Aop313chxan Migr-tion: A Review of Qther Studies

o summgry; previous Studies of the_persona1 income benefits associated

#7th A3ppalachian migration suggest that the results of the decision to

m:grate have been f}varabie for most. Although outmigrants from Appalachia

nag lower incomes than nonmigrants, they increased their 1nc0mes more -

rapidly than these.nonmwgrants to reach levels which approximated those of

previcus inmigrants and long-term residents in the places to which they

. mbved. E&cept for return migrants, migranté to Appalachia had:higher
incsmes than prevailed in the Region, although their income increased

relatively more Slowly. The degree to which an individual migrant

<. | cartiZipated in these personal income benefits, however, depended upon
sex, race and distance migrated as weil as other migrant characteristics.

Hirschberg's (1968) analysis of Cont1nuaus Nork Hxstory Sample data for
1957-1963 reported that: :

-

L4

...those wno migrate increase their wages facter than those who did
not migrate; those who migrate jong dwstances increase their wages
faster than those who migrate short dwstances. “Long-distance
Appalachian mmgrants increased their wages faster than short-distance
migrants; the latter in turn increased their wages faster than those
who have remained in Appalachia. Those who remained iﬁ Appalachia had
higher initial wages than those who migrated from Appalachia. Among
migrants, short-distance movers earned lower wages than long di§tanéé
movers. o

“he income benefits to migration were greater for men than for women, and

for whites than fpr blacks. Black males received lower absolute wages than

" white males, and YWad lower rates of wage increase irrespective of their
0, migrants to Appalachia had higher premigration
incomes than outmigrants, although the rate of increase for inmigrants was

slower,

" migration decisions.
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Measuring Relative [ncome Banefits

Determination of the personal income benefits associated with Appalachian
migration follows a methodology developed by Trott, Mason and Smith (1974)
to analyze the relative income characteristics of interregional migrants.
The analysis is restricted to white males in the covered labor force
because of much smaller sample sizes for thé‘ interregional migration
streams of female énd black Appalachians. White males were the majority of
the migrants, as well as the group most strongly attached to the 1abor
force.

This study uses measures of relative income to compare migrants’® earn1ng§
with those of nonmigrants, at both origins and destinations, and to relate
absolute narnwngs gains to regional dxfferent1a3§ Impiicit 1in this
anaiysis 1is the assumption that differences in cost of living among areas

are reflected in differences in levels of average income (earnings of the
covered work force). ‘

Income Benefits for White Male Appalachian Migrants

Period 1: 1965 to 1970. “The income differentials among non-Appalachian
regions of the United States in 1965 followed a familiar pattern. Average
annual earnings of white male nommigrants ranged from highs of $6,879 in

the North Central region and $6,751 in the Northeast to $5,347 in the South
Central region. The regions of Appalachia generally conformed to this
north-sputh pattern, with an average of $6,060 in Northern Appalachia and
$5,198 1in Southern Appalachia. Central Appalachia had an average of
$4,840, the lowest for any region.

Average premigration (1965) incomes of outmigrants were less than fhose of

.nonmigrants in each region. The largest difference was in Central

Appalachia, where the outmigrants' average premigration income was only 77
percent ¢f the income zonal nonmigrants. In Northern Appalachia, the
premigration income ratio was 92 percent and in Southern Appalachia, 89
percent, of the nonmigrant level.

T
M
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By 1970, Appalachian migrants to most regions had achieved an income level
which was greater than that of nonmigrants in their region of origin. By
and large, all migrants improved their relative status as well. Exceptions
are those few cases with an index less than 1 in Table 2 (seé\table).

Northern Appalachian m1grants improved their relative income posmtwon by
1970: Southern Appalachian migrants had mixed results, with an overall
improvement in their pos1t1on. In the case of Central Appalachia, m1grants
improved their position significantly despite the relative loss in
position for selected streams. Southern and Central Abpalachian
6utmigrants had significant income gains, and moved closer to parity with
nonmigrants at their destinations. However, their improvement was less
than that of migrants from all other regions, including Northern
Appalachia. Despite the gains in relative income to Appalachian migrants,
they generally did not achiéve 1370 income levels equivalent to those of
migrants from other parts of the United States who moved to the same
destination regions.

Period 2: 1970-1975. The average premigration (1970) incomes of white
male migrants in the United States continued to be lower than those of
nonmigrants in their respective regions of origin (Tabfes IV-3 and IV-6).
Central \hppaiachia coptinued to have the largest income differential
between outmigrants ang nonmigrants although, in 1970, the premigration
incomes of outmigrants were about 82 percent of the nonmigrant average.

Although the pattern of migration was similar to the brevious period, the
relative changes in incoﬁé which resulted were not. The average
postmigration (1375) incomes which outmigrants achieved did not reach the
income levels of nonmigrants in Appalachia. Only selected migrant streams
reached parzty with nonmxgrant Appalachians in each region.  Northern
Appalachians whe m1grated to the North Central, and Southern Appalachians
who moved to the West,' clearly surpassed the incomes of nonmigrants in
their respective subregions of origin. For Central Appalachia, the average
pestmigration income of outmigrants fell below the average income level of
nonmigrants in 1975. .



Table 2

GAIN IN RELATIVE INCOME POSITIONS OF APPALACHIAN WHITE MALE OUTMIGRANTS
FROM REGION OF ORIGIN TO REGION OF DESTINATION

AN 1965-1970
~ Northern Southern
Region of Oriqin Northeast North Central Southeast Florida: South Central Western U.S.
Northern Appalachia  1.02 1.06 (1.2) (1.0) (0.9) 1.1
Central Appalachia (0.8) (L.2) ... (1.1)...... (1.1) (0.9)‘
| | ‘ Sl
Southern Appalachia {0.8) (0.9) 1.07 (1.0) 1.08 0.99
1970-1975
Northern . Southern
‘Region of Origin Nortﬁeast‘ North Central  Southeast Florjda South Central Western U.S.
Northern Appalachia 0.92 1.02 o (12)  (10) . (1.0) -  0.93
Central (Appalachia  J.....i(1.0)e. .ue...... IR W) N (1.1) (0.9)
Southern Appalachia,"  (0.9) (0.9) .02, T (1.0) .10 1.03
. . [
P g

NOTE: Data eaclosed in parentheses () are based on small sample numbers which havé-standard

] deviatiansiof the earnings ranging upward from 10 percent to just over 30 percent of
* RiC‘the base figure. : .

i Y
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The' relative income positions of Apd?!achian migrants alsd changed in the
later period. Compared with 1965, the premigration income position of
‘ dutmigrants in 1970 had remaiped similar in Northern and Southern
Appalachia, but had increased significantly. for Centrél Appalachian
migrants to the Northeast and the Southeast. The relative intbme posttions
of Northﬁrn Appalachian to the North Central region also increased, but
decreased among migrants to the South. Southern Appalachian outmigrants
generally fell below parity at their destinations. The general shortfall
of Appalachians® postmﬁ§?§tian {1975} income relative to the level of
nonmigrants at their destinations was in contrast to the previous period.
Compared with outmigrants from Appalachia, inmigrants, on the average, had
slightly higher relative income positions in 1970 and, with the exception
of Central Appalachians, had improved them as a result of migration (1965-
1970). By 1975, ‘the relative income position of inmigrants was, on the
average, higher than for outmigrants. '

The pattern of relative gain in the relative income positions of
Appalachian migration reflects the changes which occurred “rom 1970 to
1975. One important peint in discussing income "benefits" of migration in
the later (f§70-1975) period in contrast to the 1965-1970 period is the
secular recession of 1974—1975\which impacted the later period. It may
well have had a depressing effect on the 1975 incomes, therefore biasing
downward income comparisons with the earlier period. Another important

consideration is the growing relative economic position of Appalachia. As

its average income rose, it is reasonable to expect a decreased relative
advantage to be associated with leaving the Region.
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APPAQACHIAN MIGRATION AND PUBLIC POLICY r. .

L Y
»

Findings
The Appalachian Region iy no lpqgeE:a net exporter of people. From 1970 to
1975, Appalachia gained an estimated*SI0,00Q people; 36 pgfcent of ?he
increase was froﬁrpet inmigration, the majority newromers to the Region.
There is no single measure to define the status and welfare of Appalachian:
migrants. Migration itself is a means of increasing status and welfare:
getting R job, or a better job; earning 2 higher income; and enjoying
better Tiving conditions are important goals. "Adjustment" problems are
assumed to accompan); migration, if an}yf\ because people are moving into 3
relatively unfamiliar, uncertain environment. Various _studies have
explored dimensions of the adjustment of Appalachwan migrants in order to
determine the relatijve success, or failure; of the- mcve.

E g
,

The Appa}échian‘s.job, income, position and other indices of socioeconomic
status are frequentiy used as ways to assess the effects of migration. The
definition of status .and welfare by a single measure of personal earnings
as is done in this report has advantages and disadvantages. Although it is
a standard component of socioeconomic status, the relationship of income to
perscnal characteristics such as education, age, sex and race is sometimes
ambiguous. How well income represents other aspects of status and welfare,
such as behavior, attitudes, and intangible cultural values is not known.

- »

The income measure used in this study places some limitations on
interpretations of the results. First, the CWHS data are for labor force
migration, not total population migration. However, people in the Yabor
force are the most mobile mémbers of the population and are particularly
responsive to income differentials. Second, earnings are based upgn income
covered by Social Security employment. They do not -include income from
‘ other employmépt,\transfer*gayments or‘asset incomes. Third, the data are
not good descriptions of people who have unstable employment patterns. The

15
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coverage of the migrant data does not reflect the unemployed poor, entrants

-

inid the covered labor force, these retiring, and the old.
} \ A

~ .

Analysis of income characteristics of white male Appalachian migrants in
the Continuous Work History Sample indicates that:

The premigration inc&mes of Appalachian outmigrants were below those
of nonmigrants in each Appalachian subregion in both geriod§4j1965-70
and 1970-75).

ey,

~ \
Central Appalachian migrants had the lowest incomes. - Northern

Appalachian migrant incomes were nearest to parity with nonmigrihts.;

Most Appalachian outmigrants at their destinations equaled or
exceeded the incomes of nonmigrants in the Region in 1965-1970.

Northern Appalachians were most §uccessfu1 in that sense. Central
Appalachians, despite large gains, did not- reach parity with
nonmigrants in Appalachia. The largest migration streams had the

. . ¥
highest rates of increase. \ , -

¢

Most Appalachian outmigrants at their destinations did not achieve
the income level of nonmigrants in the Region in the period 1970-1975.

OQutmigrants continued to increase their incomes, but intraregional
migrants and nonmigrants in Appalachia reached higher leveis in 1975.

- The recession and the .elative improvement in the Appa]éb@jan economy

may have affected these results.

. ) \ |
Appalachian migrants improved heir income position relative to
nonmigrants living in the areas to which they moved in 1965-1970.

Northern Appalachians had the best record and Centra]*Appalachians
going to-the North Central region made significant gains as well.
Southern Appalachians lost ground relati;eiy in the North, and made
modest improvements in relative income positions elsewhere.

>
t
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5. Appalachian mwgrants made smaller gains in relative income ‘position
.in 1970-1975. ' d)

. 6. Migrants to Appalachia in both periods had incomes whwch were less

!

than the 1ncomes of nonmigrants in the subregxgns from which they
moved. \ )

&
-

Those who went to Central Appa]acﬁia had the lowest incomes,. the
Northern Appalachia inmigrants had the highest.

7. Most inmYgrants to Appalachia had higher premigration incomes in both
periods than outmigrants from Appalachia.  Qutmigrants achieved
higher income levels at the end of each period.

This pattern Qas more widespread in 1970-1975.

Despite rising income levels for Appalachian outmigrants, a decline in

relative income status may make migration less attractive and less

beneficial. Central Appalachia is thg most striking example of this
change. When interregional income differentials decrease, a shift in
locational preferences.toward the home area may be ekxpected of potential
migrants:

Current Policy issues

Recent population trends suggest selected policy issues which may be
partiéu?ar]y important to Commission policy and programs. The issues are
based upon the probable ‘imﬁact of demographic changes and population
redistribution resulting from migration.

The proportion of the migrants to Appalachia who are return migrants is nct
known. The impression is that a larger number of previous outmigrants have
been returning in response to improved opportunities in Appalachia

s
e
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L)

. \
compared with recent,changes in socioeconomic conditions elsewhere in the

Unite& States, esybcfal]y in the North. The ana1y§}g of work history daia
provides some indirect support for this interpretation despite the lack of
definition of who is returning and who is a "new" migrant to the Region. It
is clear that in the later period (1970-1975), the inmigrants were not
“failures" in the usual sense of the word. They had relativelyhigh
ingcomes compared‘with nonmigrants in their places of origin and in the
Appalachian subregion to which they moved. This suggests that inmigrants
may be able to compete successfully with nonmigrants in Appalachia for
expanding job opportunities in the Re@ion.

The impact of large-scale inmigration upon local econOmieé is a major
policy issue. Studies have indicated -that when the expansion of job
opportunities is the result of new industry, inmigrants, especially
hewcomers, had an advantage over local Appalachian people. Inmigrants are
not likely to take the majerity of the jobs but they have predominated in

those at higher skill levels and income. They may also take a large

proportion of employment from induced economic activity.

The ability {or inability) of local people to compete successfully with
inmigrants for new jobs is an obvieus problem. Deaton (1972) has suggested
that education, especially vocational education, apqgaob training pragrams
would improve the job. opportunities of iocal‘thppalachzans in such
circumstances. There is evidence from southeastern Ohio that this may be
the case. The implication for policymakers is clear, it is not enough to
plan for job creating programs for current county residents. One must also
plan for programs for former residents who will return to the area when raw
job opportunities becomq available.

The impact of energy development upon Appa!achia also promises to raise
policy issues related to population redistribution in the Region.
Estimates of the direct and indirect employment impa;;s under different
energy development scenario$ indicate that a significant expénsion of job
opportunities can be expected over the next several decades. This may

0
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i
result in accelerated 1nM3gratxon to Appalachia, a}though the fsiatlonshap

of energy development to migration is not a simple one.

.
h

The association of the expansion of mining employment with .the recent
(1970-1975) extraoruinary changes in migration patterns and income growth
in the co2l fields of eastern Kentucky, southwestern Virginia and West
Virginia underscores the importance of resource (i.e., coal) extraction in
Appalachian ﬂsve%ﬁﬁﬁght in these areas. In this sense, Appalachia has
followed national patterns of population growth and redistribution.
Analyses of local impacts from energy development in other parts of the
United States generally acknowledge that migration is the principal

~determinant of population growth, and thus the source of many if not most

locai probgems in affected areas. The impacts may be magnified if they
occur in sparsely populated, relatively poor areas of Appalachis.

Settlement Patterns

From the earliest days of the Appalachian regional effort concern has been
expressed for the pattern of urbanization or settlement that exists in the
Region. The authors of the report of the President's Appalachian Regional
Commission in 1964 were convinced that the dxspersed settlement pattern
that characterized much of the Region had two profoundly negative effects -
~ it made it prohibitively expensive to deliver basic public services and
it impeded the creation of a diversified base of economic oppcrtunity; The
programs pursued by ARC in the intervening years have focused on delivering
those services and providing the base for widened opportunities. .
\'\\

Quring these 15 years there have been changes in residential preference
patterns that have led to population growth in areas of long-term decline
and to decline in areas (particularly larger urban areas) that had grown
for decades, with a tendency for population growth to occur outside the
political boundaries of both large and small urban places. )
A variety of public concerns have resulted. Among them are the
appropriateness of public policies that affect this pattern of physical

9
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develbpmenr and of the various financial policies that affect the flow of
public funds to these areas. These require a careful examination that
focuses on the specific policies at all levels of government that affect
the cost and availability of public services and the sharing of those costs
among various levels of government.:

ARC has had a history of ccncern for mjgraiion and urbanization or
settlement problems. The present-study focuses on one of these elements.
It s timely that théd other issue also be examined.

]

Qutmigration

The recent turnabout in Appalachian migration should not dfsguise-the fact
that 1.4 million people left the Region between 1970 and 1975. Although
the rate of domestic outmigration had declined, the number was only one-
eighth less than in the previous five years. The majority of the migrants
wade significant income gains relative to those who remained in Appalachia;
and they imposed no extraordinary public costs at their destinations.
However, the current analysis suggests that their income position relative
to people at their destinations was less favorable than in the 1965-1970
period in the case of selected migration streams. These were the same
streams in which migration to Appalachia increased.
\ ) ) . .

Coﬁiinu&d outﬁigratian poses the familiar dilemma for Appalachian pblic
policy. The Commission's policies are a determinant in the decision to
leave the Region and influence the skills and resources which Appalachian
people have in order to help them make a sbetter life for themselves
wherever they choose to live, '
Past and current Commisijon policies and programs probably have been one
factor in reducing outmigration and encouraging inmigration throughout the
Region., However, recent shifts to net inmigration in Central and Southern

Appalachia and in porti-ns of Norghe§n Appﬁlachia underscore new public
]
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concerns, although some areas of Northern Appalachia, especially western
Pennsylvania, continue to experience net outmigration. Current issues
include the impact of newcomers as well as rgturﬁ\migrants upon Appalachian
rcommunities and the resulting requirements for improved and additional
public facilities and services. Policy issues related to the growth area
strategy of developuient will remain important, especially with limited
public financial  sources available to meet demards of a changing
population. Successful policies and programs need to be based upen an
understanding of regional population.systems, including the process of
migration, and should be defined explicitly in such a way that they can be
evaluated. The evaluation of policies affecting population distribution,
or interrelated with migration, past, current, and prospective, is
especially needed. ‘

Conclusions

A\

o
+

Viewea from the standpoint of the Appalachian outmigrant, migration
generally produces a favorable result. On the average, increases in
both absolute income and relative status occur. The data available
strongly support the conclusion that those who migrate are persona}ly
advantaged by the move in economic and social terms. Though the data
suggest some reduction in the advantages of migration ia the later
period, the cause is unclear. One possibility is the state of the
national economy in 1975. Another is the relative improvement in the

“age.  Appalachian economy during the study period.

2.  The outmigrants from Appalachia had below average @arnings recorcs in
their areas of origin. At their destination regions, their earnings
rose rather quickly to the average of their new area. This strongly
suggests that Appalachians are not, on the average, i1l prepared for
thdir new settings. It aiso tends to confirm earlier conclus‘~ns that
Appalachian migrants have been motivated by lack of eppertur. .es at
home to fully utilize their capabilities. As the Appatachian economy

(O
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develops, the Sutmigratian rate should fall and the inmigration rate
should rise. This is exactly what recent trends indicate.

»

N 3. The pe&pie whp ‘moved into each region of Appalachia had higher
earnings‘at their‘areé of origin than did thé\AppaIachians who left
those{%égions; However, at their origin area, their earnings were

~ below the average then existing in their destination area. In a
substantial number of caseé, and more evident in the later peribd,
their earnings five years later equal or exceed the average for their
region in"Appalachja. This strongly suggests' that through the process
of mtgrgtian,« Appalachia as well as other parts of the U.S. are
obtaihing a labor force that is better adaptéd to the ‘opportunities
that exist in each region. On bé!ance, the Appalachian net change is
toward a labor force that is able to achieve a higﬁer level of

" earnings. ‘\, :

4. No study can demonstrate precisely connections between specific
public policies or the policies of specific agencies such as ARC in
Appalachiz and changes in migration or the status of migranss.
However, it is safe to conclude: “ |

. : B TN
a. - There is evidence that, in general, Appalachian migrants have
received the health and. education and other services from the N
i
h\

public and private sectors in the Region that enable them to ° .
compete more successfully at their destinations. - . ;?}

-

s

»
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b. .There is evidence that public policy has encouraged the widened
opportunities for skill development which facilitate
éatisfactory postmigration income and employment experience.

c. No evidence has appeared inch casts doubt upon the health and
education priorities of regional public policy. |




d¢. The health and egucation programs of ARC appear to have been

appropriate when examined in the light of the experlence of
migrants.
it is time for a thorough study to he initiated of the chénging
pattern of urbanization in the Region to ascertain the
appropriateness of present phb?ic policies in “facilitating desired
sett?eﬁent patterns. \



CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
! . Background

The large-scale migration of Appalachian people long has been considered
synonymous with poverty, unemployment  and other soc¢ioeconomic indices ot
distress in the Appa]achién Region. Caudill (1962) has attempted to
explain the causes and consequences of migration through thegbust,and boom
cycles of resource exp1oitatian in the Cumberland Plateau; and regional
surveys, including the research of the Southern Appalachian Studies (Ford,
1962) hrave elaborated similar th for other parts -of the southern
mountgins.l Mast of these studiesiiz:i}uded that large-scale outmigration
- was A necessary adjustment to the imbalance betweeh large labor surpluses
‘created by a rising net natural increase in population and decreasing
employment opportunities which resulted from the depletion of land, timber
and mineral resources as well as technological change. _In the opinion of
nany (cf. Brown, 1971), ﬁigration was a matter of survival. '
Public commissions conterned with Appalachian developr-nt also concluded\
that migration:was symptomatic of pervasive regiond! problems. The Council
of App#lachian Governors'(State of Maryland, 1959) and the President's
Appa3a&hian Regional Commission (PARC) considered Appalachia to be the
locus of a set of problems, one of which wds high rates of selective
_ outmigration., This population "shift", PARC reported (PARC, 1964, p-16)

offers wmost convincing statistics to prove the deficit of
opportunities which pervade the entire region. Americans have been
apt students of the geography of opportuhity -- their migrations have
clearly marked the regions cf growth and decline.:

PARC's roster of deficits also included high. rates of unemp]oymeni; Yack .of
urbanization; and low levels of education and income, all of which were
indicators of the relative deprivation which faced people in the Region.
PARC argued that large-scale outmigration elearly indicated that “the




Appalachian people understood their problems and were determined-to solve
them." [t was a "prime example of a natural adjustment to a changing
economy, " which, had it not occurred, would have "ag§ravated other regional
deficits* (PARC, 1964, p.23). The policies and programs which PARC
recommended and which the Appalachian Regional Commission initially
adopted, gave little explicit attention to outmigration "and its role in
regional‘ development and planning. Rather, programs Qére designed to
overcome the problems which had been identified as calses and consequences
of outmigration.

Appalachian migration was easily incorporated into the causal network by
which numerous authors linked the problems of métrqpo]itan poverty in
"northern® cities with the inmigration of so-called disadvantaged people
from economically depressed areas in the rural south. Kain and Persky
(13638, p.291) state the case clearly in their report to the President's
Commission on Rural Poverty:

It is our contention that the migration streams originating in the
rural South form the crucial link in a system of poverty; a system
nurtured by the inability or unwillingness of rural communities to
idequately prepare their chi]drgn for the complexities of mnodern
life; a system brought to fruition in the metropolitan area too
crowded and too short-sighted‘to rectify these \mistaké?. While much
of this argument appears to be obvious for the southern Negro migfént,
it is important to realize that a similar causal chain explains
substantial amounts of metropolitan white poverty. The Appalachian
South plays a role for white urban poverty (espec1aﬁ1y in the North
Central region) similar to that which the Core South plays vis- a -vis
the metropolitan ghetto. While the southern white does not come up
against the same obstacles of discrimination that meet the southern
\Negéo, he does suffer from similar, if not as extreme, educational and
vocational handicaps.
. . 'S
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These arguments about Appalachian migration persist as conventional wisdom
despite considerable evidence to the contrary.z

An estimated 5.9 million people moved to and from the Appalachian Region
from 19865 to 1975.3 Population growth was not equally distribited among
the subregions. According to Pickard (1978, p.41):

Southern Appalachia has contributed the lion's share of regional
growth with 62 percent of total population gain; Central Appalachia;
with the most rapid rate of growth, accounted for 20 percent of
Appalachian population increase; while Northern Appalachia, with the
targest population total, had the smallest gain, providing only 18
percent of Appalachia's population increase.

The Region had a net loss from mig&ation of 400,000 peép]e from 1965 to
1970.  From 1970 to 1975, .it had a net gain from migration of 300,000
persons, or about 37 percent of the total net growth of 810,000 people.
This ‘dramatic reversal of historical -trends raises significant policy
issues for Appalachian migrants and the Commission's regional development
program. A review of the available research literature clearly
demonstrates that little is known about the migrants; the causes of
migration and its consequences to them, the Region, and their destinations;
and the relationship of the change in migration patterns to the Commission
programs. Much of the research dwells upoﬁ the outmigration of white males
from the coal fields and subsistence farming areas of Kentucky, Tennessee
and West Virginia to selected metropolitan areas in Kentucky, Ohio and
_ points north. This is a limited view of Appalachian mwgration which
excludes not only the majority of the migrants but also the majority of
their destinations as well.

-25-



Scope of Study

" Objective

This report is in\responsé to the Congressional mandate in Section 119,
paragraph (3), subsection (b), (3) of the Regional Development Act of 1975
(an amendment to Section 302 of the Appalachian Regicnal Development Act of
1965):

(3)' The Commission, shall conduct a study and report on the
status of Appalachian migrants in the destinations to which they have
migrated, current migration patterns and implications, and the 1mpact
which the Commission program has had, and the potential for such
impact, on out-migratiod'and the welfare of Appalachian migrants. The
Commission is authorized to conduct pilot projects and demonstrations
within the region in connection with such study.

The scope of this study and the issues it addresses are defined within the
frame of reference of the legislation and of the available primary data

sQurces. .

Data Sources

<

The primary data are from the Soc1a1 Security Admznistratwon s (SSA)
Continuous Work History Sample (CNHS) The CWHS is a.sample of workers®
earning records from employers' first quarter reports to-the SSA. The
sample is baséd'upon specific digits in workexs' social security numbers.
Because the same social security numbers are” included in the sample for
each period, work histories for workers in the sample who remain in covered
employment can be assembled by linking the data files for successive time
periods. Work histories include data on race, sex, year of birth and, for
'eaéh‘time period, the state, county, and industry of employment, as well as
ar. estimate of annual wages earned from each social' security-covered 'job.
For this report, the data are from the CWHS 1 Eércengxfamp1e of first

quarter earnings for 1965, 1970 and 1975.
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The CWHS is a uniquely detailed micgaadataﬂ?ile suitable for the analysis
of migration and change in the work force for states and substate areas for
inter;e§§h? years. The data are based on individuals in the labor force
who are covered by the Social Security program, and‘are reported by place

of employment, not residence. These limitations, and the use of first”

quarter earnings, exclude certain subgroups_and bias local migration rates
downward. However, the CWHS data have the advantage of tracing the gross
movements of individual workers from job to job and from place to place,
and reporting the wage earnings and their changes associated with mobility
through time. S

The data for this report are tabulated for two periods: 1965 to 1970, and
1970 to 1975. These periods, which include the first decade of the
Commission's activity, approximate the timing of major sociceconomic and
demographic changes affecting the Appalachian Region. Further detailed
data on migrant characteristics are available for 1965 to 1970 from special
tabulations of the 1970 General Population Censys. These data are reported
Dy pice of residence in 1970 and 1965.

For each time period, the CWHS data are tabulated in standard formats
prepared by the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA).

1. Migration Summary.-- This tabulatibn displays the components of
labor force~change for a speeified region. It also shows the origins
of inmigrants and the desttnation of outmigrants. Mean wages are
shown for each group of workers at both the beginning and end of the
time period, thus enabling calculation of relative wage gains or
losses associated with migration. The migration summary tabulations
are cross-classified by race, sex and age.

2. Structure of Migrants, Nonmigrants, Entrants and Exits.--The
structure tables describe total inmigrants, vutmigrants, nenmigrants,
entrants and exits to the labor force of an area in terms of their
demographic and economic characteristics. These include raca, sex,
age, industry, and wage class. Migrant profiles, inc?uding those

27
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. showing relative wages, can be compared with the prnf%les of other
groups in order to determine the differential characteristics of
workers migrating to or from an.area or its labor force and to assess
the impact which migration has on the total work force structure.

The definition of terms (Appendix A) are adapted to the geographical grid
of migration areas. \ )

Miqration Areas

recent migration patterns and regional planning.

The data are organized geographically by a hierarchy of multi-county units,
or “zones" (Appendix B). Nodal zones include countiés which are oriented
funct jonally toward major regional urban centers. Residual zones contain
smaller urban centers and generally have Tower population_densities, lower
per capita incomes, and higher proportions of rural population. The zones
are designed to minimize the influence of\commuting and short-distance

migration, much of which may not be associated with job mobility.

The zones can be aggregated to form nine subregions and four regions. In

- the Appalachian Region, the subregions are those which the Commission

defines as Northern, Central and Southern Appa?ichia (Figure 1). The
Appalachian subregions have significantly different histories as well as
sociceconomic and demographic characteristics which have been important to
 With the exception of
the State of Florida, the other subregions east of the Mississippi River do

\not conform exactly to the geographical divisions and regions used by the

Bufeau‘of\the Census (see map, Figure 1). Florida is considered a separate
subregion\becauée of its importance as a destination for Appalachians and

-other migrants,

Definition of Terms

The Congressional mandate sets forth selected general terms which, within
the general framework of reference of the CWHS data, determine the scope of
the study. These are defined as follows: . ‘

- -28-
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Appa]achian Migrants -

Appa?achxan m1grants, when defined by place-of-residence, are people who
move between zones w1th1n or from, the Appalachian Region. Direction of
movement’ is the determining factor.

For the purposes of this report, Appalachian migrants are people who
.migrate between zones within Appalachia or who leave the Region.
Appalachians who leave and -then return to the Regwon are not differentiated
from other 1nm1grants.

Migration Patterns

Migration patterns refer to the selectivity of migrants according to
socioeconomic and demographic characteristics, and-the geography of their
movement,. Migrant§ are expected to differ systematically from the general
population at origin and destination according to race, sex and age.7 The
migrants' characteristics are important determinants of the causes and
consequences of mig;ation. |

The geography of migration is.also selective. Certain destinations are
preferred over others. This depends on the characteristics of the migrants
and their evaluation of alternate locations. The geography of Appalachian
migration is responsive\tﬁ'economib“opportunity within a matrix of kinship
relationships which have been relatively stable through time (cf.
Schwarzweller, Bfown and Mangalam, 1971). Therefore, any recent shifts in
these patterns loom important. “

In this report, migration pattérns include differential characteristics of
migrants as well as the direction of movement among the places defined by
the geographical grid of migration areas. The majority of the amalysis is
at regional and subregional scale.

-31-
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Migrant Status and Welfare

The status and welfare of migrants is difficult to define and measure. One
approach is to use indicators of "adjustment" at the destination, usually
(in other studies) a metropolitan area. These indicators commonly range
from measures of labor force experience to the patterns of contact with
institutions and social groups. They may also include -attitudinal
information about happiness, satisfaction and nostalgia.s

Definition of' status by wage and income measures fs a more conservative
approach common to labor force studies.g ‘Economic considerations related
to employment opportunities and income differentials have been
demonstrated to be the major deter$inants of the migration decisions of
Appalachian people (cf. Deaton, 1972; Morgan, 1973; and Smith and Klindt,
1976).  Since the CWHS data include estimates of a person's total annual
wages for each time period, one aspect of the\economic\consequences~of
migration to the individual, as well as to the origins and destinations,

can be estimated. .

|
Migrant status and welfare is measured in this study by total annual wages.
Appalachian m%grakts' wages are compared before and after migration, and
with the wages of other groups of similar race, sex and age. The groups
include nonmigrants at places of origin and destination, inmigrants to
Appalachia:‘and inmigrants from other regions who move te the destinations
of Appalachian migrants.

Commission Program

The program of the Appalachian Regional Commissiop includes those
activities which are designed to meet the goals and objectives of its
regional development ‘policies. The program for the years of the
Commission's existence is described in Annual Reports and selected other
publications (e.g., ARC, 1972). The future program fs set forth in
Appalachia: Goals, Objectives and Development Strategies (1977).
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< Organization of the Report
The results of the analysis are presented in four chapters.

Chapter 2 is a general overview of types and rates of mobility in the
Appalachian Region and the structure of gross migration between
Appalachian subregions and other pargs of the United States.

Chapter 3 describes migration differentials (race, sex and age) and the
selectivity of movement of different groups among subregions. Appalachian
outmigrants are compared with nonmigrants and inmigrants at origin; and
with nonmigrants and inmigrants from other places in their subregions of
destination. Patterns of selectivity in migrational interchange of
selected groups among subregions are also examined. |

Chapter 4 analyzes the status and welfare of ‘Appalachian migrants as
measured by wage income. Changes in their levels of income, as well as
”comparisons of income with selected reference groups in Appalachia and at
their destinations in and outside the Region provide a base for the
estimation of the impact of migration upon sending and receiving areas for
the migrants. Other indices of migrant status and welfare which are known

through limited survey data are also discussed.

Chapter 5 sets forth the findings and conclusions that can be drawn from
the preceding analyses.

Appendices include technical material which describe the data sources and
methodology, and selected tabulations of migration data.
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FOOTNOTES

1The regional surveys are reviewed by Loyal Jones, %grveys of the
Appalachian Region,™ Appalachian Heritage, 4 (Spring, 1976), pp. 25-42.

?Se}ected étud%es are reviewed by Fowler (1976).

3See: Jerome P. Pickard, “Appalachian Population and Income Show
Significant Growth," Appalachia, 11 (February-March, 1978), pp. 41-44, for
a discussion of recent population changes in the Region.

40.8. Oepartment of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional
Work Force Characteristics and Migration Data: A Handbook on the Social
Security Continuous Work History Sample and Its Application (Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1975),;hereafter'cited'as~§§§§
Handbook. Hanson (1971) and Hirschberg (1968) previously used CWHS data in
studies of Appalachian migration. Hirschberg's study, which was one of the
earliest area studies using CWHS data, also marked the beginning\of the BEA
tabulation system. The CWHS data and limitations of their use for
migrat ion analysis are summarized in Appendix A. K

A critical evaluation of the advantages and disadvantages of the CWHS
and other large-scale data sources used for migration analysi§ is in the
CWHS Handbook, esp. Chaps. 6 and 7.

b

6"The new Appalachian Subregions and Their Development Strategies,”
Appalachia, 8 (August-September, 1974), pp. 11~14.

< e .
7Leve1 of educational attainment is.also a significant differential
because of its relationship with occupation and income. However,’the CWHS
data do not have this information. )

-

SAdjustment measures are usually from syrvey data: c¢.f. Petericn,

Sharp and Orury (1977) and Photiadis (1971).
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. gThese are reviewed by Michael J. Greenwood, "Research on Internal
Migration in the United States: A Survey", Journal of Economic Literature,
13 (June, 1975), pp. 397-433.
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CHAPTER 2
" APPALACHIAN MIGRATION: AN OVERVIEW
Introduction :

The general structure of Appalachian migration and population
redistribution changed significantly in the decade from 1965 to 1975. The
Appalachian Region continued to have net migration losses as a result of
exchange with other regions from 1965 to 1970. However, by 1975, the
Region had a net gain as the result of changes in the magnitude and
direction of selected migration streams. The purpose of this chapter is to
document these changes at regional and subregional scale for the total
population and the labor force.

Total Population

.

There has been considerable discussion and Jiteraturelon the "“turnaround"

in Appalachian migration between the 1965-70 and the 1970-75 periods. This
turnaround refers .to the abrupt shift in net migration which resulted

around 1970, in a change from net outmigration to net inmigration. For

purposes of anaf}sis, this study has separated the outflow and inflow
components of migratory streams for each of the five-year periods. In
addition, Appalachian migration streams are measured or estimated for each
of the six non-Appalachian regions of the U.S. (as defined for this study)
as well as for a residual estimated flow to and from outside the U.S.
(Tables II-1 and II-2). '
~

In the 1965-1970 period, Northern Appalachia supplied 52 percent of the 1.6
million Appalachian outmigrants; Southern Appalachia, 36 percent; and
Central Appa?&%hia,~12 percent. Howpver, given its relatively smaller
population, the rate of outmigration was highest for the Central subregion..
Nearly one-half (49 percent) of the Appalachian outmigrants went to

)
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Ragion {Out) 11,297
Nut Myration -

19651920

including From or

To Abioad +3,107

" {Rate)® +0.9%

J : N

AR .

Table 11-1 .
INTERZONAL MIGRATION (CENSUS, ADJUSTED) 1965- 1970
TOTAL PERSONS, 5 YEARS AND OVER IN 1970
ADJUSTED FOR NONREPORTING {BY REGION) |
{Data in thousands)

T

1968 Residence in Ditferent Zone, By Region

= ‘,—1
Northera _Central Southern North South

Appalachis Appduhn Appalachia  Northeast Central Southeast Central Florida West |

m 17 8 21 161 3 10 20 82

13 2% 1t 11 47 8 24 4 10

10 pii} 188 §2 N 198 94 45 86

332 2 55 217 363 332 65 136 605

236 86 10 357 2,019 109 176 82 802

59 20 214 325 144 132 82 148 290

16 31 90 89 156 66 296 43 207

68 10 52 442 292 149 64 282 220
136 17 102 8318 - 1,008 286 232 135 2861#

\ {

1,142 261 790 4,485 4,408 1,812 1,044 876 5,182

~266 ~86 ~28 -45% ~406 +103 -68 +613 +602
-2.7% -55% -0.4% ~1.0% -1.4% +0.8% -0.9% +10.3% +0.9%

870 226 602 2,358 2,328 1,180 748 684 2,301

=282 -103 -=39 +327 . =264 +148 =12 +758 +1,213
-2.8% ~59% ~0.6% +0.7% -0.7% +1.2% -1.0% L% +1.9%

.

“Migration rate is computed on total estimated base yuar population {July 1, 1965); migration deta for period Aprii 1, 1965 10 1970,
O eprunal Augratiun in the West 124 stetes west of Mississippi River] consists of migration flows between the four Census divisions In this region,

E KC unigration Row from abeoad (adjusted 1or under-reporting) in 19651970 was 3,067 thousand; net Now is estimated at 1.7 miltion.

Us.
Subtotal,
Differeat

Region
{ln)

604
129
LY

1,902
1,823
1,282

682
1,297
2,903

11,297

129

+1,200
0.9%

Abesad
1968 or
117/ ]
Not

Migration

-16)
=
=1

(782}
{142)
{48)
(-6
(145)
(631)

(L1072
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\ \ Table H-2
\ INTERZONAL MIGRATION (ESTIMATED) 1970- 1975
e TOTAL PERSONS, 5 YEARS AND OVER IN 1975

o (Data in thousands)
- u.s 1970 Residence in Ditfsrant Zons, By Region
;‘ Tﬁﬂ, \
1978 Rusidence DiHerent Northen Central Southern North South $ned
By Region Zone Appalachia  Appalachia  Appalachia  Northeast Central Southeast Central Florida Wast
Northern Appalachia 961 n 17 -3 293 205 3 13 38 84
Contral Appatachia 241 12 21 20 18 83 24 40 8 1B
Southarn Appalachia 813 8 14 166 62 80 287t 113t 57 126
Nurtheast 3,801 245 L) k13 2,137 n 253 ki 126 643
North Cantral KR 1] 126 28 53 334 1,008 n3 107 58 ns
Suutheast 2,152 13 17 201 336 169 703 87 164 336
South Central 1,108 15 30 103 5 167 130 288 46 T 237
Flonida 2,216 84 7 439 118 468 16t 83 358 291
Wast # 6.666 169 16 104 1,116 1,341 375 246 224 3.075#
. \ 3
US. Yotal,
Dilterent Zons 21,555 1,059 161 138 5,168 4,740 2,079 1012 1,076 5,528
Net Migration (U S) . ‘
1920-1975% 0 -98 +86 +175 ~1,364 -1,249 +13 +98 +1,140 +1,141
{Rate) - ~10% +5.2% +2.6% -28% -3.2% +0.6% N 16X +1.6%
US. Subtotal, ' N |
Dittaent
Regivn {Out) 12,628 788 134 572 3028 2835 1,376 T4 m 2450
Net Migration
1970-197%
including From
Abroadtt 22440 -85 +87 +190 -600 ~951 +187 H2 MUE 2
e B o \
Census Revized™* . +1.2% -0.9% +5.2% +2.8% -1.3% -24% +1.4% +1.7% +19.8% +3.0%
Estimate {Net Migration} 42,441 -27 +79 +287 ~806 -841 +248 +43 +1339 +1,952
Rate, 1970-1975 HI2% -0.3% +4 8% +38% 0 -18% ~-2.1% +1.9% +0.6% +19,1% +2.8%

* *Nut eattiinate trom Census rovisd 1975 dats, total popalation,
tMigration into Southern Appalachia from two southern regions adjusted for lergu-scale inmigration of commutars {es. in Atdants region).
11008 not include net return of military to civitian status in 1970-1976.
#intea segional migration in the West {24 swtes west of Mississippi River) conslsts of migration flows BEwean the four Census divisions wighin the West,
o ‘f‘aop\a Inmigration flow from abroad in 1870~ 1976 was sstimated at 3,922 thousand:; net How Is usad 30 that net migration comperisons mey be mede,
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us.

Subtetal,  Abread -

Ditferant
Regiva
\\ “"

630
220
147

1,684
1,586
1,448

820
1,861
3.59%

12,628

12,628

R

+H.2%

+2,441
+1L.2%

1M
1976

{Net 1a)

(13)
n
(15)

{764)
(208)
L]
(31)
(208)
(1,000)
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northern regions; 35 percent of the total moved to southern regions, and
one-sixth (16 percent) went to the western U.S. (west of the Mississippi
River).

The later migration period (1970-75) showed a marked shift in the
destination pattern: only 38 percent moved to northern regwons, while
southern regions increased their share to 32 percent and the west Jumped
to one-fifth (20 percent) of all Appalachian outmfgrants. Individual
regions in the north and south all followed the trends of their group

rather closely. The flow of Appalachians out of the Region in the 1970-

1975 period reflects rather accurately the shift in national movements of
population with southern and western regions gaining relatively in
comparison with the north.

In the 1970-1975 peribd, domestic outmigration from Appalachia dropped
from its earlier level of 1.6 million {in 1965-70) to 1.4 million. Central
Appalachia's snare of outmigration fell sharply to 7 percent, while the
Northern subregion provided 54 percent of the total outflow and Southern
Appalachia, 39 percent. The absolute number of outmigrants is estimated to
have been lower for all three subregions (see Tables [I-3 and I[I-4).
The drop in outmigration accounted for only just over one-third of the
total shift in Appalachian domestic migration. The marked increase in
inmigration into the Region accounted for almost two-thirds of the change
in net migration for Appalachia.’ Domestic inmigration jumped from 1.2 to
1.6 million persons between the 1965-1970 period and the 1970-1975 period.

Northern regions supplied 50 percent of these migrants in the ear]ier
peripd and 47 percent in the later (1970-75). Southern inmigration to
Appl:achia increased substantantially in number, and from 35 to 39 percent
of the total, while inmovement from the west changed its shareiof the total
on!j slightly {from 15 to 14 percent).
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Appalachian outmigrants from different subregions have different
destinations. The preponderance of Northern Appalachians went to the non-
Appalachian north, while the West received about one-fifth and Florida,
about one-tenth of the total outflow within the U.S. Between the two
periods (1965-70 and 1970-75) there was a shift in proportions with a
larger share of the total number going to the west and Florida, while the
total outfliow fell by about 80,000 from roughly 850,000 to 770,000. {See
Summary Tables of Di?tinations and Origins, Tables 11-3 and II-4).

Central Appalachians flowed in greatest numbers to the North Central region
in the 1965-1970 period. This outflow is estimated to have dropped to only
about one-third of its volume in the later period, while the flow from
North Central into Central Appalachia® increased by about 75 percent in
volume. In the 1970-1975 period, the South Central region replaced the
North Central as the 1leading destination of Central Appalachian
outmigrants. The Southeast and the West remained in third bgd fourth place
as destinations for Central Appalachians, with tne shares of total outflow
for these two regions increasing though the absolute volume did not
fncrease, but is estimated to have fallen slightly.

The preferred destination of Southern Appalachian outmigrants in the
entire ten-year study period was the Southeast, which received three-
eights of the total. The West and South Central regions each received
about one-fifth of Southern Appalachians in the later period, while the
North Central share dropped to only about one-tenth in the later period.

It is worthy of note in light of the report of the President's Commissien

on Rural Poverty that in the 1965-1970 peraod almost one-third of Southern
Appalachian migrants to northern regions were blacks, while the reverse
flow from the North into the Region (smaller in number) was only about 8
percent black. Recent census data suggest that the racial mix shifted in
the later period with only about one-sixth of outmigrants from the south to

.ncrthern regions consisting of blacks.
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Tabie 11-3
INVERREGIONAL MIGRATION PATTERNS,
APPALACHIAN REGION MIGRATION INTERCHANGES
1965~ 1970*
{Data in thousands)

1985-1870
Noa-Appailachisn
Domestic Migration Net Migration
Net~ {To sad From)
" Migration®* In Out Outside U.&

Northern Appalachia -284 §79 847 ~-18
Central Appalachia : -3¢ 105 188 =7
Southern Appalachia ! 50 544 583 -1

Appstachian Region -424 1,228 1,818 -34
Northeast ~64 337 401
North Central -118 276 392

Nerth \ ~180 814 794
Southesst -55 28 293
South Cyﬂ/ ‘ -18 128 © 148
Floridy -60 ™ 130

South -134 438 5§70
Went -78 178 254
US Tomsd -390 1,228 1,018
Outside U.S. -34 82 118
Towl ~424 1,31 0\ 1,734

*Excludes migration between subregions within Appalachian Region; includes outside U.S.

-
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Table 11-4
INTERREGIONAL MIGRATION PATTERNS,
APPALACHIAN REGION MIGRATION INTERCHANGES,
1970- 1975*
(Data in thousands)

1470-197%
Noa-Appalachian Estimated
Oomestic Migration Net Return
Net =3 {of Armed Forces)
Migration*t in Out to Civilisn Statust

Northern Appalachia -42 666 768 +50
Centnal Appalachia +95 188 103 +10
Southern Appalachia - +213 128 548 +33

Agpalschian Region +268 1,579 1418 +103
Northeast \ +88 in 288
North Centrai +112 368 258

North +200 741 541
Southeast +47 J44 297
South Cantral +37 166 149
Florida =37 103 140

South +27 813 588
Wet -83 228 ré )
U.s Total +183 159 ¥ 1418
Outsids U.S, +103t na. +103t
Total +288 1,802t - 1,418

‘E}'cmdu migration betwesn subregions within Apgalachisn Region; includes estimated migration outside U.S.
“tincludes atimated net return of Armed Focces to the Region In civilian status in 19701978,
SCivilians oniy. \

-
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Domestic inmigration to Appalachia increased sharply from 1.2 million to
1.6 million in the later period (1970-75). In addition,. the share of
inmigrants to Central Appalachia increased from 9 to 12\percent of the
total; those to Southern Appalachia, from 44 to 46 percent of the total
number; while inmigrants to Northern Appalachia dropped from 47 to 42
percent of the Region's total. The absolute number of inmigrants increased
in all subregions, “with by far the largest gain in Southern Appalachia, .
which consequently had the largest share of net inmigration to the Region
in 1970-1975, while the Northern subregion continued to experience net
- outmigration, though at a much lower rate than in the preceding five-year
period.

Nearly one-half the inflow to Northern Appalachia originated in the
Northeast, while the North Central region provided about 30 percenf of the
total, and West, about one-seventh. These three regions were also the
principal destinations of Appalachian outflow; however, the Northeast
looms larger, relatively, as a source of inmigrants than it does as a
destination of outmigrants and, in fact, in the later period (1970-75) is
estimated to have provided 48,000 more inmigrants to Northern Appalachia
than it ‘received in Northern Appalachia outmigrants.

Central Appalachia has received the largest shares of its inmigration from
the North Central (about 45 percent) and the South Central regions {(over
one-fifth). The Northeast is estimated to have providedfabout one-tenth of
total inmigrants, while the Southeast, which provided relatively small
numbers in the 1965-70 period increased its.share to about one-eighth in
the later period. The North Central region has been a consistent source of
Central Apgalach?ln inmigrants, but there was a sharp drop in outmigration
from Central Appalachia to the North Central region in the 1970-75 period,
with the result that the net migration balance between the two areas
shifted from a net outflow from Central Appalachia of 39,000 in 1965-70 to
a net inflow to Central Appalachia estimated at 55,000 in 1970-75. !

~49~ 4




Southern Appalachian inmigration flows originated in the Southeast (about
four-tenths of the total), fgllowed by the West and South Central regions
(each about one-sixth). Thus, Southern Appalachia réceived inmigrants
from both directions - from the East and Southeast, and from the West. The
North Central region ranked fourth, providing Jjust over one-tenth of
Southern Appalachian inmigrants. No dramatic shifts octurred during the
decade in the regional inmigration patterns to Southern Appalachia, as was
also true of its outmigration patterns. However, the inflow increased
sharply in absolute numbers between the two periods, increasing by about
180,000, which was by far the largest single subregional component in the
"turnaround" in Appalachian migration between the two five-year periods.
The drop in Southern Appalachian outmigration was only about one-fifth as
large as the increased inflow.

Anatomy of the "Turnaround® in Appalachian Migration within Appalachia

The total effect of Appalachian migratory flows between the 1965-1970
period and the 1970-1975 period produced an estimated 690,000 shift in a
positive direction in the Region's migration balance. In terms of the
three subregions as defined for migration zone study, the total shifts
were:

Net Migratory Percent of

Shift Total

Northern Appalachian zones + 242,000 35%

. Central Appzlachian zones + 185,000 27%
Southern Appalachian zones ~ + 263,000 " 38%

APPALACHIAN REGION ** + 690,000 - 1008
\ , «

** excluding migriation flqws within the Region.

N
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Further breakdown into components provides a detailed insight into what

nappened:
Net Migratory Pearcent bf

Nature of Shift Shift Total
Increased INFLOW to Southern Agpa}achfa + 181,000 26%
Reduced QUTFLOW from chthern Appalachia 38,000 6%
Increased INFLOW to Northern Appalachia + 87,000 13%
Reduced OUTFLOW from Northern Appalachia 79,000 11%
Increased INFLOW to Central Appalachia ~+ 83,000 12%
Reduced OUTFLOW from Central Appalachia 85,000 12%

Reduced OUTFLOW to abroad plus net return)
of military to civilian life (estimated) 137,000 20%
GRAND TCTAL \\+ 690,000 100%

-
a

The predominance of increased inmigration to Appalachia becomes gquite
apparent in the detailed pattern, as well as the significant con‘ﬁibution
of the net shift in migratory exchanges with abroad and the military, of
which the largest component was due to the winding down and termination of
the Vietnam war.

Migration of the Covered Work Force

The Appalachian Region work force increased from 4.6 to 5.3 mgllion people
from 1965 to 1970 (Table I1I-5). Entrants to, and exits from, the work
force were the largest sources of change, and on balance accounted for a
net rate of ‘ncrease of 16.1 percent. This was more than sufficient to
of fset the net loss from interregional migration.

Several c¢haracteristics of Appalachian covered work force migration
remained constant throughout the 1960-1965 and 1970-1975 periods. First,



Table H-S
WORK FORCE MOBILITY IN THE APPALACH!AN REGION
1966~ 1970 AND 1970- 1975

¢ ALL 'NORKERS, ALL AGES
1965-1370 ’ 1870-1975
{000} %) (000) : (%}

taitial Covered Work Forca 48128 {100.0) 5,208.8 {100.0}

Intarregional Migration ‘ ‘ ’
Inmigrants 3987 8.6 436.8 9.4
Outmyrants 454 4 {18.7) 4852 (8.5)
Net Migration -38.7 =21) +H1.8 {0.3)

Intra-Appatachun Migrstion
Same Subregion 152.0 (3.3) 1529 . 129
Oittarant Subregion 33 {0.6} 28.8 {0.5)
Nonmigrann 1,798.2 {80.6) 27313 {51.8)
Entered Coversd Work Force 1,781.4 {38.2} ) 1,537.0 {29.0}
Latt Covered Work Force 1,0185 (22.1} 1,684.2 (29.9)
Net Military and Otherst 368 ¢ -150.% {~2.8)
L

Final Coversd Work Forc. 5,286.8 {114.9) 51407 {114.8)

*Rate of leys than Y. 0O percent.

tPersont i the covered wark tarce whos esrlier year location was untknown, but lster vaur known, MINUS persons whoss
nter yeur was unknown, but sariiar year known, The negative sum is larger for the 1870~ 1578 period, n general,

Source”  Appsischian Regionst Commision, Migrstion Summary Tabulations, based on the Continyous Work History
Sampte {1%), hirst quarter of 19686, 1870 and 1978, Gross numbers of workers sre in thoussnds; mobility rates
are in parentheses. 1973 contnuous work history sample data are prefiminsry tabylstion: avarlabls from
Buresu of Economic Analytis 3t the tie of data procsaning tor this report. The 1875 U.S, total finat count
wat 8.1 peroant higher thap the preliminary tabulation,

TECHNICAL NOTE. Work torce lsobmw rates include sntren 1 it0 the work forcr [whoss sarller year location i3 un-.
knOwn} and exity from the work foroe twhose ater yeer tocs 1on it unknown), a2 well st nat rmlit;ry and others
WIth [0Cation 11t SRty ONe year,
Theretore, the covered work $Orce whoss '0C2HION wat XKNOWN in Do yesrs in sach pariod inchyte only the ncm.
agrants snd the mugrants, Migration rates {02 the Appatachian Region based on the work force with known locstian
e both years tallovwa:

1965-1970 19701978
1000} {Parcent) (000) {Parcent)
imitist Qovered Work Foros
Mt Kaown Locations 34724 . 1100,00% 3.388.2 (100,0%
‘nterepgronal Migration
inmigrants 398.7 i11.8) 494.8 {14. 7}
Qutrmigrana 4944 {142} 4852 113.%
Net Migration -86.7 {-2.8} +41 8 {+1.2)
intra-Aposischian Migration 181.3 15.2) 181.7 {5.4)
Noomugrants 2.798.7 {80.5) 231313 -3 R}
Fingt Coversd Work Force . .
with Xnown Lacations 3.378.7 82.21% 34098 1o1.2%

int Tabies 11.5 through 11:10 and Table 111-1 in this report, *ollowing, migretion rates are calculated 0n the covered work
AOry samnple {1oTsl Jggregaty), and tharetors, are lower than tha sates f caiculated on that poction of the covered
MOr¥ lorce wnch Fadg known locations :n both vesrs,

- \ )
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the majority of Appalachians were nonmigrants. They eitggr remained in the
same zone or, if they had moved, -they left and returnéd before 1970 ovr
1975. The nonmigration rate of 60.6 percent from 1965 to 1970 declined to
51.6 from 1970 to 1975. Second, migration rates were highest for
interregional movement. Rates .of intra-Appalachian migration were low,
and the majority of those who did migrate within Appalachia remained in the
same subregion. Third, turnover rates remained relatively stable through
time.2 Consequently, changes in the volume and direction of the migration
streams have had the most significant impact on ospuiation redistribution
in Appalachia, )

From 1965 to 1970, a total of 1,074.4 thousand people in the covered work
force migrated to, within and from Appalachia. Sevente&n percent of them
were intra-Appalachian migrants, the majority of whom remained in the same
subregion. The other 893.1 thousand were interregional migrants. As a
result of their movements, the Region had a net migration rate of -2.1
percent. Net migration loss had been associated with Appalachian problems
and issues at least since the Great Sep}ession. However, the rate of loss
had been declining since the 1950s, prompting some researchers to predict
that large-scale 0utmwgration would soon end. 3 Indeed, the pattern of loss '
from interregional migratxon was reversed after 1970, as the Region had ¢
net inmigration rate of 0.8 percent. A large increase in inmigration,
combined with a smaller decrease in ocutmigration, produced the change.

At subregional scale, differences in covered labor force mbbility within

Appalachia were significant (Table I1-6). Northern Appalachia had the_
majority of net interregional migration losses from 1965 to 1970, with

Southern and Central Appalachia following in that order. However, Central

Appalachia had the highest rates of 1nggrregiona7 and intra-Appalachian

migration as weil as the lowest nonmigration rate. Althougn all subregions

had net losses from interregional migration, the rates for Central

Appalachia were twice as high as for Northern Appalachia and three times as

high as for Southern Appalachia. Also, Northern and Central Appalachia had

net losses from intra-Appalachian migration; Southern Appalachia gained.

. T-55-
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Table 11 6
WORK FORCE MOBILITY IN THE APPALACHIAN REGION, BY SUBREGIONS, 1965- 1970 AND 1970- 1975
ALL WORKERS, ALL AGES

Nosthetn Appalachue | Cential Appalachia Southern Appalachis
18651870 1870183 19661970 1870-1826 18661820 1870-187%
(008} %) {600) (%} {000} %) {600) {%) {o00) %) {000) (%}
et Lavered Watk D owe L5281 L] 28413 100 2bh B 100.0 3028 100.0 1,778.2 100.0 2,148.7 100.0
bty iegiu@ui ?«iu;mhnn

Voonged ity tyay 1% 2281 80 241 34 458 15.1 1863 181 Ng 104
iy b gty N3 g 234 4 82 62 14.2 213 190 2046 115 1935 93
Ne o Vs glion 534 23 63 0.2 -12.1 -4.8 124 % +8.1 -24.2 -1.4 +234 +11

intre f\upcin\i\nqv;tQl\ﬁ.wumn
Yamu Subregon 6 29 AR 17 52 20 62 21 n2 190 69.° 32
Lnngrends L1 03 82 03 89 38 123 41 109 06 a3 a4
Eratmaprants : 1017 04 $8 03 121 47 ] 34 8% 64 8.7 04
Net Migration 22 0.1 -1.8 -0.3 -22 -89 +2.0 +0.7 4 +0.2 -0.4 -00
Nonmgeants 1.528% 1.2 14882 2.1 134.2 625 1484 45.0 1,0840 £0.9 1,090.7 51.2
Nut Mittary and Others 26 . -89 6 -3 KR 14 -08 * k1% 1.7 -60.3 -28
totervd Coveend Labor Force UG8 3% 2 8124 285 1218 411 1236 A0 8 1328 41.2 601.0 280
Peit Qavered Lebr fuice 5184 224 333 i 235 838 259 !323 333 3?3‘ ?j.! 5!26 239
t wat Cavered Work Force 28423 110.4 21232 8#5.6 jozs 1188 3495 114 2.146.7 120.7 2,068.0 86.3

Srtate oF woaa than U proicant

Apy.atachisn Hegionst Consnnsion, Migration Sununaty Tabulations, based  on the Continuous Woik Hestory Sample (1%), first quarter of 1966, 1810 snd 1875,
Gy nowmbiens of workasin a1s in thousands, mobihty 13183 3 in parenthases. 1975 continuous work history sampls data ars praliminary tabulations available from
Hoanou ol £ conumie Acaetysis 3t the tme ol duta provessing for thas teport. The 1876 U.S. total final count was 6.1 percent higher than the preliminary
taboalatung "~
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Table 11-7
- MIGRATION BETWEEN THE APPALACHIAN REGION AND OTHER REGIONS, 1965- 1970 AND 1970- 1975
ALL WORKERS, ALL AGES
1956-1870 | 1970-1975
To Appatachia From Applachia To Appalachia From Appaiachis
Inmigration Gutmignation Nat Migeation tamigration OGutmigration Net Migration
{008} Rate (X}  (00d) Rate (%) {000) Rate {%} {00g) Rate (%} {000} Rate (X} {600) Rats {%)
¢
Nurth . ’
Northeast 1221 (2.3} 187} 34) -34.4 {-0.7} 10 .n 1201 (2.3} 29 {0.4)
Notth Cantral 847 {18} 106} {2.3} -220 {-0.8} 114.2 2.2) 80.9 {1.5) 333 (0.1
W Suuth
Suuthaast 823 {18) 97.2 (2.9} -9 {-0.3) 972 {1.8) 1006 {1.8) -33 0.4
Flotada 151 {03) 269 {0.6) -11.2 {-6.2) 247 0.5} 29.3 {0.6) -4.8 {-0.1)
Suuth Cential 414 {09} 480 e -68 {-0.1) 55.0 {1.0) $2.2 {1.0} 28 {0.1)
Wast 519 Ly 585 {t.3) -6.6 {-0.1) 64.7 1.2) 122 {1.4) -15 -0.2
Totals 3987 {8.6) 434 4 {10.7) -95.7 A} 496.8 {8.8) 4552 {8.6) 418 0.8

Suuiw  Apgatauhion Regional Commsston, Migration Summary Tabutations, based on the Continuous Work History Sample {1%), tirst quarter of 1965, 1970 and 1975,
Grosy numbeers of workars ato in thousands; mobshity rates ag in paranthoeses,

See Tewhnnal Now w Toble HH B
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The role of each subregion changed from 1970 to 1975. Northern
Appalacnia's net interregional migration rate declined from -2.3 to -0.2,
primarily as the result of a reduced rate of outmigration. Southern
Appalachia had a similar experience, except that the result was a net rate
of 1.1 percent increase, rather than loss. Central Appalachia had the most
dramatic chSnge. [t surpassed Southern Appalachia in botk volume and rate
of change, gaining 24.5 thousand persons at a net rate of 8.1. This
represented a gross shift in migration rate of 17.9 percent compared with
2.5 in Southern, and 2.1 in Northern Appalachia. As elsewhere, the
majority of the change resulted from an increase in inmigration, although
outmigration dropped much more sharply in Central Appalachia than in the
other Appalachian subregions.

Subregional Work Force Migration

Migration between Appalachia and subregions in the North (Northeast and
North Central) was the most important source of work force interchange for
the Region (Table II-7). These streams accounted for 53 percent of the
total migration from 1965 to 1970, and 48 percent from 1970 to 1975.
Migration between Appalachia and the South Central region was
extraordinarily important in both periods relative to its popuiation size.
Changes in the geography of Appalachian migration, which were apparent in
1965 to 1970, became even more accentuated in the succeading per?od.4

Cutmigration from Appalachia exceeded inmigration to the Region in all
streams from 1965 to 1970. Almost 60 percent of the Region's net migration
loss was from interchange with the Northeast and North Cantral subregions.
However, Appalachian migraticn was relatively more important in m:gratlon
to and from the Southeast and South Central regions. From 1965 to 1970,
Appalachians were 29 percent of the total inmigrants to the Southeast, and
27 percent of the total outmigrants went to ﬁppaiachiaﬁs Comparable
figures for South Central were 25 and 20 percent, and for the Northeast 22
and_ 17 percent. The North Central subregion ranked fourth on a relative
hasis despite the fact that it had the second largest number of mwgrants to
and from the Appalachian Region.

-
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From 1965-1970 to 1970-1975, cﬂénges in the volume and direction of
migration hetween Appalachi: and the northern regions accounted almost
exclusively for the turnabout in Appalachian migration. The rate of
outmigration to both northern regions dropped sharply, and inmigration
increased slightly. The rate of loss in .the interchanges between
Appalachia and the Southeast and Florida declined but did not reverse, as
outmigratiun rates dropped. Migration between Appalachia and the Squth“:
Central and the West resulted in no significant population redistribution.

Paradoxically, the relative importance of Appalachian migration in each
other subregion also declined from 1970 to 1975. Aithough the volume of
migration to Appalachia from the North increased significantly, people
were leaving for other regions, primarily to the South, in even larger
numbers. The relative importance of Appalachian inmigrants to the South
declined for analogous reasons; that is, larger number of inmigrants came
from other places, especially from the North. In a sense, Appalachian
migration participated unequally in the emerging national migration trends
toward the Sunbelt.® |

The relative importance of the major streams differed among Apﬁalachian
subregions. Northern Appalachian migration was sconcentrated in the
Northeast, North Central, and the West. It was the second largest number
of migrants to and from both northern regions (Table I1-8). " Northern
Appalachia had a net loss in each stream for 1965 to 1970. It had a net
3ain from the Northeast and North Central regions from 1970 to 1975, but
high rates of sutmigration to the Southeast and Florida regions cancelled
these gains. A net migration loss to the South was a characteristic which
Northern Appalachia shared with other parts of the North, as the pace of
migration toward the Sunbelt accelerated.
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Table t{-8

MIGRATION BETWEEN NORTHERN APPALACHIA AND OTHER REGIONS, 1965- 1970 AND 1970-1975 ;

Appalachia
& Nuarthern

Canteal
Southern

Nocth

Nu: theast

North Conteal
South

Southsast

Florida

Souih Central
Wast

Totals

Souw Ly

o

ALL WORKERS, ALL AGES

-

13651910 19701976
lamigratian Oatmigv;tinn Net Migration Inmigration Quimignation Net Migration
(000)  RatefX} (000} Rate (%) (000}  Rate(X)  (000)  Rawe(X)  (000)  Rate(X)  (00D)  Rats{%)
52 N 6.7 15 63 65 g
11 > (0.3) y > 10.4) Iy > 0.1 2e > 0.3) b&a ) 0:3) > 0.1
33 4 {3.9) 1211 {4.9) -21.7 {-1.0} 108.6 3.8} 101.0 {3.5) 16 {0.3)
822 (2.0 83 2N -u1 +on 680 (24) §13 {20 107 (04)
91 83 - 10.2 13.5 -33
48 > {0.n 126 > {1.0} 18 > +=0.3) 33 > {0.8) 16.2 > {1.2) -89 > {~0.4)
32 18 0.7 42 44 -0.2
254 (1.0 S 42 -e1 +02) 28 (1o 20 (15 -142 08
202.8 {1.9) 2644 {10.3). §1.8 (‘2.4) 236.3 {8.3) 244.2 (8.8} -1% -83)

Geods numburs of workers are in thousands, mubllity rates are in parenthuses.
Sau Techoicat Note to Table 145,

Appatachian Regrons! Cmmmmon Migretion Summary Tobulations, based on the Contmuous Work History Ssmple (1%, tire quarier of 1966, 199@and 1876.
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Table 11-9 ‘
MIGRATION BETWEEN CENTRAL APPALACHIA AND OTHER REGIONS, 1965- 1970 AND 1970- 1975
ALL WORKERS, ALL AGES

1965-1970 1870-1975

tampration Outimigration Net Migration Inougration Outmigration f Net Migration

{0oa) Rate (X}  (600) Rate (%) (001;) Rate (X}  (000) Rate (%} {000}  Rats (%) (‘00) Rats {X}

——r — ~—

Appalathis :

Noi thers 67 {2 6) 52 2.0} 15 {0.6) 8.5 {2 53 {1.8) 1.2 {0.4)

® Cuntial

Suuthetn 32 0.3 6.9 2.0 -3.7 {-1.4) 58 {1.9) 5.0 (n 0.8 (0.3}
Nurth :

Nustheast 28 {1y 317 {13} -03 {~0.4) 53 {1.8) 13 {0.4) 41 {1.5)

Muith Central 93 {36) 131 i5.1) -48 {-1.5) 16.8 {5.5) 44 {1.5) 12.4 {4.0)
South \

Southuast 19 e 15 (14) -1.8 {-0.6) 5.7 (1.9) 33 (1.0} 26 {0.9)

Hlunds 49 {.4) 21 {¢.8) -1.2 {-9.5) 1.8 {¢.6) 1.5 (0.5) 03 {6.1)

South Centeal 12 {28) nz {4.6) -4% {~1.8) 12.6 {4.2) 838 29) 18 {1.3)
West 72 (0 9) 21 (0.8) 0.1 0.0 35 .2 22 0.0 13 {0.4)

Total 30 (133 483 (18.9) W3 R e 584 {18.2) ne {10.4) 68 _ an

Sunrwe Appabas men Hegronal Comminaton, Migration Summary Tabulations, based on the Continuous Work Hustory Sample {1%}, Hirst guarter of 1966, 1970 snd 1875,
Garosy nuimbiery f workers ars e thousanus, mobitity ra1ey are in parenthusys,

See Techmcal Naw o Yol 1 b,
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Table H-10 . .
MIGRATION BETWEEN SOUTHERN APPALACHIA AND OTHER REGIONS, 1965-1970 AND 1970- 1975 \
ALL 'WORKERS, ALL AGES

1985 1970 N 1970-187%

lamigration Qutmigration Nat Migration inmigration tion Net Migration

B R Ny -

fiik)i“ Rata (X} {000} Rate (%) (000) Rate (%} (000} Rate (%) {000}  Ame X} (000}  Rate (%)

Appolachia
Nosthen 40 : 33 07 33 ; 29 | g4 o
Cantral 59 > {5 12 > {0.4) 3 > L ) 10.8) 58 > {0.4) 08 > ~0.0}
® Suuthem
Noith .
Nottheast 05 {2 261 {1.5) -58 ~03) 218 {1) 178 {0.8} 9.2 {0.4)
Nofth Central 134 {1.3) 243 {14) -0.8 {~0.1) 29.4 (1.3} 19.2 {0.9) 10.2 {a.5)
O
N
Svuth
Southeast ni {4.0) 844 “.n -133 -0 81.3 {3.8) 838 {3.9) -26 +-0.1)
Fiunde 100 {06} 122 (0.1 -2.2 -0.1) 13.6 {0.6} 116 {0.5) 10 {0.1)
South Central 30 (.n 324 {18 -1.4 ~6.9) 382 (1.8 390 {1.8) -08 {-0.0)
Wust 13 (1.4) 249 {1.4) -8 {~0.0) . 334 {1.6) 280 (1.3 64 {0.3)
Yotk w2 (en 010 {11.9) 198 12y 212 (108 2002 . 230 TR]

Souie  Appsiechien Hegonal Commnsion, Migration Sunwnary Tabulations, based on the Continuous Work History Sample {1%), tirst quarter ot 1966, 1870 and 1975,
 Gross numbers of workess arg in thousaids, mubihity rates ae in parenihasos,

Suew Tuchsucal Note 1o Tebile M b,
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The principal origins and destinations for Centra) Appalachian migrants
were the North Central region, Sauth Central region and Southern Appalachia
{Yable II-9). From 1965 to 1970, the largest net losses were to the South
Central and North Central regions and to Southern Appalachta. After 1950,
Central Appalachia gained from each exchange after 1970, with the highest
rate (4.0 percent) from the North Centra) region. Inmigration streams from
the Northeast and South Central regions were new patterns. Inmigration
from both regions in the North alsq increased sharply, and outmigration to
them decreased. Overall, the incfeased volume of ipmigration to Central

- Appalachia provided about 60 percent of the total shift from out- to

. \ N :
Inmigratyen. /

\ S e :
The principal origins and destinations for Southern Appalachian migrants

were the .Southeast, South Central and the North Central regiong;(Table II-
10). Southern Appalachia had a small net loss in each stream from 1965 to

1970, but had ret gains asethe result ¢of migration from Central and

Northern Appalachie, with a total net migration loss of 19.8 thousand (1.2
percent). Socuthern Appalachia had a net gain from most streams after 1970,

primarily as 3 result of increase. 1 the volume of inmigration. The only
significant reversal of trends, a net migration loss to Centrai °

Appalachia, but the number was smai!l.
Summary

Changes in the volume and direction of selected migration streams from 1965

‘to 1975 resulted in the Appalachian Region-having a net gain in

interregional migration for the first time in several dgcades.' The most

significant changes occurred in the migration streams between Appalachia:

and regions in the North, with declining outmigration from Appalachia
assuming major importance in the migration turnabout. Norﬁﬁ?rn Appaiachia
significantly reduced the rate of net migration loss, ‘and Southern
Appalachia recorded modest net migration gains (reversing a -modest loss)
from 1970 to 1975, However, the change in the rate and extent of migration

to and from Central Abpalachia was clearly the most dramatic within the

-+

Region.
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The migration turnabout ~as generally considered to be an encouraging sign
for Appalachian development, if not a result of it (ARC, 1978). The fact
remained, however, that Appalachia continued to;be the least-preferred
region in the eastern United States for migrants from other places. The
re;atively low cutmigration rates from other subregions to Appalachia from
1965 to 1970 were understandable, as the Region cantinued to have net
migration losses to all other pfaces. From 1970 to 1975, the cecline in
the ra}e ot outmigration from Appalachia to the North was consistent with
general changes in migration patterns ath;tiona? scale. However, the rate
of migration from the North to Appala: ia.remained at a level which was
one-half tnat of migration from Worth to South, fand one-third that of
migration to the West. People leaving other regions preferred Sunbeit
“ocations to Appalachia cespite the faﬁt that the Region had managed to
3a'n, ratner than lose, people from interregional migration.

)
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2The turnover rate is the total number of migrants who enter and leave
a region. .t is the sum of the inmigration and outmigration rates, and
does not carry a sign (Shryock and Siegel, 1973, p. 643).

,o°{Q 3Cf, Brown, 1971 and 1972; and De Jong, 1969. Qutmigration began to
decline in the early 1960s and, by the end of the decade, the general
patterns of change in population growth in Appalachia were known. Census

\\\\\\data were used in most of these analyqes, with heavy reliance on net
migration estimates.

———

4See McCoy and Brown, 1974 and 19?3‘ McCoy and Brown compared

outmigration streams from Central and Southern Appalachian State Economic
Areas for 1955-1960, and 1965-1970. They concluded that through time, the
destinations of Appalachian migre.ts had begun to shift away from large
northern metropolitan areas, such as Detroit and Chicags, to intermediate-
size cities which were located closer to the Region, and to metropolitan
areas in the south. |

sThe gross migration percentages in the text are calculated as a
percent of the total immigration, outmigration, or net migration for a
region.

6Brian J. L. Berry and Donald (. Dahmann, "Population Redistribution
in the United States in the 1970s," Population and Development Review, 3
{December 1977), pp. 443-472.
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CHAPTER 3
MIGRANT #CRK FQRCE CHARACTERISTICS
Introducticn

Mijration s selective. The propensity to migrate, as well as preferences
for destinat.ons, varies significantly among population subgroups.
Furthermore, migrants from a place commonly have significantly different
characteristics wnen compared not only with the people who stay but also
with those «ho are long-term residents cf the migrants’ destinations.
Race, sex and age are important differentials in Appalachian migration
ahich vary signiicantly through time and from one Appalachian subregion to
another.® These differentials are most important in migration between
Appalacnian subregions and other parts of the United States. However,
sampl2 size restricts the analysis of migration streams in Northern and
centra! Appa‘achia to the white majority. In Southern Appalachia, blacks
are incluced by zombining male and female groups.

Interragional Migration Rates

Mer 3re mor2 Tebile tnan women in interregional Appalachian migration

vy Y

.Tab'e IIl-lj. Among the white majcrity, men had the highest in- and

u
<
E |

tmigration rates, as well as ihc highest turnover rates, during the 1965-
1378 lecage. They also experienced the greatest absolute change in
aijration ratas, which meant that the turnabout in Appalachian migration in

; S was strongly affected by shifts in the magnitude and direction of
nmigration af white males. By 1975 the migration balance for males had
¢ranged o net inmigration in each subregion.2 Reduction in the rate of
sutmijration was most important in Northern and Southern Appalachia while
thg increase in the rate of inmigration, and reduction in the rate of
sutmigration, were of nearly equal importance in Central Appa?achié}
Campired with other subregicns, Southern Appalachia had very high
migraticsn rates, especially among men, tut relatively little change in net

B * - . 1.
nijrattoe rasgyited.



Table 114-1 -
‘ INTERREGIONAL MIGRATION FOR APPALACHIAN REGIONS BY RACE AND SEX*

~ ALL AGES

(Number of nugrants in thousands)

Appalachian Regions
Nm!he;t‘:m - \\ ) Central ~ Southern
1965-1970 1970- 1875 1965- 1970 1970-1975 1965-1970 1970-1975
‘000 Rate ‘000 Rate ‘600 Rate ‘600 Rate ifi] Rate ‘000 Rate
White Males

Nonmgrants 10459 63.2% 9608 85.4% 86.1 54.8% 80.9 49.6% 599.8 61.6% 592.6 53.0%
“Inthupants 1452 88 1583 9.1 16.9 10.8 31.7 17.3 118.1 12.1 134.9 12.1
*Outiigrants 183.7 11 154.8 89 232 14.8 123 6.7 128.9 13.2 1143 10.2

Net Migiation ~-38.5 23 35 0.3 -8 -4.40 184 10.6 -10.8 -11 206 19
Wiate b amales

Nonnngeants 4917 5146 4831 411 444 49.%5 54.2 49 356.8 60.4 3688 489

“Lanigrants 411 48 58.7 5.7 6.3 10 12.2 1.1 45.7 1.1 63.2 8.4

. *Outiigrants 622 13 701 6.8 118 13.2 1.1 1.0 46.5 1.9 89.2 1.9

o Net Migsation 211 -25 -114 -1.1 -5% -6.2 45 4.3 -0.8 -0.2 40 05
Black Matus ‘

Nunmaants 20 604 258 459 919 59.6 86.5 493
*Inmugtants 6.b 134 8.1 144 124 8.0 16.4 9.3
*Qutinsgrants 60 125 6.6 1.7 23.4 15.2 17.1 87

Net Migration 0.6 09 15 21 -11.0 -12 -B7 -0.4
Black {ewnales ‘ ’

Nonmuants 1LY %6 4.5 474 35.% 51.8 50.8 51.6
g ants 14 11 30 28 4.1 6.7 8.4 8.5
*Outinigrants 18 §2 29 85 5.1 43 89 9.0

Net Mugiation -0.4 <21 0.1 03 -1.6 -2.6 -0.5 -85

*txchading tagration watha the Appetachian Hegion
Sew Testuncat Nuote to Table H S,




The migrition of females differed significantly from that of males. It
also varied among the Appalachian subregions. In general, the migration
rates of females were lower than males and changed less dramatically
between 1963 and 1975. Furthermore, females had higher rates of
cutmigration and lower rates - of inmigration than males in several
instances. in Northern Appalachia, females continued to have a‘}net
migration loss in 1970-1975 despite a reduction in the rate from 2.5 to 1.1
percent. The ra.e of net migration loss among females in Central
Appalachia, which was even greater than for males in 1965-1970, raversed in
1970-1975 following the pattern of change for males. And in Southern
Appalechia, increased inmigration was responsible for a slight net
irmigration gain in 1970-1975 for females. However, little change in net
migration resylted from relatively high migration rates of males or
famales, as ~as true of males.

The migration of black Appalachians was even more distinctive wheivscmpared
Lo the wnite majority in each subregion. In Northern Appalachia, black
males had higher migration rates than white males throughout the decade,
and black females had higher migration rates than white females in 1970
1375. Black males also had net inmigration in each period, 3lthough it
increased lass than the net inmigration rate of white males in 1970-1975.
High ratas of migration were characteristics which black males in Northern
Appaltachia shared with whites in the Southern Appalachian subregion,

{n Southern Appalachia, black and white migration‘patterqs also differed
significantly. In 1965-1970, high rates of outmigration and low rates or
inmigration for both males and females resuited in a higher net migration
1083 for blacks than for whites. The most significant change in 1970-1975
wis the decline in the rate of net migravion loss for males, primarily
because of the sharp reduction in the rate of cutmigration. The migration
pattarns of black females did not change significantly over the decade.
Their migration rates continued %o be higher than for white females in the

AT TP Y { ty



subregion and, by 1970-1975, black females were almost as mobile as black
males. Although both maie and females had net outmigration in 1970-1975,
the\lcng period of heavy migration loss of hlack people from Southern
Appalachia also appears to be nearing an end.

4 . .
Selectivity of Migration Streams

The selectivity of migration streams by sex and race introduce additional
complexity intgc the patterns of interregional migration. The basic
geographical structure of migration streams discussed in Chapter 2 is a
mirror for the distribution of Appalachians by sex 2nd race. That is, the
majority of migrants leave the Appalachian Region and, with the exception
of Central Appalachia, the majority of the intra-Appalachian migrants
remain in the same subregion., However, there are significant differences
oy sex and race in levels of mobility and preference of Appalachian
mijrants for other subregions in the United States.

Several of the differences between male and female migrants are

characteristic of mast, if not all, of the Appalachian Region.3

.
-

Males are more likely to remain in Appalachia than females. The

differences were significant in both time periods for Northern and
Southern Appatiachia, and for Central Appalachia in 1970-1975.

3

Among migrants to the North, males had higher levels of preference for
the North (Central subreqgion while females had higher levels of
preference for the Northeast. Among migrants to the South, females
had higher levels of preference for the Southeast. These differences
were especially pronounced for Central Appalachian migrants during
the 1970-1975 period.

3. The in- and cutmigration streams in each sex cohort are significantly

re‘atgg;



Table 1112
D!STRiBUTION OF APPALACHIAN OUTMIGRANTS, 1965-1970
BY REGION OF DESTINATION? /
{(Number of migrants in thousands}

Appalachian Regions

Northern Central Southern
White White Whits White Whita Whits
Male Female Male Female Male Feinale Black
tAppslachia {21 0%} {22.2%) {35.0%) {27.2%) {30.4%) {24.8%}) {17.3%}
Nutthern 58} 233% 163 20 4% 42 11.8% 086 3% 25 1.3% 0.2 0.3% 06 1L7%
Central 517 23 08 1.0 KR 101 1.6 39 20 1.1 11 18 0.1 03
Suuthern 14 14 06 0.8 41 13.2 2.2 136 51.9 28.0 138 25 54 153
Noith (56.1) 169.3) (30.8) (31.4) (15.6) (16.6} (32.4)
* . Nostheast 90.5 369 kx ¥} 3423 15 4.2 2.0 123 14.7 19 6.7 10.9 4.9 1338
Nui th Cantral 524 201 136 170 45 266 KR 191 143 1.7 35 5.7 6.5 185
Suuth (8.9} 9.0 {30.0) (317} {45.2) {29.2) {41.2)
Suutheast 6.2 25 29 36 19 53 1.5 93 54.0 29.0 20.2 327 16.2 29.0
Flotida 83 313 40 50 1.2 34 03 56 8.6 4.6 28 45 08 23
Svuth Cential 28 11 0.9 11 16 23 31 228 218 118 74 120 35 a8
Waest 235 33 10 88 b 4.2 8.6 K% 15.8 8.5 53 3.6 3.2 9.1
¥ atals 2518 100.0% bR 100.0% 157 100.0% 18.2 100.0% 1853 100.0% 617 100.0% 352 10084
Hinchaies e suinal i ativn within saine Appatochian tegion. .
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Table 1113
DISTRIBUTION OF APPALACHIAN INMIGRANTS, 1335- 1970

BY REGION OF ORIGINY

{Number of migrants in thousands}

Appalachian Regions
n - Northern Cantral Southara
White Whts Whits Whits White White
Mats Famale Mals Female Male Fomale Black
1 Appalating : (31.3%) (29.4%) {40.1%} {35. %) {33.7%} 126.8%) {24.1%)
Nurthein 817 27 9% 163 28.0% 57 20.2% 08 8.2% 3.4 1L9% 0.6 1.0% - ~*
Contral 32 20 0.6 19 36 128 16 163 1.7 286 2.2 3.8 - -~
Suuthern 25 1.2 02 03 20 1.1 1.1 1.2 819 291 139 23 5.4 4.
Nutth {53.3} {82.7} {30.8) (27.6} {16.5) {18.3) {14.1)
Nuitheast 0.4 334 re R 428 17 60 49 9.2 124 10 6.5 0.4 1.6 13
Nurth Cential 420 199 82 149 1.0 248 18 184 17.0 85 43 18 1.5 8.8
Suuth {5 6) FA}] {24.9 {28.6) {41.2) {41.8) {51.6)
Suvutheast 6.4 ig 19 33 1.1 1.9 08 82 452 264 176 28.2 83 318
Flonda 33 1.6 15 2.6 0.6 21 03 KR | 1.7 43 1.8 29 . 08 23
Suuth Centtal 2.1 1.0 01 1.2 5.1 18.1 17 123 205 115 63 107 ; 38 114
West 210 wo 34 58 14 5.0 0.8 8.2 153 8.6 8.2 13.} 0.8 37
Totah 21086 108 0% 58.2 100.0% 282 100.0% 9.8 100.0% 1701 100.0% 624 100.0% 219 100.0%
tinchuday interzonat sigration within same ;\mlaiacmm rogion {which it aha included in Table 2}, )
SNune tsporisd 1% sanple
\\} - pag 14
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. Table 111-4
- DISTRIBUTION OF APPALACHIAN QUTMIGRANTS, 1970- 1976
<& BY REGION OF DESTINATIONt
\ {Number of migrants in thousands)
Appatachian Regiont ’ P
Notthern Cantral Southern | .
Whits White White White Whits White
Mals Fomale Maie Famale Male Famale Black
tAppalachia {28 5%} {25 3%) {60.8%) {32.5%} {31.6%) {25.1%) {16.4%) -
Nutthen 5 0 25.4% 214 22 8% 42 16.8% 1.1 9.6% 2.1 1.3% 08 1.0% - -
Central 4% 2.1 1.8 19 5.1 204 1.1 86 40 24 14 18 04 13
Suutharn 23 1.3 08 06 34 136 15 13.2 458 280 125 223 47 16.1
ah North {48.2% {49.6) {11.6) {21.1) {11.9) \ {13.5) {20.9)
Nottheast 638 235 333 355 0.7 28 85 4.4 8.0 48 8.2 18 3.6 e
Noesth Contral 42 8 18.7 13.2 14.1 22 38 13 16.7 1tg 11 45 87 28 33
South 3.2 {13.5) {31.6) {42.1) {46.1) {62.0) {62.4}
Southeast 1.1 36 43  X1] 20 80 08 1.0 470 281 268 338 10.1 328
Flotida 8.2 42 689 1.3 09 36 0.6 53 6.7 40 4.0 5.1 08 29
Sauth Centeal 30 14 1.2 13 50 200 34 .298 234 14.0 103 130 53 1.0
Wast s 140 08 1 15 6.0 05 44 174 104 74 84 12 w3
Totals 686 \ 180.0% 239 100.0% 250 100.0% 114 100.0% 181.2 100.0% 79.0 100.0% 3% 100.0%

.,

Hiociudes inteczonal magration within wame Appatschien tepgion
*Nonw 1epn tad in 1% snple.
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Table 1 H
ISTRIBUTION OF APPALACHIAN INMIGRANTS, 1970-19%6
BY REGION OF ORIGINY
{(Number of migrants in thousands}

Appalachian Regians
Northatn Central Souvthern
Niuote Whate Whita White Whits Whits
Mals Fanale Male Femals Male Female Black
{27 4%) {28 43 (30.0%) 126 1%) (28.0%) {3 8%) (12.3%)
Y huN 214 26 1% 4% 9.9% 18 109% 23 1R 06 - 0% a4 1.3%
'y, 1y 1 13 51 1na 1 57 34 1.8 15 18 g1 03
2 1o 08 10 40 88 14 85 468 250 176 12 a7 133
i8S N (b 3) {34.0) {35.1) {18.6) {18.1} (22.0)
n:  a 26 198 313 13 13 1S 148 1.9 87 105 315 W)
514 233 135 158 124 214 i3 236 260 107 63 16 31 103
i ol {6 6) {28.9) (35 1 (a1 147.4) 152.0¢
vy 26 11 38 37 82 1: ol 4715 253 248 299 96  3u0
43 33 11} 21 12 26 N 3 88 41 42 5.1 06 20
31 14 0 01 82 18 S 21 7N 7 103 124 60 200
148 94 12 B8 29 b4 Cb 36 218 1.7 8.9 10.7 26 81
186 WOO0% 820 1000% 453  1000% 165  100.0% 1874 1000% 829  1000% 308  1080%

Tat et wither waewe Apgaalas ian segion twhich i abu incluoded s Tebly -
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Arihin tnis framework, the mest significant changes in the pattern of
jelectivity af Appalachian migrants were restricteg to relatively few
streams, mest 2t which we-e focused upon Central Appalachia,

«ompartson of the in- and outmigration streams of white males and females
for Northern and Southern Appaiachia shows no significant differences in
their relative distribution at regional scale from 1965-1970 to 1970-1975.
That s, tne pattern of change in the distribution of male and female in-

(7

nt oytmigrants was similar, although the rates of change were always

jreater far males. Such was not the case in Central Appalachia, where
sharp reduction in the rate of outmic ation of males, especially to the

North (entral and south Central regions, was combined with a sharp increase
'n the ~ate of inmigration from the North Central region and an increased
orapenstiy f3r migrants in 1970-1975 to remain in Appalachia, especially in
2ntral Ap9313chia.4 Reduction in the rat: of outmigration of females from
certral  dppaiachia  in 1970-1875 was cccompanied by a distinct
~20r1entation of gutmigration to the South, esdecially to the South Central
~egion. The propensity of female migrants to stay in Appalachia also

tncreased, Sut not nearly to the level of male migrants.

Tme pattaras of selectivity amang bHlack migrants n Scuthern Appalachia
1750 changed significantly over the decade. Relatively few black migrants
~amained in Southern Appalachia during the decade. The largest praportion
¢¥ tncse who left in 1965-1970 moved to other parts of the South, with
Trttle 2t ffarence between tneir distritution and that of whites from
toutnern Appalaghia. this pattern changed sharply in the next five years.
e ocrsporticn of Biack Southern Appalachians moving North was reduced by
are-tnt~d; tne inmigration of blacks from the North and Southeast regicn
‘acreased sharply; and outmigration to the South Central region nearly
ioutied. Th2 net effect of tnese changes was that in 1970-1975, a majority
¥ perzent: of plack Scutnern Appalachians went to destinatisns in the
;dutw‘ «hith ragresentag 2 major regrientat on of  their migration.
Aoweyar,  tne graportion migrating within Jouthern Appalachiy did not

23 1% parcent despile tne reduction 'n the rate of net sulmigratign,

~q7=~



Rge Selectivity of Appalachian Work Force Migrants

Given the patterns of selectivity by race and sex in interregional
migration, the question of the age characteristics of migrants remains.
Age is a migration differential which approximates a person's stage in the
life cycle. Mobility rates commonly increase sharply between 15-19 and 20-
24 years of age, and then decline to a relatively low and stable level from
- about 45 years On.s Because of restrictions in sample size for the
Appalachian Region, the geographical detail of interregional migration
streams is lost when migrants are cross-classified by race, sex and age
cohort. However, aggregate data shown in age-sex pyramids at éubregiona}
scale clearly outline patterns of selectivity for Appalachian migrants.

Three generalizations can be made about the age distribution of
interregional migrants in each of the three Appalachi- subregicns.s

1. Migrants were younger than nonmigrants. This was true of all groups
in each subregion for both time periods.

(48]
*

Qutmigrants were younger than inmigrants. The exceptions were in

Northern Appalachia, where age distributions were similar, and in
Central Appalachia, where male inmigranis were younger than.
outmigrants.

3. The bimodal age distribution common to the female labor force was

especially pronounced among migrants. The c¢ritical age cohorts for
female migrants were 25-29 and 35-54, whereas male migrants were
concentrated in the 35-44 year group.7

The changes in Appalachian migration from 1965-1970, and 1970-1975 were
concentrated in specific age groups. In Northern Appalachia, there was net
sutmigration among males and females in all age cohorts in 1965-1970.
Subsequently, a reduction in the outmigration of males in the 34-44 age .
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Fg. 2
AGE-SEX PYRAMIDS OF INTERREGIONAL
MIGRANTS AND NONMIGRANTS
| NORTHERN APPALACHIA
1965-1970 AND 1970-1975
- {White only)
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Fg. 3

AGE-SEXPYRAMIDS OF INTERREGIONAL
MIGRANTS AND NONMIGRANTS
. CENTRAL APPALACHIA
. 1965-1970 AND 1970-1975
(White only)
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Fg. 4

AGE-SEX PYRAMIDS OF INTERREGIGNAL
MIGRANTS AND NONMIGRANTS

SOUTHERN APPALACHIA
1965-1970 AND 1970-1975
(White only)
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Fig. 5

AGE PYRAMIDS OF BLACK INTERREGIONAL
MIGRANTS AND NONMIGRANTS

SOUTHERN APPALACHIA
1965-1970 AND 1970-1975
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X

group, and increased inmigration in most other cohorts resulted in a change
to net inmigration among males 45-64 years of age. Among females, the
change to net inmigration was concentrated in the age groups 30-44, and 55-
84. Changes in migration in Southern Appalachia were similar except that
the turnabout to net inmigration include the 20-64 age cohorts for males
and the 25-29 and 35-54 age cohorts for females.

Change in Central Appalachia was less clearly differentiated by age. Each
age group, male as well as female, had net outmigration in 1965-1970; and,
with the exception of males 65 years of age and older, each age group had
experienced a reduction in outmigration and an increase in inmigration
sufficient to have a net inmigration in 1970-1975. Change was concentrated
in the 25-44 age group for males, and in the 25-54 year age groups for
females. In Northern and Southern Appalachia, the age distrihusigp of
outmigrants became younger more rapidly than that of\inmigfants thrSDgy
time. This was also characteristic of white females in Central Appalachia,
where mala inmigrants were younger than outmigrants in both time periods.
This was the only exception to the general rule that outmigrants were
younger than inmigrants in the Appalachian Region over the period 1965-
4975,

Comparison of the age distributions of inmigrants from Appalachia and cthéf

places with the age distribution of nommigrants in each of the other

subregions demonstrates other dimensions of the age selectivity of

Appalachian migration which ars important in the migrants' destination

{see Fig. 6 and 7). Three general patterns are clear:

1. Both Appalachian inmigrants and inmigrants from other regions were
younger than nonmigrants at destination. This was true of all groups

*

in all regions for both time periods.

2. Male Appalachian irmigrants were younger than inmigrants from other

regions. This was also true of all subregions for both time periods.

-§7-



Fg. 6

AGE-SEX PYRAMIDS OF INTERREGIONAL
INMIGRANTS AND NONMIGRANTS
THE NORTHEAST REGION
1965-1970 AND 1970-1975
{White only)
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AGE-SEX PYRAMIDS OF INTERREGIONAL
INMIGRANTS AND NONMIGRANTS
THE NORTH CENTRAL REGION
1965-1970 AND 1970-1975

(White only)
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3. Through time, male Appalachian inmigrants became relatively younger
than male inmigrants from other regions. Although the age
distribution of all groups was younger in 1970-1975 than s 1965-1970,
the difference between Appalachian inmigrants and inmigrants from
other regions increased. This was consistent with the increasing
youthfulness of outmigrants from the Appalachian Region in 1970-1975,

The distinctiveness of the age distribution of male Appalachian inmigrants
was most clearly defined in the North Central region (Fig. 7), which
~continued to be a major destination of outmigrants from Central’ and
Southern Appalachia even in 1970-1975.

The patterns of age selectivity of female Appalachian: inmigrants to other
regions were much less clear. Compared to femate fnmigraﬁts from other‘
regions, the bimodal age distribution characteristic of outmigrants'from
Appalachian subregions also appeared in the age-sex pyramids - of
Appaltachian inmigrants to other regions. Swgn1f1cant1y larger proportions
of Appalachian inmigrants were :n the age cohorts of 29 and less, and 45-
64, than were inmigrants from other regions. In 1970-1975 Appalachian
znm.grants in the North Central subregion were, }ounger than inmigrants from
ather subregxons, primarily because of a shxft in the age dxstr:butwon of
gutmigrants from Appalachia to other age cohorts. But in the Southern
subregions, 1nmigrants from other places were younger than those from
Appalachia. ‘

Summary

There were significant differences by race, sex and age in Appalachian
migration behavior. Because they are the majority of the covered labor °
force, the béhavicr of white male migrants underlay the general patterns of
change. Males were the most mobile group and experienced the greatest
change. (ompared with females, male migrants were more likely to remain in
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v
Appalacnia and, in 1970-1875, males we%é more likely %o move to the Region.
Decreased rates of outmigration from[Appa1achia.and increased rates of
iomigration, especially from the North Central region, were characteristic
of male migration. Female migrantS/Lere more likely to relocate in other
regions, primarily in the South./ The change in Central Appalachian
migration is a case in point. How7Ver, even smpaller propartions of blacks
in Southern Appalachia remained }h the Region despite a significant shift

in their migration from North to/ South.

Selectivity by age generally follows expectad patterns. That is,
nonmigrants in the.Appalachign Reg%on and ataer p]aces‘are older than
migrants;{aqg‘Appa}achian m}grants are younger than those from otheri
places. Through time, outmigrants from Appalachia have become even younger
than jnmigrants to the RgSjon and, in the case of males, Appalachian
inmigrants to other places have become younger than inmigrants from other
regions. The patterns of selectivity for Appalachian females are less
consistent because of their bimodal age distribution in the labor force.
3ut on the whole, Appalachian migration continues to add a relatively young
population to other places and;~in combination with the age of inmigrants,
the Appalachian Region's population becomes relatively older.
?/ ¥
Central Appélachii was thes\éource of most exceptions to these
generalizations. Selectivity Yy sex and age was mirrored in the aggregate
patterns of change in mobility and the organjzation of migration streams.
The turnabout in net migratign was shared by all age groups, male as well
ac female. However, male in@iQrants were younger than male outmigranps,:

¢
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FOOTNQTES

1Education ts also an important migration differential. However,
measures of education are not included in the Continuous Work History
Sample.

ZCentral\Apanachia had the largest total shift in migration rates,
with 14.6 pefcent for men and 10.3 percent for women. Comparable figures
for Southern Appaiachia were 4.0 percent and 1.4 percent, and 2.6 percent -

and 1 4 percent for Northern Appalachia; see Table I:l-1.
35e~e Tables I11-2,'I11-3, I11-4, and I11-5.
‘. ‘ . .

The rate of outmigration of males from Central Appa?achia to the

North Central reg%on was reduced from 6 to 1.2 percent aver the decade, and

the rate of inmigration of males from the North Central subregion to

Central Appalachia increased from 1.3 to 6.8 percent. In 1970-1975, the

majority (50.8 percent) of Central Appatachian male migrants moved between

zones within the Appalachian Region.

Y

swa Larry H. Long andgCelia 8. Boertlein. The Geographical Mobility”

of Americans: An Iaternational Comparison. Current Population Reports,

Special Studies, Series P-23, No. 64. ~

5See Figs. 2, 3, 4, and 5. These generalizations are within the
context of systematic variations in the age disbrvbut*on of white
nonmigrants and migrants among the Appalachian subreg1ons In 196£-1970,
Northern Appalachia had the oldest population while Southern Appalachians
sere the youngest. Central Appalachians were in between the two extremes,

althaggh more like Northern than Southern Appalachia. Southern.

Appalachian blacks had the youngest age distribution of any group. The age

distr . on of all groups in all sudbregions was younger in 1970-1975 than

in 19 -1970. .

.':
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?In 1970-1975, the age distribution of the male labor force more

.closely resembled that of the femaies. The female labor force was

significantly older than the males in all subregions at both times.
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CHAPTER 4

.// .

RELATIVE INCOME CHARACTERISTICS OF APPALACHIAN MIGRATION

Introduction

Appalachian migration traditionally has been explained as a rational
approach to interregional differences in-economic opportunity. ‘The la}ge-
scale outﬁigration of~the 1940s and 1950s was considered to be a response
to relative deprivation. It was a necessary adjustment to an imbalance
between a rapidly growing regional labor force and dec]ining Job
opportunities (CF. Brown and Hillery, 1962; and Brown, 1971 and 1972). ‘
Appalachian Regiona! Commission's human resource development program
proposed to 1mpr9ve the opﬁortunities for Apﬁa!achian people to prosper
wherever they might choose to'live..{

. Studies of aggregate net migratibn.conc¥ude\that Appalachians generally
move to areas of higher income and greater opportunity (Levine and
Addleman, 1973; Rutman, 1970; and Sanders. 1971). They seek out places
within Appalachia as well as outside of the Region which have better |
opportunitwes, presumably in order to maximize their personal benefits
‘within an environment of perceived differentials in economic opportunity.
Studies of the Costs and benefits of selected. migration streams from
Central Appalachia suggest that the great majority of the migrants are
successful in that sense. They significantly increased their absolute
incomes as well as their income p?;*tions relative to those who stayed in
Appalachia; and, through time,;mps( reach the fincome levels of previous
inmigrants and long-term residents,at their destinations. However, duﬁsng
the decade 1965-1975 the income benefits to Appalachian migrants relative
to the income of migrants from other regions and of nonmigrants at their
destinations, and changes 1n these benefits are not clear. Analysis of the
Continuous Work History Sample (CWHS) data demonstrates that the income
advantage of migration has varwed through time, as well Ws with the
direction of movement. A
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-Appa hachian Migration: A Review of QOther Studies
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The sensitivity of Appalachian migration to income differentials between
Appalachia and ather parts of the nation depends upon the size ,of the
differential among alternate destinajions, the characteristics of the
destinations and the characteristics of the migrigts. Central Appalachian
high schoogl seniors are especially sensitive to income differentials
(Hansen, l§70; Hansen and Yokhin, 1970). They are at a stage in the life
cycle when tﬁey are most - likely to.as;ociate migration witah locating a
Ber@anent job and establishing an independent household. Although a large
majority of them would prefer to stay in tneir home region (i.e., in
eastern Kentucky and éastgrn Tennessee), the majcri%x;were expected to
leave Appalachia and probably not return. \ s
The propensity to migrate “from Appalachia depends upon the size of the
income differential between the Region and other places.. The majority of
the high school senigrs p}eferred to remain in Appalachia when incomes were
apprcximatelyfthe same in all locations. As‘the differential increased,

they preferred locél growth centers, then regional capitals (i.e.,‘

, Lexington, Kentucky and Knoxville, Tennessee) and large metropolitan

centers located outside of Appalachia (e.g.,.Cincinnati, Atlanta, Chficago
and Detroit). However, significantly 1large increments 1in income

‘diffeggntials were necessary to finduce migraticn to metropolitan centers.

Young men were potentially less inclined to leave Central Appalachia than
young women, a difference which presumably reflected perceived differences -
in opportunities for men and women in Appalachia. But among those who -
migrated, young women were slightly more ]1¥E1y to go to nearer smaller
cities while young men moved longer distances to larnger cities.

Compared with high school seniors, people who were older heads-of-
households, owned property and were more established in the communiéy were
much less likely to migrate, especially to a place outside of Appalachia
(Smith and Klindt, 1976). They constitute the majority population in-the
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' Region. Because they earn higher incomes and have more investments “at
home," the income increment which would be necessary for Rhem to migrate
may be in excess of what they could expect to receive. The iocational
preferences of the Appalachian majonty and high schoa'l seniors were
- similar. But the incremental incomes necessary for the fnmer* to migrate
to regional centers and large metropolitan areas outside{cf Appalachia were
_ significantly greater than in the case of high school seniors.

Micro-studies of Appalachian migration behavior clearly demonétrate that
migration is a.deliberate tprocess designad to maximize persoral and family
income benefits. Appalachian migration tends to be job-related and kin-
dnmmated Getting a job, or getting a bet*er Jeb, 1s the single most
mportant consideration for most migrants-(especially males); and they go
to places where the support from their network of relatives and friends is
most usefuyl (especially females). Studies of .migration from  eastern
Kentucky to l:exjngton and Cincinnati provide detailed accounts of the
strategies used in achieving the migrants' objective of gaining petter
employment, i.e., maximizing benefits, while reducing the uncertainty
which surrounds the-move (Deaton, 1972; .and Morgan, 1973). Migration
occurred when a job was secured. .
\ ¥

The Appalachian poor follow similar strategies to achieve similar goals
(abt, 1970; Peterson, Sharpe and Drury,§1976) Low<income people from
eastern Kentucky migrated because they be'heved that it was easier to find
employment in the city at better pay. The migrant.s who left Appalachia had
‘ower-incomes than nonmigrants, but they gradually earned hxgher incomes in
the areas to which they moved. Their migration, however,” was moce
stimulated by econumc Stress in Appalachia than was the case of migrants
from other areais. These moves were made in an (e.wxronment of great
uncertainty. The consgauwence is that thc\y moved more frequent] y to get a
Jjob, rather than to get a better job; they may have depended more heavﬂy
upan support from f:\*iehds and r@latives; and they experienced greater

;\\
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initial instability in the job market as they sought to Amprove their
economic position. Assistance from relatives and friends, "unemplovment
compersation and temporary resettlement back in Aopalach{a are means of

‘coping with instability. ~Public assistance-is essentially a last vesort,

and not a determinant of migration. * .

Private income gains from migration are positive for mnsf Appalachian
migrants. Morgan {1974}, for exampfe, reports that migrants from eastern
Kentucky to Lexington and Cincinnati significantly increased their family
“incomes even considering cost-cf-living differentials. Lexington mjgrants
easily recapturad more than their costs in the first year after moving.
Migeation to Cincinnati was less profitaﬁ?e, yet their incomes were
significantly higher than those of people who remained in aasternixgﬁtucky.
The economic success of the migrants to Lexington and Cincinnati was
primarily the result of increasing the number ‘of fumily members .in the
labor force. However, studies of individual personal income gains report
similar results; thad is, migrants from Appa]ach1a increased their ingomes
more rapidly, and tc higher levels, than thgse who stayed in the Region.
The large avsolute increases in income cccurred upon migration and thay
were foilowed by ? slow steady long-term improvement toward higher wige

*

levels.

Relatively poor Appalachiar migrants had -similar results, althcugh they
reached lower-than-average income lavels. Migrants from Appalachia
consistently were reported to have lower premigravien income levels, anc to
have achieved higher postmigration income levels, than those whn remained
in the Region. Recent migrants generally take re!étive]y low entry level
jobs in which skills and education aré relatively unimportant as conditions
of job placement. Conseguently, ‘their initial income is low and may be
unstable as they search for better jobs at higher pay. They also may have
lower initial incomes than long-term restdents (Petersbn, Sharp, and
Orury, 1976). The majority of those who stay gradually improve bheir

‘ L d
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income until, after 'several years, they are at the level of long-term.
‘residents. Men clearly profited more from migration than women. The
* majority of women who migratgd‘ to low-income areas in Cleveland had not .
planned to work. When they did get a_job, the wages were low dnd increased
slowly. Among southern migrants to Cleveland, income benefits differed
sharply by sex and race. Black women realized essentially no persomal.

jncome behefit from moving. * )

N {

Much less is known about the costs and benefits of migration to Appalachia.

The’ majority. of the attention has focysed upon return migration

(cf Sanders, 1972; Wiedemann, 1968; and Deaton, 1972). Feelings of

}ostalgwa, and dissatisfaction with socwal relationships and commumty

life in cities are swgmfwcant characteristics of the. adiustment patterns

of a large minori y of Appa]achian migrants. Surveys of return migration

to Central ‘A‘ppa}achia in the late 1950s and 1960s concluded that the
returnees, most of whom were marginally -attached to the labor force at '

their one-time destination, returned to Appalachia because they haci fai }eg
to solve satisfactorily their urban adjustment problems.  Subsequent
research has Jemonstrated that there are, in fact, two groups of returnees,
tma of which has relatively high socmeconomc status. In any Case, return
mgrants were a minority {20 or 30 percent) of total inmigration to
Appaiachia.  Returnees were more similar to nonmigrants in Appalachia in .
many respects,. inc?uding‘income levels, than to nonrgtixr:n migrants. The _

latter Were clearly better skilled and better educated than either
nonmigrants or return migrantﬁ, especially in those counties which had a\‘
high rate of ‘nmigration. ‘

Comparad with the micro-level studies, regional analyses of -thé income
benefits to Appalachian migration have produged conf]icting results.
Gallaway, McBride and Vedder '(1971), for example, analyzed “recent" (i.e., ¢
1955-1960) migration data from the 1960 census for the Appalachian and non-
A\ppa}achian portions of Appalachian states. They concluded that
\,App”alachi‘an outmigrants, . although slight]y more sensitive to income.

¥
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differentials and job opportunities than non-Appalachian outmigeaWts, had
failed to\improve either their absolute or relatjve income status as a
" resylt of . lbeational degisions although others had succeeded.
Hirschberg'§\(1968)'analysis of Contihubus Work History Sample data for
1957-1963, however, did not support that conclusjon. He reported that
(Hirschberg, 1968, p. 31): '

',..‘thqse who migrate increase their wages faster than those who did
not migrate; those who migrate long distances increase their wages
faster than those who migrate short distances. Long-distance
Appalachian migrants increased thqir wages faster than short-distance
migrants; the latter in-turn increased their wages faster than those-
who have remaired in Appalachia. Those who remained in Appalachi2 had
higher initial wages than those who miératea from Appalachia. Among

_ migrants, short-distance movers earned lower wages than long. distance
movers. ) . N

The income benefits to migration were greater for men than for women, and
for whites than for blacks. Black males received lower absolute wages than
white males, and had lower rates of wage increase irrespective of their
migration decisions. Also, migrants to Appalachia had higher premigration
incomes thaﬁhautmigrants, a1thougﬂ'the rate of increase for inmigrants was
slower. ’ ’

In summary, the existing studies of the personal income benefits associated
with Appalachian migration’suggest that the results of the decision to
migrate have been favorable for most. Although outmigrants from Appalachia
originally had lower incomes than nomnmigrants, they increased their
incomes more rapidly than these nonmigrants to reach levels which
approximated those of p?%vious inmigrants and long-term residents in the
places to which they moved. \Except for return migrants, migrants to

.
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Appa!ac&iq had higher incomes than prevailed in the Region, although their
income increased relatively slower. The degree to which an individual
migrant participated in these personal income benefits, however, depended
upen sex, race and distance migrated as well as other migrant

tharacteristics.

The extent to which these findings can Se generalized across the
Appalachian subregions and through time ‘s limited. First, the
microeconomic studies of costs and benefits are limited to a few migration
streams between areas in Central Appalachia, West Virginia und a few

- midwestern cities (e.9., Cincinnati, Cleveland, Lexington, Indianapolis

and Detroit) while the gross regional framework which Hirschberg used is
not sensitive to the relationship between the geography of interregional
migration and income chanqe.l Other studies at regional and subregional
scale are not -helpful because either income or®rigration, or both, are
measured in the aggregate}_2 Second, almost a decade separates the earlier
1arge-sba1e studies such as Hirschberg's, and\the more recent micro-level

" research. Migration patterns have changed considerably during that time.
_Since migration strategies and income benefits awe interrelated, the

income chara. teristics of Appalachian migration may have changed as well.
Third, .ne measures of ’incqme‘ benefits compare the income levels .of
Appélachién migrants with nonmigrants, ‘usually in Appalachia, with the
migfants' premigration and postmigration income levels and with the
incomes of previous migrants and/Ibng-term residents of the destination.
Appalachians are the reference group for each measure. These studies fail
to explain how income gains of Appalachian @igrants coﬁpare relative to
other groups, or what the relative change in income benéfits are that
follow interregional mignatiop. '

Measuring Relative Income Benefits
- L . . ) . - .
Determination of the personal income benefits associdtad with Appalachian
migration follows a methodology developed by Trott, Mason and Smith (1974)

to analyze the relative income charactc istics of interrsgional migrants.

‘113" y
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~They used the Continuous ork Hié!Ofy Sample as their primary 'source of.
data. In .this study, the methodology is expanded to include two time
perinds, 19651to 1970 and 1970 to 1975. The analysis is restricted to
white males in the zovered laber Force because of much smaller sample:sizes
fcr the interregional migration streams of female and black Appalacti.ns.
White males wer2 the majority of the migrants, as well as the group most
%trangiy dttached to the laoor force. \

' The premigration (1965 and 1970) and postmigration {1970 and 1975) average
anneal -earnings provide estimates on the income characteristics of
Appalachian migéation streams through time.3 They are tae basis for
measuring the income selectivity of migraticn, as well as gains in current
income for migrants and nonmigrants. The average =hsolute gains in
earnings ¢f migrants to and from Appalachia were positive in both time
periods.  However, these changes must be qualxfied by comparing the
migraﬁts' gains with the gains of nonmigrants in their respective places of
origin. In order to wave this comparison, it is necessary to assume that
if the migrants had stayed, they wouid have received the same gains in
average earnings as nonmigrégts. Postmigratian earnings can then be
comparad with the earnings of nonmigrants in either the regions of origin
or of destination, | 4 '

The absolute gain in earnings associated with migration does not consider
interregional differences in cost-of-living.  These differences are
‘important, as people presumably migrate to improve their real income
position. Consistently defined cost-of-living data are not available.
Trott, Mason and Smith (1974) use measures of relative income to compare
migrants' earnings- with those of nonmigrants, at both origins and
destinations, and to relate absolute earnings gains to regional
differentials. Impljcit in this analysis, therefore, is the assumption
that differences in c&st of 1iving amonq areas are accurately reflected in
differences iu IeveTsjof average income. Of course, even if this were an
accurate measure, other considgrations play a role in individual

assessment of the overall sa{isfaction from migration.

*
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Relative income position is talculated from the simple ratio of:
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E is average| absolute earnings
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m,$ reference migrants and fonmigrants, or staﬁz:g, raspectively
1,] reference origin and destination resgestively, and

tys ty reference the beginning and end of each time perioc
respectively.
Ratio v1) compares the premigration (t.e., 1965 to 1970) absolute annya!
average incomes of migrants relative to the incomes of nonmigrants in their
subregfors of origin; ratio (2) compzres the posimigration (i. e., 1970 to
1975) absolute average annual incomes of migrants relative to the 3nccmas
of nonmigrants in their subreg1ons of destination.

The change in relative income position is then measured by a ratio of the
postmigration relative income position to the premigration relative income
position:

(3) Yoty /Mpaty = (Bps By ty/ (B K,
This ratio measures the relative change in relative income, taking into.

account the income differences whic! .ist betwéen regions i and j. The.
values reference on un*ty. which repres.:nts the average annual éarnings of
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nonmigrants and denotes the percentage change in relative income position
-over time. A value greater than unity indicates that the mi§rants’ gains
are in excess of the rggiqna? differential; conversely, a value less than
unity suggests that the migrants' gains have failed to equal the regional
differential. '

Income Benefits for White Male Appalachian Migrants iR the Lahor Force

Period 1: .1965 to 1970

»

The income differentials among non-Appaiachan regions of the United
States in 1965 followed a familiar pattern (Table IV-S).4 Average annual
incomes of white male nonmigrants 'ranged from highs of $6,879 in the North
Central region and $6,751 in the Northeast to $5,347 in the South Central
region. The regions of Appalachia generally conformed to this north-south
pattern, with an average income in Northern Appa?achia of $6,060 and of
$5,198 in Southern Appalachia. Central Appalachia had an aQerage income of
$4,840, the 1lowest in the United States. Althquﬁ absaolute 1income
differentials between Appalachia and other parts of the country increased
by 1970, Premigrati0n~(1965} incomes of outmigrants were less than those
of normigrants in each region of the United States. The largest difference
was in Central Appalachia, where the outmigrants'- average premigration
income of $3,736 was only 77 percent of the $4,840 income of 2zonal
nonmigrants. In Northern Appalachia, the premigration income ratio was 92
percent and in Southern Appalachia, 89 percenﬁ, of the nonmigrant level.
Table [V-l presents the pattérn of differentia]s‘in migraht incomes and
changes in income, compared with nonmigrants, for six regions‘(combining
several in Table [V-5), to provide data with higher reliability in
interregional flows.

By 1970, Appalachian migrants to most regions, including Northern
Appalachia, had achieved an income level which was greater than that of
nonmigrants in their region of origin. On the average, the postmigration

F g



. ‘Table V-1 " .
¢ ,AVERAGE ANNUAL EARNINGS OF WHITE MALES, U.S. REGIONS,
| MIGRANTS COyPARED WITH NONMIGRANTS, 1965- 1970

. Ragions of Destination
Appalachia * Noithem
. Totl, *
Centrei Out- Non
. and " North Migrants Migrants
Regions of Origin Northern  Southern  Northesst Central Southern  Western  {Bveroge) Aversge
Northern (Number)t (58.74 9.1 190.5) (52.4) REAIN {23.51* {192.8) {1,045.9}.
1965 $ 3827  $5,006 $ 5958 § 5,287 $6295 $580 $5795 $ 6080
1970 8,040 8,790 9,959 9,196 9,182 10,138 9,548 8.590
% Gain, 19651970 S 3.2}3 $2784 $4003 $3308 § 2587 $4276 $3853 $2%3
e ~ \
§- Central and Southern {Number} 6.7 {62.2) ’ (18.2)* © "8 {34.8) {12.3* {158.8) {635.5)
1965 $ 5076 4313 5,390 4,440 4,254 5,481 $4570 $ 5,118
1870 8,890 6,699 8,738 8,467 7.08% 3474 . 7,803 1576
_Gam, 1965-1970 $ 31814 2,388 £ 3348 4,027 2,831 4013 $ 3,233 ¥ 2,460
Northeast (Number) < {704) {14.1} 1414.2) {1089} (108.7) {172.9) (476.00  (5,700.0)
1965 $ 5,841 5,536 6314 .10 618 6,384 $ 6611 $ 6,751
1970 8,386 8,161 10,167 11,365 8212 10,842 10,254 9,942
= Gain, 1965-1370 $ 3,158 2525 3853 4,263 2,993 3.888 $3823 $3m
2 North Central {Number) 420 (z24.0)* {113.3) t;lGJLS) (87.4) {192.4) 1483..)  (4509.1)
1965 $ 5,288 5,305 1514 5,841 5,303 8,118 $ 6412 $ 6.9
1970 9,391 6,525 11,818 9,333 8,218 9,538 9,703 9,898
Gan, 1965-1970  § 2,922 1,220 4,304 3482 2,318 3480 $ 3297 3 3.8
Southern (Number) mna 86.2) . (83.1) {66.3) {278.9) {85.5) (325.9)  (1927.8)
1965 $ 5,195 4,427 5,443 5,120 4579 5.140 $ 5040 $ 5,452
1370 3765 . 237 9,480 9,029 7.646 8928 8,701 3,138
Gan, 19651370 $ 3570 2,949 4,037 3,908 3.067 3,788  § 3861 $ 2,686,
Wastern U.S. (Number) * {(21.0)* {18.7)* (149.3)  {178.%) {1141) {452.5)% ~ {479.8) ts,ns;}‘
198% $ 5433 5218 8,371 5,885 6253 5461 $8125 $5.207
1970 10,741 7985 10,853 9,833 9,178 8,776 9,909 9,139
Gan, 19651970 . $ 31308 2,167 "~ 4,282 3,902 2922 © 3,315 $3184. $2932
Total, Inmigrants {Number) . {151.9) (144 1) {452.4)  {428.9) (423.3) (491.8)  (2,082.2) {20,563.4)
(Average) 1965 $6012 $4873 §$6368 $5926 $5728 $6207 $ 538 $ 6,30
- 1570 9,324 7.470 10,521 9,947 8,521 9,940 9,565 9,358

Gan, 1365-1970 $ 3312 $2597 34153 $ 40 $2793 $3733 $ 3584 $ 2965

Jtalics indicate salnc' nze with standard deviation of earnings more than 10 percent of the values shawn,; as follows: 141 {10 percent); 118
{11 percent); 31 112 5 percent); 87 {14 percent).,

“*Indicates ssmpie size with standard deviations between 5 and 10 percent. 500 (S percant); 400 {6 percent): 300 {7 percent): 200 (8% percent):
150 110 percenti. Trus :implies that 11 about one-thir$ of cases, the average 2arnings differ from ‘s complete census by more than the stated

¢4 percentage . Sm—

tNumber :n thousands; if the decimal point is omitted, the number is the aumber of cases in the 1 pcfce'gt sample,

“Outmigrants and inmugrants refer 10 interregional migrants, excluding rmagramts within the sarme region, Intraregional migrants iwithin the sarme
SRGIGR) AT MIGrants betwesn jones within each region., Nonmigrants ars white maies in the covered labar forts who were working in the same *
zone -0 1965 ang 1970, \ )

* . . .

Rin the Nestern U.S.  migration batween the four cansus aivisions (W.N. Central, W.S. Cantrai, Mountain, and Paciflc).

sdlfice Soecial tabulations of 1% Continuous Work History Sampie data by migration zones and regions, Buresu of Economic Anslysis, U.S.
Qepertment of Commaerce, for the Appatachisn Regional Commussion, Data summatized and tabulated by ARC staH,

-19_5) .



~ Table 1V-2 ) |
RELATIVE GAIN IN RECLATIVE INCOME POSITIONS OF WHITE MALE MIGRANTS, ALL AGES, 1965-1970
. REGION OF DESTINATION

Appalachia . \ " Northern : Southern N
. \ \ . .2
\ Ragion of Onigin Noithern Central Southern Northeast North Central Southeast Florida S’o(ﬂ%vmm Western U.8.
i Notthern Appalachia 1.18 R ] {%.1) 1.02 1.06 {1.2) ~ {1.0) (09 . 1R}
Central Appalachia 0.0 a3y a2 08) B (¥ 1R} B R} 039
Suuthesn Appalachia vy fR1 183 (08 % {09) 1.07 {(1.0) o108 0.99
. Northeast 1.21 a0 1.09 e . 1.32 1.08 (1.3) 115 T

Nurth Contral 116 02 R} 109 - RIE -128 1.01 1.2 118
Suutheast (1R} 1S 082 083 112 e ) .04

. Flunde \ (LY > (1.3)¢ (2 094 0.96 117 106 .y - . o8 i
Soum Centeal - 8 S 0.92 © 100 (.3 (I R & : ro .
Waestera US. P (14 .24 1.04 1.05 . 135 1.00 118 09

— . o IS ' * ) )
. NOTE. Data encioswd in ;iamnhews { } we basud on small . .mple numbders w?uébm standard deviations of thg earnings renging upward from 10 percent 10 just over
< } 30 pervent of the bews higure. See footnotes 1o Table IV-6., o ,,,f\“\ \ \
S \ ™ .
¥ , . N ~ i \
< . . -
L]
+ ] ] ) ~
e »
‘ 197 -
v




Figun 8
RELATIVE INCOMES OF MIGRANTS FROM AND TOWPALACH]A

i

WHITE MALES, ALL AGES
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income of Northern Appalachian outmigrants exceeded that of nonmigrants by
over §,000. © On the average, outmigrants from Central, and Southern
Appalachia realized 1arg§ increases in income but did not reach the 1970
income level of nonmigrants in their respective origins.  Central
Appaldchians who migrated to the North Central subregion achieved income
levels which were above those of dﬁonmigrqnts in Central Appalachia.
Central Appalachians who went to the North Central region were the only
ones; to more than double their income. Southern Appalachian migrants to
the North.\inciuding Northern Appalachia and the western United States had
income levwels above those of nonmigrants. Those who migrafed to regions in
the South averaged $7,190 in 1970, substantially less than for the former
group. |
Re]atxve Incphes of Migrants. As noted, all mwgrants substantially
1mproved thexr economic circumstances from 1965-1970. Absolute incomes
rose and in the case of Central Appalachia migrants to North Central, their
incomes more than doubled. But what about their standing in their
destination regions? By and }arge, all m1grants improved their relative
status.as well. Exceptions are those few cases with an index less than 1 in
Table IV-2. The relative income positions of .white male migrants from
Appalachia are shown graphically in Figure 8. The.solid line charts the

“premigration (1965) income position “of migrants from. particular
Appalachian subregion relative to the 1965 income of nonmigrants in that
Subregion. - An income position above the index line of 1.00- (i.e.,
nonmigrant.wages in thé.respective Appalachian region in 1965) indicates
that the premigration incomes of migrantQJﬂo'Ehat region were higher than
those of nonmigrants at origin. An income position below the index line
indicates that the‘migraﬁts average premigration income was less than that
of nommigrants at their region of origin.

oo The dashed (red) lines show the postmigration (1§70) income positions of
Appalachian migrants relative to the 1970 incomes of nonmigrants in the
subregions to which they moved. In this case, the index line of 1.00
references the income of nommigrants at de%tination.

«
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4
[nmigrants to Appalachia from other subregions of the United States had

premigration {1965) ircomes which, on the average, were below the income of
© nonmigrants in the places from which they moved, as well as below the
incomes of migrants who went to non-Appalachian regions (Table IV=9).
Migrants to Northern Appalachia had incomes which averaged 88 percent of
the nonmigrants' incomes in the regions from which*they came. The fijures
for Southernh and Central Appalachia were 76 and 65 percent, respecgjvg}y.
Despite their relatively low income outside of Appalachia, inmigrants
‘generally improved thdir income position in each of the Appalachian
regions > ‘ ‘

The premigration (1965) relative income position of migrants underscores
the generalization that higrants have below average prémigration incomes.
Compared with migrants from other regions in the eastern United States, the'
poverty of Central Appalachian migrants is obvious, as premigration
incomes were by far -the lowest of any region of origin.
« . ) | -

Migrants from other regions clearly improved their relative income
position by 1370. Northern Appalachian migrants had done almost as well;
Southern Appalachian migrants had ‘mixed results, although the overall
shift was an improvement in their position. In the case of Central
Appalachia, migrénts improved their general pcsitigp signjficant¥y despite
the relative loss in position for'selected streams. Southern and Central
Appalachian outmigrants had significant’ income gains, and moved closer to
parity with nofimigrants at their destinations. However, their improvement
was less than :E:t of migrants from all other regions, including Northern
Appalachia. Despite the gains in relative income to Appalachian migrants,
they generally did not achieve 1970 income levels equivalent to those of
migrants from other parts of the United States who moved to the same

&

regions. . : N
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Figure 10

o 'INTERREGIONAL MIGRATIONS of white males
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Periocd 2: 1970-197%

L

The average premigration (1970) incomes of white male migrants in the

United States continued to be lower than those of nonmigrants in their

respective regions of origin (Tables IV-3 and IV-6). Central Appalachia
continued to have the largest income differentialebetﬁeen outmigrants and
nonm*grants although, in 1970, the premagraflon ‘incomes of outmigrants
were about 82 percent of the nonm1urant average. There was no s1gn1f1Can*
change tn the general regional.-income characteristics of Appalach1an

‘migratwon that is, those with above average premwgration incomes

copt1nued to Move to northern regions and western U.S.; those with below

average incomes went squth.

< !

Alehough the  pattern of migration was eimiiar to the previous period, the
relative changes in income which resulted were not. | The average
postmigration (1975) incomes which oﬁtmigrants achieved did not reach the
income levels of nonmigrants in Appalachia. The absolute increases 'in
migrant incomes were larger 1n many cases, but only selected\inigrant
streams reached parity with nonmigrant Appalachians in each reg1on

Northern: : Appalachians who migrated to the North Ceneral and Southern
Appalachmns who, moved "to Whe west, clearly surpassed the incomes of
nonmwgranes in ‘their respective subregions of origin. In Central
Appal;chwa, the average postmigration income fell “below the average income
level of nonmigrants in 1975, although the average dollar gain for 1970-
1975 was comparable. Central Appalachia, which had the lowest nonmigrant

1ncome ‘Jevel a decade earlier, now had hxgher average nonmigrant income

1evels for white males in 1975 than Southern Appa]achwa the Southeast and
the South Central regions. ‘

The relative income' positions of Appalachian migfaets also changed as a
result of.the moves (Figure 11 and Table 1v-4). Cbhpared with 1965, the -
premigration EnCQme position of outmigrants in 1970 had remained similar in
Northern and Southern Appalachia, but had “increased significantly for
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AVERAGE ANNUAL EARNINGS OF WHITE MALES, U.S. REGIOhiS,
MIGRANTS COMPARED WITH NONMIGRANTS, 1970- 1975

Regions ot Destinstion
\
” Appalschia Northern
~ -~ - —— Totﬂ,x .
Contrm Qut Non-
) and North Migrants Migrants
Regions of Origin Northern  Southern  Northeast Contrsl  Southern  Western (Aversge)  (Averags)
Northern {Numbae) t : {55.0) 8.8 {63.9) (40.6)° (19.9)* (30.4)* (161.5) {960.8}
1970 $ 6,463 $ 709 $8034 § 7332 $ 6,839 $ 8,883 $ 7,978 $ 8,146
h 1978 10,830 11,432 12,629 13,764 10,610 13,094 12,702 12,591
% Gain, 1970=-197% $ 4,387 $ 43 $4535 $ 5827 $ 3N $ 4328 $4,724 $ 4,445
"‘ N . . \
3 Central and Southern {Numbar} (8.3) (59.3) (8.7 (14.0 185.0) (18.9)* (132.9) (683.5)
. 1970 $ 5,882 6,183 6,785 6411 6,070 7,183 $ 6,350 $ 17,233
197% 14,19 10,435 12414 10,611 9,951 12,933 10,807 10,938
Gain, 1970~1978 $ 7.309 4252 5,629 4,200 3,881 5,750 \ 4,4%7 $ 3,702
Northeast {Number) k {711.2)- {18.1)* (427.2) (108.9) {158.4) (241.9~)‘ - (598.9) 15,058.3)-
* 1970 $ 8,093 8,523 8,492 10,067 7,888 9327 $ 8,908 $ 9,490
1975 12,180 11,407 13,214 15,538 11,013 13,984 13,198 13,958
g Gain, 19701975 $ 4087 ° 2,884 4,722 5541 3,125 4,657 $ 4,290 $ 4,468
F—
Z  North Central {Number) {51.1) {32.4)* {92.0) {414.3) {108.1) (230.6) {514.2) “‘(4295.0)\ ’
1970 $ 8360 1,504 9,532 8,075 7,81 8,195 $ 8,328 $ 9,389
137% 13,393 10,064 15:588 12,378 10,212 12,302 12,413\ 13,821
; Gain, 1970~197% $ 5,003 2,560 6,056 4,303 2,401 4,107 $ 4,090 $ 4,¢32
Southern [Numbar) (182 (913) (694  (504) (2865  (115.3) (3428  (19745)
1870 $ 9,215 8,331 1,18 8917 5,304 7,53% $ 7,240 $ 7,735
1975 13,686 10,106 , 12,320 12,478 10,218 12,078 11,736 11,636
Gain, 1970~1375 $4471 . 3074 4502 5559 3914 4,54:y $ 4,43 S 3841
. . . )
Wastern U.S. (Number) {19.8)* {24.8)* (149.8)  (152.3) {113.9) (452.3)2  {461.9) (6,796.4)
1370 $ 7,503 9,048 9,212 7,898 - 1522 $ 8,274 $ 8395
1975 12,668 13,397 14,666 12,818 1 3 11,726 13,192 12,885
Gain, 1370-1975% . $82%7 4,351 5,454 4316 4,297 4,204 $ 4,318 $ 4499
: o ) )
Total, Inmigrants {Nuniber) {154.5) {173.3) {383.9) {361.2) {485.3) {8372.1) {2,211.2)  (18,759.5)
1820 $ 8,169 $ 7,198 $ 8,767 3 8,352 $ 2,42 $ 8507 $ 818 $841N -
1978 = 12,840 10,756 14,072 13,815 10,819 12,957 12,609 13,152

-

Gan. 19701975 S 45T S35 S5 S 623 - $30 8 4,45@\(\3 sa88 s ams- )

/talics indicate sample s:ze with standard devistion of earnings more than 10 parcent of the values shown; as follows: 140 {10 percent); 87
{124 percent); 68 114 parcent); 63 {14% percent), » . . y
‘indicates samole size with standard Jevistions between S and 10 percent: 50C (5 percant); 400 (8 parcent): 300 {7 percentj; 200 (B percenti;
150 (10 percent). This imyhes that in sbout one-third of cases, the average earnings differ from a complete census by mors than the stated
percentage. )
TNumber in thousands; if the decimal point is omitted, the number is the number of cases in the 1 percent sampie,
. *0y tenigrants ang inenigrant reter 10 interregiohsl migrants, excluding migrants within the same ragion, Intraregional migrann {within the same
" region) are migrann betwesn zones within each region, Nonmigrants are white males in the covered iabor, force who were working in the spme
tone in 1965 and 1970,
=in the Western U.S.: migration between the foyr census divisions (W.N. Cantral, W.S. Cantral, Mountain, and Pagific).

Saurce:  Special tabuistions of 1% Continuous Work History Semple date by migration zones and regions, Bi:-eay of Economic Anslysis, U.S,
Oepartment ot Commaerce, for the Appalachian Regional Commission. Dsta summarized and tabulsted by ARG staff,

-
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. , Table V-4 .
X RELATIVE GAIN IN RELATIVE mcome POSITIONS OF WHITE MALE MIGRANTS ALL AGES, 1970-1975
.- . - REGION OF DEST!NATION
Appalachia Northern \\ Southern
Region of Origin Horthetn  ~ Central Southern Northeast North Central Southeast Florida South Central Wastera U.S.
" “
Nosthern Appalachia 1.08 . (1.2) .y 092 .02 . (1.2) {1.0) (1.0) 0.93
Central Appalachia (L 2 . 02 \ (1.0} s t (1.0 4 (.1 0.9)
Southern Appatachia a (1.0} IR] (09) {0.9) 1.02 {1.0) IR - 1.03
. Noitheast * 1.13 (1.5) (1.1 1.06 1.07 1.31 0.96 1.25 1.10
o r \
N North Centtal 1.19 (L) 115 1.16 1.04 123 0.88 i \_ 109
Seutheast {(1.0) 1.16 087 -, 096 1.1 0.94 1.08 092
vutheas * (0.0 ] o /
Flonda 10.9) . {0.9) 0.96 . 1.09 1.08 - 1.04 1.03
South Central . (1.0) (0.9) 1.25 (0.9) 1.00 115 (09) \ 1.13 1.02
Western U.S. 113 (1.2) 114 096 0.99 1.19 1.04 1.15 1.02

-

~
?

NOTE: Data enclosed in pareathests are bassd on smah samnple numbers which have standard deviations of the earnings ranging upward from 10 percint 10 30 parcent of
thu base higure, Ses tootnotus'to Table 1V 6. : .
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— RELATIVE INCOMES OF MIGRANT FROM AND TO APPALACHIA
WHITE MALES, ALL AGES
1970 -1975
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Central Appalachian migrants to the Northeast and the Southeast.  The
“relative income positions of Northern Appalachians to the North Central
region also increased, but decreased among migrants to the South. Southern
Appalachian outmigrants generally fell below parity at their destinations.

The General shortfall of Appalachians' postmigration (1975) income
relative to the level of nonmigrants' at their destinations was in contrast
to the previous period. Vorthern Appalachians were about at parity with
nonmigrants in the North Central and southeast regions, but those who went
to the Northeast -- still "the destination of the largest number of
outmigrants from' Northern Appalachia -- had a lower relative income
position. The relatjve income gains for Northern Appalachian migrants in
their traditional destinations were less in 1970-1975 despite premigration
income positions which were similar to 1965. Céntrai ‘Appalachians had
similar experiences. Migrants to the North Central subregion began with
higher relative incomes in 1970 than did their predecessors in 1965, yet
tﬁey tco had a lower relative position in the North Central region by 1975,
The gains in relative income position were also much smaller by~1975 than
#as the case from 1565 to 1970. Migrants from Southern Appalachia fajled
to reach income parity with nonmigrants in any region to which they moved. ’
in fact, their relative income position was lower in three of the five non«
Appatachian regions. The decline of the fortunes of Southern Appa}achwans
in the North continued, this time associated with a drop in the re?ata
income position of outmigrants in 1970-1975 (see Table IV-6).

o

&

The general income characteristics of inmigrants to Appalachia femained;ig
stable through '1975. On the average, the,premigration (1970) incomes of -
migrants to the‘Regfon were less than those of nonmigrants both in theiri;
origins -as well as their destinations in Appalachia. Their incomes were’
also below those migrants from any given region to other places, with some
exceptions; and Central Appalachia continued to be the\ﬁestination of
migrants with the Jowest absolute incomes. Within this framework, . however,
significant changes occurred in the relative income position of

inmigrants, especially to Central and Southern Appalachia.
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The reiﬁtive income position of migrants to Central Appalachia increased
significantly {Figure l1). Although none was above average, ail” inmigrants

. . had premigration incomes that were closer to parity with nonmigrants in
their regions of origin in 1970 than in 1965. Inmigrants from the North
fared better than those from the South. By -197%5, the relative income
position of inmigrants was, on the average, higher than for outmigrants.

. Compared with outmigrants from Appalachia, the inmigrants, on the average,
had slightly higher r%}atiﬁﬁ income positions in 1970 and, with the
exception of Central }ppalachians, had improved them as a result of

3
migration.

The battern of relative gain in the relative income positions of |,
" Appalachian migration reflects the changes which occurred from 1970 to .
1975, One important poant in discussing income "benefits" of migration in

the Jater (1970-1975) period in contrast to the earlier (1965-1970) period

is the seculdr recession of 1974-1975 which impacted the later period. It .

may weil have had a depressing effect on the 1975 incomes, therefore
”biasing\downward all income comparisons with the earlier period. ﬁnothgr
important consideration is the growing relative economic position of
Appalachia. As its average income rose, it is reasonable to expect a
decreased econcmic 2dventage tc be 2ssociated with leaving the Region.
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? AVERAGE ANNUAL EARNINGS OF WHITE MALE M!GHANTS
COMPARED WITH NONMIGRANTS, 1366 1970
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- Table IVH
AVERAGE ANNUAL EARNINGS OF WHITE MALE MIGRANTS,
COMPARED WITH NONMIGRANTS, 1870- 1978 \
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FOOTNQTES

lln addition to masking regional differénces in migration within
Appalachia, Hirschberg considered migration from the Appalachian Region to
neighboring (ring) counties and the remainder of the United States as the
distinction between short- and long-distance migration. The measure of
distance is crude.

2Several studies (e.g., Levine and Addleman,’ 1973; Rutman, 1970; and

Sanders, 1971) use net migration data. Net migration data ignore important
‘differences in migration flow by direction. Furthermore, migrant; do not
‘move "on net.® These and other studies also use income data for areas
rather than individuals or households. Consequently, one‘can make no
inferences about income cha}acteristics and migration behavior.

€

3Tab1es [V-5 and IV-6 are constructed from the Continuous Work History

Sample migration summary tables. The absolute average arnual incomes of
outmigrants to all other subregions are in the rows; the “absolute average
annual incomes of inmigrants to a subregion from all other subregions are
in the columns.. The incomes of intrafegional migrants are in the main
diagonal of the matrix, and the average annual incomes for total
outmigrants and inmigrants are at the right and bottom. A separate column
for nonmigrants identifies thdse people who remained within the same zone,
and also within the same region. Premigration (1965 and 1970) incomes are
diétinguished from postmigration (1970 and 1975) incomes in order to
calculate the change in income through.time for various groups of migrants
and nonmmigrants. The relative income ratios are based upon thé\information
contained in these matrices.
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4The relative income index numbers in Figures 9 and 11 are det;rmined
" by ratios (1) and (2): see page 43. The abés\sge incomes which each
relative income index represents are those of nonfmigrants, as listed in
Tables IV-5 and IV-6. See footnotes to tables relating to reliability of
data based on the 1 percent sample. Because some values in Tables IV-5 and
[V-6 have standard deviations as high as 30 percent (because of the small
sample size, Tables IV-1 and IV-3 have been added, combining selected
regions. | |
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CHAPTER 5°

-

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS: APPALACHIAN MIGRATION AND PUBLIC POLICY.

- The Appalachian Regional Commission was establxshed to build the

foundation for a dwversxfied, self-sustaining economy that would afford a
wide range of social and economic opportunities for the people of the
Region. The lack of sufficient employment, low levels of income and
education, and other "deficits" were considered to be determinants of the
high rates of outmigration which characterized the Region. Consequently,
policies and programs which were established to alleviate these problems,
and thus achieve the Commission's objectives, were expected to reduce
outmigration and increase levels of urbanization by\redirecting mﬁgrants
to growth centers in the Region. The Appalachian Region is no longer a net
exporter of pecple. From\lQ?O through 1975, Appalachia gained an estimated

810,000 people; 36 percent of the increase was from net inmigration, the,

majority newccmers to the Region.
Findings

There 1s nc unigue way to define the status and welfare of Appa]achian
migrants. Migration itself is a means of increasing status and welfare.
Appalachian magrants probably consider getting a job, or a better job:

earning a hvgher income; and enjoying better living conditicns to be
important goals. “"Adjustment™ problems are assumed to accompany
migration, if only because people are moving into a relatively'unfamijiar,
uncertain environment. Various studies have explored dimensions of the
adjustment of Appalachian migrants” in order to determine the relative
success, or failure, of the move. ‘

The Appalachian's.jpb, income, position and other indices:of socioeconomic
status are freqhentiy used as ways to assess the effects of migration. The
definition of status and welfare by a single measure of personal earnings
as is done in this report has advantages and disadvantages. Although it is
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a StanQard component of sociceconomic status; the reTationship of income to
personal chpracteristics such as edugation,-age, sex and race is sometimes
ambiguous. How well income represents other aspects of status and welfare,
such as behavier, and attitudes, and intangible cultural values is‘nct“
known. ‘ | \

. < N
The income measure used in this study places some limitations on the
interpretations. of the results. First, the CWHS data are for labor force
‘migration, not population migration. However, people in the labor force
are fh@; most mobile members of the population- and are particuiarly
responsive to incom§ differentials. Secqndly, the earnings are based upon
" income covered by social security. They do not include transfer payments
or asset incomes. Third, the data are not good descriptions of people who
have unstable employment patterns. The nature of the data will not fully
reflect the experiences of the unemployed poor, ‘entrants into the labor
ferce, and the old.

The analysis of the income characteristics of white male Appalachian

)

migrants is instructive. Specifically,

1. The premigration incomes of Appalachian out&igrants were below those

of nommigrants in each Appaiachian cubregion in both periods (1965-70
and 1970-7%). '

Central Appalachian migrants had the lowest incomes. Northern
Appalachian migrant incomes were nearest to parity with nonmigrants.

2. Most Appalachian outmigrants at their destinations equaled or
exceeded the incomes of nonmigrants in the Region in 1969-1970.

Northern Appalachians were most successful in that sense. Central
Appalachians, despite” large gains, did not reach parity with
nonmigrants in Appalachia. The largest migration streams had the
highest rates of increase. | )



O

&

Most Appalachian qutmigrants at their destinations did not - achieve

the income level of nonmigrants in the Region in the period 19?0-1975.'

4

Outmigrants continued to increase their incomes, but intraregional

‘migrants and nbnmigrants. in Appalachia reached higher levels in 1975.

The effects of recesswon and of the re]atxve improvement in the
Appa)achwan economy on this result are unknown

£

Appalachian migrants improved their inccmé position relative to

nonmigrants living in the areas to which they moved in 1965-1970.

N
Nerthern .Appalachians had the best record and Central Appalachians

-§oing to the North Central region made significant gains as well.

Southern Appalachians lost ground relatively in“the North, and made
modest improvements in relative income positions e]sewhere.\

N ) “ . ,
Appalachian migrants made smaller gains in relative income pasition
in 1970-1975.

There was a general failure to reach parity with nonmigrants at their
destinations. Some 7arge, traditional outmigrations 1lost the

relative advantage ear11e" migrants achieved. The extent to which

these changes were affected by the recession cannot be determzned from.
the available data.

/ |
Migrants to Appalachia in both periods had . incomes which were less

than the incomes of nonmigrants in the subregions from which they

moved. .7

Those who went to Central Appalachia had the lowest incomes, the
Northern Appalachia inmigrants had the highest. -
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7. - Migrants to- Northern Appalachia (in 1970-1975) had postmigration

incomes which were s!ightiy above those of nonmigrants in the

- v
sgbregxon.

- Migrants from the northeast to Southern Appalachia a?so exceeded the
incomes of nonmigrants, and others came close to parity.

'3

l! > .
8. Most inmigrants to Appalachia had higher premigration incomes in both

periods than outmigrants from Appalachia. Qutmigrants achieved

higher income levels at the end of each period.
This pattern was more widespread in 1970-1975.

Despite rising income levels for Appalachian outmigrants, a decline in
relative income status may make migration less attractive and less
6engffcia}. Centraf Appalachia is the most striking example of this
change. when interregional income differentia?é decrease, a shift in
locational preferences toward the home area may be expected of potential

- <
migrants.

b}

Current Policy Issues
\ S .
Recent population trends suggest ‘selected policy issues which may be
narticularly important to Commission policy and programs. The issues are
based upon the probable impact of demographic changes and population
redistribution resulting from migration.

*

[nmigration | ‘ .
The proporticn of the migrants to Appalachia who are return mfgrants is not
known. The impression is that a larger number of previous outmigrants have

been returning iﬁmfreS§onse to improved opportunities in Appalachia

s
4
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compared with recent changes in socioeconomic conditions elsewhere in the
Unitad States, espgcia!]y in the North. The analysis of work history data
provides some ind%#bst support for this interpretation despite the lack of
.definition of who is returning and who is a "new" migrant to the Region. It
is clear that in the later period (1970-1975), the inmigrants were not
"failures" in the “usual sense wof the word. They had relatively high
incomes compared with nommigrants in their places of origin and in the
Appalachian subregion to which they moved. This suggests that inmigrants
may be able to compete successfully with nonmigrants in Appalachia for
expanding job opportunities in the Region.

The impact of 3arge scale 1nm19ratzon upon local economies is a ‘major
policy issue. Studies have 1nd1cated that when the expansion of job
opporturities is the result of new industry, inmigrants, especially
newcomers, had an advantage over local Appalachian people (c¢f. Gray, 1968;
Hansen, 1968; and Yulshin, 1969). Inmigrants are not likely to take the
majority of the jobs but they have predominated in those at higher skill
levels and income. They may also tags‘a‘large proportion of employment
from induced economic activity. In the, 10ng run, the avaw]ab111ty of more
and better jcbs may reduce outmigration.

The recent experience BT the Fast Tennessee Development District provides
an example of the complexity of the issues: involved. The following
statement was in response to a request for information concerning the
impacts of the Campbell County (Tennessee) Demonstration Project upon
migration patterns:’

In conducting the Campbell County project, one expectation was that by
attracting new jobs to the county, the unemp]cymgnt rate would fall
dramatically. The county's outmigration,: which had been extremely
* high since 1950, seemed to be slowing in the late 1960s and it was
anticipated that new jobs would stabilize the county's population
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and, eventually, start an inmigration of population. Initially,
everything seemed to be going well. A few hundred new jobs were
¢created in the county in 1970 and the unemployment rate fell from 14.9
in 1969 to 9.5 in 1970. By 1973 employment in the county had
increased more than 1,500 ﬁersons over 13969, but the unemployment rate
was still 8.2. The reason was because the work force had increased by
nearly 1,200 persons. Yet the age and labor force participation rate
structure of the county in 1970 was such that a net additfon to the
work force of only 300 to 400 persons would have been expected. Some
800 to 900 additional workers (and presumably their families) had
suddenly come from some place. ' '

[t abpeaned that in estimating the probable impact of new jubs the
staff failed to take into account the tremendous desire_ of former
residents of the area to return 'home.' Between 1950 and 1970 there
had been a net outmigration from (Zmnpbelﬁ County of over 12,00C
people. Most had left to find jobs elsewhere. They left an extended
family behind them and they stayed in touch with that family. As new
jobs opened in the county, or even in the general area..., the family
told their distant relatives (of these new jobs) and many former
migrants returned home in the hope of finding employment. These
returnees swelled the work force and kept unemployment rates higher
than would have been expected considering the number of new jobs in,
the county.

In late 1973 the ‘energy grisis' precipitated a serious recession.
Many former residents of Appalachia in general and Campbell County in
particular found themselves unemployed in Detroit, Ciﬁcinnati, and
elsewhere.  They decided to return home. In Campbell County,
according to Bure;u of Census estimates, there was a net inmdgrati?n
of 1,600 persons between July 1973 and July 1975. (A total
inmigration of 3,600 persons since 1970.) Unemployment jumped to an

N
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annual rate of 17.5 with a mbnthly peak in 1975 of 25 percent. While
500 jobs were lost in the county in 1975, the major cause of the high

‘unemployment was an increase of 1,200 more workers ®etween 1973 and

1875 (a total increase of 2,400 since 1969).

The implicatijon for policymaker§ is ¢lear, it is not enough to plan
for job creating programs for current County residents. One must also
nlan for programs for Former residents who will return to the area
when new jab opportunities become available.

An additional problem presented by these return migrants is that they
» R
return with a re%ent work record and, often, better skills than the

" unemployed workers still in the county. Therefore, they are better

able to compete for the jobs that are available so that the unemp loyed
who have been in the county may remain unémployed even with new jobs
available. '

A less spectacular, but nonetheless potentia}iyqseriOUS, migration
trenC came to light when net migration by age grcdp was estimated for
Tennessee counties between 1560 and 1970. While for the Development
District overal) outmigration COHtlﬂUEd for the under 40 age groups,
starting with the 40 to 49 year olds a s]xght inmigration trend was
noted, it strengthened in the 50 to 59 year olds ‘and was very
significant for the 60 year olds and over. In Campbell Couniy there
was a net aufmigration of 4,400.persons under age 60, but a net
inmigration of 300 persons age 60 and older. Former residents who had
migrated in the 1940s and 1950s were reaching retirement age and
returning ‘home' to retire. Since most of the migrants who left the
area were in their 20s and 30s, this migration data by age may
represent the beginning of a later flood of older people back to rural
counties which are least able to cope with their problems.

»
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Residents from similar areas of eastern Tennessee and other parts of
Appalachia generally have a favorable  attitude *cward rural
industrialization and the newcomers who are expected to accompany it. They
~assume that the expansion of job opportunities will mean economic growth to
all, especially if unemployment is high and incé%es are low. Their’
attitudes and evaluations, however, may underestimate the true impacts of
such activities upon local sociceconomic well-being.

The‘ability'(or inability) of local people to compete successfully with
1nmwgrants for new JObS is an obvious problem. Deaton {1972) has suggested
that educatwon especxally vocational education, and job training programs
would - improve the job opportunities of Tlocal Appalachians in such
circumstances. There is evidence from southeastern Ohio that this may be
the case.z

Energy Jevelopment and Local Impacts

The ifipact of energy development upon Appalachia also promises to raise
policy issues related to population redistribution in the Region.
Estimates of the direct and indirect employment impacts under different
energy development scenarios indicate that a significant expansion of job
3 This may
result in accelerated inmigration to Appalachia, although the relationship

opportunitiss can be expected over the next several decades.
of energy development to migr§xﬁon is not clear.

‘The popular impression is that "King Coal™ is responsible for the Central

. " N . . . . ) ) 4 \
Appalachian renaissance, including large-scale inmigration. States such
as Kentucky share this view, a]though they are more cautwous in their
assessment (State of Kentucky, 1975, p.40):

The initial reaction to the widespread turnabout in population growth

in the ar=a was to attribute it }arQExy to the mining expansion.
"~ Closer analysis has identified a number of other contributing
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factors, including: returning :service personnel; a stimulus to
migration Srought about by substantial increases in social seCUri;y
payments and black lung payments to Apgalachian§; higher unemployment
rates and housing shortages in the large metropolitan areas that
traditionally have attracted Appalachian migrants; continued growth
of non-mining employment in the region; and growth of recreation and
retirement homes. While the population growth is generally viewed as
a positive jindicator for the'area, it appears to be an economically
mixed picture, containing certain numbers of the unemp loyed and those
on strictly limited incomes.

dest Virginia (Appalachian Oevelopment Office, State of West Virginia,\
1976) has generally agreed, although the emphasis upon the direct and
indirect employment from expanded mining is considered to be much greater

than in Kentucky.

The research literature concerned with migration and current energy
development in the Appalachian Region is sparse and often contradictory.
The question of the impact of increased coal production upon return
migration is a case in point. Sanders (1969) reported that approximately
one-third of the return migrants to the eastern Kentucky coal fields found
work in unionized mines at wages above those they had earned in the city.
8ain (1974 and 1978), on the other hand, reports that a majority (62
percent) of the miners employed in new deep mines in sougheastérn Ohio are
tocal pecple, many of whom were trained as miners at the Hocking Valley
Technical Institute, which the Commission supports. Most inmigrants were
experienced miners and technical and management personnel from West
Virginia who first commuted, and then moved to Ohio. There was no evidence
of any significant number of return migrants in the mines' labor force.
F

Information on the local impacts of constructing new power generation
faciiities is also sparse. Battelle Columbus Laboratdries has conducted a
Cursory examination of the impacts associated with siting new facilities in
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the Region; and 8raid and Kyles have completed a detailed analysis of the
‘expected local public service impacts -of . inmigration during the

construction phase of the Clinch River breeder reactor p}ant.s

_Newman has arqued persuasively that now is the time to plan for energy

development in Appalachia in order to avo1d he bust and boom cy¢les of the
past.6 His argument is timely. The Commission has programs, notably its
energy impacted areas assistance program, to help communities address the
Tocal issues associated with energy-related deve]opment and to antwcxpate
prob}ems which may be associated with such act1v1ty

Tht association of the expansion of mining employment Qﬁth the recent
(1970-1975) extraordinary changes in migration patterns and income growth
in the 'coal fields of eastern Kentucky, scuthwestern Virginia and West
Virginia underscores the importance of resource {1.e., coal) extraction‘in
Appalachian development in these areas. In this sense, Appalachia has
followed national patterns of population growth and redistribution.
Analyses of iocal impacts from energy development in other parts of the
United States generally acknowledge that migration is the principal
determinant of population growth, and thus the source of many if not most
local problems in affected areas. Th& impacts may be magnified if they
occur in sparsely populated, relatively poor areas of Appalachia.

Settlement Patterns
. \

roaf the earliest days of the Appalachian regional effort concern-has been

1)

expressed for the pattern of urbanization or settlement thal exists in the
Region. The authors of the report of the President's Appalachian Regional
Commission in 1964 were convinced that the dispersed settiement pattern
that characterized much of the Region had two grof foundly negative effects -
- it pade it prohibitively expensive to deliver basic public services and
it impeded the creataon of a diversified base of economxc opportunity. The
praograms pursued by ARL 1n the intervening years have bean directed at the
manifestations of these prob:ems. They have focused on delivering those
services and providing the base for-widened opportunities.

~154=
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Juring these 15 years there have been important changes occurring in the
public and ‘private sectors of the nation and the Region. Among them has
been ar apparent change in reswdent al preference patterns that has led to
population grewth in areas of long-term decline and to decline in areas
(particulariy larger urban areas) that had grown for decades. Associated
with this has\been a tendency for bopulation growth to octur outside the
political boundaries of large and small urban places.

A variety of public concerns have resulted. Among them are the
appropriateness of public policies that affect this pattern of physical
Jevelopment and of the varxcui“f1nanc1a1 policies that affect the flow of
aub!xc funds %o these areas. These require a careful examination that
focuses on the specific policies at all levels of government that affect
the cost and availability of public services and the sharing of those costs
ameng various levels of government.

ARC has had a history of concern for migration and urbanization or
settiement problems. The present study focuses on one of these elements
it is timely that the other issue a1so be examined. \

Sutnigration
The recent turnabout in Appalachian m1grat10n should not disguise the. fact
that 1.4 million people }eft the Regznn Detween 1910 and 1975. Although
the rate nf domestic outmigration had declined, the number was only one-
eighth less than in the previous five years. The majority of the migrants
made significant income gains relative to those who remained-in Appalachia;
ind they imposed no extraordinary public costs at their destinatigns.
However, the current analysis suggests that their income position relative
to people at their destinations was less favorable than in the 1965-1970
pericd in the case of selected migration streams. These were the same
streams in which migration to Appalachia increased. Whether this
represented a return m?grat‘on of former Appalachians is not known. -
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. - Continued outmigration poses the familiar dilemma for Appalachian public
policy. The Commission‘s policies are a determinant in the decision to
leave the Region and influence the skills and resources which AppalaChian
people have in order to help them make a better life for themselves

wherever théy choose to live. .

j
. Past and current Commission po]iciegfand programs probably have been one
factor in reducing outmigration and encouraging inmigration throughout the
Region. However, these recent change&xio net 1nm10rau10n in Central and
Southern Appalachia and in portions of Northern Appalachwa underscore new
public concerns, ‘although some areas of Northern Appalachia, especially
western Pennsylvania, may continue to experience net outmigration.
Current issues include the impact of newzomers as well as return migrants
upon Appalachian communities and the resulting requirements for improved
and additional pup?ic facilities and services. Policy issues related to the
N growth area stratégy of development will remain impcrtant, especially with
limited public financial sources available to meet demand§ of 'a changing
population. Successful policies and programs need to be based upon an
understanding of regional population systems, including the process of
migration, and should be defined explicitly in such a way that they can be
evaluated. The dvaluation of policies affecting population distribution,
or interrelated with migraticn, past, current, and prospective, 1S

gspeciaily needed. » .
Conclusions
1. Viewed from the standpoint of the Appalachxan outmigrant, mwgrat1an

generally produces a favorab]g result On the average, increases in

both absolute income and relative status occur. The data available

strongly support the\gonc1usion\¢hat those who migrate are personally

advantaged by the move in éconmﬁ%c and social terms. Though the data

- suggest some reduction in the advantages of migration in the later

\ period, the cause is unclear. One possibility is the state of the

i\ ~ national econbmy in 1,.5. Another is the relative improvement in the
Appalachian economy during the study period.
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»Tﬁgﬁoutmigrants from Appalachia had below averége earninés records in
their areas of origin. At their destination regions, their earnings
rose rather quickly to the average of their new area. This strongly
suggests that Appalachians are not, on the average, {J]1 prepared for
their new settings. It also tends to confirm earlier copclusions that
Appalachian migrants have been motivated by lack opportunities at
‘home to fully utilize their capabilitigs} As the<Appalachian economy
develops, the outmigration rate should fall. This is exactly what

recent data indicate.

The people who moved into each region of Appalachia had higher
earnings at their area of origin than did the Appalachians who left
those regions. However, at their origin area, their earnings were
below the average then existing in their destination area. In a
substantial number of cases, and more evident in the later perio&,
their earnings five years later equal or exceed the average for their
region in Appalachia. This strongly suggests that through the process
of migration, Appalachia as well as other parts of the U.S. are
obtaining a labor force that is better adapted to the opportunities
that exist in each region. On balance, the Appalachian net change is
toward a labor force that is able to achieve a higher leve! of
earnings.

No study can demonstrate prec:sely connections between specific
public policies or the policies of specific agencies such as ARC in
Appalachia and changes in migraticn or the status of migrants.
However, it is safe to conclude:

a. There is evidence thai, in general, Appalachian migrants have
received the health and education and other services from the
public and private sectors in the Region that enable them to
compete successfully at their destinations.



b. There is evidence that public policy has encouraged thé\ﬁidéﬁedbw

opportunities  for  skill development which facilitate
satisfaciory nostmigraticn income and employment experience.

c. No evidence has appeared which casts doubt upon the health and

educaticon priorities of regional public policy. ¢

d. The health and education programs of ARC appear to have been.

appéopriate when examined in the light of the experience of
migrants.

It is time for a thorough study to be initiated of the changing
pattern of urbanization in. the Region to ascertain the
appropriateness of present publiic policies in facilitating desired
settliement patterns.
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lPersdnai‘ correspondence from John W. Anderson, Jr., Executive
Director, East Tennessee Development District, dated September 29, 1977.

Zﬂancy R. Bain, "Residential Mobility in a Rura) Area," paper
presented at the Annual Meeting of the Association of American Geographers,
New Orleans, April 9-12, 1978.° Bain also points out that the "new" miners
generally live within easy commuting distance of the mines and therefore do
not migrate to growth centers.

Isee: Regional Planning Associates, Energy.  Supply/Demand
Alternatives for the Appalachian Region - Executive Summary. NTIS No.

P8 242 944. The report is summarized by Ora Spaid, "Forecast: Doubled
Coal Producion in Appalachia," Appalachia 8 (June-July 1975), pp. 1-10.

4State of Kentucky. Appalachian Kentucky: Past and Promise.
Frankfort: State of Kentucky, Office of the Governor, January 1975.

SRobert 8. Braid, Jr. and Stephen D. Kyles, The Clinch River Breeder
Reactor Plant: An Analysis of [ts [n-migrant Construction Workers on Local

Public _Services. Clinton, Tenn.: East Tennessee Energy Projects
Coordinating Committee, May 1977. .

-

Monroe Newman, “Task Force 1II:  Energy and Its Socioeconomie
Impacts”, Appalachia, 11, No. 2 (Oct.-Nov. 1977), pp. 28-29.
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APPENDIX A \ ,

THE CONTINUQUS WORK HISTORY SAMPLE (CWHS) DATA BASE*

The Jocial Security Administr;tion's (SSA) Continubus Work History Sample
(CWHS) s a uniquely detailed source of information on work force
characteristics and the components of work force change, fincluding
migration, for states and substate areas for intercensal years. Each file
ctontains a sample\of earnings records for individual ‘workers, based upon
employers’ report§ to the SSA. The sample is selected on the basis of
specified digits in the workers' socijal security numbers so that the same
persons are included in the sample each year. Thus, individual records for
s@ected time periods can be grouped to form work histories which specify
sex, race, year of birth and, for each time period, the state, county and

industry&(by Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) code) as well as an

estimate of annual wages earned from each social security covered job. The
files monitor changes in worker characteristics on a quarterly or annual
basis. As long as an individual is working in covered ehployment, one can
trace a worker's movement from job to job, and place to place as well as
into and out of the labor force. . Inferences can also be mide about the
causes and consequences of migration as well as process of economic and
demographic change in an area.

The Appalachian Regional ‘Commission's CWHS migration files are based upon

the one percent sample of first quarter earnings for 1965-1970-1975. The
data are available in two standard tabulations, migration summary and the
structure of migrants, nonmigrants, entrants and exits.

-

* = See: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis.

Reqfonal Work Force Characteristics and Migration Data: A Handbook on the
SocTal”_Security Continuous Work History Sample and 1ts Application.

Washington, D.C.: U.5. Governmeént Printing Uffice, December 1075,
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Migration Summary. The migration summaries display the components of
work force change for 5 Sbebified region. They show the origins of
inmigrants and the destination of outmigrants as well as the mean:
annual wages for each group of workers at the beginning and end of
each tine period.

Migration‘summary tabulations for ARC are cross-classified by race,
sex and age cohort for each migraticn "zone" for the time periods
1965-1970 and 1970-1975. The geographical definition of origins and

. destinations is according to the migration zones defined in

Appendix B. ‘
The terms used in the summary tables_are defined as follows:

Inmigrants: individuals whose majo; jobs were in a known location
outside of a study area (zone) at the beginning of the time period and
whose major jobs‘were in the area (zone) at the end of the same time
Jeriod.

Qutmigrants:  workers whose major Jjobs were in a known outside
location at the end of the time period.

Net military and others: the net flow of workers between a study area
(zone) and unknown locations (both military and nonmilitary).

G e ee a3 e A3 AU n e S S aamamm S b aam @ St A 3 A. L et Mmee SRANNY vesan - v o

Entrants: workers who were not in covered employment at the beginning
of the time period.

Exits: workers who were not in covered employment at the end of that
time period.

Structure of Migrants, Nonmigrants, Entrants and Exits. . The
structure tables describe total inmigrants and outmigrants of an area
in terms of their demographic. and economic characteristics, in
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contrast to the migration summary tabulations, which show migration

| by origin and\destination élassifications Structure tables from the
one percent first quarter sample are available for each geograph1c31
area in the Appalachian Region -for 1965, 1970 and 1975; . see
Appendix B. Since structure tables show the differential
characteristics of those workers entering and leaving an area of
study, the impact of migration on the total work force structure can
pe assessed. These differentials can be substantial, even for areas
with near-zero net migration. g

Migration structures, 1nc1ud1ng thcse showing relative gains in mean
wages, can be compared with structures of nonmigrants and work force
entrants,or exits of the same area. Age, unless otherwise specified,
is computed as of the end of each time period (i.e., 1970 and 1975).
Industry and wage classes for outmigrants and work force exits are
those existing at the beginning of each period (i.e., 1965 and 1970);
for inmigrants and work force entrants, they are those existing at the
end of the period; and for nonmigrants, those existing at both the
beginning and end. |

The cefinition of terms is the same as in the migration summary
tables.

There are certain limitations in the use of the CWHS data in general,rggs\“
the one percent sample in particylar. -Coverage is limited in scope and
content to the labor force which is covered by the social security prqgram.
In 1975, the CWHS files accounted for about 82 percent of the people in
paid (i.e., salaries andswages) employment. The largest groups which were °
excluded were emp\oyees'of state and local government units which have
opted against\SSA coverage and federal service workers. Noncovered, self-
employed people, retirees and the unemployed Qere also excluded.
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The one percent first quarter sample in particular includes large numbers
of unknowns. [t also excludes certain industries, such as farm workers,
which have strong regional employment patterns. This sample will
understate local area labor force estimates and migration, and may also
bias wage rates downward. The annual file has more workers in all
categories (especially paid farm workers; women and people 25 years of age
or less; blacks; and pa;t-time or short-time workers) and lower mean wages.
In the ARC files, the lertainties which are inherent to the annual sample
are sacrificed for the ability to bettrr separate wages before and after
migration in the one percent sample of first quarter earnings.

Sampling variability is another limitation in the use of the CWHS data.
The sample is drawn from social securily numbers in a stratified (by state
and time period issued) clustered {by blocks of 1,000 numbers) probability
sample. Variability increases as sample size decreases; see Table A-1l.
Sample size restricts the analysis of the migration of female and black
Appalachian workers, as well as small-scale analysis of inter-zonal
movement; see tables in Appendix D.

Third, eryors in reporting may resu1€ because of the Jlocation of
establishments or-the assignment of workers. The CWHS data are recorded by
place of employment, not place of residence. Multi-establishment firms may
report all workers at a single location, resulting in spurious migration
flows. The extent to which this may affect Appalachia is unrknown, although
it is likely to be minimal, at least in the case of the Central and Southern

2 --
subragions.

Finally,” migration data are lacking for entrants to and exits from the
labor force, and military and other workers. Entrants to an area's labor
force. are considered to be inmigrants to that area from a hypothetical pool
of workers; people who leave the labor force (exits) are considered to be
outmigrants from that area to another -hypothetical pool’of workers. Net
military and others {unclassified workers) are considered 7hmigrants

—~
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TABLE A-1l

Approximate Stardard Errors of Estimated
Percentages of Persons (1-percent CWHS)

Size of covered \ Estimated percentage
work force

(base of percentage) 2 5 10 25

or or or or

98 95 90 75
2,500 2.9 4.5 6.2 9.0 0.4
§,000 2.1 3.2 4.4 6.4 7.4
10,000 1.5 2.3 3.1 4.5 5.2
50,0060 .7 1.0 1.4 2.0 2.3
100,000 .5 0.7 1.0 1.4 1.7
1,00¢,010 2 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.5
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(unless there is a net Toss)‘from a hypothetical pool of military and
unclassified workers. The rétes of entrants, exits, military and other
workers are specific to an area. Neither the origins or inmigrants nor the
destinations of outmigrants defined in this context are known. The net
effect is to underestimate the extent of labor force migration.

This report uses data from the migration summary tabulations for subregions
in the Appalachian Region and the rest of the United States. Migration
summaries were selected rather than structure tabulations if order to
define f{ncome changes by migration stream, including migration between
Appalachian subregions and within the same subregion. Also, sample size
restricts the analysis to wHite male workers.

Zr

-166-

e,



APPENDIX B

]

OEFINITION OF APPALACHIAN MIGRATION STUDY AREAS

Migration occurs when there is a change in one's place of residence.
Within the United States, migration may be local (within the same
neighborhood, or city, or county), or to a different county (the Census
definition of migrant in usua) usage), state or region. For purposes of
the Appalachian migration study, an interregional migrant {s a person who
leaves the Appalachian Region or who moves into it from another part of the
" United States. International migration i{s not of great importance to the
Appalachian Region. Furthermore, data for mxgrants moving into the Region
from outside the United States are available in this study from the 1970
Census on'. Migration data from the 1970 Census aneifor "the 1965 1970
period, ,whereas the Continuous Work History Sample (CWHS) data were
requested for the Census study period (1965-1970) and the succeeding five
years (1970-1875).

3
&

The definition of areas is ¢critical for the study of Appalach1an migration,
as it determines what constitutns migration. From the point of view of
regional development, migraticon which results in a change in the place of
work as well as the place of residence is most important. Local migration
may be excluded, and intercounty migration may “be valid only if it
represents mov1ng to a different economic area, as well as to a different
county. (Obviously, movement to a suburban county constitutes movement
within the same economic area and may not even entail a change of work
location.

t

Because of the limitations of existing definitions, migration 20nes were
defined for the Appalachian migration study) A migration zone is large
enough to include local, suburban, and nearby migration within 2 single
area; but  small enough to distinguish migration among d?fferept

socioeconomic areas. The principal migration zones (in terms of population
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concentration) are nodal zones. They include one or more national and
regional centers as the foci of each zone, and the tErr{iory surrounding -
these centers which are linked to them by daily commuting, newspaper,
radio, and television media, and market forces including trade, services,
and finance. ‘

less-densely populated "rural" zones haye smaller nodes. These "rural"
zones tend “‘to be Iarggr in geographic extent, and have lower population
densities and lower per capita incomes than the nodal zones. However, it
is necessary to define them in order to have population base large enough
to yield a data sample. In some non-Appalaéhian ragions of the eastern
United States which receive relatively small numbers of Appalachian
migrants, relatively large 2ones with numerous nodal centers are defined.

The eastern United States is divided into 145 zones. Forty-four zones are
within the Appalachian Region; 49 are in the non-Appalachian.North and 52
are in the non-Appalachian South (see maps, Figu?es B-1 and B-2 and Table

B-1). The western United States was subdivided into four large subregions

which represented important migration destinations. The 24 states west of
the Mississippi River were not included in the special project tabulations,
as they represented a destination for relatively small numbers of
Appalachian migrants (only about 12 percent of the total). They are
represented as origins of migrants in the 1965-1970 period, tabulated by
1370 zone of residence in the eastern United States.

The Continuous Work History Sample data are reported by place of work from
employer records. For this reason, and because of the limitations of
computer processing by the Bureau of Economic Analysis, the number of zones
was reduced (Figures 3-3 and 8-4). Smaller, or central zones were merged
with outer zones; and residual, or rurala§cne§ which were contiguous and
similar in characteristics were combined. In a few cases, closely related
nodal zones were also combined. This was desirable in order to eliminate
"false" migraticn where the work p!ace'moved to a nearby area, and to
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TAZLE 3-1. ZONAL REGIONS AND MIGRATION ZONES FOR
- . APPALACHIAN MIGRATION STUDY

I. NORTHERN APFALACHIA REGION

1. Pittsburgh (SMSA)

2. Pittazburgh Outer Zone

3. Erie-Northwest Pa.

4. (Buffalo) Appalachian Zone~Jamestown-Olean

5. Elmira Zone

6. Binchamton-Catskill pPlatean

7. North Central Pa., Plateau

8. bouthern Alleghenies

9. ' (Harrisburg) Mid-Susquehanna Appalachian ZQne
10, Wilkes-Barre-Scranton <Zons

1l. Uppetr Ohio Valley

12, Upper Potomac Valley

13, (Cincinnati) Appalachian Outer Zone

14, southern Chio Hills ) v
" 15. Tuscarawas Valley-Zanesville

16, HRuntington-Portsmouth

17. Prarkersburg Zone

18. Clarksburg Zone

193, <charlaston (WV) Zone

IT. CENTRAL APPALACHIAN REGION

21, Bluefield-Beckley Zone

22. Ashland Zone

23. (Lexington) Appalachian Outer 2zZone )
24, Lake Qunberland Zone -
25. (Nashville) appalachian Outer Zone

26, (Xnoxville) appalachian-Cumberland Plataau

27. Xingsport-3ristol Plateau 2one

28, Cumberland Plateau & Mountains

&)
[ ]
[af ]

« SOUTHERN APPALACHIAN REGION

31, Knoxville (SMSA)

32, Birmingham (SMSA)

33. (Roanoke) Appalachian Cuter Zone

34. Winston-Salem Zone

0 - 35. Blue Ridge Slopes

36. Asheville Zone . \ -
37. Greenville-Upper Piedmont

38, (Atlanta)-appalachian Mountain Zone

39, Middle Tennessee Valley ’ -~
40, East Alabama '

41, WwWest alabama
42, Tupelo-(Meamphis) Appalachian Zone.
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13.
44.
1S.
45,
47.

East Mississippi
Tri-Cities Valley Zone
(Xnoxville) -East Tennessee Valley Zone
chattanooga Zone
(Atlanta) -Northwest Georgia Zone
t

NORTHEAST REGION

49.
50.
51,
52.
53.
54.
55.
56,
57.
8.

59.
60,
81,
2.
63.
e4.
85,
66,
67,

Northern New England
Boston Zone
Southern New England

‘Ttica~-Rome (SMSA)

New York City Region ;
Albany~Troy-Schenectady Zone
Syracuse 2Zone

Rochester (NY) Zone

Buffalo Zone :
Mid-Hudson Zone

Northern New York :
Northern.New Jexrsey 2Zone
Philadelphia (SMSA)

South Jersey
Allentown-Reading Zone
Harrisburg-pa. Piedmont 2one
Baltimore (SMSA)

Washington Zone

Northern Delmarva

NORTH CENTRAL REGION

70,
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
27,
78.
79,

80.
8l.
82.
83.
84.
8s.
86,
87.

8,
89.

90‘
91.

*\\_‘

Cleveland (SMSA)
Cincinnati (SMSA Core)
Dayton 2Zone

Columbus {(CH) Zone
Cleveland Outer Zone

oy

. Northeastern Chio Metropolitan Zone

Tcledo Zone

\ﬂortthgnt:al‘OhLQM 

Western Chio
Cincinnati OQuter Zone

Fort Wayne Zone

South Bend Zone

Indianapolis Zone

North Central Indiana

south Central In.-Wabash Valley
Evansville Zone

Chicago (CSMSa)

East St. lLouis=-Alton Zone
Central Illinois '
Southern Illinois

Detroit Zone
Flint-Saginaw Bay Zone
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92. Southern Michigan Metropolitan Zone
93. Northeastern Lower Peninsula

\ ~ 94. UNorthwestern lLower Peninsula

/ : 95. Michigan Upper Peninsula
) 96. Mulwaukee Zone

37. Southeast Wisconsin
98, Northern & Western wisconsin
99. Northern Illinois-Rock Valley

VI. SOUTHEAST REGION

101, Richmond (SMSa)

102. Norfolk (SMSA)

103. Roancke-Valley of Virginia

104, Southerm Delmarva \

105. shenandoah-Blue Ridge

106, Virginia Piedmont

107. Richmond Cutsr Zore

108, Newport News-Hampton Zone \
109, ©Norfolk Outer-NC Coastal Sounds

110, Raleigh Zone
111, Greensboro-High Point Zone
, ) 112. charlotte Zone
113, Lumber River Zone
1l4, Cape Fear-ramlico Coastal Plain
115. Ppee Dee River )
115, (Greenville)-Lower Piedmont
117. “olumbia {SC) Zone
118, charleston (SC) Zone
119, Savannah Zone ‘

/ 120, Atlanta (SMSA Core)

/. 121. (atlanta) Lower Piedmont
122, aAugusta (GA) Zone '

123. Macon Zone

124. southeast Ga.Coastal rlain
125, South Ga. Coastal Plain
126, Columbus (Ga) Zone

VII. SOUTH CENTRAL REGION 3

. 127. Montgomery Zone
128, Mobile Zone
129, sSouth Al, Coastal Plain
130. Alabama-Mississippi \Prairie "
131, Jackson (MS) Zone-ad
132. Ms, Delta & Bluff Hills \
133. Southeast Mississippi o
134, Southwest Mississippi
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151.
152,
153,
154,
155,
136,
157.
1s8.
159,
1g0,

201.
202,
203,
204,
208,
206",
207.
208,

Louisville (SMSA)

Laexington Zone

Louisgville Outer Zone

Lower Ohio Valley-Pernnyroyal
Rivers Confluence Zone
Naghville (SMSA)

Memphls (SMSA Core)
Nashville Cuter Zone,
Memphis Outer Zone

West Tennessee

FLCRIDA REGION

Miami-Fl. Gold CQoast & Keys
Tampa~St. Petersburg 2Zone
Orlando-Fl. East Coast
Jacksonvilla Zone

Pensacola Zone

South Florida Suncoast & Glades
Northern Florida Citrus
Northwestern Florida

WESTERN U,.S. REGION

300.
301.
400.
500,

California Zone (Excludes L.A.)
Los Angeles Zone h
Southwestern U.S.

Northwestern U.S.
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accommodate the much smaller sample size of the CWHS. For the CWHS data,
the Appalachian Region has 35 zones {the two Knoxville zones were collapsed
into a single zone because of data discontinuities); 32 zones are in the
North, and 30 zones are in the South. The western United States was
treated as a single zone and information was obtained on CWHS migrants both
to and from the West from the 97 zones defined in the eastern United
States. ‘ | '

-

The following sources were used in defining the migration zones:

. tate Economic Areas. State economic areas of the U.S. were defined

originally for use in connection with the 1950 Census.1 The areas

\ were strongly based on land wuse and Sgricultura[ regions.

} Metropolitan areas (within state boundaries) were defined as areas if

: the population was 100,000 ‘or more, and separately coded with

alphabetic letter designations. .These were associated with a

e particular economic area, but this was not necessarily a nodal region.

{n Bogue and Beale {1961}, the data from the 1960 Census were provided

for these areas, along with a .comprehensive enclyclopedic text
summarizing the characteristics of each area.2

Migration Between State Economic Areas. A supplementary report was
published for both the 1960 and 1970 Censuses which presents the total
matrix of migration between state econcmic areas in the U.S., with

(A%

subtotals at the state level, for the. five-year migration periods
1955-196C and 1965-1970, reégectively.3 The data were basad on a 25
percent.sample in the 1960 Census, and a 15 percent sample in the 1970
Census. Unfortunately, the published volumes gave only ayvery small
amount of data on the characterﬁstics of area in- and outmigrants in
the 1970 Census, 1in total aggregate, and no data. at all on
Characteristics of state or area migrant flows, though another volume
provided limited data on state migration. In addition, SEA boundaries
do not conform to the Appaiachian Region boundary; a total of 2] SEAs
were split by the regional boundary {1970 Census).

-181- 5+
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Commuting Data. The 1970 Census provided detailed intercounty

commuting data available in largely unpublished tabulations, with a
matrix of 20 coded destinatiops for the residents of each county.
These data were basic for the identification of close commuting
linkages. Because of the general trend of increasing commuting, flows
as small as 10 percent of the workers from the county of residence to
the county (or area) of destination were examined. The work of
Forstall was helpful in this analysis.4

New.spaper Circulation. Comprehensive circulation data by county of

aimost all Sunday and daily newspapers in the U.S. is published in the
annua} circulation volume compiled by American Newspaper Markets,
Inc.s Sunday newspapers- were used to define market areas for zonal
study, and a 20 percent (newspaper circulation as a percentage of
housenholds in the county) threshold was used as an outer boundary.
where newspapers from two or more centers each had more than 20
percent coverage, the county was assigned to the center originating
the larger circulation. Where no Sunda&‘newspaper was pub]ished in
the center, daily newspaper circuiation was used, applying the same
general rule.

Television Markets. The Area of Cominant Influence {ADI) defined a

television market area which is exclusive of other ADI areas, based on
viewing patterns. These are published annually in Broadcasting

Yearbook;6 A total of 208 market areas were defined in the United
States; quite a few of these have more than one center identified in

the same viewing area.

Rannaily Trading Areas. These are presented cn a map in the annual

Commercial Atlas of the United States, published by Rand McNally &

" Company, aiong with selected data for these areas. A total of 434

basic trading areas in the United States were defined. Some of these
contain only a single county, or two counties, and are obviously
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smaller than the desired size of a migration zone. In addition, the
critaria for definition are net readily \apparent, but wholesale
trade, and newspaper coverage appear to have been factors, along with
others not identified. | i

“~d

Metropolitan Service Areas. Unpublished data were prepared by
Pickard (1977) for the use cf the Federal Committee on Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Areas. The population served by each center

was defined in terms of population number by a combination of (a)
newspaper 20X market area {see 4, above); (b) 1972 wholesale 'trade
volume (converted to population by a per capita formula; merchant
wholesalers only); and (c) 1970 air passengers enplaned (total
population egquivalent). Certain adjustments were made in data series
to account for speciakﬁfﬁzzors, and centers were ranked in groups
according to population served. A1l centers (whether or not
metropolitan) were so ranked if 100,000 or more popudation were served
by the center (1970-72). Tnough the principal purpose of this work
was to develop a hierarchy (both rationally and regionally), it was
helpful in ranking centers by their relative i%portance, though the
statistical method used div act provide an areal definition for the
average population served.

After tne first set of zones for migration study was drawn up, they were
entered into the computer files at ARC and selected data runs made on their
characteristics. These characteristics for counties in each zone were
tabulitad and the zone was analyzed to make certain that the déta reflected

the assumed relationships:

Population density (1970 Census)

Per capita income (1969)

"Net migration rate, 1960-1929

Bank deposits per capita {1570) a

Retaili trade per capita (1967)

Wholesale trade (merchant wholesalers) per capita {(1967)
Ratic between wholesale trade (f) angd retail trade {a)
Selected service receipts per capita (1967)

€. O O ¢

“6

¥ )

-
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All of these data were available from U.S. Bureau of the Census published
’\ sources, excepting a few items whicH were not published for disclosure
reasgns.,
e//-w“ \ ¢ ‘
As a final step, maps weFe prepared, showing zo0nes, and identifying
counties by statistically measured "center" characteristics. In general,
within a nodal zone, 1970 population densities and per capita incomes
diminished 1in \moving outward from the center toward the ;eriphery
Except:ons crcurred in the case of counties containing secondary centers,
or those thh specxal rharacterist1~s (such as concentrations of mining,
for example), .
A N -
Two additional sources were used for backgrauhd information in 2zo0nal
definition. The first was the map of ecsonomic areas of the United States
prepar§¢;by\the gureau of Economic Analysis, which defined 173 econcmic
areqs;?or the Snit§g~States.7 These were nodal regions which served as a
sort of guidepost, but many of the regions were far too extendec to serve
as migration zones) especially in the Appalachian Region and in many of the
areas which received Appa!achiag mgjrants.

PRt
o o

The second ssurco was the work o? 8rian Berry (1968) which developed a set
of over 300 functional economic areas in the United Staves, based on an
%, _analysis of 1960 Cansus data which used metropolitan areas and commuting

8 Trnesge we»e ue‘snad for

data {at the county level) to create nodal areas.
smailer centS\s in thé_ 1eS>-uen59iy populated parts of the naﬁzon. In 3
Tater work, SErry {1973} published the rasults of hig analysis of the U.S.

urban hierarchy, in which centers were listed and ranked on a nationa)

9 Both of Professor Serry's studies were

scale of hierarchical dmportance.
useful, and the higher level centers {metropolitan and wholesale- retax
\\ were mapped and compared with tnﬁ'aones prepared for this migration :tudy

"J > 3
as a double-cfiack Gﬁ the defrnst ion of the migration 2ones.

Migration Regions. Eight regions were defined in the eastern inited Statas
based on characteristics of the zones composing each region, their

-184~
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geographical location, and the Census regions and divisions into which the
nation has traditionaliy been divided {see Figure 1 in Introduction). The
Appalachian Region was specifically defined within its designated boundary
of 397 counties and § independent cities {in Virginia). Within Apnalachia,
each of the three subregions, Northern, Central, and Southern, was used as
3 migration region, with the transfer of 2 counties from Central Appalachia
{1 each to Northern and Southern) which had heavy commuting linkages to the
other suoregions,

Tne Northeast and North Central regions, named after a Census region and
onv Census division (the East North Central) are separated by the
Appalachian Region. The Northeast is separated from the Southeast by a

.very charp drop in per capita income and population density between the

washington and Northern Delmarva zones, and the zones immediately to' the
Socuth. The North Central and South Central regions are separated by the
issigrment of nodal zcnes. Cincinnati and Evansville are included in the
Nortn; Paducah, Louisville, and texington are included in the South. A1}l
of tnese zones except Lexington cross the Ohio River and thus diverge from
the Censws intarregional boundary. The Scutheast and South Central regwons
are seaarAtad by the Georgia-Alabama boundary, with the exception of two
Alibama counties which are included in the Columbus, Georgia, zone, in the

SoULnesst.

“lorida was set apart as a separate migration region because of its unique
characteristics and the very Targe inmigration flows into the state in the
1985-1970 period which gave it an importance in migration much greater than

2ither its geographic extent or population size would suggest,

The entire 24.state area west of the Mississippi River, including Alaska
and Hawali, is considered a single region, the western U.S.

g
lne-region migration summary data for all 145 zones, and zone to zone

migraticn flows for over 3,000 pairs of zones are available for further



research and analysis for the needs of the Commission or the States, or the
studies of researchers. 3ome zonal data is planned for inclusion in g3
Separate report an the characteristics.of : migrants, based on the 1965-1970
period, and the 15 percent Cansys sample. A computerized data file is
being prepared at the Commissian by the data processxng staff to provide
access to these special tabulations from the 1970 Census.
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FOOTNOTES

lDonaid J. Bogue, State Sconomic Areas. Washington: U.S. Bureau of
the Censuys, 1951. Contains large map and detailed explanation of methods
used in defining these areas, along with 1950 Census data. ‘

2oonald 4. Bogue and Calvin L. Beale, Economic Areas of the United

States. New ‘York: The Free Press of Glencoe, Inc:, 1961

3U,S. 8ureau of the Census, U.S. Census of Population: 1960.

Migration Between State Economic Areas (Subject Reports PC(2)-2E)
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