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Dm'mg the 19705, dramatic. changes occun‘ed in the pattems of

pupulatmn dlstrlbutlori within the United, States and :within many

other countries. of the world. These have been largely the product of
L‘haﬁgmg mtemal l‘mgratmn patterns. For:the first time in recent
¥ in"the United States, the metropélitan-to-nonmetropolitan
rmgratlon stream was larger numerically than the stream toward
metropolitan areas. This “turnaround” ih net direction of migration *
was the prcidut:t Df reduced metnopohtambound mlgration but more -

nonmetmpalltan rnlgratu:m
- Reasons for the turnaxnund are varied but tend to center on .
three basic factors: (1) the continuing decentrallaatlon of employ-
ment, in the secondary-sector, as well as in the expanding teftlary
sector and.the emerging quaternary sector; (2) the increases in the

| .numbers of people in the United States who are relatively “free” to

“move, mc}udmg elderly. retirees; and (3) the widespread prefefences
for llvmg in smaller towns and rural areas. - .

- Because of the recent migration trends, the number of areas in
‘the. United States now experiencing growth is greater than at any

''other time in the last several decades (see Chapter 2). The implica-

. tions of such’ widespread new, and often unexpected, growth are far-

: xreaghlng, meludmg the sudden need and/or demand for new or ex-

\panded lcmal servmes and fat:lhtles ancl the changmg geagraphlc

! natmnal State ancl local gnvernrnenta

1, The thrust of research in the 19705:535 been dlrected toward

“turnaround.” But, while the turnaround has been given early and
widespread attention, there: is still need for continued monitoring,
understandmg, the relationship between it'and various societal eon-
"ditions, and addressmg its implications for rural areas. The agenda
for the 1980s should be enlarged to encompass these needs and in
partlcular ta address thé 1mpa|:t5 aﬁd pellcy ISSL;ES whn:h are llkely
the two decades }Jy presentmg a series of analyses ‘which address
both the population patterns and processes and the impacts and
policy issues associated with the turnaround. The chapters in this
volume, which focus on the Midwest (including the states indicated
in Figure 4.2), were originally presented.at a conference entitled
’Understandmg Population Change: Issues and Consequences of
Population Redistribution in the Midwest,” held at the University of
Illinois at Urbana- Champalgn in March 1979. The focus on the
Midwest is appropriaté because the.recent trends are of major -
significance to the !‘Egl(}ﬂ: both in terms of its growth relative to the -

- nation as a whole, and’in terims of population redistribution within

the region. .
i The’ previous numbered-page in’
the original document was blank.



L IR .FOREWORD
- TheGentents T
- The chapters in this. volume et “be gmuped mtﬂ two brdad .
"~ categories. The first four embrace bread demographie, geographic,
" historical, and policy aspects of the recent population red;stleutlon L
~patterns. Tn the first contribution, Morrison placgs the, Midwest in
‘the national context of changing population “si ucture -and Te-
_distribution. This is followed: by Borchert's research which traces~. .
the hxstm‘n:al ‘and geographic farces which Have shaped the éurrefit.
. patterns. In the third chapter, Beale and } ;gmtt focus on dermno-: .
gfaphu: agpects of redistribution- mthm the. region wh;ile in Chapter -
4 'Widner and Buxbaum s;tuate dewest trends w’nthm a policy can-
s text. The second group. of | hapters examines’in depth a set Df_
" particular issites. which havi emerged along. with the population’
turnafound in the Midwest. Sofrank; ~Williams, arid Fliegel discuss
.. ~results of an_ Extenslve survey uf recent migrants to.fast-growing -
_—~ nﬂnmetrupnhtan areas : ion. Lonsdale then documents _
. the decentra}xzatmmtrend in m:—fmufacturmg employment and: its
role in population redistribution. In Chapter 7, Berry examines the
-. /importance and implications of land conversion from rural to urban
.uses, while in Chapter 8, Sokolow addresses the local political im-
pgcts of recent-growth of small tnwnsefn the final chapter, Rosen
+ outlines methods and data needed for population projections and
points out their.strengths and weaknesses. The chapters represgnt
H"’ilrnpnftsnt statements, by experts in several social science fields, per-
taining to several of the fundamental populatlon redistribution is-
sues facmg the Midwest and the nal:mn G .

P

L 2 - I &

The' E:énference _

The March 1979 conference, held in Ghampmgn, Illinois, was
sponsored by the North Central Reg:mnal Center for Rural Develop-
ment, and by the Department «of Geography, School.of Social
Sciences, and Department of - Agricultaral - Economics at the.

~ University of Hlinois. It brought together numerous researchers, in-
cluding those contributing: chapters to the present volume, with
other academlcs, planners, go rnment employees, representatwes
of private concerns, and mtereged lay people. They came frbm six-
teen states mt:ludmg all parts of the Midwest. With such a broadly
based set of participants, a wide-variety of ISSLIES of national, re-
gional, and local interest were discussed. This volume is one of the -
many outcomes of the cqnference ’
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\ C&APTER C)NE

THE TﬁAnsch T0 ZERQ PQPULATIGN

i Petar A. Marnscn ’

—

lntrnducﬂan

'Humobous stories abaut. rmgrant.s "abound i .in American. follﬂnre
At a place called Paci ic Springs in what is now southeastern Idahp, .
‘the. great Overlanddtail leading west split into two forks.-There, so

- _the story goes, thie migrant had to choose: Oregon or Californja: As '

" the westwsrﬂ rush grew, the people already settled iri Oregon ot to

think'ing about how they might influence that choice. So along the _

first few miles. of the trail to California they scattered handfuls of B
ild ‘miggets, while at the start of the other trail, they put up a sign *

" that said-simply, “Oregon.” The people who chnaze Oregon were the -
ones who could read. :
The great migration trails now lesd gauth as well as west, only ,

. since 1970, the statistical center of the US. popilation has swung -

. 15.1 miles west and 9.7 miles south. And hat draws migrants to -

© .. one place instead of another has become a bit more complex.

‘-Sunbelt-natives may regard the southwestward drift as merely a
langsaverdue correction of the original mistake made by the British
. settlers when they landed in the upper right-hand cornej of the map
" -instead of proceeding directly to Houston. But concealed in the -
" straightforward geometry of these vectors is a mmplgx pattern of
pnpulatmn redistribution that is altermg the econiomic, sécial, and -
- political complexion of major regions of the country and reshufﬂmg :
" the locations of population growth and decline within them. Some
. metropolitan areas that were used to almost uninterrupted growth
are now stable or- declmn;g; and in_nonmetropolitan areas, many
small communities are experiencing-sudden and unexpected growth,
. People ofi{the 1970s seem to want to be where people of thE 1940s .
wanted to' be from. .
"Today’s highly visible demug?aphlc cha,,nges mclude a falloff in
the birthrate, reversal of the historic movement of péople from rural
to urban areas, and a redirection of inigration’among regions. These .

changes have been bulldmg momenmm over, the past 15 years snd

¥

kind nf gmwth that dependgd far more on bmlng? than on geog— -
raphy; the birthrate was approximately the same everywhere. Now,
the bifthrate has dropped so sharply that migrants and their choices. *

. of where to go are more important than babies in determining the
gfrnwth or declme ofa piace And lmgra:;ts choices have been shift- =

= = .
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, CHAPTER 1
. ing away sharply from large metropolitan areas to smaller ones and-
" even to rural communities. ' o T
.- Absolute numbers are less important than the characteristics of
migrants, however. To begin with, migrating -adults are more in-_-
fluential than-babies whether they .migrate or not. Babies do not -
hold jobs or buy houses, nor will they enter a voting booth until they
are 18, but people over 18 who arrive at or depart from.a place
represent. a transfer of immediate buying and=Voting .power. This
creates a so-called “zero-sum” framework, in .which population
growth in'one region or place occurs largely at the expense of others,
’  and does so with social, political, and economic repercussions.

Gontempara‘ry and Emergent Demgraph:ic. Ghsngesé
" The National F"eris,p»é«:tive2 : :

Towatrd the end of the 1960s, the United States entered a period
, of demographic transition to zero growth, a situation more demand-
ing, perhaps, than either growth or no-growth is likely to be. Na-
tionally, the population increased 1.6 percent each year, on average,,
between 1955 and 1965. Thereafter, the growth rate declined,
reaching its present level of only 0.8 percent. “Zero population .
growth,” the end state of this transition, will come about if fertility -
remains at or below replacement level—an ultimate level of com-
pleted cohort fertility of 2.1 births per woman. o L
. Currently, Americans are reproducing at a rate that implies-about
1.8 births per woman. One plausible projection of future growth
(Census Series II) is prémised on the assumption that. fertility will
climb back to the replacement level of 2.1_In that case, the transition
to zero growth would be gradual and would extend through about the
- middle of the twenty-first century. No less plausible, fertility may
edge slightly lower than it is now and level off at 1.7 births per woman,
(Census Series I1D)."In that case, the transition would be miore abrupt
and the U. S. population would stop growing in 2020. Although for our
_purposes the former projéction will be taken as a “best guess” forecast. -
" to -guide our thinking about the future, it is apparent that under’ -
either projection, the transition to stability will span several decades
at least.” o o
Paradoxically, as population growth has slowed; new household
formations have surged (Figure 1.1). Households are now forming at
nearly, three times the rate at which the population is increasing,
and some degree of surge can confidently be expected to continue at
least into the late 1980s as the many young adults who were borh .
during the postwar baby boom.pass through the prime household-
forming ages. This disparity between numbers of people and nuin-
bers of households can be .a source of confusion in supposedly
“declining” areas. A city like South Bend, Indiana, for example, can
be characterized as either growing or declining, depending on which:
measure one chooses. Take households as a unit of measure,-and

o

2 N ’ 7,,:] : . N
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* FIVE-YEAR GROWT

... PROJECTED .. . - &

2k Hausehnlds Eensus Serigs C
Pnﬂulaunﬁ ‘Eensus Sgnes ]:[

N SR 1 o A ' :
195 5-60  1960-65 71—555=7,.nx ‘357@"75 1975-80 *1980-8B5 5-90

Flg 1.1 Cnntrastmg grnwth ratei US populatmn vs/ numbér nf
: huusehalds :

i

S r&uth Bend has Emwn mughly 1 perﬁent ahnually since 1979 count
_ people ancl 1t has declmed about 1 percent armually ' .

1 =

The changmg campasntlcn and structure of famllles

* Amhericans are having fewer, children, and by all mdn:atmns are
aettlmg on the two-child family:as thendesired*norm, in contrast to .

¢ _the three-child famil of the 1950s. As a result, the significance of -
" glowing populatior g extends beyond the simple arithmetic of
national numbers to. the changing geometry of family structure;
ilies will contain more adult members (hénce more in-
1 ‘and fewer young. mouthsto feed, giving a gradual;
albeit -modest, demographic boost to per capita farmly income. A
more significant boost has come from the sharply, rising number of

* wives working outside the home. Today,. afound 46 percent of mar-
ned wumen are m the labor forcgﬁnearly dnuble the 1950 flgure of

, tum but fqr the more fundamentsl reasan
' dermg their careers as mothers and income-ealjiiis ¢

from the way they did a decade or two ago. The; y_start earning in-

corﬂeearher m life and remam in the pa;d labor’farce after chlldren

: ﬂéﬂt Cmppared mth her Enunterpartmf a generatmn agn tadays
] workmg thrﬁughnut her adult




B - Q CHAPTER 1
The future, then, is shaping up as one in which the typical family
will have fewer family members and more dollars to spend on each
' " member. This increased affluence. is likely to spurthe qu%s of
: pursuits, possessions, and quests for amenities that people favor
with discretionary ingcome—Ileisure “and < recreational  activities,

" ownership of second homes, and residence in amenity-rich locales

that appeal to Americans’ taste forr;ﬁﬁn&y living. . =

. Pressures of a changing age profile
, A second important aspect of the transition to ZPG is the chang-
ing age structure of the population. Becausé many dimensions of
public and private life are age-linked, shifts in fertility rates may

have intensé*and long-lasting: social, fiscal, and political effects.

~ Of particular importancé are disproportionate changes in the rel-
ative.sizes of dependent and supporting populations. A generally .
growing population expands the demand for public services and
furnishes the revenues to support them. But both service demands

_ and revénues may grow—or shrink—in-proportion to the popula-
_tion in specific age rangesaThe bumper-crop of babies born just after

7. World War T, for example, strained the capacity first of maternity. .

=% wards. in the 1940s and 1950s, then of the schools and universities '

(as well as the juyenile courts and prisons) in the 1950s and 1960s,
and now, in the 1970s, of the job and housing markets. They will

' also strain the capacity of the Social Security system by the.early

part of the next century, because they will greatly outnumber the
4 hildren they have produced to shoulder the Social Security burdef.

' *The baby boom and bust may be past, but in their wake they. -
have left an uneven age distribution whose imbalances continue to .
befelt. The various age|groups within the population are changing
at widely different ratesiThe .average U.S. growth rate of 6 percent °

_between 1970 and 1977 conceals large variations by age group. For
example: e -

1) The population dged 5tg 13 (studehts) declined 12 percent.
2) The. population 25 to 34 (prospective homeowners) ingreased
32 percent. '
- 3) The population 65 and older (heavy consumers of health care)
increased 18 percent. - N

" Inevitably, these discrepancies will affect school and college enroll-
ments, the demand for particular kinds of dwelling units suited to
specific 'age groups, and various redistribution programs such as
Social Security. ‘ s

The'So-called “graying” of the population merits special attention
“here, since older citizens make up & disproportionate (and, in some
. areas, rapidly increasing) fraction of the population in pdrts of the

Midwest. Early in"the next century, the elderly population will in-

' crease sharply as the last chapter of the baby-boom story finally un-
folds. Today, enly 11 percent of the,US. population is over 65 years
old; 50 years from now, in 2031, that figure will rise to about 18 per-

13 S o i
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. zero growth: the kinds

" TRANSITION TO ZERO GROWTH

Kl

cent, or half again as much as today. The attractions that ps:t.s of .
the Mldwest hold for thlS key age group are well establlshed and
merit care.fgl study. . . N

Even as natmnal' ’pulatmn gmwth slaws, some sections of the
nation will continuelto growgeven ‘boom—while others will lapse
into decline. This brings us to the third aspect of the transition to
f settmgs that people favor as places to live.

A key contemporary trend is the pupulatmns dispersal from

. Jarge communities, labeled “deconcentration” hereinafter. The

“-average American resided in a place that had 546,000 inhabitants in

.

1960 ‘and 524,000 in 1970. By 1975, howéver, the population size of
this thypothetical place was down to only 455,000—a reduction of 13
percent in only five years. Clearly; the US population is favormg
smaller places. -

This deconcentration trend shows up in sever&l ways. First, there
has been a notable shift away from large urban centers to smaller
ones. Ma_]or central cities have been losing population for decades,
but now major metropolitan areas as a whole are beginning to
stabilize and decline. Altﬂgether 12 of the' 30 largest Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs) have fdiled to register any
significant population growth since 1970, including five in the

o ‘Midwest: Detroit, St. Louis, CleVelaml Milwaukee, and Cincinnati.

‘The small metropolitan areas are the dnes that are now gaining mi-

: grants——places like Springfield, Missouri; St. Cloud, Minnesota;

Lawrence, Kansas; and Bloomington-Normal, Illinois. B
A second forrn of decontentratlon is metmpcrlltan spillover, in .

beyond the metropohtan frmge The nnmnetmpoht.an terrltory adja-
cent to existing SMSAs ¢an be regarded as an incipiently
metropolitan zone. Such "adjacent nonmetropolitan” areas are ex-
periencing rapid growth, as satellite towns and cities take form

1 : within commuting range of nearby met’mpﬂht.an centers.

A third form of deconcentration is the movement of people into
truly remote and sometimes entirely rural nonmetropolitan areas,
which are least susceptible to urban influence. The absolute number

of rmgrants involved in this movement is small; but since the areas

themselves are sparsely populated, the relatzue impact on these
destination communities can be substantial.®

Manifestations of National Trends in the Midwest*

. The nationally measured population shifts we have just examined
are abstractions far removed from the palpable experience of popula-
tion change in specific regions and localities. The fact that these shifts
do not octur uniformly or simultaneously. across the nation or even
within a region carries prnfourld political significance.

*':L
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CHAPTER 1

The North Central Region, like the nation, is in transition from
growth to eventual stability. Its rate of population growth has
declined steadily since mid-century (Figure 1.2): from an average an-
nual rate of 1.5 percent during the 1950s, to 0.9 percent during the
1960s, to only 0.3 percent during the 1970s.’ The region ig'now closer
than the nation to a state of growthlessness, and is getting there
faster. The transition is advancing unevenly, however. It has been
particularly abrupt in the heavily industrialized East North Central
States (ENC), where a pattern of no-growth already has emerged in
many metropolitan areas and impends for the states of Ohio and II-
linois. Growth in the West North Central Statés (WIC), however, has
declined much less sharply than in the ENC and the nation as a
whole, and shows signs of stabilizing.

1.75 ! - —

i

.25

0. 75

[

25—

ANMUAL GROWTH RATE (%)
L]

1950-60 "1960-70 1970-78
. ) . V { 7 ) 7 ) ) y a -
Fig. 1.2. The slowing pace of population growth in the Midwest

Overall, zero population growth seems likely to make its debut
earlier in the Midwest than elsewhere. In addition to low fertility, cer-
tain other factors are inhibiting the region’s growth: (a) the in-
tensified net out-migration from thé ENC, which is directly offsetting
roughly half of the population’s natural increase, and (b) the popula-
tion’s somewhat older age structure in parts of the WNC, which has
reduced the capacity for natural increase. The transition to eventual
stability, however, is marked by a more balanced pattern of popula-
tion change than before: Metropolitan and nonmetropolitan trends no
longer diverge as sharply-as they did in earlier decades.

The emergence of zero growth
In the metropolitan Midwest, the widespread disappearance of

growth mirrors the national trend, but more acutely. This point is il-

é 1~
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R feruhty)ha.sbeen 7idenﬁcal in bi)th_ t:heii\rpﬁ:d\fiv’eist'ahd 'trh,e Tnation.
~ Out:migration is the chief culprit responsible for the early adxent of
no- grnwth in rmdwestern metmpohtan areas, C)ut rmgratmn became
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Fig. 1.3. The'slowdown in metropolitan groyth in the North Centrél
Region due to declines in fertility and migration
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'

all. categgnes of prulatmn size, nut merély the large ones.

In the nonmetropolitan Mldwest rates of growth have increased,
although not as much as in the nation (Figure 1. 4). Here, too, net
migration has been the principal source of change. T he influx of mi-
grants has as more than offset the declining rate of natural increase.

The most useful information abgut trends in nonmetropolitan
areas can be gained only by dlstmgmshmg at least two.kinds of.
such areas: those that ate so near to an SMSA that they serve as re- .
ceptacles for metropolitan, spillover, and those that da not ‘because

s

. they are more remote or even isolated. A crude but serviceable dis-

tinction is to classify counties acmrdmg to whether or not they are

ad_)ac nt to an SMSA.

‘ancl ‘the enti

is distinction i1s made n Flg’ure 1.5 for the ENC the WNC,
lee nation (based on SMSAs defined as of 1974). The
most dramatic migration shift has occurred in the nonadjacent coun-
ties, an indication that the turnaround in nonmetropolitan migra-
tion is not the result simply of metropolitan sprawl. It is also ap-
parent that the reversal from net out-migration to in-migration in
the remoter counties was gathermg é;rce vwell before the w1despreacl
publmlty it was accorded in the 1970s. The percentage increases in
rates in Figure 1.5 are deceptively large, to be sure, owing to the
small absolute numbers’ of migranfs invalved (If 6000 migrants
moved to Calhoun County, Illinois, its population would increase
100 percent.) The larger message, huwever is clear Placea that once
conformed to—indeed, defined isolated
midwestern community whose destmy was to declme now exhibit
clearcut demagaphlc vitality.

3.
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_ TRANSITION TO ZERO GROWTH
Subregional patterns -
Because it is more meaningful and useful to interpret metro-
~ politan and nonmetropolitan trends at a subregional scale, I shall
- rely on a less commonly used system of economic subregions
formulated and applied by Calvin L. Beale and his associates at the
U.S. Department of Agriculture, These subregions divide the nation
into 26 economically and culturally distinct groupings of counties,

irrespective of state boundaries (which are often artificial). These -
subregions differ 1mp0¥tar1tly in resource endowment, economic ac-

tivity, and the Evolutlon and present form of humap settlement.’
Unpublished summary data (kindly furnjst ed by Beale) show
the net migration into and out of the countie#®hat make up each of
these 26 economic subregions. Rates at which subregions are'gam-
ing or losirig population through migration ar¢ shown for'three
analytical groupings of counties within_each sdbregion: (1) SMSA

counties, (2) nonmetropolitan’ counties” adjacent to SMSAs, and (3) -

nonmetropolitan counties not adjacent to SMSAs. These data- enable
us to measure the raté of mlgratary gain or loss for the "average”
county in each of these three types (Because the data™furnished are
in summary form, the ' average county discussed in this sectmn is
weighted by its population size.)®

Of these 26 subregions, 10 fall partlally or whally within the
Midwest (see Figures 1.6, 1.7, and 1.8):

+ Northern Appalachian Coal Fields * .

— Lower Great Lakes Industrial ;

— Upper Great Lakes o - :

" — Dairy Belt , o E

— Central Corn Belt’ '

— Southern Corn Belt, :

— Southern Interior Uplands

— Ozark-Ouachita Uplands

— Southern Great Plains

— Northern Great Plains
Data at this scale reveal a variety of clear pattems amnng these 10
subregions. Population and migration changes for the metropolitan
" and nonmetropolitan counties mthm these subregions will be the

focus, =

=

Metropdlitan counties

Figure 1.6 displays subregions wheré metropolitan areas are los-
ing migranty (dotted pattern) and gaining migrants (dotted pattern)
The bolder patterns indicate that outflow or inflow began or in-
tensified”betweeen this decade and the previous one; for example,
heavy dots signify.a higher outflow rate during the 1970s than the
1960s or a shift to net outfhigration following net in-migration dur-
ing the 1960s. (Data in Table 1.1, on which Figures 1.6, 1.7, and 1.8 are
based, show the degree to which net outrnngratmn or in-migration
has intensified over these two petiods.) -
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TRANSITION TO ZERO GROWTH

Table 1.1. Componants of pt X
T Subregions, by metropoit
nd 1870-1975 ..

‘a

L

on change for 10 Midwestern Economic
n-nonmetropolitan status: 1960-1970

B > Percentage

Preliminary

a - 1975/
: tlon 1960

. popula

change In
population

1970-

1960-

Eéﬁnamlc subreglon

1970. 1975

1970

¢ migration

rate
1970-
1975

4.

10.

North Appalachian Coal Felds
- Total .

Metropolitan

Nonmetropolitan
Adjacent
Nonadjacent

. Lower Great Lakes iér;iusm’al

Total "
Metropolitan
Nonmetropolitan
Adjacent
- Nonadjacent */

. Upper Great Lakes

Total

Metropoiitan

Nenmetropalitan
Adjacent
Nonadijacent

. Dairy Beft

Total

Metropolitan

Nonmatropolitan
Adjacent
Nonadjacent

. Géﬂ;fal Corn Belt

Total

Metropolitan

Nonfmatropolitan
Adjacent
Nonadjacent

. Southermn Com Belt

Total

Metropalitan

Nonmetropolitan
Adjacent
Nonadjacént

—

Southern Interior Uplands
Totai
Metropolitan

+ Nenmatropolitan

Adjacent
Nonadjacent

(000's)

6,602.
4214

il
770

31,128
27,058
4,070
a2
349

1,549

1,268
163
1,105

3
2352
1,420

724

7,024
3110
3914,
2,047°
1,867

0.0
0.1
0.2
0.6
-0.4

127

131
10.2
10.0
125

4.3
-3.4
6.4
6.0
6.4

15%
227
55
4.9
6.1

086
-1.0
3.7
3.6
39

13
10
39
3.7
60

9.1
-1.0
11.6
10.3
11.8

-6.3
6.2
6.4

T 7.9
. [

L Y

49

39

68
6.8
6.8

02
0.5
1.8
36
0.3

4.6
37
5.9
6.6
52

o~

0.2
0.3
0.8
0.8
0p

-3.5
-10.3
1.6
-1.6
-1.7

3.0
7.0
-3.0
-2.6
-35

-4.6
0.6
7.2
5.3
92

-0.8

1.2
0.6
43
4.4
42

-1.2
0.2
-1.9
-1.4
-2.5

23
-4.0
1.4

25
04

1.2
0.4
3.2
a2
32
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. Table1.1. (continued)- - .

Percentage Net

Preliminary change in migration

1975 population . rate

: population 1960- 1870- 1960- 1970-

Economic subregion (000's) 1970 1975 1970 1975

20. Ozark-Ouachita UPIands .

: Total ' 3,015 13.7 109 5.9 8.1
Metropolitan 1,293 17.8 11.9 = 6.4 7.4
Nonmetropolitan . 1,722 10.8 10.2 55 a5

- . .Adjacent - 738 10.3 10.8 42 8.9

Nonadjacent i 984 11.1 9.7 .64 8.3

22. 'Southern Great Plains : 4 ‘ :

- Total - 4,373 34 5.2 ;8.2 1.3
Metropalitan . 2147 15.0 8.1 0.3 2.3
Nonmetropolitan 2226 -5.4 25 -14.1 03 .

- Adjacent 919 ‘5.8 39 14,1, 2.0
Nonadjacent 1,307 -5.1 1.5 -14.1 -0.9

23. Northemn Great Plains

’ Total 4,258 7.4 7.2 45 a3
Metropolitan ) 1897 279 1.7 ‘1286 67
Nohmestropolitan 2,561 2.4 4.4 -12.6 1.2

. " Adjacent o 398 12.7 14.5 2.7 11.2
Nopadjacent - 2163  -45 27 -14.8 05

¥
The metrnp_lltan Midwest has régistered a wxdespread althaugh
not universal worsening of migration trends. In the highly urbanized
Lower Great Lakeg Industrial subregion (No. 5) and the Southefn
Cornbelt (No. 9), net out-migration has brought metropolitan popula-
tion gTDwtl?essentlally to a halt, In the Dairy Belt (No. 7), tfe cessa-
tion of previous net in-migration has sharply curtailed_such growth.
In the less urbanized Southern Great Plains (No. 22) fnd the Dzarlgi
Ouachita Uplands (No. 20), however, migration trends havg improved,
ac/ugleratmg the growth of metrapnh&%populatmn there.

3

Nonmetropolitan counties ’

. The streng revival of pnpulatmn growth in nonmetropolitan areas
in the 1970s reverses a long history of net out-migration. Several i in-
ﬂuEnCEE often mutually reinforcing, helpexplain it:

— FEase of access to the national metmpal;tarz economy.
Metropolitan outcroppings have appeared in remoter areas
along new or expapded transportation routes—an evolution of
rnetmpollt.an spatial form that gives rise to new urban nodes.

— Industrial ' trends. Manufacturing has decentralized in
response to reduced transportation costs, inexpensive land,

and low wage rates in nonmetropolitan areas; and energy ex-
traction has revived in certain areas.
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TRANSITIONTOZEROGROWTH . SR I
— Changes in life-style. The trend toward earlier retirement and .,
semi-retirement has multiplied the ranks of retirees and
*lengthened the interval during later life when a person is no
longer \;ged to a specific place by a job. New sources of income,
such as pensions, have added toretirees’ mobility and,'in an in- .
creasingly service-oriented society, they create markets’
wherever they go. Additionally; people of all ages are pursuing .
-leisure activitiés in amenity-rich areas outside the dally range .
of metropolitan commuting. .

) Tc:gether these changes h\a:;;gklnald a broad fuundatmn for gmwth
/" in nonmetropolitan areas. Servicing-the-arriving migrants and tem- ,
porary residents provides opportunities that induce existing residents

- to stay and eritice more newcomers. Although circumstances vary -
from place to place, the outcomes. are much the same: Initial base

. employment opportunities, however created, furnish the jobs that re-
tain existing residents and draw opportunity-seeking mi]é?ants from
elsewhere. The resulting population, larger and more: affluent,
enlarges loeal demafid for goods and services, and creates new jobs
that attract still more migrants.?

A number ﬂf areas are nen:her clearly rm‘al nor clear‘ly urban The

¢

gle51gned to reflect thg presence or r absence of social and economic inte-
gi‘ati};m into city life that is t:onferred by residence in a particulsr loca-
dents of adjacent nunmetmpolltal counties are functmnally
“metropolitan.” They live more like city-dwellers than country people.

The data in Figure 1.7 distinguish this “disguised metropolitan

gr;# ' within each subregion. In these areas adjacent to the nation's

politan centers, the pervasiveness of renewed growth is evident.
During the 1960s, fully 7 of the 10 midwestern subregions reglstered
more than a nummal rate of net n‘ngratlon loss m the ‘non-
was severe enough to pmduce absolute pﬂpulatlon declme_ »desplte the
moderately high birth rates in that decade. Yet in the 1970s, net mi-
gration has become distinctly more positive (or less negatwe) in 9of -
these 10 subregions.

This cessation of previous, often severe out-migration from the
"nonmetropolitan adjacent” sector suggests that metropolitan growth
continues, although perhaps not always within the arbitrary boun-
daries of SMSAs. The true picture undoubtedly is more complex than
these data can revesl and does not lend itself to simple generaliza-
tions. Judging from the pervasive growth trends here, however, it is
reasonable to infer that, throughout most of the Midwest, the "ex-
urban” sector has fallen more heavily under the sway of metropolitan
influence in the 1970s than before:

Population trends in the "nonadjacent” sector reflect develop-
ments in areas lncated beyund thé imrnediate sphere of- daily

ters, but by déflmtmn such centers are below the'minimum 50, CK)O
K 15
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; gn urban county as a metropolitan
ialler cities and towns are not near

oA ﬁnﬁmetmpolitsg ﬁanadjace‘nt coun-

&ﬂi ‘nénmetropolitan ncmadjacent sector was
&’at Hore than a nominal rate in all but 2 of the 10

) ion #gcline.in 5 of them. By the 1970s, that outflow
ended “ ftugglly everywhere, eradicating the declme of the pastor

ac ,leratmfgeg’r ’
_igter ahy g‘mwth 1
. The Upper Té

elf] inflow during the 1970s; and the population’s
**’ 0.6 percent anrlually to 2.1 percent.

Cléarly, thi pa

point where n metrﬁpolls As a pr\t‘equlslte to local mi-

- gratory growth. M, Y an spillover is béing supplemented by self-
contained local ugbaniz even in remote reaches of the non-
metropolitan Myfk est.

vV

A more balancéd pattern of growth :

The Midwest, as Beale and Fuguitt have noted, exhibits a central
dernographic paradox: Despite the record-low rate of growth in the
region’s population, more counties. mthm the region are registering
population growth than at any previous time in this century. The
more balanced (i.e., spatially more uniform) pattern of growth gives

rise to new and varied future possibilities for nonmetropolitan areas. -

First, the new migrant influx to nonmetropolitan areas signals
emerging strengths and new opportunities for economig develop—
ment in areas that previously lost residents. The forces/Abhinc
spontaneous growth merit close examination to see iffth
enlisted in the aid of other, still distressed, areas as part of conscious
policy. The bases of growth of nonmetropolitan population in the
Ozark-Ouachita Uplands, for example, may include activities that
are now feasible in other regions.

Second, the changed prospects for economic development re-
flected in and brought about by this influx have an important bear-

¥ the Central Corn Belt (No. 8) failed to reg-

§h fted from a D 2- pen:ent autfluw durmg the

—

cl; Iy resembles the pattern in the adjacent

h Vigj'ins,ga?ld that loss was severe enough to incur =~

ing on the targeting of development assistance, and the specific type

of assistance called for.=For example, places if' which pop lation
\gmws through natural increase cannot necessarily be equated with
those in which population grows exclusively through an influx of
migrants (even though their growth rates might be’ identical).
Whereas the former type of place may retain mpst of its prime work-
ing-age. population, the latter may be undergoing demographic re-
composition, with arriving retirees replacing .departing young
adults Clearly, a new manufactm‘mg firm scouting labor markets

18
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woukl favor the former, while an entrepreﬂeur looking for a lm:atmn
in which to bulld a resort complex may pte.fgg,séhg latter. -

Outlook for the future e :

In Im:skmg ahead, the direction that m)gratmn will take is a key
uncertainty. Will the exodusg from the ENC intensify and that frém
the WNC ‘halt altogether? What of the fortunes of metropolitan and
nonmetropolitan areas? There are no sure answerg_here, of course,
for' the stubbornly uncertain future resists precise prediction. It is
possible, however, to identify relevant uncertainties so that our
judgment about the future will be informed. We must recognize that
rmgrstlon patterns are inherently changeable. The constantly shift-

. ing spatial distribution of economic opportunity to which net migrah

" tion flows respond lies largely béyond predictive reach. Moreover, re- -

* gional migration trends are a complex amalgamation of primary

and return movement, and the Midwest, with many ex-residents

elsewhere, is guscegtlble to smable futu,re flnws Df return rmgi'atmn

and hence future growth . h/

A major uncertainty is whether the reversal-of the pmlnnged i‘us-, .
torical out-migration from nonmetropolitan areas. that ‘appeared in’
o the 1970swill be temporary or long-lasting. The reasons for this re-
. vetsal are multifaceted and ‘incompletely - understood; multiple’
~ tauses are at work, and in different ways in different places. le

of the shift has coincided with and may be due in some measure to
the etonomic recession of the early 1970s. To the extent that it i ig, a
resumnption of metropolitanward migration would be expected with
improvement in the economy; but although the economy has now

" improved, the shift has persisted. thmugh thE most recent period.

~ measured (1975-1978),'° giving it the’ appearance of more than a -

" merely temporary episode (as was its one historical f:aunt:erpart dur-

ing the 1930s Depressxon)

. In looking ahead, wé must recognize that what is taking place is
neﬂ:her a Etafﬁstlcal quirk nor a momentary phenomenon. Also, we _
- must understand the;farious, somewhat contradictory, influences
that condition the likely. longevity of these trends. In a perceptive
recent essay, Alonso has called attention to the followmg considera-
tions [1]: ‘

” 1 A trend that is sure to perslst is the continuing expansion of
urban activities and _influence beyond the boundaries of
metropolitan areas/ a’ trend that accgunts for much of the
decline of those areas.

2) The number of retired people will continue to increase. Many
of them migrated to eities from rural areas originally, and

__arenow free to go back.

3) The ruralization of labor- intensive manufacturing may have
passed its peak. The total number of production workers in
manufacturing is steady, and it appears unlikely that
metropolitan areas will lose very much more of their labor
force. :




“CHAFTER1 "

. 4) “A+ reviving -economy should bring continued ‘growth in

"+ ‘recreation. induatries; and. the outlook' remains bright for
nployment in mining, energy, environmental-and resource

"7 improvements, and asgociated construction. - o

"~ B) Agricultural employment is virtually certain to continue to

. 1 decline. . S _ '

w0 6) ‘As the: econamy recovers, some of-the return-migration that

.. usually occurs in hard times will reverse once again.
'The energy: crisis and the ways in- which we cope with it may
A~ affect several of -these trends. The expansion of the urban
~ field partly depends on the cost of moving people and goods;
_transportation for its clients is crucial to much of the recrea-
tion ‘industry; and, becayse of low densities and long dis-
' tances, residents of rura
large amounts of energy. .
On the basis of these considerations, Alonso foresees a continua-
‘tion of the halt in the overall growth of metropolitan areas and of

the gain in areas designated as nonmetropolitan: :
 The Census Bureau’s newly prepared state population projec-
tions furnish another perspective on where these new trends might
lead (Figure 1.9) [24). The Bureau presents three different projec-
‘tion series that share common assumptions concerning projected
ferfility and mortality." Where they differ is in their assumptions
about net interstate migration. Series II-A assumes that the migra-
tion patterns observed from 1965 through 1975 will persist to the
~ year 2000; Series II-B assumes continuation of 1970-1975 migration
. patterris; and Series II-C (a projection’ that is useful more for. il-
lustration than for forecasting) assumes no net migration after 1975.
(These projections do not distinguish between metropolitan and non-

metropolitan areas.)

—17 :%-A E »V i e A
s\ﬁ’_i}WE{T N.C.
.

o.2f T | -8 EAST N.C.
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i
i

PROJECTED GROWTH RATE (3]
a :
[~

7010-2020

[ 1
1990-2000 . -
- - 2000-2010

1965-70 19%5' 9
1970-75 : ° 1980-90 v v

" 1Projection Series: II = 2.1 births/woman, A = 1965-75 migration
continues B = 1970-75 migration continues

. Fig. 1.9.- Census projections of the continued lag in the Midwestérn
growth rate B I
. o Dty
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: cnurse I:Dntinued lé‘, fertnhty) “The Essumptmns of Serlgs II-A;f;
- furnish a sounder technical basis for long-range forecasting (e.g.;to -~ i
2006) because t.hey m rpnrate a langer segment uf the recent hlE- Ca

1985) because they réét on a more- mcent, albe;t Ehﬂl‘t, segment of

- that trend

- In the Midwest, as in the rest of the natlgn, SIgmflcant trans-
formations are under way in the population’s structure and pattern

-of settlement.- The fertility rate\has declined to a level below -

replacement, leaving migration and the age composition of the
population as the crucial factors on which: the future growth or
decline of localities and regions will hinge. The irregular patterns of
growth and decline are already engendering persistent imbalances
that compel adaptations, especially at he local level. Some localities
will have to adjust their fiscal systems to property values and sales
- tax revenues that no.longer grow, to a surplus of schools and other

idle capital stock, and to changes in papulatmn mix. cherg*e‘s .

will confront a situation of either prosperous stability or ine
Still others will experience: rapid growth that they are ill equipped
to cope with, and which théir residents may vigorously oppose. Is-

" sues of access—by wharn, to wﬁat place, ang for what purpose—are

llkely\ to mtensxfy

Demographic analysis can elucidate the sources af strain here
and strengthen the judgment that polmy‘makers ‘bring to their de-
‘cisions, It also can draw attention to emerging and approaching is-
sues asscmated w1th populatmn Ehlﬂzs Both _]udgl‘ﬂéflt and foreslght

by penodlc dlagnc:sls of aﬂy ecannrmc and social pmblefﬂs that these
trends are likely to bring in their wake-—._

Policies that addres- iﬁm igsues could b& “limited to reacting; or
they could advante : :..: purposes; or they could promote the

r- gpecific goals of gome ...as.er plan. Whatever policy stance is chosen, -
there w111 be an ongm'ﬂﬁ-‘ need fnr fal:ts and analyms that can fncus T

and set the stage far pt!blu: debate on how to accommodate thent.
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*-papers prepa:ed ldef granﬁ fmm

‘The matenal in this- chapter is Eased

'Efts

5This sectioh is based on the author’ s C)vervlew of -ﬁemogra shic Trends e
‘Shaping the Nation's Future [17] and McCarthy and Mm‘nsgn [17 -

Seealso Espenshade and Sernw (6] and Westoff [26].

_ ,numstratmn The aut.hm' aclmowledges assmtsnce ﬁ’ém Wlll HarlsS 3
, Mark Menchik, a:m:lJ uchf.h Wheeler wlth reapect to earlier

" *Details on each prq]ectmn series are given in U. S Buresu of the
Census[23]. Although a number of uncertainties cloud the outlook for..
national population growth, they are well-defined uncertainties and"

there is a substantial body of evidence on which to base an informed

judgment. In the present author's judgment: (1) the long-term ‘trend

responding to Census Series I); (2) it seems plausible, on the other

" hand, that growth could diminish to a level below that depicted in

Series I1I; (3) annual growth rates are almost certain to become more

of fertility is very unlikely to rise above 2.7 births per woman (cor- i

volatile as couples exercide more effective control over whether and

when to have children in response to economic conditions,

. For further discussion of these issues, see Butz and Ward [3]
Campbell [4], Gibson {9), Rindfuss and Bumpass [18}; Sklar and
Berlmv[lQ] and Westoff [26 271. o

For further elabaratmrf see Bednarzik and Klem [2] Hayghe [10] o

Miller [16], and Johnson [11].

’Between 1960 and 1970, the 1 5(")0 nﬂnmétmpolit&n c#!ties that -

were not adjacent to a metropolitan area (1974 definition) incurred a
net migration loss.of 2.3 million from a 1965 population bas?gf 26.2

i

million. Between1970 and 1975, such counties registered a net inigra- -

tion gain of 0.7 million. In absolute terms, then, this reversal has been

relatively minuscule: from an annual net outflow of about 230,000 dur-,

ing the 1960s to an annual net mﬂnw of about 130 000 durmg the flrEt

half of the 197Ds

~ ®For additional background, the fcnIlcmnng St.lldlES w;ll be useful: the |~
Beale and Fuguitt chapter in this book, Fuguitt and Beale [S] and

Michigan State Umversxty[lE]

"These data and most of the other figures in thls section of the chapter ~

are drawn from Fugun‘.t (71

"Bemg in surﬂmary form for each analytical type, the data ll’ﬂpllf:lﬂy
weight the "average” county of that type by its population. As an il-
lustration, a hypothetical subregion might contain 10 metropolitan
counties, one witha populatmn of one rrﬁlhori and the other nine witha

20
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_ dents eac;h the n'letmpohtan type. wmlld regtst.er a net loss uf 1 DOCI

. 9'l‘he varied clrcumstances under which such gﬂwth is takmg piace in’
« the Midwest have been examined in several recent studies. In addition
© ‘to works in this book, seé: Fuguitt and Beale [8], Michigan -State
- University [15], and Fuguitt [7], Dorf and Hoppe [5], Lambert [12],
Marans ‘et al. {13], Tordella [20, 21, 22), Wang and Beegle [25),
. Williamsand MeMlllen [28] Wilhams and Safranka [29], and Zuiches
o and Rieger[30]. :

‘DDurmg that pén@, rmg‘rants to the rneﬁ-opohtan sector were ﬂut— '
" ‘numbered by those rnovmg outby aratioof 5to4. : .

. UThege- assumptions are clerl_ved from the fertility and martahty as-
»  sumptions of Series II of the Bureau’s current set of national pgpula— ,
: tmn pro_]ectmns See U S, Eureau of the Censmz[zal ,
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. This chapter reviews post-1970 pﬁpiﬂatmnﬁhifts in t.he dewest in. -
- the perspective of long-run trends since 1920. The period since 1920is .
.~ the latest epaeh, and probably the last, in a 150=yea: era of cheap-
fossil fuel in the United States. Now the nation is surely enteringa _:
. new era, mggexgd by the rising cost of energy and raw materials and -
.the gradual, groping development of new energy sources. . : ,
- In that settmg, the c;haptsr explores two_ mmplementary ques- :
th

o rmdwestern settlement attem in an emerging new efa? Ot do req:ent / T
shifts reflect in part the playmg out of fang-tem trends initiated ear-- ¥
ly in this century by the internal combustion engine and in part short-

term fluctuations associated with unique, catastrophic ev&ntsemgst

L notably the post-Wnﬂd War II bahy bmm’?
e ’

-1-111e Metrapolitan Frarnewark i_,

e To’ describe the pattern of. popdatmn shifts since 1920 we can
: ';’dwxde the map of the Midwest into three zones based on dggrees of
- métropolitan accessibility. Those'zones are shown in Figure 2.1.
- One zone consists of the 75 Standard Metn:pohtan Statistical
Areas (SMSAs) of the U. S. Census. Each SMSA is a emmty or group - .

- of counties containing .a major city and suburbs. Ten of the
. -metropolitan areas are among the high-order SMSAs o\f the United
" States [7] Each is the home of more than a million people. The
" others are low-order metropolitan areas—their populations range

from about 60,000 to 750,000. Many of the metropolitan areas are

ntiguous; the suburbs .of one abut the suburbs-6f another, and

y cluster in a few concentrations across the mhap of the region.

~ :The second zone in Figure 2.1 includes the counties outside the

~ SMSAs which, nevertheless, lie within the metmpollt.an commut- -
ing zone [1]. These counties ‘comprise the outer commuting zone.

" Their economies may be dominated by farmmg or forestry, butthe
commuting residents affect the county un:c;]meil age level, and
growth rate.. [

The third zone includes the truly rmnmetropohtan counties-
the farm, forest, mine, and resort areas centered on the smaller
cities and towns of the region. L - )

The map shows that many of the commuting zones averlap.
Counties of neighboring metropolitan areas are partly—sometimes

~ almost entirely—within each other’s commuting zones. Hence,
some parts of the Midwest are 'Eprawliﬂg clusters of SM‘SAE and at-

=" The ppvious numbered pago fn ~ **
"35 Q{IEmal dacumeni was blank
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_ AND SHSA POPULATIONS -

i Il=7 5 milllan™- ~ . -
) HIGH ORDER
. 1.0-4.5 mmnn ]

' _:- ZSD&loqthnuung .
T St JLOW ORDER .

. ®._60-250 thousand

Q ,""Zones of metropohtan access blllt}’ In the Midwest v

"'Source$: ‘U S, Bureau of the Census [20] 4nd BE“’Y and Gillard Il]

itan:hed outer commuting zones. On the traffu: rnaps they are webs
-of- mterlackmg and ‘ﬁveﬂappmg tnps to wurk trsde or recreatmn

_ éentral cﬂuntles of the 10 hlgh-m‘der metmpahtan areas, about 24
‘million in the remaining counties of the 75 SMSAs, Another seven

million live in the outer cummutmg zones of: the SMSAs, and the
remaining 10 mlllmnipius live in the other nﬁnmetrgpahtan coun-

' tles

A Legacy from the Railroad Epoch
To an 1rnport.ant degree the- metropolitan pattern shown in

Flgure 2.1 is a legacy from the railroad epoch.
he raill’DEdE follawed the advancmg fmntler across the_

: great cnmmerclal cities (Flgure 2.2). The rmdwestem corridors were .

at first part of a national system of rail feeders and water arteries
focusing on New York and New Orleans [5]. The great commercial
cities of the Midwest were the ports at critical locations on the
Great Lakes and Ohio-Mississippi-Missouri system.

26 : o I : ‘V .\




1 ﬁl]ﬂr RI" - -
C T fn— Midwast Glu-;yi - .-
= o West and Squth-
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Eg 22. Major rail corridors and metmpnht.an areas in the Midwest,
' 1920 ,

Note: Edges of each :cdrri&ar are the autéf—must of the bundle of rail
" lines connecting metropolitan areas at ather end of the cor-
ridor.

Wlthll’l ‘the major rail carrldarsshgtween the great, hlgh=nrder
mmmerclal cities, lower<order metropolitan centers grew where
".there were important resources of water. power, coal, oil, and gas.
Thus' there emerged very early the familiar clusters of urban cen-
“ters alqng the Grand and Kalamazoo rivers in southern Mlchlgan
the Cuyahoga and the'Mahoning in northeast Ohio, the Miami in

southwest * Ohio, the. Rock in northern Illinois and "southern
Wisconsin, and the- Cedar in eastern Jowa. Equally familiar
clusters Emerged on the western-Indiana-centgal Illinois coal flEldS
and the old Lima-eastern Indiana oil and gas fields.

As the railroads grew in speed and capacity and took an over-
whelming dominance: of the national transportation system, those
‘aame corridors perslated and reinforced the initial metropolitan =
" centers. - - =

Meanwhile, zones of influence developed around the major
-urban centers. Milk trains and dairy farming interacted to define
the metropolitan milksheds. Weekly commuters rode the milk
trains to seasonal or irregular jobs or trade schools in the- cities.

Satellite manufacturing plants grew along the main line railroad

= : - ) 27




L - B - CHAPTER 2
. : s;dmgs within one or two hours of clty l(me offices. In general the
: . tractor encouraged fewer and bigger farms. But in these zones of -
frequent city contact and interaction, farm size increased slowly or
" not at all [9, 10]. Not- only dairying but also aupplernental off-farm
~income upparttlmtles were surely helping to buck the trend toward
- bigger. farms so pervasive in the rest of the Corn Belt. ’ :
" By-theé turn of the century the importance of these latent com-
muter zones and urban clusters was enough to stimulate the in-
vestment of -a billion dollars (ten billion translated into 1979
_ Equivalents) in the electgjc interurban railway network shown in
igure 2.3 [38] Tu be suréthe densnty of the mterurban networl-:
from the lafger mgtmpohtan areas ta the sms,ller ‘That pattern
- probably reflected similar variations in intensity of development of
the outer zones of influence and lntEI‘EEtlDl‘l m‘ﬂund the major cities
_at that time. '
The major centers of industrial employment in 1929 still

reflected the _pattern of the great ports, the main rail corridors, and - ‘

_ the critical resource locations in those corridors [4]. The map in
Figure 2.4 shiows extreme concentration at the great industrial-
commercial metropolitan genters.' More than one-fourth of the in-

- dustrial jobs in the entire North Central states were in six coun-

- . - . ~"% ™ Present dsy Commuting Zone | |
N . B i and Cantral City of SM5A

Intarurban Electric
4 % Raliways Cs. 1310 .

Fig.2.3. Eiéctnc inter- urbsn railways and today's metropolitan

comnmuiting zones - -
Sources Berry and Glllard [1] and Walmsley [38].
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- “ties. ,Dn*thg ather hand the map (shnws thgt t.he pmcess ef—
~» dispersion:around .the major’ Hac already ‘brought signifi- -
' “cant basic manufacturing to farm trade centers in scores of coun- -
‘ties. In general, the larger the metropolitan mdustrlal ‘concentra-
- ,; ‘tion, the more extensive the dispersal around it. - -
#70  Thus ‘one eould drgué that by the 1910s the milksheds, eleetnc

mtérurban lines, and satellite industries foreshadowed the cammg

.. - outer commuting zones that glrdle the meﬁ-apohtan areds m the
) autnmobnle epoch . :

Shlfts from the Flall mey

Since thie 1920s the automobile-tractor cheap-oil. technnlngy has .
dominated the. circulation .system. Given that . technology,
 midwestern settlement has shifted toward a new optimal pattem

" 'The ‘shift has been limited, of course, by the rate of investment in-
replacement construction, the graduslly declining population
growth rate in the regmn as a whole, and the need for-each

' »Jmusehcld to :ﬂmpmmlsa in’ita own way, between the ‘desire to-

: . o . Jobs In County (000}
1525 MANUFACTURING JOBS AND SPREAD 131550 - High: 100 or +, 1913

) : - . iﬁﬁ[mz 15-99. 9, 1929

. 5T 2 2 S B tow: o.3-0.4, 1929

‘Spresg: Passsd 0.5, 19231858

Fig. 2.4. 1929 manufacturing jobs and spread 1929-58 < -

Source: Borchert [4]. B - = L -
BEST COPY AVRILABLE -




S pérhc;pﬁte in an exchange ecﬁnﬁmy and the deés'irétn‘mcreaaie its |

personal living. space. ‘Nevertheless, the shift in pattern has been as
*-inexorable as the glaclers that uver—rede most of the regmn in the
1@ ‘ages. ) :

[

"V"'?'i'f;'Thespread of manufgctunng R

'The spread of manufacturing. emplaymént smue the 19205 ahnws :
. two major trends: (1) the concentration of growth at the riewer, large
. ‘commerecisl metropolitan areas in the western part of the Corn Belt;
“and (2) the spread of industry from the larger cities to county seat
farm trade centers westward acmaa ‘most nf the Cnm Belt There

_ and the local entrepreneu:a of the cﬁum:ryalde as well gs to t.he '
newer metropolitan markets,

. Most of the advance of the mdugtnsl frontier tnok place from the
o 1920s to the 1960s. It is not a recent phenomenon. Thus the map in
- ,Figure 25 shgwg relatwgly httle‘ge\bg?aphmal expansion in the

i . . ) : - dobs In County (u00) ’

1958 MANUFACTURING JOBS AND ‘SPREAD 1958 72 . [ ron. 100 or e, 1t
ot Madium: 10 939

Low. 0.5 8.9, 1958

4 s L 6.5 .
777 Svrest: essed 0.3 .

5§
Y

Contraction. Fell balow 0.5
1958 72

an 2.5. 1958 manufacturmg jobs and spread 195&72

Sources: 1972 -data from US. Bureau of the Ceﬁsus [20] and
Eurchért [4] ,‘3'_‘ '
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58 ‘72
—

High Med.  Low ., Spreaﬂ

Fig. 2.6. Cm}centrétmn of - 1958—;972 gmwth of manufm:tm‘mg
: ' employment- within areas 'of. ‘medium-and luw—densxty
T manufact\mng dgvelapment m 1958 N

Y

ammeg Earchert [4], uUs. Buﬁau uf the Eengug [18 20]

“s

;9603 and 1970s. But the g'raph in Figure 26 shawa the ma]ur de-
—;—* ‘centralization' within the established areal framework after the
% 1950 recession. Older industrial districts within the six great con-
. '-_' ’ppfmh:ma at Clevelarid, Cincinnati, Detroit, Chiasgo Milwaukee, .
§5, 3 ane |'St. Louis showed an ailmost imperceptible expansion, Meanwhile -
") .the rapid new growth of the subsequent years has shifted:to the sub-
= *irta of the high-order centers and to the small cities—to relatively.

n- . -@xpensive open land highly. accessible to the major markete or le&é
‘ ‘imgglble but . substantially cheapgt‘ land and labor in the coun-

t;ryslde N

& : ’ o & o -.‘ :
39 o : .31,



The spread df urban pcpulatlcn , :
. In absolute numbers, the growth of midwestern populatmn since

1920 ‘has been essentially within thé metropolitan areas and their
present-day commuting zones, with little elsewhere. Counties in the
'SMSAs.and commuter - zones have grown from 24 million to 46
-million. Meanwhile; populatmn in the remainder of the region was
shggtly more than 11 million in 1920 shghtly undef 11 million i m
197

The graph in Flgure 2 7 shawa the populatmn trends in each Df
t'nur groups of counties classified acmrdmg to metropolitan size and
E.CGESSlblllty Fouy main points emerge from the graph. (1) Growth in
-the suburban junties- and the low-order metropolitan-areas has

) counties of tHe outer cofhmutmg zones—though technically “ng
‘. metropolitan”—Have growh consistently, with the. most growth Aince
1950 (3) The nonmetropolitan counties ‘outside the comn uting
. zones lost populatmn in the first three decades of the. tractor epoch -
~but have gained since 1950. (4) The central counties of the ten high-
: ¢ SMSAs, although gaining steadily until 1970, were gammgf"g
uch slower than the suburban and low-order metmpohtan cuuntxes
- after 1930 and actually declmed after 1970.- _ . NI

SMSAs except - -
high= =order a
) gantral &ounties

- Cantml countias ofs*
- hngh-ardér SMSAs."

P =

Other nan-matrﬂ
counties .

- Nan—m-tru enuntnia A
g in SMSA
:;mrﬁghng zones

. Population (Millions)

=

l i =W * P, . ,i Tl su . vo=
obl LT L B o, e

fo 1920 1830 1940 195@ 1960’ 197;3 1975

a

£

“Fig. ,'7 Papulatmn grawtl‘r trends in différerft

Saun:es U. S Bureau Qf the Census [17 19§ 20 22]

Sm
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An important perspectlve is added if you consider percgntage
rates of change rather than absolute changes. Three main points are
apparent in Figure 2.8. First, there was a general falling trend in
average decennial growth rates throughout the 55 years from 1920
to 1975 in the metropolitan areas generally, and in core counties of
the hlgh-ﬂrder SMSAs particularly. On the other hand, there was an

\ .average rising trend in the' nonmetropolitan counties, both within

the commuting zones and outside. Finally, the trends for all four
groups of counties were more or less unstable. They were affected by

. the .economic boom of the 1920s, the great depression and World

War 11, the post-World War II boom, and  an interesting conspiracy,
of events since then. _ B
There were important variations in the stability, or steadiness, of

. thede 55-year trends. The steadiest decline in growth rates has been

in the high-order metropolitan cores. The cores were less affected
than the Suburbs and smaller metmpolltan areas by the baby bonrn

populatlcm and, they were also less affected by the shm-p gmwth nf
multicounty diversified farm trade centers in the 1950s.

&
&
o -96 . -I; ‘ ‘g%

301 A ] ﬁ?— & f &

: s & Q° ‘E‘ °
s\s Qa Y éﬂ
. ) 4;"—" N )
) High-order

8

- SMS5As except
cantral counties

Non-metro e;;unﬁés
', In SMSA
vl t:c:rnmming zones

= ———

. ’,‘ﬂ C)thar non-metro
counties

O} e = e
é"""',
;17;'!’ e - - L I
1920 [ 1930 1950

—30 —50 -70
Fig. 2.8.Trends in average decennial rate of population change in dif-
. ferent classes of metropolitar size and accessibility -

&

‘ Sourcejsswﬁ,s, Bureau pf the Census [17, 19i 2();.,2‘2].*
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CHAPTER 2

David Borchert and James Fitzsimmons have published maps of
county population changes in different intercensal periods from
1920 to 1975 (2). Their maps reflect this same combination of long-.
terly trends and short-term variability. Thé maps reflect the
growth and economic diversification of small cities; reduction of
- density, in the largest, most congested cities; enlargement of full-
time farms and increase in part-time farming; and growth in the
number 6f households who could extricate themselves from the
urban web for more personal space and natural amenities.

Each of the Borchert-Fitzsimmons mdps shows many excep-
tions to these general trends, scattered widely across the region.
Different counties provide the exceptions in different yedrs. Those
exceptions, again, express short-term, randomly distributed varia-
tions within the changing system. Such variations constantly bom-
bard and pockmark the broad patterns on the maps, and. they con-
stantly-ruffle historical trend lines.

It must be emphasized that the general trends are not new.
They have obviously been running for half a century. They have
affected different places in different degrees at differenttimes. But
all have affected many places at any time. The aggregate effect has
been clear, and as consistent as one could expect given the endless
battering of short-term, random, catastrophic happenings.

Forces behind the observed long-term trends

Five main forces deserve emphasis as<one looks behind these
- shifting patterns of population and settlement. '

First, take the background of a gradually declining regional
growth rate. There has been a steady out-migration from the
Midwest's overwhelmingly white population for a century. The out-
flow was reversed only in the 1910s and 1920s with the surge of
manufacturing growth in the East North Central states a¢company-
ing the initial development of the automotive and related industries.
The outflow has accelerated-gragly since the' mid-1960s, when the-
baby boom generation entered the age bracket of maximum personal
mobility. This present episode may end in the mid-1980s when that
large group of people moves into another age bracket and gets to
wherever it's going. The native white outflow was also partly
masked between 1920 and the late 1960s by the spectacular net in-
flow of blacks and whites from the rural middle South.

This large and persistent net out-migration from the Midwest
simply reflects the fact that the development of the Manufacturing
Belt and the Corn Belt were the beginning of the urban and in-
dustrial development to the whole nation, and the engines for it, but
not the end of it. The Midwest has provided a massive share of the
human and material resources and the capital to build the West and
the South and the circulation network that brought those areas into
the national system over the past century. This outflow of capital is
simply a powerful piece of evidence that America is a nation and the

. Midwest has been an extremely important part of it.

A
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. -Second, take the growth and,economic diversification of the
-small cities ‘and their neighborin
fewer but much bigger trade areas in the countryside [6]. The multi-
unty diversified farm trade centers reached the .threshold for
ew types of busineas which had m::‘ ‘been there before. The amall,
general-store hamlets, like the ne thborhood grocery corners in
the cities, were transformed inta speeialized sub-centers within a
‘widened-and intensified clreulatﬂ:in gatwnrk Manufacturing in-
dustries dlspersed at a faster rate'than ever to utilize the rural
labor force in its home setting. And, during the tractor epoch, there
was a fitful but inescapable two- to three-fold increase in real farm
purchasing power per square mile of trade area [21, pp. 464,
480-481].-Thus the trade areas increased drastically in both their
size and their wealth. The economic base literature indicates that
the ratio of service to basic jobs grows in proportion to city size and
income (12, 13]. Thus the auto and tractor meant that in the long-
run the curve of declining farm population had to cross the curve
of rising urban-type employment in the so-called rural Corn Belt.

Third take the grﬂwth in num&r of hcnuseholds that coulﬂ

pgwerful factor has been the gromng 1mport.ance of transfer pEy-
ments in the American economy during this same period—welfare,

federal and state aids, pensions, and so on. Personal income from.
transfer payments rose between 1950 and 1974 from 15 billion to
140 billion dollars annually, from less than 7 percent of the GNP
to 12 percent. Transfer payment4 plus interest payments rose from
10 percent of the GNP to 20 percent (29, Table 701, p. 435]. Add to
this the growing number of footloose occupations. Minnesota’s cen-

tral lsl% region has an ever-growing population of travelling,

sal men, airline pilots, manufacturers representatives, vending
mactiine operators, inventors, and many others whose occupations
would challenge the most bI‘lulEﬁt apologist for the Standard In-
dustrial Classification code. P

Furthermore, that population is not a new phermmenon It was
beginning to show up on thé coury population change map in the
- 1950s. Their characteristics and motivations-as shown in a 1961

- Upper Midwest Council study were precisely the same as those
that are revealed in subsequent and recent surveys [11].

Perhaps the most important factor in many rural counties has
been the indirect impact of -intergovernmental transfers. School
aids, welfare aids, highway aids, farm programs, and general rev-
enue sharing translate mainly into not only the enlargement but
the decentralization of government payrolls, Since 1930 the county _

_seat bureaucraey has become an impoj¥ant part of urban America,
even more so in the agricultural heartland. In Minnesota, stdte
and federal aids to local governments equal more than 5 percent of
persunal income in 85 of 87 counties, more than 10 percent in more

. than h4lf the counties, 20 to 30 percent in some m:rthern counties

) Ancl these state and fEderal aids represefit in v1rtually all

il
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- states a transfer of income from the mefropolitan to the non-
metropolitan areas—a transfer which &, of ¢ourse, generally
. logical and closes only a small fraction of the income gap between
k these different areas. .

Fourth, take the enlargement of full-time farms and consequent
general thinning of population in the purely farm counties. To be
sure, that has been an obvious result of the tractor and cheap oil;
and it has been a major underlying cause of the urbanization of the
midwestern countryside. But the important point today is that the
epoch is now essentially ended. The difference between the ob-
served 1970 farm population and what that populatiorfigvould have
been if the progeny of the 1920 farm folkg had stayed on the farm
was 59 million." That kind of net shift cantiot be duplicated with the

PP national farm population having dropped from 32 million in 1920 to
less than 8 million today. '

Fifth, take the reduction of density in the largest, most congested

"cities. The out-migration from the central counties of metropolitan

’ Cleveland, Cincinnati, Detroit, Chicago, Milwaukee, and St. Louis
since 1970 had exceeded the-net migration from the entire North

* Central Region—including those six counties—in the same period.

Large parts of the central cities in those counties are the Midwest's

= _ main’ concentrations of wear-and-tear, trampled earth, absentee
maintenance, litter, and grime-impregnated, soot-stained material

" and structures of all kinds. They .are massive accumulations of |
architectural solid waste, left over from the early railroad epoch.
The problem for many a household is how to become comfortably
separated from such things. The only practical solution open to

 many individuals is to leave. And how quickly can they do that? It
‘depends in the last analysis on how much the rate of new construc-
tion exceeds the rate of new household and business expansion. The
housing replacement rate jumped dramatically in the 1960s (Figure
2.9). It suddenly became possible to abandon floor space much faster
than at any previous time in our history. And we did. Given a large
net movement from the Midwest region, the:concentrations of aban-
donment were at the end of the housing vacancy chain. They
brought into sharp relief many of the tragedies and perplexities of
our social evolution, and they reflected both pragmatism and mobili-
ty on the part of hundreds of thousands of households.

Forces behind the short-term fluctuations

The short-term fluctuations, from one decade to the next, so evi-
dent in Figure 2.10, reflect perhaps a half-dozen catastrophic events
at the national or world scale over the half-century. There was the
boom in urban income and development in the 1920s, the great
depression, the Second World War, and the post-World War II boom
in housing and birth rate. Then there were after-shocks as the baby-
boom generation surged into different sectors of the nation’s mass
market.
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GEOGRAPHICAL SHIFTS
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Flg 2.9. Comparison of annual new household formations ‘w1th an-
* " nual new dwellmg unit ::unstructmn, 1910-1980.

Saun:es 1910-1960, [16]; 1970, US. Bureau of the Census [26];
1972-1976, US. Depa:trngnt of Commerce [30, 31].
Estimates for dwelling units built in decade ending in
1980 were made by extrapolating the 1973-76 rate from"
1976 - through 1979 and adding that number to the,
number of units built through 1976. q

From the mid-1960s to the mid-70s, as that age group entered
. the job market, the annual rate of investment ih new industrial
‘'plants and equipment fell behind the annual rate of growth in
number of employed people, for the first time since the great
depression (Figure 2.10). It was one of the two times in this century
when the ratio of labor force increment to growth of industrial
capitaloutlay has been so low. In the 19308 the ratio fell because’in-
vestment fell catastrophically. In the past decade it fell because the
labop/force increased catastrophically. In either case the labor force,

for a time, grew faster than investment in productive capacity. The

first occasion was accompanied by double-digit unemployment; the

second by double-digit inflation or relatwely high unemployment, or
both, :

When the same generation entered the age bracket of maximum
mobility, the Midwest and the nation entered a period of un-
precedented migration. When that generation entered the age
brm:ket of farmly fnrmatmn m a penad of unpfecedentéd rmg‘ratmn

hegan to see a resurgénce of urban §aldantnal rehablllt-atmn two-
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PFig. 2.10. Ratio: annual percentage increment to the labor force
divided by the annual percentage of the GNP spent for
new manufacturing plant and equipment, 1920-1984

'Note: “Annual increment to the labor force” is taken as the number
of live births 20 years earlier. Mean rate of investment in new
plant and equipment for 1970s is assumed through 1984.

Sources: Live birth data from US. Bureau of the Census [21]; U.S.
Bureau of the Census [21, 23, 24, 28] and U.S. Department
of Commerce [32, 33, 34, 35}

job households, and new subsistence settlements on all frontiers—
the frontiers of central city abandonment; the frontiers of
agricultural abandonment, the sparsely-settled forests of - the
northwest mountains, the northern lakes, and northern New ,
England; and the metropolitan frontiers in the nonmetropolitan
long-distance commuting zones.
Finally, the same generation is beginning to take over the farm-
_ ing enterprise from its parents. There were only two periods
" between 1940 and 1974 when the number of farm operators was sta-
ble or increasing in any age class. That was the 20-to-25 age class;
and the two periods were 1945 to 1950 and 1964.to 1974 (21, p. 465,
Series K82-108; 29, table 1136, p. 675). In the earlier period, the
wave of returning veterans took over from old timers whose retire-
ment had been delayed by their lack of savings in 20 years of
depressed farm income and by their need to carry on through

A
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World War II Twenty-to 3(3 years p&ssed Then there was a conse-
quent wave of farmers in their 50s, approaching retirement and
transferrlng their enterprises to a new wave of young farmers and
young househalds. One who knows the Midwest countryside thin
quickly of farms that were occupied by two- or three- persrm
households a decade ago and are temporarily occupied by four- or
five-person househalds or double households today. Farm counties
and counties with many long-distancé commuters are the last
strongholds of 1950-style birth rates. (Unless they are refuges,
sheltering the cultural seeds of the next baby boom.) ,

The other noteworthy catastrophic events were very large min-
ing and construction projects—taconite, hydro- and thermal-
electric generating stations, new coal mines. All have been related
in one way or another to i:he increasing need for fuel and materials
and the increasingly capital-intensive methods needed to recover -
them. More about that later.

In short, events which triggered short-term fluctuations have
been pervasive, largely unexplained, unpredicted, largely uncon-
trolled, and probably largely uncontrollable, with a few exceptions.
The successive impacts of the aging of the large number of people
born in the late 1940s and the 1950s, and the impacts of declining
quality of domestic mineral supplies and rising world demand surely
were predictable to a significant degree. In those cases the difficulty
has been to organize. and.act because of insufficient general un-
derstanding or technical knowledge

The uneven locational impact of change =
Earlier graphs showed persistent general trends in the past 55

years of. population change (Figure 2.7, 2.8). Yet the graphs sug-
geated coﬂtmual VErlEtan around the lcmg-term trends Meanwhlle

exceptions to even ;he most- nbymus generalmathns A measure of
the turbulence in these general trends appears if one looks at the
percentage of its 1970 populatmn which was attamed in each

1920. The 1970 populatmn is takeﬁ as 100 and each esrher pgpula-
tion is some percentage of 1970, usually less than 100. The measure
makes it possible to compare the stability of growth rates among all
of the different-sized metropolitan areas of the Midwest—to see
where they ‘were in relation to one another half a century ago and
the various fitful paths by which they came to their present sizes.’
First, take the selected group of seven cities shown in Figure
2.11. There is a general trend, but there are obvious major in-
dividual differenced. In 1920, Madlaan had attained only one-third of
its 1970 \size; Sioux City—unknown to anyone, including the
authors of its 1920s master plan, had already reached nearly 90 per- -
cent of its 1970 size. Peoria has been steady. Wichita languished
deeply in the depression years then burgeoned with its aircraft in-
dustry during World War I and the "Cﬁld Wsr“ years South Bend
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F‘i 11. Percentage of 1970 population attmned 1ﬂevmua decen-
nial census years, showing variability of growth rates in
different, selected Midwestern netropolitan areas

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census {17, 19, 20, 22].

hoomed as Detroit, in the first full decade of the Auto Epoch in the
1920s; but unlike Detroit, it slowed after the demise of Studebaker
in the 1950s. Minneapolis-St. Paul started more slowly than Detroit
but has grown at a substantially faster rate in the past decade of
compusers and electronic controls.

Obviously the differences reflect not only the general impact of
national and glabal short-term disturbances, but. the effect of those

48' : !*,‘
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events and other accidents on the fortunes of particular businesses,
“technologies, and institutions. The curves reflect the changing world
as it was filtered to seven different cities through such mis-
cellaneous institutions as Swift and Armour, Caterpillar,
Studebaker .and the “Big Three,” Boeing and Cessna, the Twin
Cities electronic complex, and the state government of Wisconsin.

Similar curves can be drawn for all of the-Midwest metropolitan
areas (Figure 2.12). The same pattern emerges, simply with greater

100

Percentage of 1970 Population

30 ’ - i. i 1 ! 1 L
1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970

Fig.2.12. Percentage of 1970 population attained in previous decen-
nial census years in all Midwestern metropolitan areas.

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census (17, 19, 20,22).
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complexity. The array of places started from widely different per-

centages of their population today. The curves slowly converge, but

7 at variable, ever-changing rates, dependmg on the impact of

technologic, demographic, and economic catastrophies on each city’s

. particular circumstances at the time. {\lthough the graph stops at

' - 1970, the lines are in fact diverging agam from 1970 to the present,
in disorder.

Suppose planners at each of these midwestern metropolitan
areas had known in 1920 the precise population which would be in
the ‘'same area in 1970, and had assumed straight line growth
between the two points in time (in the absence of predictions of the
time and impact of the depression, World War II, the population
boorg, aﬂd the Events of thE 19705) The average difference between

have been 45 percent—an average 45 percent error.

The present scene is a brief glimpse of the nation's vast array of .
diverse places on their way from diverse, partly explained pasts to
diverse, largely unpredictable futures.

.A New Era

Yet there can really be no doubt that the Midwest and the nation
_ are crossing the threshold of a new era. A number of changes that

Income Convergence, 1929-1969 )
North Waeast South

! ;I"
hnga

Per-capita Personal Income

—

Percentage of Mational

1870 POPULATION 1N THOUSANDS
- HY
= 11000

2700- 10808 ———

SMEAs { 1600- 2608 — —= — =

280-988 — —
. 50-279 — — —
NON-METROPOLITAN =========

Fig. 2.13. Income convergence, 1929-1969

! Sources: U.S. Water Resources Council [37‘],' Data are for the BEA
a Economic Areas which contain the nation's SMSAs.
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came in the auto-oil-electronic communication epoch, especially

" after World War II, have pretty well run their course. The dramage

~ of surplus farm labor from the Corn Belt, Great Plains, and South is

one such event. The massive black and poor-white migration from

the rural South to the cities of the Manufacturing Belt is another.

The convergence of income levels and urbanization is yet another.

- The trends are apparent in Figure 2.13. High-order metropolitaniza-

tion has emerged for the first time in the South in this-epoch. We
have seen the development of a truly national urban system at last.

In many ways the long-term trends [ have emphasized have been

. based on cheap fossil fuel and its impact on the costs of raw

materials, farrnmg. manufacturing, transportation, and space heat-

ing. The graph, in Figure 2.14 shows how the sharply rising.cost of

energy raw materials has signalled the end of that era. The change '

‘is forcing the United States into increasing mtera::tmn and in-

terdependem:e in a world community that is generally}

i nized than we are. The graph in Fig

one indicator of that new state of affairs. The nation i8 entering a

period of increasing uncertainty, of experimentation with new

technologies and resources in every sector of production and con-

sumption. Hence, changes will abound, with mixed currents and

Energy Raw Material Cost
6 - as a Percentage of GNP

] ! e 1 A B | L 1

1900 1940 1970  *© 2000

Fig.2.14 Energy raw material cost as a percentage of GNP

/Siil'c:és 1900-1950, Schurr, Net.scherg et. al. [15]; 1960-1972, U.S.

Bureau of the Census [26, table 600, p. 274 and table 857,

- p. 517); 1985-2000, Ridker [14] and U.S. Energy Research
s. - and Development Administration [36).
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counter-currents in the looks and the pattern of settlement. But,

that is another story. The details are a different topic from ours, and

they are essentially spéculative in any casge. iny the growth of un-
. certainty seems certain.

Cancluslans

Population shifts since 1970 reflect lnngeterm fnrces with great S‘-
inertia, together with short-term permrbatmns in the longer trends.
‘The long-term forces have been running since 1920. They were
set in motion by the internal combustion engine and cheap oil.
"Those years since 1920 comprise an epoc#—the latest epoch in an
era of cheap domestic fossil fuel supplies that began in the 1830s.
Depreasion, wars, and the “baby boom" produced the shnrt -term in-
stability, ’
The techrmlngii: innovations that st.arted each majm* new epoch
“or era in -the long run of American metropolitan evolution were
largely unpredictable. So were the catastrophes that triggered the
“short-term perturbations. Such changes are intrinsic to an open
system. 'The response of people in the Midwest to these changes-has
reflected a high degree of both mobility and pragmatism. The
mnblhty, in turn has reaultedfta an 1mpurtant degree from a high

) qu the ﬁatmn is nte_rmg a new epuch, devoid of the massive- i
farm labor surplus, the regional inequities in urban development,

and the cheap fDEEll fuels whu:h have characterlzed the pa.st 150
years.
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Q ’ o
Population trends,p&served since 1970 pmbably reﬂect the end of
massive. off-farm migration. To some degree they probably

foreshadow the .emergent mature, nation-wide urban system; but

that might. not be clear until the baby-boom generation moves
beyand the age of maximum mobility around 1990. Meanwhile, it is
doubtful that recent observed changes foreshadow at all the’ long-
term effects of a new era in energy technology or supplies. 3

Because of the uncertainty, instability, and global dimensions of

the forces béhind these long-term population changes, it ‘seems un-
‘likely that cities,: states, sometimes nations or federatmns could
have literally controlled them in the past or will be able to do so in
the near future, On the other hand, the changes should be percepti-
ble to all of us less retrospectlvely and more currently than they

ta modelled, and tentatively
forecast mﬂi greater accuracy an Effl(‘.lem‘:y We can brmg more
and better knowledge to bear on settlement and development de-
cisions. Thus we can adapt more quickly and efficiently to pervasive
changes. That will surely "be in the lmdweatem tradition of
pragmatlsm‘@nd practical action. :

&

NOTE
"The U, S. farm pupulatmn number in 1920, multiplied by the average
rate nf natural increase for each decade and compounded, to 1970,
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"It may not be ‘possible to say anything f'ully new or surpnsmg can-,"

cerning the trend of population in the midwestern states. Perhapsthe

- - central fact that most impresses usis that the Midwest is the only ma- . _
: a rate below -

jor region in which every state has grown since 1970 4
that of the United States as a whole!(The national population | grew by
.3 percent from 1970-78; Wisconsin—the most rapidi® increasing
mxdwestemﬁate—graw by 5:9 percent.) Thus, ‘changes i in population-

growth. None of the midwestern states any lgmger has a high rate of

: ";;i.,riatural increase and most of them are experlem:mg a sluw net. outmi-’

o gratmn , : .

o Net outamgratmn as such is not new for. the regmn as an entlty =
*. "~ After some-inmovernent in-the 1940s, the Midwest lost 0.1 million

through outmovement in the 1950s, increasing to 0.75 million in the
1960s. But through 1977, the decade saw 1.3 million net- deparfures _
" The eastern half of thé region seems to have toomuch of an older in-
dustrial base, especially in large métropoljtan concentrations, and the
western half has.téo much dependence on agriculture for full reten-
~_ tion of population to be possible. With natural increase below two--

" .-thirds of 1 percent a year because of the low birth rate, there'is less’

. natural growth available to offset outmigratioryiand total -regional. h

growth is thus mow barely a third of what it was in the 1960s.

But there is a paradox within this pattern of slow populatmn
growth. In the Midwest as in the nation, the slowdown of total in-
crease has bgen accompanied by widening of the number of areas ex-
petiencing increase. From a decade point of reference, one can begm
as far back as 1920 and find that when population. growth has in-

creased, the number of areas experiencing growth has diminished, -
because increased growth has bBeen associated with concentration. As”

'dmtnbutmn patterns in the region are not being fed by high rates of v

cycles of lower growth have occurred, however, growth.has been more ..

‘widely distributed. Therefore, despite the greatly reduced:pace of
growth in the region in the 1970s, about 280 counties have shifted
from decline to growth whereag cmly 77 have réverted from growth ta
loss. .
The pur‘pc:se of this chapter is sto develnp some of the patterns of ré-
“cent shifts in population distribution in the Mldwest and to identify
circumstances associated with these shif
From 1970-76 (the last year for whic we have cmmtyﬁevel data)
the metropolitan areas of the Midwest grew in population by only 1
percent; the nonmetropolitan areas by 4.2 percent. Even though the

nonimetropolitan growth rate is lower than that in gny other major re- °
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." . gion, it is well above that of the metropolitan population which has
. become nearly stationary as a’result of demographic stagnation in
1 wajor #reas -as fChicago, . Detroit, Cleveland, St. Louis,
kee, Kansas City, and Cincinnati: Only the growth of small .
a rate sized metropolitan’areas has saved thé metropolitan -
. category from absolutedecline. =~ "< L
- The four largest metropolitan areas in-the regign—those of 2
" million or more inhabitaritg in 1970—declined fractionally in popula-
- tion from 1970-76 (Table 3.1), with a net outmigration of 857,000 peo-
% - ' ple. Other meétro-size classes,grew very modestly, with the smallest . .

: LS . A

. areas having the larges{ growth, in contrast to the earlier pattérn.
But, all sizes of metropolitan areas in the Midwest have experienced
some net outmigration of population since 1970, and all have had-a

-~ " dminished ability to retain people as compared with 1960-70. In this

" respect the smaller- and medium-sized areas of this region differ
markedly from those in the West and the South where the so-called
population turnaround has brought increased migration into such
areas just as it has into nonmetropolitan couniies. Altogether,
midwestern metropolitan-areas had net outmovement of 1.4 million
people from 1970-76, a not inconsiderable amount. It should be

_  stressed, however, that even-in the most advanced cases, such as

* Cleveland or St. Louis, the pace of net outmovement is still moderate -

" compared with the rates that typified scores of smaller agricultural
counties in earlien decades. Suburban counties*have been affected by

- the current topping out of metropolitanization in the region as well as.
the central city counties. As a group they still experience inmovement
of people and a more rapid growth rate than do nonmetropolitan coun-
ties. Metropolitan sprawl continues. However, their net inmigration
generally is much lower than it was and no longer more than offsets

~ the outmovement from the central counties. L

Within the nonmetropolitan class, the counties that are not adja- -

cent to metropolitan areas have grown just as rapidly as those that
are adjacent. Thus the renewed growth of nonmetropolitan population
is not merely increased metro suburban sprawl into the next avail-
able ring of counties. The correlation between metropolitan adjacency
status and county population growth was actually negative in the -

East North Central States {-.22).and only modestly positive (.14) in
. the western half of the region, Renewed retention of people in rural

and small town areas permeates the regiap. : C

Sometimes this retention takes the form of greatly reduced
population losses in comparison with the past. In other places it has
" resulted in truly rapid growth rates in the more remote and
economically poorer sections of the region. ’ :
"As a means of drawing inferences about population shifts in the
nonmetropolitan parts of the region, we have grouped counties by cer- -

‘tain salient aspects of settlement, location, function, and economic

status that are thought likely to influence growth and change, and
then have compared change and migration in the periods 1970-76 and

1960-70 (Table 3.2). The following are among the more significant

patterns noted. o
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pi:pulat:mn grﬂwth and gize of larmt plaee in the eounty This is the
" opposite of the pattern of the 19608, when completely rural counties
_ had extensive outigigration and counties with cities of 25,000 or more .
paﬂple tended to absarb the eqmvalent nf theu‘ naturﬂl increase. It is

rapldly than t.he nnnachacent counties as a whole The counties hav-
ing centers of 25,000 people or more are largely manufacturing based
and demographically they are behaving moré like mini-metropolitan
industrial areas than incipient suburbs. Related to this trend is the
end-of the former positive association between dens;ty of ‘non-

. metropolitan population and growth.

IS

2) Counties on interstate highways have had ﬂnly fractionally
- higher growth rates than have other counties, in contrast to the past.
" The counties not on an interstate h,ighway have actually had higher'
rates of inmigration than have those enjoying the advantage of the
highway. The slightly higher growth of the interstate highway coun-
ties has come solely from higher natural increase, probably the result’
.of a younger average age of the pﬂpulatmn

3) Retirement counties comprise by far the most rapidly growing

- group of cﬂuntxes that can be ldentlﬁé Sﬁmé 48 af them that had at- ’

thsn cummumtles can be expected to abem‘b over a_ny permd ‘of time -

without substantial growing pains. The pace of growth in these coun-

ties is nearly quaﬂruple what it was in the 1960s, and more counties
dre emerging in which growth is dominated by retirement.

4) The role of gmwth in counties containing state eﬂllegesﬂwhmh
was very important in the 1960s—has greatly diminished in-the re-
gion. As enrollment gains have slowed, the growth of such counties
from net inmigration has &‘upped from an average of 9,000 a year to
+.3,000. :

*6) There is still nut-mnvement of people from the counties hsvmg 7
the highest percentage of employment in agriculture. The region had.
217 counties in 1970 in which 30 percent or more of all employed peo-’
ple worked directly in agriculture. (This is two-thirds of all such coun-

~ties in the nation.) These counties as a class declined slightly in
population from 1970-76. Nonetheless, they were a part of the trend of
greater retention of peoplé in rural and small town aress, for their
rates of losa were far lower than they had been earlier. As ag'ncultural
dependence has gradually diminished and as farm employment has "
presumably come closer to the minimum levels required, the rate of
outmovement from such areas has radmally dropped, from 28,000 an-
nually in the 1960s to 4,000 a year in this decade.

6)'In the recent past one could fairly reliably predn:t whether a
‘county would be having popilation growth or loss by its income
. c o
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CHAPTER 3

:level ngh income aréa}s att::racféd. peaple lgw incemé areas luSt

@ODO or more median famxly menmgm 1969 grew by nearly 11
percent from 1960-70, whereas those with medians of less than
$5,000 declined by more than 11 percent. Counties with medians of
$7,000 to $8,000—an intermediate level—were almost stationary in
population. In effect, a strong economic metivation for population.
movement seemed to- exist. The same association could be dem-
cmstrated fm’ t.he 19505 Because of t.he sﬁ‘ength a.nd duratmn of this

S
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ter lacl-: of pusmve ‘association between area income lével “and -
" population change that has develuped in this decade. The highest
growth rates are actually found in the two lowest income classes (re-
sulting in substantial part from the attraction of population to the
Ozarks _an? the Upper Great Lakes areas). Other income classes
shuw no meanmgful dlfferem:ea fmm one anather The populatmn
except the hlghést income claas but the lower the mcome level the
greater the population turnarmmd that-has uccurred Other re- .
search shows that population growth in the régiﬁn also fails to be
" positively rélated to the income growth rate since 1970, as dis-
tinguished from income level [1]..
" .7) Given the prior relationship between income level and
population growth, a corollary of the thange in trend is that the -
greater the earlier rate of net autrmgratlun the greater the degree
“of improved population retention since that time, and the higher -
the previous rate of population growth the more the likelihood of -
_reduced inmigration in this decade. There is a notable regression
toward the mean rate of growth.among nonmetropolitan counties
in the United States, and especially in the midwestern region.

A multiple correlation coefficent was computed between
population change and the above factors plus workers commuting
to metrapmlltan areas, mllltary populatmn and Elack pupulatmn

text.) The multlple correlation was run separately for the eastern
-and western halves of the region, given their differences in degree

. of urbanization, density, and dependence on sgru:ulture ‘versus

manufacturmg

varlables The largest beta values were denved from pnsltlve as-

" sociation of growth with county status-as a retirement destination,

and negative associations with size of largest place in a county, and
“adjacency to a metropolitan area.

The same set of variables yielded a hlgher degrge of explanation
of the growth trend from 1960-70, with a multiple R of .77 and an R?
of .60. There are two striking dxfferences in the results for the two
decades. From 1960-70 median income showed a strong positive as-
sociation with population growth in the East North Central States,

9
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hut 'by 19’70-76 the agancmtmn had beeome mndastly negatwe The |

E _second change is thée loss of the former attraction of counties con-

taining a senior state college. The assotiation of growth with retlre-

- ment, on the other hand, has been considerably strengthened.

In the western half of the region, the same set of variables pro-
vided a multiple R of .57 for 1970-76, with an R’ of .32, not much dif-

- ferent from the results for the eastern states. But the importance of

" _individual variables differed. In the eastern section, agriculture con- -

‘tributed little to the overall explmtnry power of the multiple rela-
tionship, whereas in the western part, it was the strongest varlgble

" xﬂetlrarnent ranked second, followed by commuting.

For the West North Central Division, a multiple R and R (78
and .60) were almost identical in the 1960-70 period with values for

~ the eastern states. Although retirethent was important at. both.
- times, in the earlier periods there are negligible associations with

agriculture and density as expressed by betas and sizeable in-

" fluences from presence of colleges, imht.a:y and size of largest place

.that have since nearly disappeared.

,. population change from the most commonly usafi
‘recent’ past has greatly chmlmahed, reﬂectmg,, h

e predlctablhty of
ul indicators of the
1 our opmmn the ex-

In sum, in both divisions of the regmn,—

: tmn has come mto play

Places—To further understand the nature of thé nonmetropolitan |
turnaround in the North Central States, we have cumpared the extent

" of growth within rural and urban components of counties. Population

estimates for incorporated places of 2,500 persons or more. in 1975
were obtained from published reports of the Bureau of the Census.
These, along with the corresponding population counts reported in
the censuses of 1950, 1960, and 1970, form the basis for examining

- population growth in places of 2,500 or more and growth outside of

these places, This distinction is close to that of the Census Bureau i in

" designating rural. and urban. areas, particulgrly. for the non-
" metropolitan sector.

In the top panel of Figure 3.1, urban and rural gmwth in both

‘metropolitan and nonmetropolitan sectors is distinguished, as shown . .

by annualized growth rates for places of 2,500 population and more at
the beginning of each of the three gpeclﬁed time periods; and for the
balance of the population. Here a somewhat different picture

. emerges. Despite the turnaround, in each time period the most rapid- .

ly growing areas of the North Central states are in Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs), but outside incorporated
cities of over 2,500. Over the three time periods; however, the growth
rate both for this component and for the urban centers in SMSAs has
diminished considerably; overall SMSA urban places declined in -

. population in the first half of the 1970s. Note, however, that this

declining pattern is true also for nonmetropolitan .urban places,. so
that it is only the nonmetropolitan population outside places that has

' consistently increased in annual growth rate over the 25-year period. ..
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GHAFPER 3

A fm‘t.her Elahnrstlrm is given in the battnm panel in whu:h the '

metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas are each subdivided into
. four categories. For the metropolitan, (four-bars on the left) the urban
" component is shown gﬁmrdmg to three size-of-place groupings. The
inverse association between size and growth is clear, along with the
continuing decline in rates across the time intervals. By 1970-75, over
the North Central Region as a whole, the total population in cities in

1950 - 60 i9g0 - 78 1970 175 ¥ Lo

Matro® Horimetro: Metro* ‘Monmstro Metro* _ Honmstra

O U

Code: U - Incﬁrﬁur-liﬂ places of 2,500 papul!(ii;n ar mars At beginning of
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Mstrg code: 1 - Clty of 500,000 or more* Honmetro code: -5 - Urban adjacent
1 - Clty . of 100,000 - 499,999 & - Rural adjscent
3 - City of 50,000 ° 99,999 7 - Urban nonadjscent
4 - Rural - § - Rural nonadjacent

‘Metro status as of 1974

Flg 3.1. Annualized growth rates for population inside and outside
of urban places by metropolitan status, Midwestern States
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. a.'ll Ehree si;e Eatégches was dschﬁmg Places over 500 OOQ in size in
“TYT0 altogether lost 18 per 1, 000 per year_ the highest loss shown in .
the ﬁgum i

rities

,- muntles found adjacent to 1974 SMSA counties and other cou

- more”remotely situated. These two . groups of counties were tlien

L divided into urban and rural compunents. as before. In the 1950z and
. the 1960s,’a distinction by location was particularly evident in that
-rural remote areas were dechmng in contrast to rural adjacent areas, .

On the nnm'netmpolitan aide a dlsnnctmn was made’ bem "n L

and remote cities were growing shghtly less than adjacent cities. The °

remasarkable cha:lge by the 1970s is that whereas cities in both loca-
tmns are growing at the same low rate, the pgpulatmn outside urban
4T growing more than tmceasrapldly, even inremote locations. . .
Another dimension of the turnaround, then, is that current growth -
favors rural areas, 8o that the overall pattern even in remote counties
. of the region is for local deeentra]matmn. paralleling the decentraliza-
‘tion that has occurred in metropolitan areas for many years. Thus,
"nonmetropolitan areas reveal a double-faceted decentralization proc-
ess. Not only has there occurred a surge of growth in counties dis-
tant from ‘metropolitan areas and in counties havmg no urban
' pnpulatmn but also we see that, overall, rural areas are growing
more rapidly than cities, One should not lose sight of the fact,.’
“however, that the rugal population in rnetropolitan counties con-
tinues to grow moresrapidly than the nation as a whole and also
more rapidly than the rural- populatmn in nonmetropolitan areas.
Although the new nonmetropolitan trend is unprecedented, decen-
tralization within metropolitan areas continues to be an important
aspect of our population redistribution in the region and Nation.
. Personal characteristics~From the Current Population Survey
(CPS) of the Bureau of the Census it is possible to confirm certain
- other aspects of population redistribution in the Midwest [2] It ean be
said that the people being lost by the region to other regions are on
- the average somewhat younger than the base population of the re-
gion (65 percent of net migrants under age 35 from 1975-78 versus _
56 percent in the base), thus serving to raise slightly the average
age of the remaining population. C)rﬂy 1 percent of the net regmnhg 3
loss is Black, although Blacks comprise 8.5 percent of the resident
population. The South is the destination of somewhat more than
half the people who leave the region, but is now the suurce of
somewhat less than half of the people who enter it. :

‘The CPS also shows some characteristics of people rrmvmg into ~
the metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas of the region. These
data are not tabulated by updated SMSA boundaries and thus are
not directly comparable with other numbers cited in this paper.
They overstate the nonmetropolitan population. The relationships
shown are thought to be valid, however. The data indicate that the

“trefd of redistribution into nunmetmpohtan areas has on balance -
added to the proportion of children in the nonmetropolitan areas
Tid also to the proportion of young adults in the 25-34 age range.

Ya
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%?n besause of the mﬂu; of young ar;lu]ta 25—34 years ald and of theu- )
. ehlldren, edlstr;butlon wnthm the region is prnbably havmg f

A of net 'mxgratmn except in the ‘counties that EI'E becmmng destiy ,é-
tions for retired people. * : Lo
) As noted eai'hér cﬂuntles attrm:tl ple nf retlrernent age are W

e ﬁwhnch the new nonmetropoht.aﬂ populatmn gmwth mgy h *até
tributed directly to the migration of older people, and how theif mi:
gration patterns have changed in enmpanson with the remamder of
the p-opulat:gn

To gain further mformatmn on this, we have nbtamed estimates

for the population over 65 years old in 1975 prepared by the Censqs o

- Bureau: for the HEW Administration on Aging. These should be a -
+ reasonably reliable component of the total county population -
estimates for 1975 as they are based on Medicare enrollments. With-
these 65 and over and total county population estimates, and
mortality data from State life tables, Stephan Tordella of the
University of Wiscofisin Applied Population Laboratory has de-
 veloped estimates of net migration for the 1970-75 period, for the
- pupulatmn 0-64 years and 65 years and over in 1975 for each county
in the Nation. These have been compared with county net migration
- estimates for the sgme age groups for 1950-60 and 1960- 70 pre- -
* pared by Gladys Bowles and associates.
: The absolute figyres from these new estimates suggest that an
important proportion\of the new nnnmet:mpghtagfgxawth in the
North Central Region ritay be attributed to elderly migration. In'the
-~ 1950s the nonmetropolitan net migration loss was 1.5 million, and of .
. this the net migration loss for older people constituted less than
100,000. In the 1960s the net loss was almost 900,000, with the net
migration of elderly a very small offsetting net gain of less than
15,000. Since 1970, the new estimates show a net migration gain for -
’ bnth age groups totalling approximately 170,000 and about 25 per-
" cent of this may be allocated to people 65 and over.-
* . Further preliminary resulfs are shown in terms_of migration .
rates per 1,000 _population for metropolitan and nonmetropolitan
areas in the North Central Region (see Figure 3.2). The left-hand
- side gives metropolitan and nonmetropolitan rates for people either
0-64 or 65 and over at the end of each time period. Here we see that
the actual turnaround in rates is found only for persons under 65,
since between 1960-70 and 1970-75 the lines for the metrﬁpnhtan
and nonmetropolitan components for this age group cross. Net mi- -
; gi'atmn rates for older people are always hlgher in nonmetropolitan
than in metropolitan  areas and are positive in the nonmetropolitan
areas durihg the two most recent time periods. Also, non-
metropolitan net migration'rates are always higher for older than
for youngerpersons. Both age groups, however, show a consistent in-
crease in rates over time, with a decreasmg difference between older
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Fig. 3.2. Annualized net migration rates per 1,000 for metropolitan
*  and nonmetropolitan counties of the North Central Region,
11950-1975, persons 0-64 and 65 and ‘over at. the end of each

time period . P '

and younger groups. Consequently, it is not appropridte to conclude

./ that the turnaround, is simply because of the increase in the net mi-
. “gration gain of older people, particularly since the rate gain for the
gyounger group is even more marked.

3

The right-hand side of this figure ghows rates in the non-
metropolitan sector for counties divided-iccording to whether or not
they were adjacent to.a 1974 metropolitan county. There is little
“adjacency effect” for the older rates, although the rate for nonadja-
cent counties shifts o a position slightly higher than adjacent coun-
ties for the two most recent time periods. The net migration rates for
persons 0-64, however, shows an extreme convergence over time.
Although migration losses for this age group were considerably
higher ‘in nonadjacent than adjacent counties in the 1950s, by the
early 1970s’the two rates were identical at about +1/1000/year. The
increased net migration gain for persons under 65, as well as for
those 65 and over cannot be attributed only to the growth of “urban
fields” or extended suburbs adjacent to metro areas. Instead, the dif-

L -
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CHAPTER 3

ferential net mlg‘rﬂtlﬂn levels for adjacent and nonad_]acént areas
which formerly favored locations accessible to large cities, has es-
entially disappeared for the North Central states as a whole.

>, We are witnessing a continued decline in the proportion of
midwestern peoplegyho live in either the central cities or the central
counties of metrop8litan areas. These trends are not new but are:
proceeding so fast that they are substantially altering the distribu-
tion of people within metro areas. Detroit City, for example, con-
tained 40 percent of its total SMSA population in 1960 (including
Ann Arbor). By 1970 this proportion had fallen to 32 percent and by
19{1{;6 28 percent. The nonmetmpolltan percentage of the region’s

1

population is now growing, although not rapidly and only on a
.constant area basis. The nﬂnmetrop@lltan percent of the total has
only gone from 30.9 in 1970 to 31.5 in 1976. But the remarkable
thing is that the nonmetropolitan proportion has ceased to fall and
is rising at all. One aspect of the current trend is that a number of
places are continuing to qualify as new small métropolitangareas.
Just since 1970 we have seen such cities as Bismarck, Grand Forks,
Rapid City, Eau Claire, Lawrence, Kankakee, Kokomo, and Bloom-
ington qualify on the basis of recent growth or annexations. So the
net growth of the nonmetropolitan sector is whittled away when
reclassification is accounted for. No metropolitan areas seriously
face nonmetropolitanization. Thus, the region has no prospect of
becoming predominantly rural and “small townish” again.

The final aspect of decentralization—which we judge to be even
more surprising than nonmetropolitan growth as a whole—is the
more rapid growth of people in the open country and rural towns
than in the small cities. Much of the Midwest had been the epitome
of local centralization of population in the 1950s and 1960s and the
present trend seems entirely unforseen in the literature of the late
1960s or early 1970s.

In this chapter we have not attempted to deal with c:a%s of
present trends—whether societally or in individual motivations—
nor have we gone intb the geography of the changes, nor presumed
consequences. These are the subjects of other chapters. Some of our
evidence, however, supporta the view that economic incentives are
less important in explaining individual migration in the most recent
time period. On a county-level basis, high income counties go longer
have the highest rate of inmigration. Also since 1970, a substantial
minority of the net migration shift in the Midwest is directly at-
tributable to persons 65 years and over, indicating much moverment
of people for reasons not job related. On the other hand, it is
necessary to keep in mind that the new patterns are by no means
solely explained by retirement moves.

We du LUﬂLludE thdt hquver Vxewed Lhe pheﬁﬂmenun lh algmfl—

Umt(:d States. We l‘EallZL‘ that in mmy regxpect.s we are analyzmg
estimates, but we see no likelihood that the results of the 1980
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Census could more than marginally alter the findings. There are too

ms,ny cormborativ'e data fmm employméng social security, and

We have no conﬁdence about predlct.mg the duration or ultimate
extent of present redistribution trends. Some of them, such as the
loss of people from central cities, clearly will ease and become
asymptotic to somg new base level. But we have seen in the case of
earlier rural outmovements that such depopulating trends can ex-
tend over a lengthy period before the transition is completed or new
settlement factors emerge.

In the case of the Midwest, residéntial transition effects are over-
laid with an accelerated regional drift in population within the
country. The regional shift—which we have not emphasized—may
well be the most important for the region as farming and manufac-
turing makes the drift to the South and West more difficult to resist.

We see the internal trends of population location in the Midwest
as reflecting a demographic distribution transition that comes a)
when nations or regions have all the metropolitanization that they
need to function as modern societies, b) when as with so many social -
movements large-scale urbanization has brought excesses that have
impaired the advantages of cities either for business or residence, -
and ¢) when the conditions of life in urban and rural settings have
converged to the point that rural need no longer mean rustic and
urban gives no assurance of urbanity.

We believe the digtributional aspect of demographic transition in
nations of advanced technology and high standard of living to be
just as real as mere conventional demogwaphic transition theory in
relation to mortality and fertility. - -

NOTE

"The research for this chapter was supported by the Economic Develop-
ment Division, Economics and Statistics Service, U. S. Department of
Agriculture, and by the University of Wisconsin College of
Agricultural and Life Sciences through a cooperative agreement and
as a collaborator in North Central Region Cooperative Research Proj-
ect, NC-97, "Population Redistribution in Nonmetropolitan Areas of
the North Central Region.” .
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C‘HAPTER FOUR

" THE IMPLICATIONS OF POPULATION CHANGE;}
- FOR PUBLIC POLICY INTHE MIDWEST

F(alph R. Wldner and Richard W., Euxbaum

Publn: Pnlicy and; Populaiibn Change‘ . o
. As is.the case in the rest of tlhe United States, changes in the rates i

L nf natural ‘population increase, in the-directions of national popula- -

" tion migrations, and in the locational and residential preférences of

households and firms are significantly altering the patterns.of settle- - B

* ment and the distribution of economic activity in the Midwest. They

- are likely to continue to do so. Yet there are few efforts at any level of -~

g government in the Midwest.to anticipate and' respond to the present -
and futura lmphcatmns of these changes, This is nat unusual inthe ~ -

American experience. ,
-+ * Public policy has traditionally lagged in lts respgnse to changmg
' ial and economic realitiés. In part, this tendency is inherent in a
ic litical system that fully perceiveshe consequences of demographic,
economic, or technological trends only after they have made -
themselves sufficiently felt on the body politic to compel a response. It
- also can be traced to statistical systems that lag behind actual ‘de- _
velapments in 'the’i'r repbrting And, it al&n répresents -our fallurg to -

analyses thanhlghnght for decision makers thé pomble mnsequenees
of ﬂevelupmg trends. In¥ailing"to provide such interpretive foresight,
we “blind-side” our public officials. - :

This inadequacy in our policymaking can he clearly seen during
the past two decades in our belated response to national changes in
birth rates and changes in the net direction of population flows. Along
with technological change, alterations in the rate of population in-
crease and in the net direction of migrations rank among the most po-
tent influences upon patterns of settlement and the distribution of
economic activity. And these, in turn, directly affect the level and
cha:acter nf publlc services reqmred the avallabxllty of

- economies.

In the mid-1960s—even though birth rates had been falling off for
five years after the “War Baby” boom reached an end and the dis-
placement of large numbers of persons from rural to urban areas as a
result of mechanization in agriculture and mining had long passed its

peak—much attention in the Midwest and the nation was focused up-
on the problems of the smaller communities and rural regions that
had been de-populated by the displacements of the past. Under the
EngEn of a "balanced” pcplu;y for growth between rural and urban
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CHAPTER 4

. America, Congress enacted a significant number of economic and

_community development statutes focused on lagging, non-
metropolitan regions (16]. A prestigious Presidential Commission,
chaired by John D. Rockefeller III, expressed deep concern for the
future of metropolitan areas in which migrants would continue to
pile up, imposing a heavy social burden upon the cities[13].

. Yet in the appendix to that same report was a perceptive
analysis by William Alonso pointing out that, in the face of a declin-
ing rate of natural population increase, already-existing rates of
outmigration from the older central cities and metropolitan areas
